Strawson’s No-Space
WoRLD

W!-mr does the sugges-

tion that we explore [a] No-Space world amount to? What is it to imagine
ourselves dispensing with outer sense? . . . The only objects of sense-expe-
rience would be sounds. Sounds of course have temporal relations to
each other, and may vary in character in certain ways: in loudness, pitch
and timbre. But they have no intrinsic spatial characteristics. . . . | shall
take it as not needing further argument that in supposing experience to be

purely auditory, we are supposing a No-Space world.

The question we are to consider, then, is this: could a being whose

experience was purely auditory have a conceptual scheme which

for objective particulars?

10

rawson states
S_"l’-lr..rl_'r £ill 1€

ing in “descriptive metaphysics”—“describing the acrual structure of ou
thought abour the world” (xiii). “We think of the world as containing par-
ticular things some of which are independent of ourselves” (2), Strawson
};.1_\ S JI'I(J WC Seem o ac l_l)ELJ \[)L'-.J.'|| ||3|P|.\:'| 1Nce 1o |';' '| spatiotemporal pe
sition. Why is that so? He replies that “the system of spatio | T
tions has a peculiar comprehensiveness and pervasiveness, which qualify
uniquely to serve as the framework within which we ¢ organize our indi-
viduating thought about particulars” (13). Every particular thing seem
have its place in this system, which makes it easy to ident
to them, to communicate with each other about them. However, Strawson
suggests, other conceprual schemes could exist; mar
position) is nort a necessary condition of objective [
Space world is intended to demonstrate such an alternative

One might raise the objecrion that sound is, in fact, spatial—doesn't it
come from the right or left, from near or far? Yes, Strawson would rc ply, bur
this seems so only because we have our other space-based senses (such as
touch); if we had only auditory sense, sounds wouldn’t seem spatially locare

Wauld sounds be identifiable particulars in his No-Space world, as he
claims (for he answers his question with a “yes”)? is, if there were
nothing else but sound, how could the beings in that world distinguish be
tween them and not-them? Strawson replies that au continuity or dis
continuity could be used as a criterion.

Another interesting question is whether, given that there
sense at all (for the beings themselves or for the things in their
[.\ciﬂga would |

or for that marter, between themsel
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(Quinton’s Two-Space
MyTH

S uppose that your

am-life underwent a remarkable change. Supposé that on going to bed

at home and fallin _1'~In’i‘p, you IIO-:.JHd \I,'-'_'Jlj."SPH’ to all dppearances -‘«._-;1|<||ju

up in a hut rdaised
to be

dream continues with the dpparent |cr‘.§1rh of an ardinary human d

onp at the edge of a lake. A dusky woman. whom

YOou rea

our wife, tells you to go out and catch some fish. The

plete with an te and causally coherent variety of tropical inci-
dent. At )  up the rope ladder to your hut and fall asleep. At
Oof you find y \_H_.'r"'\l?“-.'_i'.‘;c'l ki at home, to the world of normal responsi

bilities and expectations. The next night life by the side of the tropical lake

it left

continues in a coherent and natural way from the point at whic

Your wife says “You w

‘e very restless

night. What were vou

dreaming about?” and you find yourself giving her lensed version of

And so it goes on. Injuries given in England leave scars in

side complicate lakeside personal rela-

heavy lunch, you fall asleep in your

1 yourself, waking up in the middle

u ar the

Things get too much for

vith all the LL"L'.'LC-Fl'.—_'_-;"‘L

and you si

g the villagers to

sacrifice you to the moon. So you fall on your

i and from that moment on your English slumbers are disturbed

2 than in the old pre-lakeside days

reality conceivable? That is. is it conceivable that we

nr b real
ent but rea 5Pc

J
fm
w
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uinton is investig

with this thought ex

periment the commonly held notion that space and time are unitary—that
is, that we take (and according to Kant. are compell |

i

{ to take) al

extents and temporal durations ro be part of the one space and the one
time” (139). Wondering whether there are any conceivable circumstances

in which it would be reasonable to revise that notion, Quinton presents his

Two-Space Myth and shows that it 75 conceivable that we could live in two

different bur real spaces. Quinton argues that the lake life is just as cohe

ent as the life in England, and it could be just as public (the lake vill

confirm your experiences there, a confirmation as reliable as that pr

by your m-:;:h!mn in l-;u:;!‘lmi about your experiences there)

main private (“in this case everyone would inhabit two real

common to all and one peculiar to each” [143]).

But, Quinton anticipates the objection, the | |

one, in tact, can locate it. So? “Why,” asks Quinton, “do we have this onto

logical wastepaper basket for the imaginary?” (144). Is it because, he won

ders, there are no consequences in our imaginary world and w
1 o 4

have to take it serious] e world and

 But there are consequences in

you do take it seriously (vou fall on your fish spear, remember?). Inter-

| in a (sin-

preted this way, Quinton says, reality doesn’t need to be locarec

glr_" p]l_\'\i.u_'.i! space,

Can the same be said about time? Can we conceive two cohe rent expe-

1 experience are temporally relate
I Ihis doe

erience is mine it is memorable. a

riences such that the people within eac

57

but there is no temporal relation between the two experience

seem possible, Quinron says: “If an e

if it is memorable it is temporally connected to my present state” (146); in

other words, unless you remember the experiences of the one world while

in the other, there’s no reason to say you are in hoth worlds, but if vou do

remember the experiences of the one while in the other. then

hile our concepts of

aren't in two separate times. So, Quinton concludes,

experience need not be sparial (see “Strawson's No-Space World” for ae

ment on this point), it does need to be temporal (see “Shoen

Freezing World” for disagreement on this point),




| ocke’s VOLUNTARY
PRISONER

S uppose a man be
carried, whilst fast asleep, into a room where is a person he longs to see
and speak with; and be there locked fast in, beyond his power to get out:

ble company, which he

he awakes. and is glad to find himself in so des

stays willingly in, i.e. prefers his stay to going away. | ask, is not this stay

voluntary?

2, Chapter 21

vell Fraser. New

tion 10, 1690. As co

York: Dover, 1959. Volume 31

Free Will and Determinism

16 + PARTI Me

Il is perhaps easy to think
that \-.all_m[:'.r_\' action Is
d o 5 J S { L - Lt | # i 1
evidence of freedom. This thought experiment shows otherwise. Locke

claims that the man’s staying in the room /s voluntary (he stays willingly),
but it is not free: “So far as a man has power to think or not to think, to
move or not to move, according to the preference or direction of his own
mind, so far is a man free” (315). Choosing to do something makes the ac-
tion voluntary, but unless you could actually do otherwise (the man can'’t
leave), the acrion is not free. (But since we can do only one thing, we can

never really know whether we really could have done otherwise. Right?)

