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A partir dessas formulagfes e frente ao insuceespadadigma socie
material, sem levar em conta todas as circunstmelavantes, o paradigr
liberal, formal, encontra razdes epistemoldgicas @dandonar a complexi-
dade a sua prépria autoregulamentacao. Frentecémsodparadigma procedi-
mental pode tentar abarcar o @mbito da complexidadequestdes relevan
para o tratamento da desigualdade, em que os psopesstinatarios do direi-
to, como seus autores, podem corrigir 0s rumos aamecimentos, nur
processo de aprendizagem falivel:

Todo aquele que tenta enfrentar as perspectivasmistas, servindo-se apenas dos
argumentos triviais que destacam a complexidad#unde legitimidade com efici-
éncia e desconhece o fato de que as instituicé&stwalo de direito ndo visam sim-
plesmente reduzir a complexidade, mas procuram évanatravés de uma contra-
regulagéio, a fim de estabilizar a tenséo entricfdatle e validad&”

Trata-se de entender a constituicao e, portantlireto "como sendo a insti-
tuicdo de um processo de aprendizagem falivelyégrdo qual a socieda
vence, passo a passo, sua natural incapacidadermarautotematizacdo nor-
mativa"®® Como visto, as diferenciacdes no direito procdsseao parte d
paradigmados direitos sociais, bem como a questdo do femmiséo o
exemplos aportados para indicar de que modo sarievid paternalismo ten-
dencialmente ligado a esse paradigma, permitineéocadiberdade e a igualda-
de sejam melhor realizadas do que no paradigmialibe

67 TrFG2, p. 188 [FG, p. 535].
68 TrFG2, p. 189 [FG, p. 535-536].
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RESUMO Se o mental pode afetar ou ser afetado pelo figotdo o
mental deve ser ele mesmo fisico. Se nao fosse, assiexplicacdes do mundo
fisico ndo poderiam ser fechadas — e elas sé@o flashaHa razBes para se
pensar que 0 materialismo é falso, tanto em suesdee redutivistas quanto nas
nao redutivistas. Mas como explicar entdo a apaesansibilidade do fisico ao
mental e do mental ao fisico? A Unica solu¢éo petgarece ser a seguinte:
objetos fisicos sdo na realidade projecdes ou istomode objetos cujas
propriedades essenciais sdo mentais. Um modo uraopowenos preciso de
apresentar essa tese é o de dizer que propriedadaestitutivas, i.e. ndo
estruturais e nao fenomenais, de objetos fisicog sé#ntais, i.e. séo
propriedades tais as que habitualmente encontramagenas por
"introspeccao”. A cadeira, na medida em que a coalaravés da percepgéo
sensorial e de hipoteses estritamente baseadaserzeggdo, € um tipo de
sombra de um objeto que é exatamente como elaadonta diferenca de suas
propriedades essenciais serem mentais. Esse ramo@mbora radicalmente
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ABSTRACT If the mental can affect, or be affected by, thesptal,
then the mental must itself be physical. Otherwlige physical world would
not be explanatorily closed. But it is closed. Ehare reasons to hold that
materialism (in both its reductive and non-reduetixarieties) is false. So how
are we to explain the apparent responsiveness efptiysical to the mental
and vice versa? The only possible solution seent tthis: physical objects
are really projections or isomorphs of objects wh@ssential properties are
mental. (A slightly less accurate way of puttinig tihould be to say: the cons-
titutive — i.e. the non-structural and non-phenoaien- properties of physi-
cal objects are mental, i.e. are such as we arel useencountering only in
"introspection”.) The chair, qua thing that | candw through sense perception,
and through hypotheses based strictly thereupom, kind of shadow of an
object that is exactly like it, except that thibeart objects essential properties
are mental. This line of thought, though radicalbunterintuitive, explains the
apparent responsiveness of the mental to the pdlysiod vice versa, without
being open to any of the criticisms to which matésm, dualistic interaction
ism, and epiphenomenalism are open.

Key-words Philosoph of the mind, Problem of the Body-Mindyd$ttalism,
Dualism

I. The Scope and Methodology of the Present Paper

The mental and the physical asausallyso well integrated with each other
that, it would seem, thegnustbe identical. To be more precise, given that
mind and matter are causally responsive to eaddr,aéimdgiven also that the
physical world is causally closed — i.e. given ttie cause of any physical
event is another physical eventitfollows that mind is a kind of matter.
At the same time, nothing in the physical world rthe brain, in particular—
seems to 'disclose' mentality. When you look atainb you see beige tissue
(or cells or molecules — depending on how you aokihg at the brain): you
don'tsee ideas, feelings, intentions; and gom'tsee anything that needs to be
explainedin terms of ideas, feelings, intentions etc. Whati ysee is, by all
accounts, no more in need wientalisticexplanation than the behaviour of a
brick)

No matter how thoroughly you studied a brain, yawld never, in the

1 See Eccles [1].
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course of those studies, encounter an idea orlimde&’ou would encounter
cells, molecules, atoms, and so forth: but neweoaght or a desire.

It is often said that our grounds for identifyingemtal phenomena — e.g. pains,
beliefs, feelings — with brain-states are perfecthymparable to our grounds
for identifying water with HO or heat with molecular motion or light with
streams of photons. But this simply isn't true.sThecomes evident when we
attend to the close connection between the cormfephysicality and that of
perceptibility.

Molecules cannot be seen — our technology doearrewtly permit iZ And
streams of photons canrmissiblybe seen — the laws of physics do not permit
it.® But we could, in principle, create an object tas, structurally, just like a
water molecule but was trillions of times largey:tbat wecouldactually see it.
This model would graphically display the very oltgeand properties that we
believe, on theoretical grounds, to constitute walde same is trueutatis
mutandis ofmolecular motion and streams of photons. The exdaily
relevant features of these entities could, in pplec be given a graphic or
plastic representation. We could construct a visnatlel that gave tangible
expression to the features of these entities tlesie wheoretically important —
that are implicated in the theories that posit ¢hestities.

To put it very roughly, if we were small enough, ibrthe aforementioned
theoretical entities were big enough, we cosg@molecular motion: we could
seethe theoretical entities implicated in identificats likewater isH,O and
heat is molecular motion.

(The identification of light with a stream of phoposes special problems: we
couldn't possiblyseephotons. That is why, in the previous paragrappdke
of seeing models of photons that displayed therdimally relevant features of
them. But the basic idea prevails: although we ad@tisee photons, weould
see things that modelled the theoretically sigaificfeatures of photons — the
features ascribed to them in the theories that pusir existence.)

But nothing even remotely comparable is possibléhen caseof an idea or a
thought or a feeling. It is true that we identifese things with brain-states. But
given any constitueraf a brain-state — any aggregate of cells, any indiafid
cell, any molecule, any atom — if we created a fatsnodel of

2 This isn't quite true — it is subject to someialgk qualifications. But these aren't really oportance in the present
context.

3 What follows was anticipated by a remark thabh& makes in th&onadology.He says that if we could walk around
inside a brain, we would never see thoughts, fgslidesires, and so on; only various physiologicatesses.
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that constituent that was large enough for us #its¢hat model would to no
degree whatsoever exhibit any of the propertiesatheristic of ideas, thoughts
or feelings. When we identify a brain-state withy,sa perception, we are
identifying a brain-state with something that nseety has the properties of
being representational, of having a felt-quality parposiveness, of having a
kind of subjectivity, and so forth. But if you wemmall enough tseethe
cellular or molecular activity with which, suppogedhe perception is identical,
you would not see any of these properties: you deek things that no more
disclosed the properties of being representatiaidiaving a felt quality, and
so forth, than a rock. Compare: if you were smalbwgh tosee H,O
molecules, youvould be able to see the properties of those things dteat
ascribed to them in the theory that identifies tiveith water.

There is a close connection between the concepthgsicality and that of
perceptibility. (Later on, we will see just how s#othis connection is.) To be
sure, not everything physical is perceptible. Imsaases, it is technologically
impossible to see a physical entily. other cases, it iabsolutelyimpossible
(given the role that photons play in visual perimeptit would beabsolutely
impossible — causally impossible and, | think, cgptaally impossible — to
see photons.) But even though some physical entiti@gnnot be seen,
representations of their explanatorily or theoadljcimportant featuregan
always be seen: we have no trouble creating a jpiiiste model of the theore-
tically important features of ¥ molecules. But there is absolutelp pros-
pect of creating a perceptible model of the distishing characteristics of
mental entities: representationality, deliberaten@henomenology (‘felt qua-
lity"), subjectivity, and so forth.

So it is simply not true that our grounds for idigimig (say) pain with c-fibre
stimulation are comparable to our grounds for if@ing water with HO.
When we identify water with $#D, we are, in effect, claiming that, if we were
small enough, or water was large enough, we weakH,O molecules when
we walked about in a body of water. (A correspogdataim is true of the
identification of light with photons, though someddéional complications are
involved in this case.) But when we claim that jgagin is c-fibre stimulation,
we cannot, if we are sane, be claiming that, ifwese small enough (or brains

were big enough), we woukkepain as we walked about the interior of a brain.

And, of course, the same is true of the identifazabf any mental entity with a
brain-state. So the logic behind identificatioke Ipain is ¢ -fibre stimulation
is dramatically different from that behind ident#tions likewater isH,O.

So we are in between a rock and a hard place. Hagept dualism — the
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view that mind and body are distinct — it becomesdhto account for the
obviouscausalintegratedness of the mental and the physical.ifBué accept

materialism — the view that mind and body are oneve-apparently destroy
the explanatoryunity characteristic, if nodefinitive, of the physical domain:
we introduce into the physical world something vithiesists physical expla-
nation, something which couldn't conceivably becemtered in the physical
world — even in the indirect sense, described abmverhich photons can be
encountered — and whose physicalitypiso factoopen to question.

My purpose in this paper is to thread a path thnoing Scylla of dualism
and the Charybdis of materialism. The doctrinetlfggh will seem to many to
be a kind of materialism, and to others it will set® be a kind of dualism. My
suspicion is that most would regard iteaform — albeit and unusual one — of
materialism. My own view is that, strictly speakingny position is more
correctly described as a form of dualism.

The solution set forth here is not wholly new.dtsnt of departure lies in a
comment made by Russell:

| conclude that, while mental events and theirijgalcan be known without inference,
physical events are known only as regards theicespme structure.[My emphasis.]
The qualities that compose such events are unkrevgo completely unknown that we
cannot say either that they are, or that they atedifferent from the qualities that we
know as belonging to mental events

Ultimately, all 1 do in this paper is to take Ru$seremark seriously. |
suggest that, first of all, weupposethat the 'qualities that compose [physical]
events'are mental. | maintain that if we make this suppositiere can (i)
account for the causal integratedness of the mamilthe physical; and we
can (ii) account for the difficulty we have explaig the existence of mind in
terms of matter.

It might seem that, in taking this view — in takitige view that the 'qua-
lities that compose [physical entities]' are menrtall am espousing a form of
materialism. ('Surely if one says that the physicalcemposedodf such and
such, then such and such is ipso facto physicafitevier else such and such
may be.")

My response to this as follows. The concept of @@y isa structural

4 Russell [1] p. 247. Elsewhere Russell writes:
'[W]e have found it necessary to emphasize theemdly abstract character of physical knowledge, thatifact that
physics leaves open all kinds of possibilities @shie intrinsic character of the world to which @guations apply.
There is nothing in physics to prove that the ptsisiworld is radically different in character frothe mental
world...The only legitimate attitude about the phgsworld seems to be one of complete agnostieismegards all but
its mathematical properties.' Russell [2] pp. 270-2
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concept; when we ascribe physicality to something,are saying that it has
structural or formal properties of a certain kiithis view is counter-intuitive;
but, I believe, capable of a cogent defence.) Ndjeais cannot havenly
structural properties; such properties must beh#id out' somehow. The prop-
erties that 'flesh out' or 'embody’ a structurencanhemselvesalways be
purely structural; to deny this would involve sokiad of a vicious regress.
So those properties are non-structural and thexefon-physical. | will make
heavy use of Kant's distinction between 'phenomand' 'noumena’ (a dis-
tinction that, | think, may be implicit in Russslfemark).

More specifically, | will maintain that, at leasthere some physical entities
are concerned, those entities may regarded asptienomena’ (in Kant's
sense) whose corresponding 'noumena’ are mental.pfijasical entities in
question would be brain-events and states: sogtradities that compose such
events [and states]' are, | will maintain, memahature.

. Is Dualism Compatible with Interactionism?

Mental events seem to be responsive to physicaitewamdvice versa. A
hot iron is pressed to my skin, and | feel pairreh& mental event seems to
occurin response t@ physical event. | see a rabid dog running towards
and | subsequently bolt in terror: here a physisant seem to occuin res-
ponse toa certain mental state.

How are we to account for the apparent responssgené the mental to the
physical andrice versa?The most obvious answer is this: the mental and the
physical do not jusseemto be responsive to each other: they realig
responsive to each other; they really do inteladhis answer tenable?

Before we can answer this question, we must nagetloing: if the physi-
cal and the mental interact, then the mental msstfibe physical. Why is
this? Suppose that, indeed, mind and matter doaictteand suppose, further,
that mental events weret themselves physical. In that case, entities thét di
not themselves fall within the scope of physicaldacould affect entities that
did fall within the scope of such laws. (If mental &a8 are not physical, then
of course mental entities do not fall within th@ge of physical laws.) Every
time something that falls within the scope of a gibgl law is affected by
something that does not fall within the scope afhsa law, an exception to
that law is thereby generated. For in such a d¢hsebehaviour of the affected
entity itself falls outside the scope of that law, as its behavie now a func-
tion of the behaviour of some entity that doesalt Within the scope of that
law (namely, some mental entity). In that case piimgsical world would not
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beexplanatorilyclosed: in order to explain physical events, it lddue neces-
sary to take mental events into account.

But the physical worlds explanatorily self-contained. In any case, all the
available empirical data supports this. To expthgnmovements of my body, it
is not in principle necessary to take my mentatestanto account. By all
accounts, my body no more falls outside the scdpehgsical law and, there-
fore, of physical explanation than do rocks antlaod balls. (Of course, it is
easierto predict someone's physical behaviour by takisghtental states into
account. But that is irrelevant. It is easier tedict the behaviour of a computer
by thinking of it as doing sums. But that doesn&am that the computer's
behaviour falls outside the scope of physical lavexplanation.) So either the
mental doesn't affect the physical or the mentasedf physical.'

This argument can be put another way. If mentahi@veould affect physical
events, and mental events were not themselves qahygshen given any
alleged law of physical nature, some mental eveuldcintercede in the course
of physical events and generate an exception tdléva. But physical laws do
not admit of exceptions. (If a true exception isrfd to some physical 'law’,
then it isipso factonot a law.) So if the mental could affect the pbgkiand the
mental were not itself physical, then there wowdho laws of physical nature.
But there are such laws.

So either the mental doesn't affect the physicather mental is itself
physical. So interactionism is true only if matésia is also true.

But [asks an imaginary interlocutor] mightn't aitisa kind of interactionism be com-

patible with dualism? Suppose that (i) physicalmdmena could affect mental phe-
nomena, but (ii) mental phenomena could not, iir tluen, affect physical phenome-

na. Under these circumstances, if mental phenomvena non-physical, this fact would

not entail either that there were no physical lawgvhat may be just a different way of
phrasing the same point) that the physical world wat explanatorily self-contained.

Atfter all, full-blown, bidirectional interactionisrfthe doctrine that matter affects mind
and vice versa) is incompatible with dualism beeaifsmind affects matter and mind

does not itself fall within the scope of physicalw| then the physical world is

explanatorily open. But, it seems, if matter afattind, but not vice versa, the physical
world would remain explanatorily self-contained: maybe we can reconcile dualism
with a limited form of interactionisr.