Locke claims, therefore, that questions about “free will” don’t make
sense— freedom” and “will” are two different l_hm_:_"»: will is the capacity to
think of various actions and choose whichever is preferable, whereas free-
dom is the capacity to actually do as one wills. So the question isn
whether the will is free, says Locke, but whether 2 person is free.

Which should bear on moral responsibility—the voluntariness or the

freedom? Is it that a person is morally responsible for doing X as long as she

ether or not she could have done

does X because she chooses to do X—wh
otherwise? Or is it that a person is morally responsible for doing X only if
he could have done otherwise (in which case determinism is incompatible

with moral responsibility—in a determined world, we can't do other than

what we do, so we can't be |

morally responsible for our actions)?




OLDMAN’s Book ofF LiFe

W}'Ilif{' brov

ticed an old dusty tome, quite large, entitled “Alvin

ng th

I. Goldman.” | take it from the she

and start reading. In great d

scribes my life as a little boy. It always gibes with m

memory and s0me

Ci

Jen revive

my memory of forgotten events. | realize that this

por 2, and | resolve to test it.

e a book of my

s o

with toc

‘He discov-

? | look

e on it, | find the follow

ers me on the shelf. He takes me down a

the clock and that it is 3:(

It is quit

| found the book about half an hour ago. | turn now to t
ds: “He isr

looking at the book in this place, meanwhile

It rez

1ding me. He is reading me. He is r

book is. The entry r

how remarkable | am

defeat the book by looking future entry. | turn t

v 18 miniites henee R ¢ | 7
entry 18 minutes hence. It says: “He is reading this sentence.” Aha, | :

ding

to myself, all | need do is refrain from r ’ that sentence 18 minutes

k. To ensure t won't read t

n now. | check the cl

2ntence

close the book. My mind wanders; the book has revived a buried memon

A rh

I'{"l Ve Che

and | reminisce abourt it. | decide to

reread the book there

I tell myself, bec

se it is an earlier part of the

> and become lost in reverie and rekindled emo-

cae tiidAdanls ) |- 1 <
asses. Suddenly | start. Oh yes, | intended to refute the t

was the time of the listed actior

| ask myself, It was 3

wasn'tit? But it's 3:21 now, which means | have already refuted the book

ne check and make sure. | it

bect the book ar the entry f

Hmm, that seems to be the wro lace for there it says I'm in a

151. 143-144
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.

skip a couple of pages and suddenly my eyes alight on the sentence: "He is

ing this sentence.” But it's an entry for 3:21, | notice! So | made a
red & )

mistake. The action | had intended to refute was to occur at 3:21, not
3:-19. | look at the clock, and it is still 3:21. | have not refuted the book

after all.

“book

able to ?-..'_'I|r>if'.3’ l|‘|<_' |_‘rrg_-d-‘_'[|\_|r'| 5 made in hi

WOL.I"L'} Goldman ever be
of life”? If not, does that prove the

-
> determined?

world, and our lives

oldman continues his

G thought experiment a

lictle further, describing two more predicred events that he considers falsi
fying, bur he finds that he has good reasons (currently existing reasons in
the one case, new and unanticipated reasons in the other case) to do as pre-
dicted, and so he does. It would seem, then, that his answer to the first
question is “no”"—in the world he has constructed, which is a determined
world, he will not be able to falsify the predictions. As for the second ques
tion, Goldman's intent is not to show that our lives are determined, but
rather that determinism is ('-r}-?.’."I;'-"r-"f-'.-"l"."ri' with our lives as we experience
them—thar is, as having voluntary behavior such as deliberarion, choice,

;ll‘l(l decision.

Bur so what? Do we want to know our choices are compatible with the

real world, or do we want to know they have causal force (rather than being

latter is the

merely ineffectual illusions)? Goldman seems to suggest

¢ .ill'li'li'il_s__*‘?! our action 18 i.i.i_"lt'[-

case (as well as the former), claiming t

mined, or causally necessitated, “one of the antecedent conditions whi

necessitate it is [our] deliberation” (150). Still, doesn’t something seem

“wrong” about “deliberating” over a decision that's inevitable?

Goldman’s Book of Life 23




TAvLoR’s INGENIOUS
PHYysiOLOGIST

[W € can suppose

that an ingenious physiologist can induce in me any volition he pleases,

simply by pushing various buttons on an instrument to which, let

pose, | am attached by numerous wires. All the volitions | have in that sit-

uation accordingly, precisely the ones he gives me. By |-eL.~'.|1m-;1 one

button, he e

r

es in me the volition to raise my hand; and my hand, be

ing unimpeded, rises in response to that volition. By pushing another,

induces the volition in me to k

-k, and my foot, being unimpeded, kicks in

response to that volition. We can even suppose that the physiolog

a rifle in my hands, aims it at some passer-by, and then, by pushing the
proper button, evokes in me the volition to squeeze my finger against the
Lrig ]

-, whereupon the passer-by falls dead of a bullet wour

Am | free?

26 *+ PARTI Metap

cs: Free \

sm

|‘J everything in the uni-
verse is determined, it

h it may be important to

would seem that we cant have free will. (Thot

define determinism—for example, to say that everything is determined, or

caused, by preexisting conditions is not necessarily to say thar at any

ew L|_ II'H-iI':L'\ that

sle.) “Compatibilism™ (a 3

time only one action is possi

“solution” to this

free will is compartible with determinism) pro

"prn[ﬂcm“ bv defining freedom as the absence of obstacles that prevenrt one

} |

from doing something and/or forces that compel one to do something

a ' \ . - 4 S |
Thus, one can be free (free of obstacles and forces) even in a causally deter-

mined world—free to a

t according to one’s volitions or desires.

wibilism:

Taylor’s thought experiment is intended to challenge comy

one may be free to act according to one’s d is, one is neither pre
vented nor compelled), but as long as one’s desires are caused by something
i

(as indeed they must be, according to determinism), then one is hardly

l'lL our own selves (and

free. But, one might respond, that “something” m

¢ respons ble for our desires because

not some ingenious physiologist):

of past choices (that make us who and whar we are) and/or because of our

reasoning about our options. What if you { the physiologist to

“cause” those desires? Consider a person who hires a hypnotist to implant

the desire to go outside. Is he not acting according to free will? (Whe:

nakes

hires the hypnotist and when he later goes outside?) And yet, what

us choose as we do in the past? What makes us reason as we do? Lant who

who and what we

and what we are (including the capacity to change

genetic ma

B
1

rmal

be attributed so to our eup and the events thar hag

us—both of which are ext

causes, as “compelling” as the

physiologist? Consider Gardner’s n
th

hETI'C' lllh_] Tl!L‘['L\ secming

thar crawls across the floor in obedience to

om. Contrast this wi

arl ranc 1 d oy 11

lled by outside forces to move as

child pulls with a string. The toy is comy
it does. whereas the mechanical turtle is under no extraneous compulsion

[ S¢ 105). Is either one

(Martin Gardner, The Whys of a Philosophi
tree?

so cant have tree will,

etermine

Note thar if the world is nos .
for in a world in which events are not caused, our will would have no effect
ar all on our actions

“ 1
11

'? Can’t we say that some event

But does it have to | or nothing

are caused and some not? But then, which are which? Perhap

caused by a constellation of preexisting conditions, and perhaps in ¢t :
of human behavior, our will is one of them. So is it that our will in
but does not comple cause our behavior?
| r | 37
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PAaLey’s WaTcH

In crossing a heath, sup-
pose | pitched my foot against a stone, and were asked how the stone

came to be there; | might possibly answer that for anything | knew to the

contrary, it had lain there forever; nor would it perhaps be very easy to
show the absurdity of this answer. But suppose | had found a watch upon
the ground, and it should be inquired how the watch happened to be in

! that place

ed from the Appearances of Nature. 1802. As reprir
losophy: Readings from Cl, 1d Contemporary Sources. 3rd

i Arthur Pap, e

New York: The Free Press, 1

34 -+ PART I Metaphysics:

phy of Religion

P.]l\'\. s ii."-P<'l|1‘\'. 15 '.'i‘-.,'!l
“the watch must have
er” (420) because “its several parts are framed and purt ¢

for a purpose [that being to tell time]

had a mal

He then reasons that since

the natural world shows not only as much but more de

111 l'”\\\'l:'l.l 4 pur-

" for the

pose, it too must have had a maker. This “argument from desig

existence of a creator god is actually, then, an argument by analogy: the

watch is to the warchmaker as the natural world is to the creator god.

Bur is the analogy sound? First, i the natural world as “framed and

put together” as a watch? One can point to several instances that suggest

pot. Paley would respond that he needs only one instance of design—and

he focuses on the human ey in order to conclude thar there is indeed a

designer. One might then point out thar the human eye isn't very well de

signed; for example,

LI*L'I\;.\\ il!'ll:,‘\.'\ I'I'IL‘rt‘.'* Ei\_‘j][. 1"5111. [‘.Lla_", \\\'llJl\% re

ttes of a creator

Spmul. imperfections in design are relevant ro the
such imperfections might suggest, for example, an unimaginative or inept
designer); he is establishing only the existence of a creator.

Second, db the parts of the natural world work together “for some pur
pose”? One might respond that the purpose of much of the natural w orld,
ourselves included, is not as evident as the purpose of the watch. Paley

purj )

might respond thart it doesnt matter whether we understand how the parts

work together—it matters only that they are designed to do so. Burt if we
don’t know what the purpose of the natural world is, how can we say it
dc.ﬁi;nul tor some purpose:

Even if the parts of the natural world do fit together, achieving some

purpose, is a creator god the only explanarion possible? Perhaps the wor

s tl e b | I . | P, -
is that way by ch ey would say the watch—and by analogy, the nat

ural world—is too complicated, too organized, to have been the result ¢ f
chance—a pimple might be the result of chance, but not an eye! (/s a stone
so different from a watch?)

Perhaps the world was always that way. Paley would say that appealing

to some infinite regress still leaves design unaccounted for

“_}1 i‘l:.‘]'h'.l[‘.\. as (_'\'!Iiil".ll:[hl!".' theory \Zilggn_‘\l'.\. arts It ltig_[\.'ll}\'l It"i'

o

cause those that didnt fit together (didn’t adapr to their environment)

didn’t survive. The evolution:

r theory does seem to challenge Paley’s ar

o
.‘l

ment, burt it need not challenge his conclusion: advocates of theistic eve

tion would argue that a god designed the developmental processes thar led

to the world we have (rather than, as Pale aims, de ning the world as is)

]
o




Hick’s RESURRECTED
PeoPLE

Fn'si picture: ‘%up:_u'--'.:.

that at some learned gathering in this country, one of the company

sud

exact replica of him were suddenly and inexplicably to appear

comparable meeting in Australia. The person who appears in Australia i

exact

similar, as to both bodily and mental characteristics, with the per

son who disappears in America. There is continuity of memory, complete

similarity of bodily features, including even fingerprints, hair and eye

oration, and stomach contents, and :

propensities. In fact there is everything that would lead us ro identify the

o

one who appeared v

ith the one who dubuppe;reui. except continuity

occupancy of space

Second picture: Now let us suppose that the event in America is not

sudden and inexplicable disappearance, and indeed not a disappearar

at all, but a sudden death. Only, at the moment when the individual dies
a replica of him as he was at the moment before his death, complete witl

memory up to that instant, a pPpears in Australia

Third picture: My third supposal is that the replica, complete with

memory, etc. appears, not in Australia, but as a resurrection replica in

different world altogether, a resurrection world inhabited by resurrected

e - Thi I . . i ]
persons. This world occupies its own space, distinct from the space with

which we are now familiar

Can we not imagine this?

38 ) PART | Met

enly and inexplicably to disappear, and that at the same moment, an

so of beliefs, habits, and mental

Tllla thought experiment
is presented in the con-
text of a discussion about whether or not the existence of the Christian god
is, in principle, verifiable. That is to say, can we at least /magine some expe-

rience that would prove that such a god exists? “Lite after death”™—thar 1s,

“continued conscious existence after bodily death” (16)—is such an experi

-pt of immorta

ence, claims Hick. However, others claim that such a conc

F

ity is uninrelligible: the self cannot exist withourt the physical body. Hick's
thought experiment is designed to show that the idea of life after death i
intelligible, that we can imagine, without contradiction, continued con-
scious existence after bodily death. (And so the existence of the Christian
gml is thus, in principle, verifiable).

But, one mighr ask, considering the third picture, how will the person
know he has really died? Maybe he just fell asleep and then woke up—so

it’s nor life after death after all. Hick adds to his picture the possibility that

the person will meet in the resurrection world people he knows to have
died.

Even with that addition, does Hick’s experiment demonstrate what he
thinks it demonstrates? Perhaps immortality s intelligible, and perhaps
such immortality is in accord with the concept of the Christian god. Burt is
it in accord enly with a Christian god? Perhaps life after death verifies some
other god or just that death as we know it isn't the end many of us think it
is. To this, Hick merely adds another possibility to his picture, the possibil
ity that the person will in some way meet with the Christian god in the res

urrection world,

But how will the person know thar he has met with that god—how

ize a transcendent being with qualities that so ex-

Cdn a mare |‘.l|]'|1.]l] recog

ceed human experience? Hicks reply is that the Christian god reveals him-

self to us through Jesus Christ, so if the person were to meer Jesus Christ in
the resurrection world, that would suffice to verify the Christian god’s exis-
tence (though, as Hick concedes, that existence would be verified only for

that person). Is that too big an i

And is verification in principle of any significant value?