This view set forth by the objector — that mattieets mind but novice
versa — is known asepiphenomenalismEpiphenomenalism is not
tenable; dualism is not compatible with matter'mdpeable to affect mind.
Why is this?

5 See Kim [1].
6 This is what David Chalmers holds. See Chalnfdrs [
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Causation is bi-directional: roughly, x affectsugtjin case y affects x. (This is
subject to a qualification that we will get to im@ment.) | cannot move tl
rock without the rock's affecting me in some wayork a purelyphysical
standpoint, the rock is no more passive with resjpeme when | move it than
am with respect to it. It is only from a pragmatic psychological standpoint
that, in such a transaction, | can be said to beenwxtive' than the roc
Activity and passivity are concepts that applytie human, not the physic
world.

So if physical events bring about mental eventsn timental events brir
about physical events. And, as we have already, seenental events ce
affect physical events, while not themselves bghgsical, then the physic
world is explanatorily pen. But it isn't explanatorily open. So dualisn
incompatible withanykind of interactionism, no matter how limited.

You said that if x affects y, then y affects x. Tisgplainly false. If | break a window by
throwing a brick at it, | affect the window but tlvendow doesn't affect me. So
causation is not bi-directional. So the argumernt jyst gave isn't sound.

If X's affecting y is mediated through a seriesnéérvening events, then x
may affect y without y's affecting x in its turnuBif x affectsy directlythis is
not possible. | can throw a rock at a window withbeing affected by tr
shattering of the window. But my hand cannot affeetwindow without being
affected by the rock in its turn.

I1l. Is Some Form of Materialism True?

So there is an excellent reason to hold that sara bf materialism i
correct. Matter seems to affect mind aride versa.Unless materialism |
true, mind cannot affect matter and matter canffecamind. So it seen
practically incontrovertible that materialism isnact. But we will soon se
that matters are not quite so straightforward.

There are countless forms of materialism. Bitimately —if we ignore
sub-categorial differences — there are but twoetias. | will refer to these as
reductiveand non-reductivematerialism. What is reductive materialism
what is non-reductive materialism?

Reductive materialism the view that first-person entities are really iden
tical with, or at least constituted byaradigmatically physicaéntities. Some-
thing is paradigmatically physical if it falls withthe scope of the swalled
'‘physical sciences' — physics, chemistry, bioldgyamples of paradigmati-
cally physical entities are atoms, molecules, celigans, planets, and the
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forces that govern their interrelations. It is masy to say in virtue of what,
precisely, something falls within the scope of éhssiences. (Later on we will
come up with an answer.) But, at an intuitive letle® meaning of the expression
'‘paradigmatically physical entity' should still bkear. Roughly, some-thing is
paradigmatically physical if there cannot be anyosis question as to whether to
classify it as physical. There can be no seriogstipn as to whether to classify a
rock, an atom, or a cloud as physical. But thene lsga such a question in
connection with e.g. a belief. (This formulatiorilveie refined shortly.)

According to reductive materialism, pains, ticklbsliefs etc. are physical
solely because they are identical with, or constituted pgradigmatically
physical entities — with neural events, brain-gatdisplacements of certain
kinds molecules or atoms.

Non-reductive materialisnis the view that first-person entities amnet
identical with paradigmatically physical entitiegttare physical anyway. Pain is
not identical with, or constituted by, c-fibre stitation or any other para-
digmatically physical entity. Pain is what it seetm$e, and nothing else: it isn't
secretly identical with e.g. c-fibre stimulation.utB[says the non-reductive
materialist] pain is still physical. Searle holtigstview.'

Non-reductive Materialism

First let us consider non-reductive materialisme Tollowing argument
casts serious doubt on the validity of this thesis.

The laws discovered by the physical sciences gopamadigmatically
physical entities and paradigmatically physicalitesst alone. The laws of
physics do not concern headaches and tickles —ssinté¢ course, headaches
and tickles are really paradigmatically physicditess in disguise. But accord-
ing to non-reductive materialism, that is speclficavhat they are not.

An object that couldn't interact with any paradidicelly physical entity
surely wouldn't itself qualify as physical. Imagia€physical' object that had
absolutely no effect on atoms, molecules, rocleedy retinae, nerve-endings
— that was just a kind of impotent phantom. Sudhiag, indeed, would be
totally undetectable; for a thing is detectableyahlt has effects on our bodies,
which are paradigmatically physical. And that thidnyy supposition, would
have no effects on anything paradigmatically phaisie it wouldn't affect

7 J.J. Smart was a reductive materialist. See Jijart
8 Searle [1] p. 49.
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atoms, molecules, and so forth. It is very hardde how such entity — being
totally undetectable and, indeed, without any eféetanything paradigmatic-
ally physical — would possibly qualify as physical.

So if mental entities are physical, they must bpabée of affecting para-
digmatically physical entities. So any materialishether reductive or not, is
committed to holding that mental entities affecygbal entities. At the same
time, the non-reductive materialist says that memidities are not identical
with paradigmatically physical entities — are not identical with atoms or
molecules or the things composed thereof. As wedjgihysical laws govern
paradigmaticallyphysical entities only (the govern headaches ahtegonly if
these things are identical with paradigmaticallygbal entities). So if the
non-reductive materialist is right, then entitibattdidn't themselves within the
scope of the laws of physics could affect entitiest did fall within the scope
of such laws. This would mean, as we saw earklat, there would be no laws
of physics and that the paradigmatically physicabrlds would not be
explanatorily self-contained. But it is self-com@d, and there are laws of
physics. So non-reductive materialism is inconsistath the fact that physi-
cal world is causally and explanatorily self-conta.

Non-reductive materialism is, | suggest, just Gaate dualism in disguise.
Cartesian dualism is a dualism of the mental aedpthysical. Non-reductive
materialism is a dualism of the paradigmaticallygbtal and the non-para-
digmatically physical. But the term 'non-paradigicelty physical' covers just
what Descartes call the 'mental’, and the termathgmatically physical
covers just what Descartes call the 'physical'n8a-reductive materialism is
Cartesian dualism under the cloak of a new termmland it is therefore just
as incapable of explaining the apparent responsagiof the mental to the
physical as is Cartesian dualism.

From here on out, whenever | use the term 'physitcalrefer only to
paradigmaticallyphysical entities, and the term 'materialism' tferdo re-
ductive materialismThis is justified by the fact that non-reductiveateria-
lism' really isn't materialism at all and that drigg that isn't paradigmatic-ally
physical isn't physical at all.

An Argument Against Reductive Materialism

So if any form materialism is correct, it reductive materialism. In this
section, | will outline an argument to the effdwtireductive materialism is
false.

Earlier | defined reductive materialism as the viteat mental entities are
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identical with, orconstituted byparadigmatically physical entities. First of all,
what is the difference between constitution andtitle? Imagine a figurine that
is made of clay. Is that figuringlentical with the clay of which it is made?
Well, you could destroy the figurine without desirg the clay. So the clay
and the figure have different properties. Hence, figurine is notidentical
with the clay. But every fact about the statue —ethier it is beautiful, how
much it weighs, etc. — is obviously fixed by sormaetfabout the clay (e.g. the
aesthetic properties of the statue are fixed bystiape that the clay has at a
given time); and this, of course, is because thrist while noidentical with
the clay, isnade upf it — is, as we saygonstitutedby it.

The distinction between constitution and identityf some importance in
connection with the mind-body problem. Reductiveternialists hold that
spatio-temporal world isonstitutedby interactions among elementary physi-
cal particles — quarks, muons, mesons, and soHemaeforth, we will refer
to such interactions agomic interactionseven though, technically, they should
be called 'sub-atomic interactions'.) But stridfyeaking it is not widely held
that all physical entities ariglentical with sets of atomic interactions. My
heart right now isonstitutedby certain atomic interactions. But my heart isn't
identical with these interactions. For in a mominwill be constituted by
completely different interactions. In a few yedrsvill be composed of com-
pletely new particles altogether. My heart can, aillj survive the extinction
of this or that particular set of interactions. $uy heart has different 'modal
properties’ from the atomic interactions which euatly constitute it, and
therefore isn't identical with them.

For a certain physical state of affairs to obtainferthere to be a set of
atomic interactions with certain properties — iallgejust for certain physical
predicates or, equivalently, physicanceptsto be instantiated in a certain
region of space-time. (I am using the term 'coricapta rough synonym for
‘predicate’; | ammot using the term ‘concept’ to denote anytmmental.l will
elucidate this qualification in a moment.) For atigke with mass x and charge
y to be moving with velocity z in space-time regi@nis just for the concept
Particle with mass x and charge y to be moving wiélocity zto be instantia-
ted in R.

Reductive materialism must obviously hold that rméphenomena are in
space. For reductive materialism holds that mepit@nomena are identical
with physical phenomena, and obviously physicalnpineena are in space.
SYposing that reductive materialism is right abdig,twhat would it be for a

9 This argument is due, | think, to Bernard Wiggins
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certain mental event to occur in space-time redg@nFor such an event to
occur in space-time region R would simply be fareatain mentatonceptto

be instantiated in R. For there to be a surge géraim R is just for the concept
surge of angeto be instantiated in R. (I am not myself sayingttmental
entities are in space. | am saying thisas materialism holds, mental entities
are in space, then for such and such a mental e¥éntoccur in region R just
is for such and such a mental concept to be iriatadtin R.)

At this point, one point should be made absolutéar. A moment ago | said
that for there to be a surge of anger in R is fasta certainconceptto be
instantiated in R. Here | am using the word 'coticiepits objectivesense.
The word ‘concept' has two quite distinct senseastbgective or psychological
sense and an objective or logical sense. Condigesdntence 'for any object
X, if x falls under the concemquarethen x necessarily also falls under the
conceptclosed planar figure.This sentence says absolutely nothing about
anyone's mental contents. Here the word 'concegbeing used to denote
purely platonic entities, entities that exist indegdently of any person's
mental states. This is tlubjectiveor logical sense of the word 'concept’. Now
consider the sentence 'in order for a three yehtoohave an adequate concept
of the nature of sub-atomic phenomena, he woule llawe a genius.' Here
the word 'concept' is being used in stshjectiveor psychologicalsense. The
word 'concept’ here refers to something mentalsdme constituent of a
human mind.

When | want to refer to concepts in thebjective sense,will use the term
'‘concepf — note the sub-script. And | will henceforth being the term
‘concept’ — no subscript — to denote concepts étijectivesense, i.e. to
refer to a certain kind of platonic, not mentaltitgn (So to refer to multiple
concepts in thesubjectivesense, | will use the expression ‘concepts’ — once
again, note the subscript. And to refer to multiptecepts in th@bjective
sense, | will use the term ‘concepts' — no subsgrip

Materialism holds that any mental state of affalptains solelyin virtue of the
fact that some physical state of affairs obtainsetaof atomic interactions. So
if | feel a pain at a certain time, that happensrelyin virtue of the fact that, at
that the same time, certain atomic interactionsioed: there is nothing to my
pain over and above those interactions — just @®tls no-thing to the statue
over and above the clay which composes it. In géneshatever mental states
of affairs there are, the nature of these statsicdly determined by the nature
of the atomic interactions in the world; just as groperties of a statue at time
t are strictly determined by the properties posSessstime t by its constituent
clay. As we noted a moment ago, for such and such
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a physical state of affairs to obtain in R is jtmt such and such a physical
concept to be instantiated in R; and for thus arah s mental state of affairs
to obtain in R is just for thus and such a mentaicept to be instantiated in R.
So if materialism is right, then whenever a meotaicept is instantiated in a
certain space-time region, thatgelely becaussome physical concept was
instantiated in that region. This is just anothewywef saying that, if such and
such physical concepts are instantiated in a cerégjion, thahecessitatethat
thus and such mental concepts are instantiatdhirrégion.

In this paper, the terms 'necessitates’ and 'nagesse meant in the strictest
sense. When | say that such and such is 'neceskaly'not mean that it is
causally necessary, but rather that itristaphysicallynecessary: there is no
possible circumstance in which such and such ighetase. And when | use
the term 'possible’ (and cognate terms: ‘cam@blis, and so on) | am not referring
to causal, but to metaphysical, possibility: sohsand such possible if there is
some hypothetical circumstance in which such act swlds.

So a materialist must hold that, if such and sublysigal concepts are
instantiated in R, this literallpecessitatethat thus and such mental concepts
are instantiated in R — just as the truth @§>a squarenecessitates that &fis
four-sided.

In what follows, | will talk a great deal about tessary relations' between
concepts. What | have in mind are truths like tfos:any x, if x is a Euclidean
triangle, then the interior angles of x add up t801 This proposition
delineatesa necessaryelation holding among certain concepts: the cotscep
Euclidean triangle, interior anglesnd so on. For a relation to be necessary is for
it be such that it couldn't fail to hold. There ne 'possible world' where
Euclidean triangles don't have interior angles ragldip to180°.

(Not all truths about concepts are necessary.dtabably true thator all x, if x

is a resident of Antarctica, then x cannot writbugue.This is a truth about the
conceptgesident of Antarctica, able to write a fug@ad so forth. But it is not
a necessary truth: it is perfectly possible thamdoow a competent fugue-
writer should move to Antarctica.)

Here, in outline, is how the rest of my argumenrdgiagt materialism will go.
We've seen that, if the mental is identical with ihysical, then if certain phy-
sical concepts are instantiated in a space-timendg), this literally necessitates
that certain mental concepts will be instantiatedRi Given this, suppose that
'elations of necessitation among concepts are inkfamvable a priori. In other
words, suppose that, for any two concepts (in thjeabive sense) C and C', if
one grasps C and C' then one has all the informatiee needs to figure out
what necessary relations hold between those twoegts. If this supposition
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were in fact true, then if one knew exactly whaggital facts obtained in R, one
could literallydeducewhat mental states of affairs obtain in R.

| submit that this supposition is in fact true;. ilesubmit that, for any two
concepts C and C', if one grasps those two concepésipso facto has all the
information one needs to figure out what, if angcessary relations hold be-
tween them. | will argue at length for this adndtiecontroversial point.

Now it is fairly clear that, if one knows exactiyhet physical states of affairs
obtain in region R, one cannot on that basis attedicewhat mental states of
affairs obtain in R. (One can oftentimeslucethis. But one can neveleduce
it. Any exceptions to this thesis prove to be meagbparent, as we will see.)
From this, it follows that the mental is not litdyddentical with the physical. In
what remains of this section | will elucidate araVelop this

argument.

First of all, | must prove this: If one grasps temncepts (in the objective sense
of the word 'concept’) C and C', then one can incjple figure out a priori
what, if any, necessary relations hold between tfeim other words, if one
grasps two concepts C and C' one ipso facto hakealhformation one needs
to figure out what necessary relations hold betw@emd C'. This assertion is,
of course, the essence of my argument against ialegar. For expository
reasons, I'll put myull argument for this point in the last section of thaper.
But the basic idea behind that argument can bedstaiefly.

Concepts are platonic entities; they are not ciestis of the spatio-temporal
world. Conceptanust be platonic entities, because a concept is esHgntia
something of which there can bestanceg(there areénstancesof the concept
of triangularity, of the concept of justice, andfsah); and it makes no sense to
say of some spatio-temporal entity that thereias¢ancesof it. It makes no
sense to say that there amstances oSocrates or Plato.

Since they are platonic entities, concepts doaidstn spatio-temporal &
fortiori causal relations to one another, or to anything.e® the only thing
which distinguishes one concept from another is citmstitution —its
essential propertiesTherefore the only way that one daentify a concept is
by its constitution — by its essential or definiolgaracteristics. (By contrast,
spatio-temporal individuals and kinds can be — asadally are — identified,
not by their essential or defining properties, iutheir spatio-temporal relations
to one's self. This is why one can identify a ¢erliguid as, say, water without
knowing that water is $O. | will elucidate this in a moment.)

10 When | say that one could 'in principle' figutés out, | mean that if one were intelligent enlougad enouy
time, and so on. | am abstracting from what Russ#léd purely *medical’ limitations on the indiui
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Now for any two concepts C and C', what (if anygessary relations hold
between them is determineaghtirely by the structures, the constitutiors,
those two concepts; it is not determined by angtlélse; in particular, it is not
determined by the constitutioof this or that possible world. (By definition,
necessary relations hold all possible worlds. So they are not contingent on
what goes on in this, or in any other, world.) Seeg that one can grasp a
concept only by grasping its essential properite®llows that, if one grasps
two concepts C and C', one has all the informatioa needs to figure out what
necessary relations hold between those two concepts

One of the points just made should be clarifiece Way we identifyspa-
tio-temporalobjects and kinds differs (or at leastn differ) from the way we
identify platonic entities. Spatio-temporal objeabviously stand in spatio-
temporal relations — in particular, icausal relations — to things besides
themselves. So one spatio-temporal object is distgihed from the next, not
only by its constitution, but also by its spatioafgoral relations. This means that
it is possible, in principle, tadentify a spatio-temporal objeetithout having
knowledge of its constitutional properties. Thisvisy a three year old is able to
have thoughts about water — is able to have a qinoé water — without
having the faintest idea that water isCHand, therefore, without having the
faintest idea what are the essential or definingratteristics of water. Very
briefly, a three year old identifies a specimerbamg water by verifying that it
has a certaircausal relation to him, not by verifying that it has a taén
chemical composition: more accurately, he makesittgntification by verifying
that it is of the samekind as something — some specimen — to which he
stands in a certain causal relation. (These obgooirgs will be elucidated in
section IV.) But platonic entities — in particularpncepts — do not stand in
spatio-temporal or causal relations to anythingo8® cannot identify a concept
— cannot have a concemif that concept — withoutif only implicitly or
inarticulately) knowing its essential or definingpperties.

Many will make the following objection to the thedn question:

Some propositions are both necessarily true (tnualli possible world) but a poste-
riori (such that, to know their truth value, itnst enough to understand them: empi-
rical work is required). Examples are: “water igOt light is a stream of photons’;
Hesperus is Phosphorous'. Each of these proposit®orquivalent to a proposition
about concepts. "Hesperus is Phosphorous' is dqnoivid “the concept of Hespe-
rushood is necessarily coextensive with the conoéfhosphoroushoodrhe pro-
position “water is bD' is equivalent to the proposition “the conogpteris necessarily
coextensive with the concepil,0." These latter propositions affirm necessary
relations between concepts. Given that Hesperudeistical with Phosphorous, it
follows that the concept of Hesperushood is necigs@extensive with the concept of
Phosphoroushood. But this relation is obviouslykmatwable a priori; and neither
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is the relation expressed by ‘the concepiter is necessarily coextensive with the
conceptH,0.’

I will give a complete response to this point lader (in section 1V). Right
now, all 1 will say is this: the objection is based a failure to distinguish
between concepts in thsubjective sense (concepts) and concepts in the
objectivesense. One can indeed have two congeptshe same thing (or of
two things that have some necessary relation th e#ter than identity” )
without being able to figure this out a priori. Buhenever this happens, it is
because the objects of those two congeptsspatio-temporal entities or kinds:
the objects of those two concefdse neveconceptsA conceps of Hesperus is
not a conceptof aconcept;it is a conceptof a spatio-temporahing: a hunk of
rock orbiting the sun —Aota concept (in any sense of the word). The object of
one's concepbf Hesperus is floating in outer space. No conéeflbating in
outer space. (Of course, the same is tnugatis mutandisf one's concepbf
Phosphorous.) So when one learns that HesperubaspRorous, one is not
learning anything about two concepts (one is legyna lot about one's
concepts but nothing about concepts); in particular, osendt learning that
two concepts are coextensive. So what one is legrig in not correctly
represented by the sentence "the concept of Hedpmyd is coextensive with
the concept of Phosphoroushood ' That sentencd, drgue, is either nonsense
or it is merely a misleading way of saying that ptsis is Phosphorous. | will
give a fuller version of this argument later ongaction 1V).

We will now proceed on the assumption that, if @rasps two concepts
C and C', one has all the information one needgtoe out what necessary
relations hold between them. (This assumption véldischarged in section 1V.)
Given that this last assumption is correct, it dols that if one knows
what physical concepts are instantiated in spaue-tegion R, one can liter-
ally deducewhat mental concepts are instantiated in R. Soéfknows exactly
what atomic interactions are occurring in R, thiovides one with a
completely adequatdeductivebasis for figuring out what mental states of
affairs

obtain in R. But clearly a knowledge of what phgsistates of affairs obtain

11 This point may require clarification. One carvénawo conceptsc and c¢' with the following three properties: tip
objects of ¢ and ¢' are both spatio-temporal intligls or kinds; (ii) these objects stands in soegessaryelation to
each othebesidesdentity; and (iii) one cannot figure out that thesbjects are thus related without doing empirical
work. Whales are necessarily mammals. There isassiple world where something is a whale but isanotammal.
Now, a person can have a congepthe natural kindvhaleand a concepts of the natural kind mammal andhyek that
whales are fish. Such a person would not be abliearm what whales were mammabsceptby doing empirical work.
So here we have a case where one has two conceptifsat these objects of these concept; are #tjcspemporal
kinds and (ii) stand in some necessary relationrte anothebesidesidentity and (iii) one cannot figure this out a
priori.
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in R does not, by itself, provide one with an adggdeductivebasis for infer-
ring what mental sates of affairs obtain in R.

The difference between deduction and induction roestmphasized here.
If materialism is right, then if | know what phyalcconcepts are instantiated
in R, | do not just have goddductiveevidence for what kind of mental con-
cepts are instantiated in R; | actually have sumébrination as enables me to
deducewhat mental concepts are instantiated in R. (I amguthe term 'de-
duce' in the same sense that it has in the senténaee knows that x is a
square, one can deduce that x has four sides.")

So now it is clear why materialism is false. Theerialist must obviously
hold that mental entities are identical with, onsftituted by, certain brain-
states or neural events occurring in the brainesihis, suppose | know exact-
ly what physical concepts are instantiated in R.e—that | know exactly what
atomic interactions are occurring in R — where Rhis space-time region
occupied by someone's brain. On the basis of thatledge, it couldn't con-
ceivably bededucedvhat mental concepts were instantiated in R. I, that
knowledge wouldn't even provide a decemtuctivebasis for inferring what
mental concepts were instantiated in R. It suredylan't provide any deduc-
tive basis for such an inference. But if materialiwere right, then if | knew
what physical concepts were instantiated in R,uladiterally computewhat
mental concepts were instantiated in R — i.e. whahtal states of affairs
obtain in R. So reductive materialism is false.

At this point, | should address a couple of possidijections to what I've
said:

The macro-physical facts are fully constituted bg tmicro-physical facts. This is
incontrovertible. Now, scientists had to spend gdayuring out “bridge principles'
by which, given a knowledge of the macrophysicat§aone could deduce what the
micro-physical facts are. In other words, sciestlsd to spend years discover the
necessary relations that hold between these tatasif facts. You seem to be saying
that it can all be done a priori — that there imedkind ofentailmentrelation (an
epistemically transparent necessay:logical relation) between the micro-facts and
the macro-facts. Obviously you are wrong.

The entailment goes from the micro-facts to therméacts, notice ver-
sa: it you know what microphysical concepts are instdatl in R, then in
principle you could on that basis alone figure waiat macrophysical con-
cepts are instantiated in R. To make an equivaglett: if you know what
microfacts obtain in R you can figure out what nofacts obtain in R. If you
know the atomic facts, you can, on the basis alfigete out what the mole-
cular facts are; othatbasis, you can figure out slightly higher level riizal



98 John-Michael Kuczynski

facts; and so on. Basically, if you know the atoff@cts, you can bootstrap
your way to knowledge of physical facts of the leighlevel — to knowledge
of biological, the ecological, the geological, th&tronomical (just as, if you
know the location and size of each of the bricksygosing a given building,
you can, wholly on that basis, deduce the ovetalicture of the building).
But the reverse is not true. This is because argngnacrofact can be realized
by an essentially infinite number of different tgpaf microfacts. The event of
a heart's beating in a certain way can be corgtitoy infinitely many different
sets of atomic interactions. So there is no a iproarte from the macro to the
micro.

But there is an a priori route from the micro t@ tmacro. (Of course,
human knowledge begins with the macro. So we také& advantage of this
route.) This is because the micro-facts strictlg anilaterally determine the
macro-facts. Although a given kind of heartbeat barrealized by infinitely
many different kinds of micro-interactions, a giveet of micro-interactions
will allow for, at most, one kind of heartbéeat.

Another objection:

‘It is often said that mind is an "emergent progedf matter. By this it is meant that
mental activity is (i) physical but (ii) represemnts “irreducible novelty" in the physical
world. So if this view is correct, then the mentalphysical even though it is not
constituted by atomic interactions. Of course, @ntal states of affairs aren't consti-
tuted by atomic states of affairs, then there iseason why, if such and such atomic
states of affairs obtain, that should entail thastand such mental facts obtain.'

This position is incoherent. If the mental factsistitute an “irreducible
novelty' with respect to the physical facts, thieams that what the mental
facts are is not strictly determined by what thggital facts are. This, in turn,
means that mental entities and phenomena are @aotidgdl with, or constitu-
ted by, the physical entities and phenomena. idffylly constituted by y, then
the x-facts cannot be “irreducibly novel' with resipto the y-facts.) This, in its
turn, means that mental entities jasén't physical. So the idea that mind is an
‘emergent property' — i.e. is irreducibly noveltwiespect to the physical —
while itself being physical is self-contradictodctually, this position is very
close to the position that | have callegh-reductivematerialism.

12 See Nagel [1] p.352.
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Property Dualism

Our main goal is to explain the systematic corregigoce that obtains
between the mental and the physical. We have $eeproblemserendn both
Cartesian dualism and in reductive materialism. waf these problems, some
philosophers have proposed a kind of compromisedesi these two doctrines:
mental properties are distinct from physical prapsy but all mental properties
belong to physical objects. So the pain | fea {gropertyof my brain, but it is
an irreducibly mental property. This view is knoas'property-dualisn?
Property dualism explains the correspondence betwke mental and the
physical by saying: mental properties co-occur itlysical properties because
both types of properties belong to physical objeletsin always succeeds such
and such physical stimuli because those stimulseahus and such neural
events, and pain is a property (albeit an irredyaibental property) of those
neural events.

There is an obvious problem for property dualisiislwidely agreed these
days that objects jusire concomitances of properties. A given object — a.g.
particular rock — is not something in which propestinhere; it is not
somethingunderlyingthe various properties which it possesses. Raithisrthe
sum of its properties. (I am using the word “swoskly, of course.) So to say
that two properties — e.g. hardness and roundnedseleng to the same thing'
justis to say that they co-occur: it ot to say that they are "glued' or "affixed'
to the same substrate. Property dualism says hieainental and the physical
co-occur because they "belong to the same thing'.t@ belong to the same
thing — to “inhere' in the same object — justto co-occur. So property
dualism in effect just saysaental and physical properties co-occur because
they co-occur —and this, of course, is utterly trivial.

To make all of this clear: Property dualism is saggul to explainvhy the
occurrence of mental properties attends that ofsighy properties andice
versa. And its answer is: the occurrence of mental prigerattends the
occurrence of physical properties, avide versa,because (in some cases)
mental properties and physical properties "belanthé same things'. But, as
we've just seen, for two properties to belong ®dhme thing juds for them
to co-occur — i.e. jugs for the occurrence of the one to attend the ocnoe®f
the other. So property dualism reduces to the vaxusiatement thathe
occurrence of mental properties attends that ofgitgl properties, and vice

13 Colin McGinn is a property dualist. See McGitih [
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versa, because the occurrence of mental propedieends that of physic
properties.This statement, of course, has no explanatory oong» propert
dualism is null and void as a solution to the mioadly problem.

IV. A Positive Solution

We have seen some reason to hold that the mernteharphysical do not
interact and that mental activity is not physiceliaty. But it also patentl
obvious that there is some intimate and genuin@exiion between mind and
matter, between mental apdhysical activity. The apparent responsivenes
the mental to the physical, antte versajs not coincidence. How are we
account for this correspondence?

So far as | can tell, there is only way left totds. What we call “physical
objects' are projections or representations ofabbjehose essential properties
are mentall am not advocating any kind of idealisRather, | am saying (
that, existing in complete independence of humands)i there exist objec
that are just like rocks, chairs, and trees, extiggitthese objects are compos-
ed of mentalentities (mental entities that do not belong to haynan mind)
and (ii) that what we call "physical objects' arejgctions or isomorphs
these other objects (roughly: physical objectstarthese other objects wt
Kantianphenomenare tonoumena).

If I am to defend this hypothesis, | must be peexita brief epistemolo-
gical digression. We obviously learn about the ptaisworld through ou
sense-perceptions. Now there is some reasdelieve that perception, a
perception-based theories, apprise us only of ttuetare of physical objects,
and not of their non-structural (‘constitutive'pjperties. To begin with, sense-
perception makes us aware of two kinds of propersgructural and pheno-
menal. When you see a chair or a rock or a traesge something that (a) heas
certain “bulk, figure, and [state of] motion' (tseuLocke's expression). Biltis
is notall you see: for those “primary' — those purely stmadta— properties
are necessarily “clothed' in so-called ‘secondprgperties color, odou
firmness, taste, coolness etc. Indeed, quite glear object that hado so-
called secondary properties would not be perceptiblall. So physical ob-
jects, aghey are given to us in sense-percepfieaving aside for the momen
how they might be in themselves), might be thowgghds structural skeletons
whose flesh is phenomenal properties.

So prima faciesense-perception seems to apprise us of non-saliptop-
erties, viz. phenomenal properties. But, dependindh@n we think of therr
phenomenal properties are either purely subjeethvgensationgxperienced
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projectively as properties of objects — or as pustiuctural features of objects.
(So the property of being red is a micro-structysedperty: the property of
having a certairlicro-configuration or — what may be closely conmegtboth
causally and conceptually — of reflecting light edrtain wavelengths.) If the
phenomenal properties of objects are just sensatibenphenomenal’ properties
are not properties of objecs all; so that, in seeing an object as having a certain
phenomenal property, we are not aware of any ptppleat it really has — and
sense-perception is not revealing any genuine trotaral properties of objects.
On the other hand, if e.g. the property of beirdjoebeing sweet is just a micro-
structural property, then — it follows trivially A seeing an object as having this
or that phenomenal property — as experiencing iteas or sweet — oné
learning something about the object; but one igrall, learning (ultimately) that
it has a certain structural property. So either

er\q\{ﬁ?gsphysical objects as given to us in sense-pdace are purely structural

There is another way to establish this same pd&iour perceiving an
object as being red (or sweet or pungent...) olsljoinvolves your having
some kind ofsensation;some kind of subjective, sensual response to these
objects. (To use the current philosophical jargaur perceiving something as
sweet or'ed...necessarily has phenomenology": there is, in Nagel's phrase,
something it is like' to perceive an object.) Letfacus for a moment on those
sensations of ours that are involved in the expegeof objects' so-called
secondary properties. Trivially, either there is, tbere is not, a consistent
relationship between those sensations and the jpiegpef objects that set them
off. If there isno consistent relationship, then in having those d@nss we are
learning nothing about physical objects. On the other hand, if thisre
consistent relationship, then what we are learmhbgut are purely structural
properties.