39




| ocke’s INVERTED
SPECTRUM

S uppose]| by the

it were so ordered, that the same obje

f our organs

ucture o

ent |geas at [l](' same time f-l'.‘l' E‘X.:i["l|

|

the idea that a violet produced in one man’s mind by his eyes were the

same that a marigold produced in another man’s and vice versa

Could this be known to be so?

46 * PART 2 Philosophy aof Mind

ocke’s response is that
L\\,‘L‘ could not know if

this were sO “because one man’s mind could not pass into another man’s
body, to perceive what appearances were produced by those organs™ (520).
T|‘1t'. p(}ﬁ.‘xibili{}' that another person’s experience of the same thing may be
different from your own (for example, that his or her color spectrum may
be inverted relative to yours), and the impossibility of knowing this, under-
scores the absolute subjectivity of experience: we can experience only “the
view from here” (see “Nagel’s Bat”). One of the implications of this is the
limitation it puts on establishing truth: there is simply no way to prove or
disprove subjective experiences.

Another implication is that if we can't know the contents of other
minds, can we even know there are other minds? (This is called the “other
minds” problem. See “Kirk and Squires’s Zombies.”)

Contemporary developments of this thought experiment postulate not

an fntersubjective difference, but an insrasubjective one: suppose that a per-

son’s own spectrum has changed—as a result of inverting glasses, neurolog-
ical rewiring, or transport to a planet with yellow skies and red grass. Such

the view thar menrtal states are

suppositions are intended to challen

equivalent to functional states or behaviors. That such a person may long
for the way the colors used to be shows that her mental state has changed
(for example, she now experiences something different when she sees red)
even though her functional state has not (for example, after a period of
adapration, she can still stop when she sees a “red” light)}—thus, one can
conclude, there are two independent states involved. Or not—if her actual
subjective experience reverted (and it wasn't just that she had adapred to
the inverted subjective experience), then mental states may be equivalent to

functional states after all.

Spectrum 47




NAGEL’s BAT

l assume we all beli
have experience. After all, they are m

h

that b

| .
ave experience than

more doubt that

whales

ternal world primarily by

ncy shrieks. TI

eir brains are designed

sequent echoes, and the

with the

i
tgoing impul

, acquired enables bats to make precise

size, shape, motion, and texture compa

by visic
[But] | want to know what it is like for a 1 bat
SOLICE It hike I Bat Ph W
1
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for a bat 1o be

within range, of their own rapid, sub

Jdiscriminations of

C.n: we say? Can we
know what like

be a bat? Nagel's response is that we can'’t sav

1 bat: “[Blat sonar, thou I

not similar in its operation to any sense that we possess,

& 1 :
son o Supposc i]l.iu’ IT 15 S5UbDject v like any INng we can expe

imagine. This appears to create difficulties for the notion of whar it is like

to say what it would be like for us to

to be a bat” (438). We might be abl

be a bat, but not what ir is like for ¢/

)e bat to be a bat. “Even if | could by

gmdu.!l degrees be transforr into a bat,” says Nagel, “nothing in my

agine what the experiences of such a
ve like” (439). In fact,

T . 131 e I o | + - + K P ALy | LR e .
Nagel suggests, while this would most certainly be true as well of any extra-

present constitution enal

future stage of myself thus metamorphosed would

terrestrial life form we may meet, it is also true of other human beings—we

may not even be able to say what it’s like for another person to be that per-

son (unless he or she is sufficiently similar ro ourselves),
Nagel is investigating here the relation between mind and body, which

because of const

that

is, he says, particularly difficul yusness: [ TThe fz

means, basically, that there is

an organism has conscious experience

something it is like to be that organism” (436)—he calls that something

ence. *What it’s like” is accessible ._-.n'._\- trom

subjective character of expe

one point of view, the viewpoint of the subject (see “Locke’s Inverred Spec

trum’). Therefore, since the subjective experience can't be accessed by any-

one outside the subject, inferences from observable ph

(body) to mental states (mind) seem questionable. One mig
t know the nature of others’ experiences, can we at least

1 we at least know there’s a “they

then, since we can’

know they have them? C:
other minds?

rect: Lan we ney

Is Nagel c something thar is rorally

outside, totally beyond, our own experi ? (Can we describe the

ChOL’ﬂld[C to someone '~\i§l’ has never




BLock’s CHINESE NATION

Imagine a body externally

like a human body, say yours, but internally quite different. The neurons
from sensory organs are connected to a bank of lights in a hollow cavity in
the head. A set of buttons connects to the motor-output neurons. Inside
the cavity resides a group of little men. Each has a very simple task: to im
plement a “square” of a reasonably adequate machine table that describes
you. On one wall is a bulletin board on which is posted a state card, i.e., a
card that bears a symbol designating one of the states specified in the ma-
chine table, Here is what the little men do: Suppose the posted card has a
“G" on it. This alerts the little men who implement G squares—"G-men’
they call themselves. Suppose the light representing input |, goes on. One
of the G-men has the following as his sole task: when the card reads “G”
and the |, light goes on, he presses output button 0O,,, and changes the
state card to “M.” This G-man is called upon to exercise his task only
rarely. In spite of the low level of intelligence required of each little man
the system as a whole manages to simulate you because the functional or-
ganization they have been trained to realize is yours. .

Suppose we convert the government of China to functionalism, and

we convince its officials that it would enormously enhance their interna-

tional prestige to realize a human mind for an hour. We provide each of

the billion people in China (I chose China because it has a billion inhabi-
tants) with a specially designed two-way radio that connects them in the
appropriate way to other persons and to the artificial body mentioned in
the previous example. We replace the little men with a radio transmitter

and receiver connected to the input and output neurons. Instead of a bul

Source: Ned Block. “Troubles with Functionalism.” Minnesota Studies in the Philosc

of Science 9 (1978): 261-325. 278-280
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letin board, we arrange to have letters displayed on a series of satellites
placed so that they can be seen from anywhere in China. Surely such a
system is not physically impossible. It could be functionally equivalent to

you for a short time, say an hour.

Does this system have mental states:

hose who claim that
I mental states can be ex-

plained by the nonmental states of function or organization would say the
Chinese nation does have mental states; since it is functionally equivalent to
you, it would have the mental states you have. Block disagrees, however:
the Chinese nation would not have mental states, because neurologically
and psychologically it is unlike you (and you have mental states). So do
mental states (minds) depend on neurology (brains)? What exactdy is
meant here by “depend™?

One may agree with Block intuitively, because it is hard to imagine the
Chinese nation so described as being conscious, but surely it is equally hard
to imagine the brain being conscious.

Perhaps the Chinese nation does have mental states—they're just not
like the mental states we have. But how could we know this?

And would whatever conclusion that is reached be true for both non-
qualitative mental states (for example, thoughts, desires, intentions) as
well as qualitative mental states (for example, the way pain feels and the
way red seems)? Thar is, do the different kinds of mental states have dif-
ferent relationships to either physical/material states or functional/organi-
zational states?

Block's Chinese Nation




R orTY’s ANTIPODEANS

Fd." away, on the othe

side of our galaxy, there was a planet on which lived beings like ourselves-

featherless bipeds who built houses and bombs, and wrote poems a

computer programs. These beings did not know that they had minds
They had notions like “wanting to” and “intending to” and "bellf:x-'n"-;-
that” and “feeling terrible” and “feeling marvelous.” But they had no no-
tion that these signified mental states—states of a peculiar and distinct
sort—quite different from “sitting down,” “having a cold,” and “being sex
ually aroused.” . . . [T]hey did not explain the difference between persons
and non-persons by such notions as “mind,” “consciousness,” “spirit,” or
anything of the sort. .

In most respects, then, the language, life, technology, and philoso

phy of this race were much like ours. But there was one important di

ence. Neurology and biochemistry had been the first disciplines in which

technological breakthroughs had been achieved, and a large part of

conversation of these people concerned the state of their nerves. Wi

their infants veered toward hot stoves, mothers cried out, “He’ll stimt

his C-fibers!” . . . Their knowledge of physiology was such that each well-
formed sentence in the language which anybody bothered to form could

easily be correlated with a readily identifiable neural state.

What can we say about the Antipodeans with respect to mental p

nomenar

Nature. Princeton, NJ: Princeton

Source: Ricl hy and the Mirro

University
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Rl.’['{j\' |]-:sl‘f_- o \]1:\\‘\
with his Antipodeans
that we can do quite well without conceptualizing a “mind”; our notion of
“mental” and “physical” is a mistaken inheritance from the seventeenth
century. Reference to neural states could sufficiently replace all our talk

about mental states. This is not to deny the existence of things like pain,
for what the Antipodeans report when they say “Stimulated C-fibers!” is
what we report when we say “Pain!” Nor is this to deny that “pain”
“hurts"—the Antipodeans avoid stimulated C-fibers just as we avoid pain.

One might question, however, whether reference to neural states could
JI] 45

thoughts, beliefs, intentions, desires, and so on. Rorty seems to suggest It

cover not only mental states such as pain but also mental stares suc
could when he says the following of his Antipodeans (71-72):

Sometimes they would say things like “It

looked like an elephant, b

struck me that elephants don't occur on this continent, so [ realized thar it must
].‘rt 4 |n;‘;.\m-_inn. P\ll[ ‘.h:_". \\!rl||li. .IJ\H somenmes say, n Just the same circum

stances, things like “I had G-412 rogether with F-11, but

en | had 5-147, so

[ TL‘J][IL'i'i 7}1.1? IT IMust |?'\ d |'|1\].\:('Idl\||. ’

Could knowledge of physiology be such that every sentence we wanted o

form could be correlated with a neural state?




Putnam’s BRAIN IN A VAT

[ | magine that a hu-
man being (vou can imagine this to be yourself) has been subjected to an
operatmn. by an evil scientist. The person’s brain (your brain) has been re
moved from the body and placed in a vat of nutrients which keeps the
brain alive. The nerve endings have been connected to a super-scientific
computer which causes the person whose brain it is to have the illusion
that everything is perfectly normal. There seem to be people, Ub_i(’.{'.t?_%_ the
sky, etc., but really all the person (you) is experiencing is the result of elec
tronic impulses travelling from the computer to the nerve endmgs..Tl-:L
computer is so clever that if the person tries to raise his hand, the feed-
back from the computer will cause him to “see” and “feel” the hand being
raised. Moreover, by varying the program, the evil scientist can cause the
victim to “experience” (or hallucinate) any situation or environment the
evil scientist wishes. He can also obliterate the memory of the brain oper-
ation, so that the victim will seem to himself to have always been n this
environment. It can even seem to the victim that he is sitting and reading
these very words about the amusing but quite absurd supposition that
there is an evil scientist who removes people’s brains from their bodies

and places them in a vat of nutrients which keep the brains alive.

Could we be brains in a vat?

- - i | by G ARE ] il i . Cambridee Ur
Source: Hilary Putnam. Reason, Truth, and History. Cambridge, UK Cambridge Uni

versity Press, 19817. 5-6
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hough the possibility of
Thcml_-_ a brain in a vat is
often used to make an epistemological point (see “Descartes’s Evil De-
mon’ ), Putnam uses it to explore the relationship between the mind and
the external world. Though the brain in the vat may be conscious and in-
tL‘”igU“- the words it thinks do not—cannot—refer to whar our words re-
fer to; the words of the brain in the var necessarily refer to the images gen-
erated by the var machinery, not to the actual external objects we call, for
example, trees. Bur the images generated by the vat machinery are similar,
indeed identical, to, say, trees—so how can we say the brain isn't therefore
rcferring to real trees? Consider, responds Putnam, an ant whose path turns
out to have traced a perfect image of Winston Churchill; surely we won't
say the ant has drawn a picture of Winston (:hm'(ili]]—xitmhii!_\' is not
enough for us to say that something represents something else.

“So,” continues Putnam, “if we really are brains in a vat, then the sen-
tence We are brains in a var' says something false (if it says anything)”
(15)—for the words would not be |'L-f1-1'rillg to real !hinga_ The supposi-
tion that we are brains in a vat is, thus, self- refuting (one whose truth im-
plies its own falsity—see “The Liar Paradox™): “In short, if we are brains
in a vat, then “We are brains in a vat’ is false” (15). (So we can’t possibly be
brains in a vat.)

Putnam’s larger point is about the preconditions of reference and
hence thought: “[O]ne cannor refer to certain kinds of things, e.g., trees, if
one has no causal interaction at all with them, or with things in terms of
which they can be described” (16-17). But can’t we refer to unicorns? Yes,
but we have causal interaction with horses and two-horned goats. Okay,
doesn’t what happens to the brain in the vat—the back-and-forth experi-
ence of neural signals—count as “causal interaction™ (So maybe we are
brains in a var. . . .)