An example is no doubt needed to elucidate thissicler the sensation
you have when you experience the sweetness ofjantobet S be that kind of
experience. For the sake of argument, supposethigatvarious objects in
response to which you experienced S hathingin commonotherthan their
disposition to make you have S: more specificalyppose that those objects
hadno structural properties in common — that their resipeanicro-strutures
varied without limit. In that case, if you had Sr@sponse to tasting two different
types of cake, you could not, on that basis, legitely inferanythingabout the
properties of those two food-items (that is, youldanot make anynferences
otherthan the purely trivial one that they both caused to have S). On the
other hand, if those two itend® have anything in common (other
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than having a disposition to cause people to egpeei S), that will inevitably be
some micro-structural (or micro-causal) propertithé way, what is learned
from an object on the basis of its phenomenal ptgseis,if anything at all,
some purely structural feature of that object.

The same holds for any other secondary propertynsider the kind of
sensation you have (under a given set of conditimnesponse to ‘red' objects
— to stop signs, tomatoes, fire-engines etc. LdieRthis kind of sensation.
Now suppose that, given any two ‘red' objects,ahe® objects hado micro-
structural or micro-causal properties in commorthhit case, in experiencing R
in response to an object, you would obviously berdeg nothing about it
(except some completely anthropocentric fact aliiputiz. that it makes you
have a certain kind of sensation — that it makeas fael a certain way,
essentially: which obviously doesn't qualify as wiedgeabout the objecin
any proper sense). On the other hand, if your lga®nin response to two
different objectsdoescorrelate with some objective property of thoseeots,
that property will inevitably be some micro-struetiimicro-causaproperty. So
what one is learning about an object in experiendiras ‘red' isif anything,
that that object has somg&ucturalproperty.

Basically, phenomenal properties — if they are prips of objects at all,
rather than just the way we feel in response teaibj— are exactly like the
property of heat. For something to be 78° is (venghly) for the molecules that
make it up to have a certain mean kinetic enerdyiddisly, in response to
objects having that temperature, e@uldin principle have any sensation at all.
(So consider the way that e.g. a body of waterith@8° makes one feel; let S |
be that kind of sensation. And consider the wayodybof water that is 48°
makes us feel; let S2 hleat kind of sensation. Obviously, throughg. neuro-
surgery, one could bmadeto feel S2 in response to water that is 78° anih S
response to water that is 48°. The possibility hadt treversal clearly doesn't
imply that temperature is something subjectfyeAlthough the perception of
something as being hot is closely bound up withhidnéing of a certain kind of
sensation, it is clear that, in so far as oneasnlieg anything about objects on
the basis of that kind of sensation, one is legrtiat objects have some kind of
structural property in common. If the objects whigtused that kind of sensation
varied without limit in respect of their micro-sttural properties — if, what is
equivalent, our having that sensation did not dateeat all consistently with
purely structural properties of the objects whialused it — then that sensation
would ipso facto be non-epistemic: we would learn

1 4 SeeKripke [1], p.129.
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nothing about the (extra-mental) world through loaving it. The same is true of
our experience of red. The having of sensationtyé R (the kind typically
experienced in response to apples, blood, fir esgiatc.) either (i)does
correlate with certain microstructural propertiégtee objects that cause R; or
(i) it does notso correlate. If (ii), then in having R we are l@ag nothing
about those objects on the basis of having R) th@n what we are learning
about those objects on the basis of having R isthitse objects have certain
structuralproperties.

To sum up, we've seen two reasons to believe #mstesperception apprises us
only of structural properties of objects. In sense-perception thimgsgaven to
us as having two kinds of properties — structuraperties — 'bulk, figure....'
— and phenomenal properties. But phenomenal priepeate either (a) purely
subjective or (b)f non-subjectivahen purely structural — are basically “bulk,
figure, and motion' in disguise.

What about physical objects as known to us thrdugiothesis based on sense-
perception? It is a commonplace in the philosophgaience that theoretical
entities are knownexclusivelyin terms of the structural properties. Our
knowledge of what e.g. quarks areai leastas formal (structural), as our
perceptual knowledge of chairs. | say least asabstract' and noimore abs-
tract' since, as | have just said, our perceptnalWktedge of chairs is already
completely formal. As for why exactlyhytheoretical entities are known only as
regard as their ‘formal' properties — this is dodéé question. Presumably the
answer has to do with the large role playedabglogyin the postulation of
theoretical entities. To put the matter extremelyghly, theoretical entities —
while more basiontologicallythan directly perceived entities — are less basic
epistemically;and we seem to grope our way towards a grasp ofnilkeo-
foundations of our world by positing tentative agaés with what is directly
perceived. Analogy is, of course, a form-preservingot a content-preserving
— operation. (For two things to be analogous is#jpally for them to have a
commonform, not common non-formal properties.). So given thabtetical
entities are known to us analogically, they carydrd known as regards their
formal/structural properties.

It was considerations like these that Russell tachale that physical
objects are known only “as regards their space-simeture.'(Russell's em-
phasis.) Elsewhere, again basing himself on reagaati least somewhat simi-
lar to that just set forth, Russell writes:

‘[\N]e have found it necessary to emphasize the mefgeabstract character of physical
knowledge, and that fact that physics leaves ofiekirals of possibilities as to the
intrinsic character of the world to which its eqaas apply. There is nothing in
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physics to prove that the physical world is radjcdifferent in character from the
mental world...The only legitimate attitude abdw physical world seems to be one of
complete agnosticism as regards all but its mattieatgoropertiesis

In any case, with regard to the idea that our kedgé of e.g. electrons
etc. might bdessformal than our knowledge of chairs and rocks —t itlea
is, plainly, a non-starter. So given that our kredge of directly perceived
objects is purely structural, sofortiori is our knowledge of hypothetical (in
particular, microscopic and sub-microscopic) olgie€b sum up, there is some
reason to believe that our knowledge of the peetkiworld is purely struc-
tural (phenomenal properties either become absartiedhe structural part
of the world or they drop out of the physical wodliogether) and that so a
fortiori is our knowledge of the microstructural basis of it

But external objects must have non-structural,as I( will henceforth
say) ‘constitutive', properties. There cannotmately, be disembodied struc-
tures. (Disembodied structures exist: mathematicties them. But such things
have no causal powers, and are therefore not arengonstituents of the
spatio-temporal world.) This is because structomessist in relationbetween
entities (a simple object has structure). Not all entities can consist in relagio
that hold between other, simpler entities. Sucloreception implies a vicious
regress. As Wittgenstein put it, a world all of whaonstituents have structure
is a world that has no substance, i.e. that containobjects whatsoevErSo
we must hold that, in addition to having phenomegmaperties and structural
properties, a physical object also lcasstitutiveproperties.

Could we conceivably discover, through natural réidie investigation,
the constitutive properties of physical objectsWwifat we said about sense-
perception is correct, then we could not. We knbev ghysical world only in
so far as it has a certain structural similaritylte phenomenal world. So, at
most, we know its structure. We don't know what thés structure. Basing
himself on reasoning similar to that just set foRlussell once wrote:

I conclude that, while mental events and their iigalcan be known without infer
ence, physical events are known only as regardsgpace-time structure. The qua
lities that compose such events are unknown - splately unknown that we cannot
say either that they are, or that they are ndierifit from the qualities that we know
as belonging to mental events."

15 Russell [2] pp. 270-271.
16 Tractatus Logico-philosophicus.
17 Russell [1] p. 247. Elsewhere Russell writes:
[ W ] e have found it necessary to emphasize the metyeabstract character of physical knowledge, and
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Suppose that the constitutive properties of physibgects arementalin
nature. If that were the case, then we wouldn'tehtavexplain how mental
entities came into existence. For mental entitieslld/ simply have existedb
initio. We don't currently feel that we must explain howstal objects came
into existence; we take it for granted that phyismajects are the ultimate
constituents of the spatio-temporal world, in btitb causal and the mereolo-
gical senses of “ultimate'. If, in fact, mentalige$ had this status, then we
wouldn't have to explain them. (The existence ohtaleactivity would be
beyond explanation, just as the existence of physactivity is currently
reckoned to be beyond explanation.)

In a moment | will actuallyeject this hypothesis. But first | must state its
merits: for the view that | will endorse can only bnderstoodn termsof this
hypothesis. Indeed, the former might — if only itoase, technically inaccurate
way — be seen as but a variant of the latter.

The hypothesis in question (that the “constitutpreperties of some phy-
sical entities — presumably brains— are mentalature) explains the con-
cordance that subsists between the mental andhysécpl; i.e. it explains the
apparent responsiveness of the one to other.fiily clear, as a matter of
empirical fact, that every event in a person's w@ielifie is accompanied by
some change in the state of his brain. It is allsarchat every change in a
person's brain, above a certain order of magnitisce;companied by some
change in his mental life. Whenever such-and-sagipéns in my brain, | feel
pain; and whenever | feel pain, such-and-such hapjpemy brain. We can't
explain this by saying that such-and-such braimeproduce thus-and-such
mental events orice versgfor brain-events cause, and are caused by, physi-
cal events alone: the existence of mental actsatynot damage the causal
integrity of the physical world); or by saying thmaental events are physical
events. So how are we to explain why (e.g.) paalvisys accompanied by
such-and-such physical events?

If the constitutiveproperties of those physical events consisted in, pa
then it would be perfectly understandable why tidarespondence obtained.
Basically if physical phenomena have as tloginstitutiveproperties those
mental phenomena that always accompany them, thisnnio wonder that
those mental phenomena and those physical phencaneéwvays conjoin-

that fact that physics leaves open all kinds of possibilities as to the intrinsic character of the world to which
its equations apply. There is nothing in physics to prove that the physical world is radically different in
character from the mental world...The only legitimate attitude about the physical world seems to be one of
complete agnosticism as regards all but its mathematical properties.' Russell [2] pp. 270-271.
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ed. It is not to the discredit of this theory thad, matter how thoroughly We
examine physical nature, we never discover menitties to be among its
constituents; for, as we have established, we d¢gmossibly know, through an
examination of physical nature, what its constiteifproperties are.

| hear an objection to this theory:

You cannot coherently countenance this theory. mnt a great deal of time trying to
prove that the mental and the physical are nottic&linrand that neither constitutes the
other. Therefore you cannot now say that the meatastitutes the physical.

The interlocutor is right. In its current form, hrnot countenance
theory just set forth. But | can countenance ahflijgectified version of it. The
rectification | am proposing will not be ad hocwitl follow from independently
arrived at truths concerning the concept of phyisjca

What do we mean by the term “physical object'? Witatve mean
when we characterize something as “physical'? @ewex is this: an object is
physical if it falls within the scope of one of the-called “physical sciences' —
physics, chemistry, and biology — and the sub-gdisws that they comprise.
(This definition appears circular: for it defingshysical object' in terms of
“physical science'. But in a moment we will makaadh-circular.) It seems that
if something is such that it coulddnceivablybe the object of study of one of
these disciplines — and, therefore, that it cotlde'discovered by one of these
disciplines — then surely it wouldn't be physidahlso seems that, conversely,
if something does (at least conceivably) fall witliie scope of these sciences,
then it is physical. Even materialists hold thisnfaterialist will indeed hold
that physical objects are studied by a disciplitteenthan biology, chemistry,
and physics: for he holds that pains, tickles,dfgliand so on are physical and
are studied by psychology, which is distinct frorysgics, chemistry, and
biology. But the materialist holds that pains, kisk beliefs and so on are
identical with things studied physics, chemistrgd diology — that they are
identical with brain-states and brain-structurele Tnaterialist is willing to
concede thaif so-called mental entities (pains, beliefs, etc.jensot identical
with the things studied by physics, chemistry, &mlogy, then indeed they
wouldn't be physical. So the materialist holds tiahtal entities are identical
with physical entities only because they are idmhtwith the kinds of things
studied by the so-called physical sciences. (Ofrsmuthe non-reductive
materialist holds that mental entities are physical yet are not identical with
the kinds of things studied by physics, chemistrybiology. But we have seen
that non-reductive materialism is not a form of en@lism at all; it is Cartesian
dualism. So, from now on, by “materialism’, | wilean
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only reductivematerialism.) So for something to be physical isifdo be the
kind of thing that could, at least potentially,lfalithin the scope of physical
sciences.

But this definition of “physical' is circulannlesswe can find some way to
define the term “physical sciencesthout employing the term “physical' (or
any synonym). In other words, if we define a “phgbiobject as one that is
studied by the “physical sciences', and we theime&fe “physical sciences' as
those sciences that study “physical' objects, therdefinition of “physicais
circular, and therefore worthless. But if we defthe term 'physical object' to
mean the kind of thing studied by the “physica¢sces', and we then go on to
define the latter ternindependentlyof the term “physical’, or any synonym
thereof, then our definition will be acceptableisTts what | now propose to
do.

Under what circumstances does something fall withenscope of the so-
called physical sciences? There are two possilarostances. (i) If an object is
sense-perceiveitifalls with the scope of the physical science®€eb and rocks
are studied by the physical sciences because tieeyease-perceived. (i) An
object that is not sense-perceived (e.g. an atathjiall within the scope of the
physical sciences so long as thenpirical basisfor knowledge of it lies
exclusively in sense-perception. Atoms, quarks, fanck fields are not sense-
perceived. But they are studied by the physicarsms because the empirical
basis of our knowledge of them lies exclusivelgémse-perception.

Condition (i) is straightforward. But condition )(irequires elucidation:
What does it mean to say that the “empirical basisur knowledge of a thing
lies “exclusively' in sense-perception? Every sfiste belief about the spa-
tio-temporal world has to have some basis in eifeeise-perception or in what
is sometimes called “introspection’. Of course,avatry belief about the spatio-
temporal world (and possibly not any of them — thlou think this might be
an overstatement) follodirectly from sense-perception. We believe that atoms
exist. But this belief doesn't follow directly frosense-perception; we don't
really see atoms. We infer that they exst the basiof what we see. This
inference consists in our bringing to bear certeégmons of logic (broadly
defined) to directly perceived data. This inferereelike all inferences to
matters of spatio-temporal fact — thus has bothurzlp rational basis and an
empirical basis. The empirical basis, of courses lin certain sense-percep-
tions.

Some beliefs about the spatio-temporal world haverapirical basis that
lies, at least partly, in something other than sgrexception. If | believe that |
am in pain, or that | am sad, or that | believe gmow is white, this belief
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will notresult from senseerception, or even (in most cases) from infere
made on the basis of senserception. It will have an empirical basis, afsk
a partial one, in some non-perceptual modality.usetefer to this other modal-
ity, whatsoever its nature might be, as “introspect

Many of our beliefs about the spatemporal world have an empiric
basisboth in sense-perceptioand in introspection. If | see Joe writhing a
groaning, | will conclude that he is in pain. Mylib&is obviously based partly
on sense-perception (my sense-perceptions of Bodlg). But it isn'twholly
based on sense-perception. Unless | had acthatlypain — unless | knev
about pain in some way other than through senssepgon —1 wouldn't
have any idea what pain was; | wouldn't have thecept of pain; and | there-
fore couldn't infer, from a knowledge of Joe's pbakstate, that he was
pain. This seems to be true, not just of pain,dfwtll mental entities —even
of mental states, like desire, which have stromgceptual ties to certain kinds
of behaviour. Unless | had actually had emotiomdiels, intentions, desire
and so on, | wouldn't really know of such thingadd therefoe couldn'
impute them to others. So with regard to our knodgte of other people
minds, and of the unconscious contents of our owrsnthe empirical basie
this knowledge lies partly in sense-perception also in introspectionWith
regard to knowledge of our own minds, the empirisatis this knowledge
usually, though probably not always, has its bsgisly in introspection.