Putnam’s Brain in a Vat




his thought experiment
) I is intended to illustrate
I 2 EID S RAVE FFICEI{ a weakness in Locke’s theory that personal identity depends on our con-

sciousness or memory of our thoughts and actions and can be extended

backwards only as far as that consciousness or memory goes. If that were
s0, Reid says, then the officer is the same person as the boy, and the general

is the same person as the officer, bur the general is nor the same person as

the boy. And yer logic indicates that the general /s the same person as the
boy (if A = B and B = C, then A = C). Reid therefore rejects Locke's view

S ) g (and accepts the logic). Burt is the logic applicable in this case? Does “=”
_ Hppess = L”l _N.“ mean the same as “is the same 5‘1‘!"-1"?IL.13~ {.

to have been flogged when a boy at school, for ’-‘_’l—‘b_'”g SR ore! . : Reid suggests, instead, that the succession from A to B to C is suffi-
have taken a standard [a flag] from the SLAD AL his first campalgh, anc cient for identity: “My thoughts, and actions, and feelings

to have been made a g\a'—rh‘-r'ﬂ in advanced life: suppose also, \ il munlun[—(ln-_\' have no continued, bur a successive existence; bur that se/
be admitted to be possible, that, when he took T'|.W standard, he 1 - of /to which they lmiung is permanent, and has the same relation to all the
scious of his having been flogged at school, and that ‘-..\-h-:’n n..i'.-t' g succeeding thoughts, actions, and feelings, which I call mine” (203). (See
eral he was conscious of his taking the standard, but had absolutel “Parfit’s Teletransporter.”) Perhaps, then, part of the problem is just our
the consciousness of his flogging. sloppy way of talking—do we really mean that the officer is the same per

son as the boy or that the officer is the person the boy has become?
|s the general the same person as the bo Reid [Mi_'”h out further problems with Locke’s view: it confounds con
MRl sciousness with memory (are tl 1€?), and it confounds persona
identity with evidence of personal identity (can’t vou have the one without
the other?). Memory is evid. that | am who | was, says Reid: it is not
what makes me who [ was (remember > that you did something doesn'
make you to have done i)

Pointing to our ever changing consciousness, Reid also asks, in further
eritique of Locke's view, “Is it nor strange that the sameness or identity of
person should consist in a thing which is continually ¢l 1ging and is not
any two minutes the same?” (214).

Lastly, Reid says, if our personal identity consists in consciousness,

then “as our consciousness somet ime sound sleep, our

Personal identity must cease with it ocke allows thar the same thing

cannot have rwo beginnings of existe s0 . .. our identiry would be ir-
fecoverably gone every time we cease to think, if it was but for a moment”
{216). And thar is, Reid implies, absurd.

So if it’s neither consciousness nor memory, what is it that makes vou
the Same person tOMmMOorrow:

—Or [En Vears Irom tomorrow -d5 YOu are to-

CI:{)‘_’ (Or are you someone else ¢ very time you wake I_I[\.-- ."‘\:"I\_] Li" Vou ;I_'-\'L

4 problem with thar?)

e Intellectuc

London: Macmillan, 1941, 213
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SHOEMAKER’S BROWNSON

SU let us imagine the fol

One day, to b+_'g||r1 our story, a surgeon discovers that an a
Two men, a Mr. Brown and a Mr.

lowing.

2 :
tant has made a horrible mistake
Robinson, had been t‘)pu:rarnd on for brain tumors, and brain extractions

n performed on both of them. At the end of the operations, how

had bee
ever. the assistant inadvertently put Brown’s brain in Robinson’s head,
and Robinson’s brain in Brown's head. One of these men immediately

dies. but the other, the one with Robinson’s body and Brown’s brain,

Jins consciousness. Let us call the latter “Brownson.” Upon

eventually reg:

regaining consciousness, Brownson exhibits great shock and SUrpris

the appearance of his body. Then, upon seeing Brown's body, he exclaims

incredulously, “That’s me lying there!” Pointing to himself, he says, “Th

isn’t my body; the one over there is!” When asked his name he automart
cally replies, “Brown.” He recognizes Brown's wife and family (whom
Robinson had never met), and is able to describe in detail events in

Brown’s life, always describing them as events in his own life. Of Robin-

son’s past life, he evidences no knowledge at all. Over a period of time, he

is observed to display all of the personality traits, mannerisms, Interests

racterized Brown, and

and dislikes, and so on that had previously cl

1nd talk in ways completely alien to the old Robinson

What would we say if such a thing happened?

Self-Knowledge and Self-ldentity. It haca, NY

Source: Sydney S
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h 3

Sim'c. Shoemaker claims,
. we would say that
Brownson lﬁ dtfl_l-l“.\' Brown in Robinson's body, we are not using ti!c body
_Es our criterion for identity. (Note the use of “in"—indeed note ;iia{ we say

I have a body” rather than “T am a body”—which suggests that one’s self is
somehow separate from one's body.) (Or maybe we're just speaking
wrongly. Pcrh-tap.k the whole notion of “I” is an unfortunate and miSI.'L]\'CI:;
lw:\'-prt')dtlg of our language.) (Can you imagine a language without “I”?
Can you imagine the people who would have such a |.1nLgu-.lgf;?]

But r.hr: brain is part of the body, one might I't‘SpO[iLl.LTn this, Shoe-
maker points out that we're not really using the brain as our criterion ei-
ther: “ |If upon regaining consciousness, Brownson were to act and talk just
as Robinson had always done in the past” (24), then we'd say it’s Robimu‘n
even though he has Brown’s brain. So we're actually LiSiﬂ*.?: psychological
features- —Ipersonnlit_\-' and memory of past events. And :;im'; we think .:mch
pa:y'cholt)gludl features are causally related to the brain, we figure Brownson
will .have the personality features and memories of Brown rather than of
Robinson,

Bl._lf do.ﬁ the rest of one’s body have 70 causal relationship to one's psy-
chological features? Not even developmentally? That is, if one’s body ha;.\—
pens to be robust, might one not develop more confidence than if one’s
body happened to be otherwise? And so might not Brown with Robinson’s
h?d_\' become, sooner or later, a different person than he was when he had
his own .hody? (How long would Brownson remain Brown if Brown had
been v_\'!urc skinned and Robinson had been black skinned, or if Brown had
been female and Robinson had been male?)

Shoemaker’'s Brownson 79




PArerr’s Fission

M\ body is 'i'-FlLL':H}' I

jured, as are the brains of my two brothers. My brain is divided, and
|

ully transplanted into tf others. Each

body of one of my

halfis succes

e .1 | |
of the resulting people believes that he is me, seems to remember living

my life, has my character, and is in every other way psychologically contin

ious with me. And he has a body that is very like mine.

What happens to me?