The physicalsciences are those whose empirical basis doebe in in-
trospection; they are those sciences whoserarabbasis lies exclusively i
sense-perception. Now at last we have a non-circigfinition of what it is to
be physical: something is physical if it falls withthe scope one of physic
sciences, and therefore could in principlediscoveredby one of those sci-
ences; and a science is a physical science ifnigireeal basis lies in sense-
perception, and not to any degree in introspection.

This definition is neutral between materialism ahdhlism. The materiest
holds that emotions, sensations, perceptions, ar@hsare physical presgly
because they are identical with things that falthiai the scope of phgycs,
chemistry, and biology: things identical with, @nstituted by, displaceents
of atoms, brains-states, neural events, and sdlo@m.materialist is pésctly
willing to admit thatif (e.g.)pains do not fall within the scope of onetlése
sciences — thdf pains are not identical with (say) neural eventthenindeec
pains are not physical. So this definition is cotifpp@ with materialism. But
this definition is also compatible with dualismaitows for the pasibility that
some things cannot be learned of through the palysaences. So in definir
the concept of physicality in this way, we havend-
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judged the truth of any doctrine concerning thed+iiody problem.

Given this definition of what it is to be a phydioaject, we can fix up our earlier
faulty solution to the mind-body problem. For sohieg to be physical is for it to fall
within the scope of one of the physical sciencdsc@rse, something falls within
the scope of the so-called physical sciences drityig in principlediscoverableby
one of those sciences. Now, as we noted, the mlysatences apprise us only of
structure. Therefore it follows that anything non-structural mon-physical: the
conceptphysicalobject is a structural concept. At the same time,neted that, for
purely conceptual reasons, there cannot be diseetbatiuctures. So certain non-
structural, certairconstitutive properties are required to “flesh out' the stresuhat
physical objectsare. But these constitutive properties are not themsepteysical.
For the physical is that the empirical basis foowledge of which lies wholly in
sense-perception; and any knowledge that is exalysperception-based is knowl-
edge of structure. So we must say that physicaabbjare in some wagssociated
with certain constitutive properties, but that phgkobjects don't actuallyavethese
properties.

So physical objects are “associated' with certainstitutive properties while not
actuallyhavingthem? But how exactly is this association to beceared? We must
conceive of it, | think, as follows. The neural et&e that accompany pain are
representations or projections of mental eventspdiothis in Kantian terminology:
mental entities are theoumenaand physical entities are tiphenomenaPhysical
objects are how mental objects are given toirusense-perceptiomand through
theories whose empirical basis lies entirely insgeperception Physical objects are
representations of mental objects. The constitubiraperties of the physical world
are mental. What we call “physical objects’ ardaanges of these properties.

This is the exact opposite of what is usually hpliysical objects are usually held to
be basic; mental objects are held to be derivasither causally (interactionism) or
ontologically (supervenience), of matter. But wedhalso seen that there is simply
no way to extract mind from matter.

However, if we take mind as basic (rmir minds, but mentation in general), there
doesn't seem to be any impossibility in principl@xplaining the existence of physical
objects. The chair will never produce any mentaltestin me; it will never, in
particular, produce any perception in me. Photailidoaunce off of the chair; some of
these will disturb certain bodily surfaces of m{ngy retinas). These disturbances, in
their turn, will produce certain disturbances of optical nerves. These in their turn
will precipitate certain neural events, which irithturn may produce all manner of
other physical events. But nowhere in
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this concatenation of physical events is there rdomanything mental: no

matter how assiduously we study all these phygicaesses, our examination
will refer us only to more physical processes. Véa'tineed to hypothesize
the existence of mental events to explain this ggses. In fact, we couldn't
possibly find any way of inserting them into thesecesses. (Mental charac-
teristics cannot coherently be attributed to plaisantities.) My perception of

the chair is commonly held to be causally dependerthe chair. But the chair
seems incapable of creating anything other thasipalevents.

Now imagine the following scenario. There is sonigect in outer
space, some object that exists independently ofriimg and everyone else's.
This object (we might call this the ‘noumenal' chdias the exact same
structural features as the physical chair, ioé.the chairquathing knowable
through sense-perception and intellectual extesdiogreof (we might call this
the ‘phenomenal' chair). But the noumenal chaicasnposedof mental
entities. These mental entities affect other meartdities, whose phenomenal
counter-parts are certain physical particles. Tieesiies precipitate other mental
events, whose phenomenal counterparts are ceisaimances of certain bodily
surfaces of mine. These mental events, at lastipitate a perceptionf the
chair: the phenomenal counterpart of this percepisosome brain state or
seriesof brain states.

Physical states and interactions mirror mentalestaind interactions.
We have the physical interacting with the physarad, running alongside, the
mental interacting with the mental. The parallelisnexplained by saying that
the physical is a kindf projections of the mental. We have already seen why
the mental cannot be a representation or projediione physical.

i My desire to move my armioesn'timove my arm. Rather, it moves the
noumenacorresponding to my arm. The movement of my armfenomenal
projection of that movement. My pain always acconips certain kinds of
neural eventot because my pain is identical with such disturbanoes
because my pain causes, or is caused by, suchbdistes; but because such
disturbances are the "‘phenomenal form' of my pain.

Of course, the argument just set forth isn't valiess our analysis of
what it is to be physical was valid. We said, baiicthat something is physical
just in case the empirical foundation for knowledgk it lies in sense-
perception. Now, some people would object to thiguing as follows:

For something to be physical, it is enough thatt(i§ in space and (ii) it has causal
powers. (Condition (ii) is needed to rule out thErlke the equator and space-time
points — ideal, and therefore non-physical, erttitihich are in space.) For some-
thing to be physical, it isn't necessary thattisfaany other conditions — e.g. that it
be discoverable through physics, chemistry, ordgjpl

A QUASI-MATERIALIST, QUASI-DUALIST SOLUTION TO THIED-BODY PROBLEM 111

It is pretty easy to show that our concept of ptgidy is richer than this
objection makes it out to be; that something cdaddn space and have causal
powers, and yet fail to be physical. Really, weadly saw why this is so when
we discussed non-reductive materialism.

Suppose that our mental states are (i) in spaceg(ignthey have causal
powers over each other, but (iii) they don't hasasal powers ovegraradig-
matically physical objects — over the kinds of objects thadt Within the
scope of physics, chemistry, and biology (thinge latoms, molecules, kid-
neys, and so forth). Under these circumstancesldwoantal entities qualify as
physical? Suppose we said they did; and supposeiriheeeping with this, we
used the term “physical' to refer both to paradigrably physical entitiegand
to things like pains, tickles, and perceptionsubmit that, if we did this, we
would thereby render the term “physical' ambigudsisen that this term is
not currently ambiguous, it follows that the cutraneaningof the term
“physical doesn't apply to entitieserelyin virtue of their being in space-time
and having causal powers.

A point made by Hilary Putnam may loé service heré® Suppose that,
here on Earth, there was some substance that ne¢i@mposedf H,O —
whose microstructure was, in fact ,quite differeom H,O — but whose sur-
face properties were like those of® and that therefore was, from a purely
pragmatic perspective, equivalent to water. Suppbat the microstructural
differences between this substance an® Mere not discovered until 1980.
Under these circumstances, we would almost ceyta@ier to HO and to this
other substance with the same word. (Suppose tistword was “water')
Putnam asks: under these circumstances, would trd wvater' be ambi-
guous? His answer is: yes.

Putnam is right. If the term "water' denoted sulxsta that had different
microstructures, and that therefore didn't havestradaw-like connectionso
other physical entities, this word would simply @&sbiguous. For our lan-
guage to do justice to the structafghe world, it would have to come up with
two different words for these two different subsias

Suppose that, after 1980, language did so, andthleatwo words were
‘waterl and 'watef. The words “waterl' and ‘watewould not denote two
different speciesof a single genus. In other words, they wouldniiade two
different varieties of the same substance. Theyladvdenote altogether dif-
ferent substances. Generality must be distinguigieed ambiguity. The term
“red' covers various different colours; it coversraon, burgundy, candy-

18 See Putnam [1].
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apple red, fire-engine red, and so on. But the tead' isn't ambiguous; for
maroon, burgundy, etc. are different versions ef $hme property. The mi-
croproperties in virtue of which an object is light are similar to those in
virtue of which an object is burgundy. These mittodures, in their turn,
determine to a large extent the behaviour of thgabbin question. So, in
virtue of being two different shades of red, twqgeals will have a great deal
in commonother than their being redlheir redness will correlate with other
similarities between them; it will correlate witheir having other properties in
common, where these other properties are the kindgerms of which
scientific, law-like explanations are made. Sosit'i a short-coming of lan-
guage that it refers to maroon, burgundy, etc. witle word; that language
does so is actually to its credit: for the use dfiregle word to cover these
different properties embodies amsight: the insight that these properties are
related.

But, in the above thought-experiment, the term éwdgbefore 1980) would
refer to altogether different things; it doesnfereto different varieties of a
single kind of thing.In virtue of having different microstructures, the two
substances in question would behave very diffeyenttlifferent contexts; and
these differences would not BgstematicTo make a related point, al-though
water and water have the same phenomenal properties, this comihonal
wouldn't correlate with other commonalities; it vanit correspond to their
having properties in common apart from the aforementioqdenomenal
properties. Sdheir having these phenomenal properties in commaould be
explanatorily sterile; it wouldn't correspond towkike, systematic con-
nections between the two substances. The propéitging water, would be
explanatorilydisjoint from the property of being waterBy contrast, given
two objects, each of a different shade of red, auld in a wide variety of
physical contexts be possible to trace the diffgfiehaviours of those two
objects to the different degrees to which posseaseertain property, where
this property was what was responsible for theindpshades of red.

Let us bring these reflections to bear on the taiihand. If the term
‘physical' coveredoth the paradigmatically physicas wellas things that
couldn't interact with the paradigmatically physidhen that word would be
like the word “water' in the thought-experimentwibuldn't be like the term
‘red'. Again, suppose mental entities existed iacegime and had causal
powers (over each other), but not over paradigmdyiphysical entities. If we
referred to such objects as physical, then the siphy would no longer
constitute an explanatorily unified domain; it wibalover two disjoint domains.
The differences between these domains would neystematicthey would
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not be attributable to the different degrees inclitihey possessed some single
characteristic. The term “paradigmatically physicatves nature at the joints;
it picks out a unified, systematically interconregticlass of entities. If the
term “physical' covered both the paradigmaticatlywall as things that, while
being in space and having causal powers, couldféctathen the para-
digmatically physical, then the term “physical' Wit pick out a unified,
systematically interconnected class of entitiesyduldn't be a natural-kind
word. It would therefore be ambiguous, in the wagttin the above thought-
experiment, ‘water' was ambiguous. But the ternysiglal' isn't ambiguous; it
is a natural kind term, albeit an extremely genera¢. Therefore the term
“physical' doesn't cover entities that can't affaet paradigmatically physical.
So for something to be physical, it is not enouwgt tt have causal powers and
be in space; it must also lparadigmatically physical. So our definition of
physicality is vindicated.

Of course, in response to this, one might say:

How do we know that the term “physical' picks outnéied domain? Don't we have
to wait for science to be completed before thisithean be fully verified? For all we
know, in ten years we'll discover some massive diréa the causal structure of the
so-called "physical" world, in which case it wouldn out this word was ambiguous
— like the term "water" in the above thought-expemt.

This objection is correct. But it has no real begron what we've said.
Suppose it turns out the word “physical' is amhigtidan other words, suppose
that the so-called “paradigmatically physical' wotlirned outnot to be a
causally unified domain. Given this, if we werectmuntenance the application
of this word to objects thatere not covered by the term “paradigmatically
physical’, this wouldadd an ambiguity to the term “physical' that it didn't
already have. So even though this term was already ambgjuiowing it to
refer to objects other than the paradigmaticallysutal would make it even
more ambiguous; it would therefore cease to have itsectirmeaning. This
means that its current meaning covers only thedigmaatically physical.

Let us sum up what we've said so far. The mentltla@ physicabeemo
be responsive to each. Cartesian dualism can'aiexplhy this is. Material-
ism could explain it. But we have seen that materialism IsefaThe solution
to our puzzle is to be found through careful sogutif theconceptof physical-
ity. The physical is that which is to be known b basis of sense-perception,
and not on the basis of introspection. Sense-pgorg@nd the theories built
thereupon, apprise us only of structure, not ofteoin But there cannot be
disembodied structures; there must always be cbrifeme assume that the
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contentscorresponding tobut not identical with, physical objects are mental
then we have a solution to the mind-body problem.

Before proceeding we should consider an importhjgation to the argu-
ment just set forth:

You say that for something to be physical is faoibe such that the empirical basis
for knowledge of it lies exclusively in sense-pgtign. So you are defining 'physi-
cality' in terms of “sense-perception.' But theeenss to be no way to define the
concept of sense-perception except in terms ofttmeept of physicality. So your
definition of physicality is circular.

Why must “sense-perception' be defined in termplofsicality'? For me to perceive
the chair, it is necessary that the chmhiysicallyaffect me in certain ways; it is neces-
sary that my mental state be the result of distwrbsa of certain sensory surfaces of
mine that were precipitated, ultimately, by theicH# the chair has no causal affect on
me at all, then no matter what the subjective diaraof my mental state — no
matter what kind of mental image | am having, feample — | will not be having a
perception of the chair by virtue of being in thagntal state.)

Indeed, perception is an inherentigusalnotion. But not all causation
physicalcausation; there is mental causation as well. (@gy in conjunction
with each other, your state of thirst and your pption ofthe ice water cau
you to have an intention to reach out and gralgtass of icewater. This is i
case where two mental entities interact to produoew mentaéntity: a cas
of mental causation.) And the kind of causationolmed in sense-perceptio
needn't be —and, | submit, isn't physicalcausation. The géctor is right tc
say that, for me to perceive the chair, | must lsoree causaklation the chail
But the objector has misdescribed the nature dfrtation. That relation is,
submit, to be thought of as follows. The chair quwgsical object —i.e. the
chair qua thing with such and sustnuctural properties —does not affect m
mind in any way. But the chair qua object with swid suchconstitutive
propertiesdoesaffect my mind.(Of course, the same point applies to all
entities and processes mediating between the ahdimy mind. Qua physic
objects — qua things possessed of such and suatistil properties —these
intervening entities and processes do not affect miyd. But qua object
possessed of such and such constitutive propdhiEssintervening entities ar
processes and entitie® affect my mind.) We saweason to believe that t
constitutive properties of physical objects are talein nature. If this i€orrect,
then the chair's effect on me is a case of purayntalcausation —a case o
one mental entity's affecting another. So in théesaan reconcile the fact th
for me to perceive the chair it is necessary thatchair effect me with the fe
that nothing mental can produce or affect anytipingsical.
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IV. Dualism and Conceivability

Part 1: Conceivability and Possibility

The argument against ‘reductive materialism', giabave, goes through
only if it is the case that, for any concepts C &dif one grasps those two
concepts, one ipso facto has the all informatioa needs to figure out what
necessary relations hold between them. | gaveed &rgument for this thesis;
now I'd like to flesh out that argument. (I must sl because this thesis is
highly controversial.) The best way to begin my defencehef thesis is to
consider an objection to it (here | am quoting sspge given earlier):

Some propositions are both necessarily true (mualipossible world) but a poste-
riori (such that, to know their truth value, itrist enough to understand them: empi-
rical work is required). Examples are: “water i0H'light is a stream of photons';
"Hesperus is Phosphorous'. Each of these propusittoequivalent to a proposition
about concepts. "Hesperus is Phosphorous' is dgotvid ‘the concept of Hespe-
rushood is coextensive with the concept of Phospislrood'. And the Proposition
“light is a stream of photons' is equivalent to greposition ‘the concept water is
coextensive with the concept® "These latter sentences express necessanpnslati
between concepts — they express “necessary redatianyour terminology. Given
that Hesperus is identical with Phosphorous, itlofes that the concept of
Hesperushood is necessarily coextensive with theeq of Phosphoroushood'. But this
relation is obviously not knowable a priori; andther is the relation expressed the
conceptwateris necessarily coextensive with the conégyft

It cannot be denied that some necessarily truegsitipns are a poste-
riori. But such propositions anmeot about concepts. Necessarily true propo-
sitions are either a priori or they are not abaurtoepts.

To see why this is so, we must make it clear howw fhat there can be a
posteriori necessary propositions in the first platlilary Putnam's classic
thought experiment (slightly revised) will help de this'® Let Twin-Earth be
some planet that is qualitatively just like Earthaplanet whose past, present,
and future consist of events and states of affaiss like those composing
Earth's past, present, and futureexeeptthat on Twin-Earth the substance in
oceans, bathtubs, and so omacomposed of kD, but has some other chem-
ical composition. (Let xyz be this chemical.) xy& phenomenally just like
water (H0), and it serves the same practical functions atemnw There are
important microstructural differences betweesOHand xyz, but these do not
become apparent except under narrowly defined arpatal conditions. Of
course, even though water and xyz are superficigty similar, xyz is not

19 See Putnam [1]
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water: after all, water is #D, and xyz is not kD. Given all of this, suppose
that Joe is a cognitively normal three year oléhlivon Earth; and suppose that
Twin-Joe is Joe's counterpart on Twin-Earth. Imterof theirinternal or
subjectivecharacteristics, Twin-Joe and Joe are qualitatiidentical. (In other
words, if you consider only those properties ofithé¢hat can be defined or
individuated independently of objects externalltemi, Joe and Twin-Joe are
exactly alike.) But Joe has thoughts abwater —about HO — and he never
has thoughts about xyz; and Twin-Joe has thoudidatayz, and never about
water. When Joe says ‘water is transparent' hgpeessing a thought about
what is in fact HO; whereas when Twin-Joe says “water is transpahents
not expressing a thought abouw(H but about xyz. Why is it that, even though
Joe and Twin-Joe are qualitatively identical sodartheirinternal properties
are concerned, Joe has a congcepH,O andnot of xyz, whereas Twin-Joe has
a conceptof xyz and not of LD?

Surely the answer is this: Joeceusallyconnected in a certain way to
H.O butnotto xyz; whereas Twin-Joe is causally connectedadergain way to
xyz but not HO. So Joe's concepof water — that which enables him to
single out water in his mind, to have thoughts alveater — is constituted, in
part, by someausal nexusnediating between himself ang® or some spec-
imen thereof. In general, one's concepisspatio-temporal entities are often-
times (arguably always) constituted bgusal relationsmediating between
oneself and the entity in question.

Given this last point, it is clear how it is thateocan have two concepts
that apply to the same object without being ablégore this out a priori, i.e.
without being able to figure this out on the basisvhat isin one' s head'. In
such a case, in order for one to figure out thes¢htwo concepthad the same
object, one would, in effect, have to find out wkat at the other end of two
separate causal chains; in such a case, findinghatutwo conceptad the
same object would be tantamount to finding out tinad causal sequences
terminated in the same object; and this, plairdynot something that can be
done a priori. Part of Joe's concepf water — his means of cognitively
locking onto water — in effect is a certain stretfhextra-cranial spatio-tem-
poral reality. Of course, such a stretch is natdparent to Joe — is not such
that its depths can be plumbed through thoughtealenin the way that a
concept lying entirely within Joe's head would be. Consagly, Joe could
have two concept®f (e.g.) water — or of Venus or of Tully- withobeing
able to figure this oud priori: for, in effect, these concepts would consist, in
part, in stretches of the extra-cranial spatio-terapworld, and of course the
properties such a stretch cannot be excogittedbori.
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Now, one's concepbf a concept in thebjective senseannot possibly be
constituted, to any degree, by one's causal reldtiahat concept (to denote
conceptdn the objective sensewill simply use the word “concept': no subs-
cript); for concepts are not spatio-temporal, dretéfore don't stand in spatio-
temporal or (a fortiori) causal relations. Concdpighe objective sense) are not
among the constituents of this or that possiblddvgit would be more correct
to say that they exidtetweenworlds than to say that they exist worlds.)
Since they are not spatio-temporal, one does net @no causal relations with
them; a fortiori no conceptthat one has of a concept involves a stretch ef th
spatio-temporal world. (There are, | fully granpparent counter-examples to
this. But these counter-examples arerelyapparent, as | will try to show.) To
sum up, one cannot identify — cannot pin down outfht — a concept by its
spatio-temporal relations, since a concept hasido elations.

So how is one to identify, to pin down in thoughtconcept? Two con-
cepts differ from each other only in respect ofitlwenstitutions. S@ne can
distinguish one concept from the next only by ibstitution. So one must
graspthe constitution — the essential or defining prtiper— of a concept to
have a concepbf it. As we noted earlier, given any two conceptand C',
what necessary relations hold between them is m&ted entirely by their
constitutions. So if one grasps these two concepis,has all the information
one needs to figure out what necessary relatiolisbeiween them.

Now we can respond directly to what the interlocigaid. Any given a
posteriori sentenceeemdo be equivalent to some sentence about concepts.
For example, "heat is molecular moti@appearsto be equivalent to the sen-
tence ‘the concepteatis coextensive with the conceptolecular motion.'
This appearance is an illusion. First of all, adve&@oted, to have a concgpt
heat is not to have a concgpf a concept; in particular, it is not to have a
concept of a concept that applies, in any possible wdaddheat. Now a con-
cept ofheatis just such a concept: it is a concept that appheany possible
world to all and only instance of heat. How doeg get from having a con-
cept of heat (the phenomenon in the world) to havimgraceps of the concept
heat(that platonic entity which, in any possible woréghplies to all and only
instances of heat)? Having a congeptheat means only that this world,
one can identify instances of heat. As we've seea,often identifies spatio-
temporal individuals and kinds by their spatio-temgb relations; in particular,
by their causal relations to one's self. Graspingpracept of heat — in other
words, having a concegtot of the spatio-temporal phenomenon of heat, but
of a concept of heat — means being able to pickhmat inhypothetical
worlds. Now one cannot identify a phenomenon iygolthetical world
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as heat by verifying that it stands in some causkgtion to one's self; fc

phenomena in hypothetical worlds have no suchioeito one. If one cannot
identify a phenomenon by its causal relation to'®self, then one must iden-

tify it by its constitution.Therefore one can identify instance of heahypo-
thetical worlds only by knowing what theonstitutionof heat is. So in orde

for one to grasp a concept of heat, one must knbet the constitution of heat

is: one must know that heat is molecular motionififfact, that is what it is
So, in fact, one cannot grasp the propositithe concept heat is coextens
with the concepimolecular motion' without recognizing it as true. So t
proposition is necessagypriori, not necessary a posteriori. So the projmsi
“heat is molecular motion' does not correspondntp reecessana pogeriori

proposition about concepts: It corresponds onlyséme necessarg priori

proposition about concepts. Of course, what weaid about the senten
"heat is molecular motion' is true of all a posigrinecessary sentenc
Although any given necessary a posteriori sentermeesponds to son
proposition about concepts, thetdatwill always be a priori. So the exister
of necessary a posteriori truths in no way coumtargles our thesis that,
one grasps two concepts C and C', then one ipso fes all the informatio
one needs to figure out what necessary relatiolisbetween them.

There is one important objection to this thesis:

An analysis of a concept gives the essential dnidef properties of that concept. An
example of an analysis is: a circle is a closechaldigure of uniform curvature.

Analyses are informative. This shows that one aas concepts without grasping

their essential or defining characteristics.

There are two possible reasons why analyses malmformative. One i
that they tell us things that vé@mply didn't knowThe other is thathey make
explicit knowledge which was previously implicitr,at any rate, that they
some way transform existing knowledge. There aceuple of good reasol
to take the second of these two views.

Suppose that Joe grasps the conceple, but he doesn't know (expli-
citly) that a circle is a closed planar figure affarm curvature. In principf8,

20 By 'in principle' | mean 'assuming Joe werelligent enough, had enough energy' and so on. ilegelf may not have

the intelligence to arrive at a correct analysigh& conceptcircle on the basis of what is 'in his head'. But what is

preventing Joe from being able to arrive at suchaaalysis is not a lack of empirical informatioh.id a lack of
intelligence. Given any one who grasps the conogle, if that person is unable to arrive at a correctysms of that
concept it is not because of a lack of empirical information. In thgsay | make this point by saying that 'in prilecip
anyone who grasps that concepuld arrive at a correct analysis of it withoofrdy empirical work: so the ‘in principle’
here means (roughly) ‘all other things being equal’
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Joe obviously doesn't have to do empirical workrtdve at a correct analysis of
this concept — to arrive at the knowledge thatreleiis a closed planar figure
of uniform curvature. (It is fairly clear that, principle, no one who grasps this
concept need do empirical work to arrive at a abramalysis of it.) This means
that Joe has enough information already — has dndnfgrmation “in his
head' — to arrive at this analysis. Let us referJée's knowledge of this
information asnf. So,in virtue of havingnf, Joe knows of some proposition (or
set of propositions) P that logically implies theomosition that a circle is a
closed planar figure of uniform curvature.

One point abouinf must be made explicit: Joe's possession of infhiatw
enables Joe to think about the conagptle. SoJoe's concepbf the concept
circle is identicalwith his possession of inf. Why this is so becomlkesar
when we lay out the relevant facts. Joe's cogadphe conceptircle is what
enables Joe to think about the latter. (This i$ pugruism.) Joe doesn't (in
principle) have to do empirical work to arrive at analysis of the concept
circle. He need only reflect on what is his head', so to speak. Naturally, to
arrive at such an analysis he must reflect on his concept of the concept
circle; and that is th@nly thing he must reflect on to arrive at this analyBig
definition inf is Joe's knowledge of such propositions as imppraposition
giving the analysis in question. So to arrive & #nalysis in question, Joe
must reflect orinf; and there is nothing besideg that he must reflect on. It
follows thatinf is identical with Joe's concepdf the conceptircle. It will
become clear in a moment why this seemingly trig@ht is important.

As we noted, we must assume that Joe knows of swopositions that
imply a proposition (or set of propositions) giving aralgsis of the concept
circle. (If we didn't make this assumption, it would bexplcable how it is
that Joe is able to arrive at a correct analysishisf concept without doing
empirical work.) Given that Joe has a cong@ptthe conceptircle, can we
coherently assume that Joe has knowledge only af ptopositions asnply
an analysis of the concegitcle but that he doesn't (at some level) have knowl-
edge of this analysis itself? It doesn't seemlss:liecomes clear as soon as we
reflect on the difference between knowing a prapmsiP and merely knowing
some proposition thampliesP.

An example may be helpful. The solution to the sanim problem is
given by some sequence of propositions. So thistisal is a kind of platonic
entity. (We might even think of it as a conceptgw\ to solve the continuum
problem — to figure out what the aforementionedusege of propositions
was — | wouldn't (in principle) have to do empitiegork: there is enough
information in my head' for me to do this. (In fact, empirigg#brmation
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would be totally irrelevant to any effort to soltrés problem: it is a problem
of mathematics, not of empirical science.) But hitd&now what the solution
to the continuum problem is: | am ratquaintedwith this solution. | have no
directknowledge of this solution. (I have, at most, wiméght be called 'knowl-
edge by description' or “indirect knowledge' : biinsome of the conditions
that a platonic entity would have to satisfy to lifyaas a solution, but | don't
know which platonic entity does s0.) So given only that onim ipossession of
such information as enables one to figure out \@hadrtain platonic entity is, it
doesn't follow that one is acquainted with thaitgnNow, Joe is quite plainly
acquaintedwith the conceptircle; he has a kind afirectknowledge of it. (Joe
is just as capable of having thoughts thatadr@ut this conceps is the best of
mathematicians; so he is no less acquainted with ¢bncept than the
mathematician. The difference is that the mathemaaiti knowsmore about
this concept than Joe. ) In any case, he graspsotieeptircle with a direct-
ness and an immediacy that sharply distinguish&ent my grasp (if such it
can be called) of the solution to the continuunbfam. So it cannot be that in
virtue of havinginf, Joeonly has knowledge of such propositionsimaply that
proposition that a circle is a closed planar figafeiniform curvature. For if
that were the case, then Joe's grasp of the cooecelgtwould be as indirect,
as mediated, as my grasp of the solution to thérearm problem. It must be
that, in virtue of havingnf, Joe actually grasps the truth that a circle isoaed
planar figure of uniform curvature. So when Joersdhat a circle is a closed
planar figure of uniform curvature, what is hapmenis hitherto implicit or
inarticulate knowledge of Joe's is being transfatmmade explicit and articu-
late. In general, analyses are informatiat because they provide knowledge
where previously there was ignorartogit court,but because they make ex-
plicit knowledge that was previously implicit.

This argument is, | think, borne out by pre-theieadtintuitions. Consid-
er a paradigm case of ignorance. A month ago, spenatole my tennis
racket. | simply don't know where it is. (It coudd in some other country right
now.) Can someone grasp a concept and be igndrdtst essential properties
the way | am ignorant of the location of my tenrasket? Intuitively there
seems to be a difference. It would seem that oftexst (if not always) when
someone is given an analysis a concept that h@grasrecognizesn that
analysis what he knew all along. If this is coryéictvould suggest that analy-
sis transfigures existing knowledge — that it makgplicit knowledge that
was previously implicit. To sum up, both intuitiemd argument indicate that
analysis makes explicit knowledge that was hithémiplicit. Consequently
the fact that analyses are informative in no wastdoubt on my contention
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that, for one to grasp a concept, one must graggsential or defining proper-
ties.
Let us finish up this section by considering orst tbjection:

As you admit, oftentimes one's congagdtsomething spatio-temporal involves a causal
connection to that thing. But what is the naturé¢hat causal connection? Presumably
it is this: the thing in question causes you toehesrtain mental states. But if the thing
in question causes you to have certain mentalsstiiten the physical does cause the
mental, contrary to what you've tried to show here.

We've already seen how to deal with this sort gectipn? It is the
chair'snoumenalor constitutiveproperties that affect my mind — that cause
me to have certain mental contents. These propeatie, we agreed, purely
mental. It is not the chagua physical thing — not the chagua thing pos-
sessed of such and sustnuctural properties — that affects my mind. Again,
it is the chairqua thing with certain constitutive — certain non-stural,
certain mental — properties that affects my minal.tig causal chain media-
ting between myself and the chair — the causalncbanstituting (in part) my
conceps of the chair — is a purelgnentalchain. To be sure, corresponding to
this mental chain is a phenomenal chain — a chamsisting of the physical
or structural properties associated with the afer@imned mental or constitu-
tive properties. But this phenomenal chain is p@t sewhat constitutes my
epistemic rapport with the chair; it is just a comitant of that rapport, a
phenomenal projection of it.