86 . PART 3 Personal Identity

DL-\-\'!ii\ing_ first a case like
Shoemaker’s Brownson

sts that “you go where your

(see “Shoemaker’s Brownson”). Parfit sugg

brain goes”—the resulting person is Brown. Then, since it is actually possi-
ble to survive with only one !’umtiunin;; hemisphere (consider stroke vic
tims), Parfit reasons also thar “you go where only 1alf your brain goes™—so
if half of your brain is destroyed and the other half transplanted into an-
other body, the resulting person is indeed you. But what if the other half is
not destroyed? This is the case Parfit considers here (attributing it to David
Wiggins, who modifies, in /dentity and Spatio-Temporal Continuity (1967),
Shoemaker’s Brownson, postulating that Brown’s brain is split and the two
halves housed in two different bodies).

Parfit considers four possibilities. The first is that he does not survive.
But, he reasons, since he would survive if his whole brain had been success-
fully transplanted and since people do survive with half their brain injured,
this cant be the case. The second and third pc:\.xi['ri“iic.\ are that he survives
as one or the other of the two resulting people. But if the halves are identi-
cal, why would he survive as only one—and which one? The fourth possi-
bility is that he survives as both of the two resulting people, But one person
can't be two people. (Why not? See “Parfit’s Teletransporter”—whart if the
original you isn't lost in the replication process?)

Or, Parfit suggests, perhaps he does survive the operation and “its ef-
y

fect is to give me two bodies, and a divided mind” (256). In facr, people

with the connection between the two hemispheres of their brains severed

do have a divided mind, rwo separite spheres of consciousness. But, Parfit
says, this “solution” involves “a grear distortion in our concept of a person’
(256).

Parfit then suggests thar the question “Shall I be one of these two peo
Ple, or the other, or neither?” is an empty question, and he argues for giv
ing up altogether the language of identity. [dentity is an all-or-nothing
thing, but the things thar are really tmportant to us (like psychological con-
nectedness) are matters of degree.

The more important, and perhaps more appropriate, question, he

Says, 1s one of survival—and he can say he survives withour having to say
he is one of those people. But who is it who wants to survive? (And if

who” is not important, why do “vou want to survive?)




ﬁ

AYER’s RosiNsoN CRrusoE

Imay‘me a Robinson Cru

soe left alone on his island while still an infant, having not yet learne

speak. Let him, like Romulus and Remus, be nurtured by a wolf, or some

other animal, until he can fend for himself; and so let him grow to man-

hood. He will certainly be able to recognize many things upon the island

in the sense that he a ble that

ipts his behaviour to them. Is it inconceiv

he should also name them?

“Can There B
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A_‘.’t'-l believes it is mot in-
conceivable thart his

Robinson Crusoe would name things, and he offers this thought experi-

ment as evidence against Wittgenstein that one can have a private language
(see “"Wittgenstein’s ‘S’ 7). W ittgenstein might reply thar, given our faulty
memories, Ayers Crusoe could never be sure he was following his own
rules. But isn't there a difference berween using a language incorrectly or
inconsistently and not being able to use it at all?

Furthermore, Ayer concedes that there is a problem with endowing
signs with meaning, but “it is no less of a problem in the case where the ob-
ject for which the sign is supposed to stand is public than in the case where
it is private” (68—69). So a private language is neither more nor less impos-
sible than a public [.1[1;11.1.:;:.

Indeed, especially given the lack of objective standards, one could in-
sist there must be a private Lu:;:u;agc-- i['unl_\' because the subjective ex peri-

ence described by words can’t possibly be publicly understood. That is, in-

sofar as we use words to describe our subjective experience, which is known
only to ourselves, we necessarily use a private language. Bur can that be

called a l.m;:u:agg-? How exactly should we define “language”?
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Quine’s GAVAGAI

Considcr'_i the |ir1gu:';.r

who, unaided by an interpreter, is out to penetrate and translate a lan-
guage hitherto unknown. All the objective data he has to go on are the
forces that he sees impinging on the native’s surfaces and the observable
behavior, vocal and otherwise, of the native

. . . A rabbit scurries

/, the native says “Gavagai,” and the linguist
notes down the sentence “Rabbit” (or “Lo, a rabbit”) as tentarive transla-
tion, subject to testing in further cases. . . . For, suppose the native lan-
guage includes . . . “Animal,” “White,” and “Rabbit”. . . . How then is the
linguist to perceive that the native would have been willing to assent to
[“Animal”] in all the situations where he happened to volunteer [“Rab-
bit”], and in some but perhaps not all of the situations where he hap

pened to volunteer [“White"]? Only by taking the initiative and querying

combmdlror‘ls of native sentences and stimulus situations so as to narrow

down his guesses to his eventual satisfaction.

So we have the linguist asking “Gavagai?” in each of various stimula
tory situations, and noting each time whether the native assents, dissents,
or neither. But how is he to recognize native assent and dissent when he
sees or hears them? . . . [S]uppose that in asking “Gavagai?” and the like
in the conspicuous presence of rabbits and the like, he has elicited the re-
sponses “Evet” and “Yok” often enough to surmise that they may corre-

spond to “Yes” and “No,” but has no notion which is which.

Can the linguist ever come to know what “Gavagai” means?

Source: Willard Van Orman Quine. Word and Objec Cambridge, MA: MIT Press

1960. 28, 29
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ith this thought ex-

W[\c‘:'mu‘m. Quine s

investigating the relationship between words and the objects they repre-

sent. He suggests thart, at best, we can come to know not what “gavagai’

means but only what prompts or stimulares the utterance of “gavagai,” And
even then, the best we can do is achieve an approximation.

One difficulty, Quine points out, is the role of prior collateral informa-
tion: “[The native] may assent on the occasion of nothing better than an ill-
glimpsed movement in the grass, because of his earlier observation, unknown
to the linguist, of rabbits near the spot. Since the linguist would not on his own
information be prompted by that same poor glimpse to assent to ‘Rabbit?’, we
have here a discrepancy berween the present stimulus meaning of ‘Gavagai for
the informant and that of ‘Rabbit’ for the linguist. . . . [Or] there may be a local
rabbit-fly, unknown to the linguist, and recognizable some way off by its long
wings and erratic movements; and seeing such a fly in the neighborhood of an
ill-glimpsed animal could help a native to recognize the latter as a rabbit” (37).
Another difficulty, Quine says, is that “the native may dissent from ‘Gavagai’ in
plain sight of the rabbir’s ears, because the rabbit is in no position for shooting;
he has misjudged the linguists motive for asking ‘Gavagai?’” (39). Further-
more, suggests Quine, maybe the objects to which “gavagai” applies are not
rabbits after al

or “undetached parts of rabbits” (52), or “the fusion . . . of all rabbits, . . . that

, bur “mere stages, or brief remporal segments, of rabbirs” (51),

single though discontinuous portion of the spatiotemporal world that consists

of rabbits” (52), or the “recurring universal [of] rabbithood” (52)—for in all

cases, what would prompr “Gavagai” would also prompt “Rabbit”™: “Point to a

rabbit and you have ]m]nrn‘il to a stage of a rabbir, o an im‘_‘;_r‘r‘]] part of a rabbir.,

to the rabbit fusion, and to where rabbithood is manifested” (

To determine what exactly “gavagai’ means, the linguist would have to
ask, while pointing, questions like “Is that one gavagai or two?"—that is, would
have to know other words of the native’s language. “The whole apparatus is in-
terdependent” (53), says Quine —meaning can be determined only within the
context of other meanings, within the context of the whole language.