Inevitably some will make the following objection the argument just
given:

"Your argument goes through only if there is nohstiéng asthe concept of water or
the concept of Socrates. But surely this is mistakemnd@ler the following proposi-
tions:

(i) if x falls under the concef@ocratesthen x falls under the concepiman.

(i) if x fall under the concepivater then x does not fall under the concéptan
element.

Surely (i) and (ii) are true; and they are truevirtue of facts about the concepts
Socratesandwater."

My first response is this: the objector is puttmgich too much stock in
the fact that natural language permits certain &sgons to be substituted for
others. The rules of English syntax do permit thiesstution of x, and only x,
falls under the concef@ocratesand x is bald' for "Socrates is bald'. But from

21 See the end of section Ill.
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this fact, surely, no conclusions can be drawn tbatology; surely we can-
not read metaphysics off of grammar. Surely thevedibility of “Socrates is
human' with (i) tells us only about grammar — abth# rules governing
syntactical permutations — and nothing about thed&mental features of
reality. In particular, it doesn't show us thatréhes such a thing abke concept

SocratesAnd, | submit, there is no such thing.

To begin with, if therevere such a thing athe conceptSocratesthat
concept would be “object-dependent’ (or 'objectiving'), i.e. it would have a
spatio-temporal individual for its content. (I wilke the terms “object-involving'
and “object-dependent' interchangeably.) But they vdea of an object-
dependent concept —a concept that has, for exa@ptzates himself or water
itself as a constituent — is an absurdity.

But before we can see this, we must make it ag elegossible just what an
object-dependent concept is supposed to be, and sumir concepts are
thought to exist. Consider the proposition:

(*)Socrates drank hemlock
Socrates himself is an actual constituent of M. Tdea will become more
clear if we consider a slightly different propositi

(**) there was a philosopher of antiquity who exceededthers in
philosophical ability and any philosopher answerititat description drank
hemlock.

(**) is made trueby the fact that Socrates was the greatest phitessp
of antiquity and that he died of drinking hemlod&ut (**) does not have
Socrates himself as a constituent. That very pitpnsioes not depend for its
truth on Socrates'having such and such characters. That very proposit
would have been true if Socrates had never exiatgdsome other persowas
the greatest philosopher and died of hemlock paigpr5o Socrates himself is
not a constituent of (**).

By contrast, (*) wouldnhot be true ifanyone other than Socratéad
the property of being the greatest philosopher mtigaity and dying of
hemlock poisoning. (*) depends for its truth on Btes specifically having
those properties. So Socrates himself figuresentrinth-conditions of (*) and,
in as much as propositions are internally or esagntelated to their truth-
conditions, Socrates himself can be said to benatitoent of that proposition.

Now it seems reasonable to say that propositioadailt entirely out
of concepts (though | deny this below); and in ¢hse of (*) these concepts
would presumably b&ocrates, hemlocland so forth. Given this last point,
and given — what we saw a moment ago — that Scctataself is a consti-
tuent of (*), it very much seems to follow that #tenceptSocrateshas Socrates
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himself for its content. Presumably Socrates mamagde a constituent of (*)
only by way of his involvement in the concétcrates. Sthe concepSocrates
has an actual constituent of the spatio-temporalldvtor its content, this
constituent being Socrates. So the con@mtrates is object-involvings it is
generally put (it is object-involvingiith respect to Socrated)f a concept has
only a platonic object for its content, it does wount as “object-involving',
even though platonic objects are objects of sorts.)

Object-involving concepts, it is alleged, can havatural kinds for their
contents — their contents needn't always be spamgoralindividuals. This
is supposed to follow by an analogue of the arguruest given. Consider the
proposition

(***) water freezes at 32°
This proposition is object-involving with respea the natural kindwater.
What does this mean? The best way to see whaht#ass is to contrast it with a
proposition that is not object-involving with regpéo water:

(****) there is some substance that human beindkén that freezes at 32°.
(****) is made trueby the fact that we bathe in water and that watssZes at
32°. But (****) doesn't depend for its truth amater'shaving a certain freezing
point. If there were some other substance witheazing point of 32° that we
bathed in, then (****) would be true. But (***) isot like this: for (***) to be
true, it is necessary thatater —specificallywater —be such that we bathe in
it and that it have a certain freezing point.\&ater itselffigures in the truth-
conditions of (***). And , in as much as proposii® are internally or
essentially related to their truth-conditions, watself — the natural kind —
can be said to be a constituent of (***).

It seems reasonable, if not truistic, to say th#t) (is built out of various
conceptsthese beingvater, 32°,and so forth. So given this last point, and
given that water itself — the natural kind — isanstituent of (***), it seems
to follow that the concepivater has the natural kindvater for its content.
Presumably that natural kind succeeds in beingnatitaent of (***) only by
way of its involvement with the conceptater. Sothat concept must have the
natural kindwater for its content. Thus, the concepater is object-involving;
for it has a natural kind for its content.

The conceptriangle is not object-involving; for its content is somergly
platonic object, not an individual, and not someurel kind/scattered object
like water. The same is true of various other cpteeumber, justice, truth,
knowledge, implicationThis completes our exposition of the reason why
object-dependent (object-involving) concepts welel o exist.

We will now see that, although object-dependgenpositionsexist, there



124 John-Michael Kuczynski

is no such thing as an object-dependsmicept.

We've seen that there were such a thing #ee conceptSocratesthat
concept would have Socrates himself for its contdrdt concept would, in
effect, be identical with the individual Socrates. (The sarsetriie mutatis
mutandisof the conceptvater: if there were such a thing, it would be identical
with the natural kind.) But a concept is not a mdirthe spatio-temporal world.
A concept is a mode of presentation of a propditye conceptslosed figure
of uniform curvatureandclosed shape whose peripheral points are equidistan
from a given poinpick out the same property — that of being a cireleeven
though they are different concepts. (The two cotxbpve the same referent
— the property of circularity — but different sess®etter, theare different
senses.) But amdividual —e.g. Socrates — is not a mode of presentation. To
say otherwise would be sheer nonsense. The ntachivater isnot a mode
of presentation. So there is no such thinghesconcept of Socrates dhe
concept of water: for spatio-temporal individualdd &inds are not modes of
presentations of properties and are therefore smatapts.

There is another way of refuting the objector. Gapis are ultimately
things of which there arnmstancesThereare instance®f the conceptound.
There are nonstancesof the concepBocrateslt is meaningless to say that
Socrates himself, the individual, is instantiatgdsbmething. (This corresponds
to the Aristotelian point that Socrates cannot gredicated of anything,
whereas baldness can.) Now if were such a thiniip@soncept of Socrates,
that thing would, as we have seen, be identicat Bivcrates himself. So the
idea that there is such a thingthe concept of Socrates is committed to the
nonsensical view that there can be instances ofagschimself — the non-
sensical point that Socrates can fpedicatedof things. (Admittedly, some
concepts cannot have instances, eognd-squareBut any such concept is
built up out of concepts that can have instancesn-this caseround and
square. So ultimatelyoncepts are things of which there can be instances

Of course, there are concepfsote the subscripf Socrates. In other
words, there are mental contents that have Sod@tékeir objects. But there
is not such a thing athe conceptSocrates.Socrates is an individual, not a
concept.

Undeniably, the propositioBocrates is bald isbject-dependent with
respect to Socrates. For this proposition to be, itis necessary that Socrates,
and no one else, be bald: so Socrates himselfgkcated in — is a part of —
that proposition. But | deny th&ocrates is baltiasa concepof Socrates for a
constituent. It hashe individual,not a concept thereof, for a constituent. The
error in the argument given above, for the existenicobject-dependent con-
cepts, lay in the assumption tt&xcrates is bal@és constructed entirely out of
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conceptslt is not: it is constructed out of concepts (dald) andan individual
(Socrates). Once it is seen that Socrates, buamaincept thereof, figures in
Socrates is baldhen there is no reason to countenance the iddaabncept
Socrates — thesame argumernhutatis mutandishowing that there is no such
thing asthe conceptwater or the conceptPlato, and so on. So there is no
legitimate transition from “Hesperus is Phosphoraws ‘the concept of
Hesperushood is necessarily coextensive with theepi of Phosphoroushood' .
In general, object-involving propositions cannot tbkensformed into proposi-
tions about object-involving concepts. There aresnoh concepts; the only
concepts that exist aret object-involving. So the objector's point fails;daif

a statement is necessary and a posteriori —natpr is HO —it is made true,
not by the structure afonceptsput by the structure afpatiotemporakntities.
Finally, if a concept is necessary and it is made by the structure of concepts
— e.g.the interior angles of a Euclidean triangle add topl80°—it is a priori.
S0 necessary relations among concepisalways be excogitated a priori; the
existence of necessary a posteriori truths doebemt against this.

Part 2: Another argument for dualism

Nonethelesgven if it is grantedhat there is such a thing #ee concept of
Socrates (or, what is more or less the sademtical with Socratesand the
concept of heathe concept of water, and so forth — even if this ianged, an
argument for dualism can easily be constructedwhat follows, | will, in
deference to the object, operate on the assumftiadrthere is such a thing as
the concept of Socratethe concept of heat, and so on.

The old argument for dualism was basically this.aiVis not counter-
conceptual — i.e. what is not ruled out by the dtite of concepts — is
possible. Triangles can be green becausg a triangleis logically consistent
with x is greenNow xis (e.g.) a pain or a belief that 2+2=dbes not logically
entail X is a brain event. Sd is logically possible that beliefs, pains, etc.
should be distinct from brain-events (or any otkied of physical event).

The next step in the argument is this. Identitydeolecessarilylf A can
be distinct from B, the mustbe distinct from B. Proof: B obviously doesn't
have the property that it can be distinct from B.ifSA has the property that it
can be distinct from B, then A has a property Batoes not have and so, by
Leibniz's law, A is simplynot B. (There are some apparent counterexamples to
this principle — e.qg. (*) "the inventor of bifocals identical with the first post-
master general, but the former didm&veto be identical with the latter." But
Russell and Kripke showed that (*) is not an idkyrdt all; it says merely:
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some one individual x had two sets of properties had the property of being
a postmaster before anyone else and x also hgatdperty of being an inven-
tor of bifocals before anyone else.)

Once it is granted that identity is necessary,thatixis a pain (or a belie
that 2+2=4...)doesn't entail s a brain-eventijt follows that pains, belief:
etc. are not brain-events: dualism proved.

These days, of course, the counter-argument ierg that logical possi-
bility entails actual (‘'metaphysical’) possibility:

"Given only thatxis a pain (or a belief that 2+2=4..i} logically consistent with xis
not a brain eventijt doesnot follow that pains are necessariflystinct from brain
events. Why not? Welk is wateris logically consistent witk is not HO, but we
know from chemistry that water is,8{ and couldn't be anything else. Some necessi-
ties area posteriori,and logical possibility therefore proves nothingtasactual
(‘'metaphysical’) possibility."

The conclusion is vastly overdrawn. Surely logigaissibility sometime
indicates actual possibility is a triangleis logically consistent witlx is green
and thisdoesmean that there could be green triangles. At tiheestame, xis
Hesperusds logically consistent witkx is not Phosphorougut nothing thais
Hesperus could not be Phosphorous. And xvager and x is not pD is
logically consistent, but this doest mean that water could be someth
other than HO. What is the relevant difference among theses@ase
Whenever there is a disparity between logical fnilgtyi and actual pasibility
— or between actual necessity and logical necessityhat is becauséhe
possibilities/necessities in question are undetritby objectdependen
concepts. And whenever a necessity is underwritten wholly diject-inde-
pendent concepts, actual necessity/possibility cid@s with logical necessi-
ty/possibility.

When a proposition is necessarily true, and itshtig underwritten by the
structure of object-independent concepts, thatgsibipn is a priori. (Compa-
re squares have four sidesfYhen a proposition is necessarily true, anc
truth is underwritten by the structure of objecpeedent concepts, that pro-
position is a posteriori. The truth blesperus is lovelpecessitates the truth of
Phosphorous is lovelyBut this necessity is underwritten by object-degend
conceptqHesperus, Phosphorous)tiserefore a posteriori — is notlagical
necessity (is not an entailment). The same isrruatis mutandisf the nec-
essary connection betweenisxwaterand xis H,0. On the other hand, tt
concepts of triangularity and of two-sidedness rast object-involving,and
that is why the necessary relation between & igangle andx has more tha
two-sides iepistemically transparent.
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We've seen some examples that support this thieats where object-
independent concepts are concerned, logical ptigsilioescorrespond to
actual possibility. But is there a more generdifiesition for this position?

There is. By definition, object independent consejfu not have any part of
the spatio-temporal world for their contents. Novhether some kind of
necessary relation holds between two concepts @d1C&2 has to do entirely
with the constitutions of those concepts. Necessdayions hold in all possible
worlds. So whether a necessary relation holds ketvt@o concepts can-not
be contingent on what happens in this or that wadd must therefore have
to do entirely with the structures of those two @aEpts.(x is a triangle
necessitates the truth ethas more than two sidégcause of something about
the constitutions of the conceftgangle andtwo sidesThe same being true
mutatis mutandish the case ok is waternecessitates the truth »fis HO —
even though the relevant facts about the consiitutif water and HO are not
epistemically transparent.) So given twbject-independentoncepts Cl and
C2, no empirical work — no investigation of the spdemporal world — is
needed to know in what necessary relations thaydstgth respect to each
other. Only purelyconceptual —purelya priori —work is involved.

But where object-dependent concepts are concethisdis not the case.
One has to do empirical work to know the constitudi of such concepts —for
such concepts have stretches of the empirical wiordheir contents. So it
cannot typically be known a priori in what necegsaalations object-depen-
dent concepts stands with respect to each other.

To sum up, where object-independent concepts arececoed, logical
possibility coincides with actual possibility; wieeobject-dependent concepts
are concerned, this is not the case. | will use fhet as a way of arguing for
dualism — as a way of reviving the conceivabilitygament described a
moment ago. So let's say that Cl is some mentatemin(i.e. some concept
such that, if x falls under it, then x is ipso fachental: the concepielief that
2+2=4 is such a concept). And let's say that C2 is someigdilysoncept (i.e.
some concept such that, if x falls under it, thes dpso facto physicahas a
positive electrical chargevould be such a concept). If Cl and C2 are object-
independent, ang falls under Clis logically compatible withx does not fall
under C2,then things falling under Cl aneot identical with things falling
under C2. For, to reiterate, where object-indepehdencepts are concerned,
logical possibility/necessity coincides witictual possibility/necessity. So if x
falls under Clis logically consistent wittkx does not fall under C2hen it is
possible for things falling under C1 to be distifrom things falling under C2.
More formally, for any x, any vy, if x falls undett @nd y falls under C2, it is
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possible that x is distinct from y. And since idgnholdsnecessarilyit follows
that xis distinct from y.

In this section | will show, first, that at leastrse mental and physical states of
affairs can be described entirely in terms of abjedependent concepts; and,
second, that the concepts involved rgically consistent with some mental
entities not being physical entities. Since, whalgect-independent concepts
are concerned, logical consistency implies actoakibility, it can be inferred
that some mental entities really can be distinotmfrphysical entities. And
sincex canbe distinct from y only if x is distinct from y, follows that some
mental entities are not physical.

Let us begin. First of all, what is a good testmbiether a concept C is object-
dependent or not? Remember what we said earlieutala®e and twin-Joe.
Whether Joe grasps water (or in this contextcthreceptof water) as opposed
to twin-water (or in this context: theonceptof twin-water) isnot wholly
determined by what is Joe's mental contents, n&romdividuated, are.
Rather, it is determined by what Joe's contentspwéy individuated, arglus
what kind of environment Joe is in along whlow he is embedded in that
environment. The earmark of an object-dependentagutris this: one's grasp-
ing such a concept is not a function merely of whia¢'s mental contents,
narrowly individuated, are: it is a function alsbwehat one's causal liaisons to
the external world are.

So if possession of a concept Cnist sensitive to facts about one's causal
liaisons to the external world, then C is objeatependent.

Given this, suppose the following. Joe and twin-daeexactly alike as far as
their mental contentsarrowly individuatedare concerned. But Joe and twin-
Joe are in utterly different physical environmeitsw Joe, like any cognitively
normal human being, grasps the condegief that 2+2=4. (In other words,
he knows what it is for somebody to believe tha2=24:) Given the facts, as
we've just described them, does it make any semseigpose that twin-Joe
doesnothave the concefelief that 2+2=47

Surely not. To illustrate this, let us consider thest extreme realization of the
facts as we've just described them. Suppose thenioly. Joe is an ordinary
human being on Earth. Twin-Joe is a brain in a Bat.twin-Joe's mental life,
narrowly individuated, is just like Joe's. (In atheords, twin-Joe's mental life
— considered apart from his being a brain in a &at apart from the all the
causal facts associated therewith — is just lik&sJpSurely twin-Joe, despite
his unfortunate predicament, knows just as well@s what it is to have the
belief that 2+2=4. Surely twin-Joe can manipulaie toncept (i.e. the concept
believes that 2+2=4) and knows its application-conditions,
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as well as Joe. So we must conclude that the cobeéipf that 2+2=4 is
objectindependent.

An exactly analogous argument can be given to shaivwarious other mental
concepts — e.gdesire for a meaningful life, ticklish sensatiooyeé of poetry
—are object-independent. (Some may have misgivibgstaapplying what we
said aboutbelief that 2+2 =4 to is a painor is a ticklish sensationThese
misgivings are unwarranted, and | deal with theioug

Not all mental concepts are object-independent; for sometah&oncepts
implicate object-dependent concepts. For example, cdonceptbelief that
Socrates was smarter than Platmplicates the object-dependent concepts
Plato and SocratesSo even if two people are exactly alike as fahas imental
contents, narrowly individuated, are concernedjight be the case that one of
them has the concepilief that Socrates was smarter than Plathile the
other does not; for possession of this concept @& not merely having
certain contents, but also having certain causidns to one's environment.
Twin—Joe, being a brain in a vat, will not havesheausal liasons, and will
not grasp this concept, even though Joe does.

But plainly somemental concepts are object-independent. The coridigtf
that 3 is greater than 2 isobject-independent: a brain in a vat could, in
principle, grasp this concept as well as anyongp8se that twin-Gauss is
mentally just like Gauss, except that twin-Gauss lisain in a vat. Surely twin-
Gauss has the same mathematical acumen as Gausas -then same intel-
ligence about number as Gauss. And surely twin-&#&upist as able to apply
the associated mental concepts — egjieves that there are infinitely many
primes —as Gauss.

Let us now turn to physical concepts. Obviously egohysical concepts are
object-dependent, e.glentical with water, identical with heaBut it seems to
me that the mostundamentalphysical concepts cannot be object-dependent.
The purpose of any science is to provide as competescription of the
objects falling in its purview as possible. Thepmse of e.g. theoretical physics
is to provide as accurate, as fine-grained, ancbasgplete a description of the
states of affairs falling in its scope. Now to teetent that a proposition is
object-involving — i.e. to the extent that it invek object-involving concepts
— it has (by definition) actualbjects,rather thardescriptionsof those objects,
for its content. The propositidBocrates was bald object-involving: Socrates
himself is a constituent. Inevitably, a propositibat has Socrates himself as a
constituent is (ceteris paribus) less informatiarh than one that contaires
description of Socrates. If you replac&ocrates,in the just mentioned
proposition, with some description of, say, the takand physical events
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associated with Socrates, the resulting proposititihbe incomparably more
fine-grained, more information-heavy than the forn{é am not saying —
what Kripke proved false — th&ocrates was bal$ synonymous with some
statement of the forrie unique such and such was b&tl.| am maintaining
is that, when objects occurring in propositions @@aced with descriptions,
then — holding everything else constant — the tasylproposition, though
perhaps not synonymous with the original, is goi@iously much richer in
information than the former.) In general, there bamo doubt that, in so far as
objectsare constituents of a proposition, rather tiascriptionsof objects,
that proposition is of a lower degree of complexand of information-rich-
ness, than it would otherwise be.

When objects occur in propositions, they occur iagples — even
though objectper seare not simple. The propositi@@ocrates was baltlas a
very simple structure — one of the foranhas phi —even though Socrates
himself was very complex. For whatever reason, &est complexity is not
implicated in the propositioBocrates was baldAnd this point applies tany
object that becomes a constituent of a proposi@ater is complex; it has a
molecular and atomic structure. But this complex#ynot implicated in the
propositionwater freezes at 32that proposition has a maximally simple form
— it has the forma has phi.To sum up, whenever a spatio-temporal entity
figures as a constituent of a proposition,cissnplexity —its internal structure
— is not implicated in that proposition; spatio-fgmnal objects, in
propositional contexts, are uttegimple.

But whena descriptionoccurs in a proposition, all of its complexity
implicated in that proposition. Sbe greatest bald philosopher of all time was
Greek ismore complicated a proposition — and thereforgiuig&, more infor-
mation-rich — tharSocrates was baldhe same being true for any other prop-
osition that results fronsocrates was baltly replacingSocrateswith a des-
cription. In general, in so far as a propositionoives object-dependent con-
cepts, it is not as information-rich as it could be

Now theoretical physics is concerned with genegatimaximally precise
— maximally information-rich — propositions aboutbsatomic phenomena.
An idealized theoretical physics really just ised sf maximally accurate such
propositions. As we've just seen, to the extent ghproposition employs ob-
ject-dependent concepts, that proposition is nofiresgrained as it would
otherwise be. So the foundational concepts of #texa physics — the con-
cepts in terms of which the most precise and exheauslescription of sub-
atomic reality are to be couched — mustdigect-independeniThese must
not comprise actual chunks of the spatio-tempowaldy for in so far as they
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do, they do not do justice to the internal struetofrthose chunks.

So the propositions of a physics which captureditieegrain of the sub-
atomic world must be couched in object-independentepts. The concepts of
such a physics must lodject-independent.

Now let us move on to the next phase of the argurdenwe noted earlier,
for a state of affairs to occur in space-time radiois just for some concept to
be instantiated in that region. For there to bardige of such and such charge
and mass, moving at such and such velocity in neBigjust is for the concept
particle with such and such charge and mass mowitg such and such
velocityto be instantiated in R — the same being trugatis mutandigor any
other state of affairs that might occur in R (oy amher region). So for some
microphysical state of affairs to obtain in R istjdor some micro-physical
concept to be instantiated in R.

Everyone agrees that whatever physical statedaifsahold in a region R
supervenes on what microphysical states of affaild in R. The biological, the
chemical, the geological, and so on, supervenehemticrophysical. This is
equivalent to saying: what physical concepts astairtiated in R — what
biological or chemical or geological... concepts arstantiated in R — super-
venes on what microphysical concepts are instaotiis R.

The materialist holds that whatever mental statedfairs are instantiated
in R supervenes on (is strictly determined) by wphysical concepts are
instantiated in R. This is equivalent to saying: fllee materialist, whatever
mental concepts are instantiated in R superveneghahmicrophysical (atomic
and sub-atomic) concepts are instantiated in Rth8amaterialist holds that
some necessaryrelation holds between certain microphysical andntale
concepts: some relation of the fomen CI is instantiated in R, C2 is also
instantiated in Rwhere C1 is a microphysical concept (enbject with such
and such charge..gnd C2 is a mental concept (ebglief that 2+2=4).

We've observed that, where object-independent giscare concerned,
necessary relations among those concepts can bgitated a priori; since (by
the definition of object-independent), such consejat not have any component
of the spatio-temporal world for any of their caorteand are therefore to be
known through non-empirical — purely conceptuahqriori — labour.

We've also noted that many mental corscepte.gbelief that 2+2=4 —
are object-independenfAnd we've noted that the foundational concepts of
theoretical physics are, or ought to be (ultimagtebpject-independent: so any
maximally precisestatement of a sub-atomic state of affairs willdme that
uses only object-independent concepts — will haaegform “C is instantiated in
R', where C is an object-independent microphysioatcept.
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So if materialism is right — if any belief that 2#2is identical with some
physical state of affairs — then the following mbsttrue: if the conceftelief
that 2+2=4 isinstantiated in R, that is in virtue of the facatlsome object-
independent microphysical concept C (or, more yikekt of such concepts) is
instantiated in R. In other words, the instantigitof C in R necessitatethe
instantiating otbelief that 2+2=4in R. (More plainly, if C is instantiated in R,
that necessitates that there be a belief that 2#2R4)

Further, because C anruklief that 2+2=4are object-independent, the
following holds: the fact that C is instantiatedRnwould entail —would logi-
cally, not (just) metaphysically, necessitate — thelief that 2+2=4was also
instantiated in R. For recall that, if materialigright, the truth ofC is instan-
tiated in Rnecessitates the truth thfe concepbelief that 2+2=4 ignstantia-
ted in R.And because the concepts C dadief that 2+2=4are object-inde-
pendent, this necessity is antailment;it is a logical necessity — one that can
be excogitated a priori.

But | find it very hard to believe that there isygourely logical entailment
from C is instantiated in Rwhere C is an object-independent microphysical
concept, tdhere is a belief that 2+2=4 in R follows that a belief that 2+2=4.
It is very hard to believe that the instantiatirfgsome microphysical concept
logically necessitatethe instantiating of the concelptlief that 2+2=4.

Let us now put all the pieces together and closeatjument. Recall that
where object-independent concepts are concernedssary relations are the
same thing as entailment relations. There is, pnadly, no entailment from
C is instantiated in Ro the concepbelief that 2+2=4 being instantiatéd R.
(In other words, there is no entailment fr@ris instantiated in Ro there is a
belief that 2+2=4 in R.Both C andbelief that 2+2=4are object-independent
concepts. So the just mentioned lack of entailrnemicides with the absence of
a necessary connection. So there isnegessaryrelationship between C's
being instantiated in R, on the one hand, and theirey a belief that 2+2=4 in
R — where, once again, C is any microphysical cpncEhis, in turn, means
that a belief that 2+2=4 is natentical withor supervenient upothe occur-
rence of any microphysical state of affairs in & (Hentity and supervenience
are necessary relations). So the belief that 242#nét physical.

Now some analytic functionalists will register tfodlowing objection to
the argument we just gave:

You say — and your argument essentially presuppesésat there is no entailmen
from C is instantiated in Ryhere is an object-independent microphysical candep
there is a belief that 2+2=4 in But there issuch an entailment. Given a knowléddg
the kinematic and dynamic interrelation of the pbgisobjects in R, itouldbe
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deduced, quite literally, whether there was a bétigt 2+2=4 in R. Consider: let R be
the region occupied by some computer. If you knwha microphysical facts in R
— i.e. if you knew just what microphysical conceptsre instantiated in R — then
you would have as fine-grained a knowledge as plessf the character and organi-
zation of the states of affairs obtaining in R. Yeauld, in effect, know everything
there was to know about the distribution of massgnin R — about the course and
intensity of electric currents, the mechanicalrmtéons, and so forth. But it seems to
me that, on the basis of this knowledge, goulddeduce that something in R believed
that 2+2=4. You would know that the computer geteetauch and such and output
in response to thus and such input, and you wontivkthe intervening electrical
and mechanical facts. Now if we are functional@t®ut the belief that 2+2=4 —
that is, if we say that x qualifies as such a lbetieollyin virtue of its causal liaisons
— then, on the basis of the aforementioned phy$izas, onecould deduce that the
computer believed that 2+2=4. 8wre would ben entailment fronCl, C2...Cn are
instantiated in R —where C1, C2...Cn are microphysical concepts -thace is a belief
that 2+2=4 in R?

This seems to me to involve a very wrong-headedoaedy reductive
conception of belief. But | cannot pursue that héMenetheless, what the
analytic functionalist says about the belief the224 has virtually no bearing on
examples involving concept s of phenomenally pragrsdates — for such
states are not plausibly regarded functionallyiglexceedingly implausible to
say that the essence of being a pain or a ticldestsation is having certain
causes or effects.) And we can use this fact twmwrent the objector's point.

Consider the concejd a pain.For reasons we've seen, if materialism
is right, then the conce a pain isinstantiated in R wholly in virtue of the fact
that some object-independent microphysical con€ps instantiated in R.
Now is a painis object-independent. Suppose that Bob and twim-d&e exactly
alike in respect of their mental states, narrowiglividuated (i.e. considered
apart from any environmental facts). And suppos¢ Bob has the concejata
pain (i.e.he knows what it is to attribute pain to someonsamething). Under
those circumstances, could it possiblydemiedthat twin-Bob had the concept
is a pain?Surely not. Surely if Bob knows what a pain is,ntte® does twin-
Bob: facts about the environmental causes of Bah® twin-Bob's mental
contents are totally irrelevant. If Bob has theaaptis a pain,and twin-Bob is
his exact duplicate — in all respeatsodulo those having to do with the
environmental causes of his mental contents — ifh®@ab has the concept &
pain, so does twin-Bob.

Sois a pain isan object-independent concept. And, so by assumptio
is C. But surely there is rentailmentfrom C is instantiated in Ro the concept
is a painis instantiated in R.For any object-independent microphysical
concepts C1, C2...Cn, from the fact that C1, C2.ate instantiated in
R, it - surely

22 The classical statement of analytic functiomalis found in Lewis [1].
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cepts C1, C2...Cn, from the fact that C1, C2...@niastantiated in R, it
surely does not logically follow thas a painis instantiated in R; there is
no entailmentfrom Cl, C2...Cn are instantiated in f® the concept ia pain is
instantiated in RIn other words, there is nentailmentfrom Cl, C2...Cn are
instantiated in Ro there is a pain in RNow since C1, C2...Cn anid a pain
are object-independent concepts, necessary refatloat hold between the
former and the latter arentailment(basically, logical) relations. So if,
from the fact that C1, C2...Cn were instantiatédyére reallynecessary
thatis a painbe instantiated, there would be antailmentfrom C1, C2...Cn
are instantiated in Ro the concepts a painis instantiated in R (i.e. there is a
pain in R).But there is no entailment; so there is no necgssannection
between the concepGl, C2...Crbeing instantiated in R, on the one hand,
andis a painbeing in instantiated in R, on the other. (Thattiere is no
necessary connection betwe€d, C2... Crbeing instantiated in R, on the
one hand, and there being a pain in R, on the dtidow C1, C2...Cn
stand for any object-independent microphysical concepts one might
choose.So for anyobject-independent microphysical concepts one might
choose, there is no necessary relation betweenethmscepts being
instantiated in R, on the one hand, and there b&ing pain in R, on the
other. For a microphysical state of affairs to abtan R just is for some
microphysical concept to be instantiated in R.

So, it follows thatfor any microphysical state of affairs S that can be
described in object-independent concepts, S's wiigiin R doesnot
necessitate there being a pain in R. From thigoofrse, it follows thaho
such micro-physical state of affairs (in R, or artfier region) necessitates
the occurrence of some pain in that region. Theefpain is not identical
with, or supervenient upon, the occurrence of angrophysical state of
affairs or, therefore, any physical state of aBair

Once it is granted that materialism is false, themrder to reconcile
the causal integratedness of the mental and theipdlywith the fact that
the physical world is causally self-contained, wasmadopt the strange
and counter-intuitive, but otherwise (as far ash ¢ell) unexceptionable,
view advocated in this paper.
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