Is the situation as “hopeless” as Quine suggests? (If we can't establish
meaning in such a benign case as “gavagai” and “rabbit,” where one can at
least point to something, what about words that refer to abstract relation-
ships? Imagine the linguist trying to establish the meaning of something
like “Neutrinos lack mass.”) Isn't learning one’s first language as a child a
similar case of “radical translation”—and don’t we achieve more than ap-
Proximation”? (Then again, is more than approximation really necessary?

See “Wittgenstein’s Games.”)
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Purnam’s Twin EARTH

[S]uppme that some

ere is a planet we shall call Twin Earth . . . [t
exactly like Earth

where in the

apart from the differences we shall specify, . . . i

One of the peculiarities of Twin Earth is that the liquid called “wat

is not H,O but a different liquid whose chemical formu

shable from

abbreviate . . . as XYZ. | shall suppose that XYZ is indisting

yrmal temperatures and pressures. In particular, it tastes like

like water. Also, | shall suppose that the

warter ar':j It que

oceans and lakes and s arth contain XYZ and not water, t

Z on Twin Earth and nc

It rains
If a spaceship from Earth ever visits Twin Earth, then the supposition
at first will be that “water” has the same meaning on Earth and on Twin
Earth. This supposition will be corrected when it is discovered t wa
" on Twin Earth is XYZ, and the Earthian spaceship will report

h the word ‘water’ means XYZ

whart as follows: “On Twin Ea

in Earth ever visits Earth, then

Symmetrically, if a spaceship from Tw

t will be that the word “water” has the same mean

the ‘_:~|J,1|')'\'J"'[|l_:"f ati
on Twin E

scovered that

th and on Earth. This supposition will be corrected when

Ing

O, and the Twin Earthian

jater”

Il report: “On Earth the word 'water’ means H,0

Wil

spaceshif

Now let us roll the time b 50. At that time chemistry

s not developed on either Earth or Twin Earth. The ty al Earthian
did not know water consisted of hydrogen and oxygen, and the -al
Twin Earthian did not know “water” con Let Oscar, be

100 - PART 4 Phi

such a typical Earthian . and let Oscar, be his counterpart on Twin
Earth. You may suppose that there is no belief thar Oscar, had about wa-
ter that Oscar, did not have abour “water” [and] that Oscar, and Oscar.
were exact duplicates in appearance, feelings, thoughts, interior mono-
logue, etc. Yet the extension [the set of things the term is true of] of the
term “water” was just as much H,O on Earth in 1750 as in 1950: and the
extension of the term “water” was just as much XYZ on Twin Earth in
1750 as in 1950.

Will Oscar, and Oscar, understand the term “water” to have the same

meaning?

he broad question Put-
I nam is trying to answer
ying
is “What is the meaning of meaning?” A standard view of “meaning” is that

“knowing the meaning of a term is just a marter of being in a certain psy-

chological state” (135), so if two people understand a word differently, they

must be in different psychological states (mental states). Putnam hopes that
his Twin Earth thoughrt experiment shows otherwise: Oscar, and Oscar, are

physically identical, so when they think “water,” they are in the same psy-

chological or mental state; however, when they think “water,” they are nor
thinking the same thing—one is thinking about H,O and the other is
thinking about XYZ. Thus, Putnam concludes, meaning is not “just in the
head.”

Rather, Putnam argues, meaning is determined by the external envi-

ronment—the truth of the matter. In this regard, his view is decidedly real-

ist (see “Putnam’s Brain in a Vat”). And yet, because we often don't really
know the truth of the matter (most of us couldn’t tell whether the wet stuff
we're talking abour is H,O or XYZ), Putnam says meaning is also deter-
mined by the sociolinguistic conventions or practices of a community. In
this regard, his view is relativist. Is this a problem?

Furthermore, if neither Oscar, nor Oscar, knows chemistry, don’t they

mean the same thing when they say “water” (something like “clear rasteless

lhirsl—quc—m'}':inu liquid™)? Is there a difference between “mean” as in “in-
tend” and “mean” as in “refer to”?
Lastly, does Putnam’s point apply only to words for natural or material

objects? Whar about, for example, words such as “red” and “pain”?
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Movryneux’s Bunp MAN

Suppmse a man born blind

nd now adult, and taught by his touch to distinguish between a cube and
a 10W aduit, and yhHL U =

' : etal, a ighly of the same bigness, so as to tell,
a sphere of the same metal, and nighly of the same big

T I e sphere. Sup-
when he felt one and the other, which is the cube, which the sphere. Sup
‘ on'at . 1an be
pose then the cube and sphere placed on a table, and the blind man be
nade to see: quaere, whether by his sight, before he touched them, he could nc
made [O s5ee: guaere, ) 5518

distinguish and tell which is the globe, which the cubes

{ bv Locke in
- dated 1693 to |ol ocke, quoted by Locke |
Source: William Molyneux. In a letter dated 1693 to John L , q .
f | edition (1694) of An Essay Concern Human Understanding. Book 2
tne secona edition ( ) An Cssay ! g 2
: As collated and annotated by Alexander Campbell Fre

Chapter 9, Section 8

New York: Dover, 1959. Volume 1. 186-187.

The Sources of Knowlec
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olyneux predicts that

M the man could not

distinguish between the globe and the cube by sight alone because he hasn'
had the necessary experience; he hasn't learned how visual perceptions re-
late to physical realities. Molyneux believes his thought experiment dis-
proves the existence of innate ideas (see “Plato’s Equal Portions of Wood
and Stone”) that are argued to exist by rationalists (usually on the basis of
universal agreement on certain principles); rationalists would say the man
would be able to recognize and distinguish the globe and cube, by match-
ing what he now sees with the ideas he has of them in his mind—ideas he
has always had, independent of his experience through life. Empiricists
such as Molyneux and Locke, however. say we are not born with such ideas,

with such knowledge abour the physical world; rather, when we are born.

as Locke says, our minds are a tabuls rasa (a blank tablet) and we acquire
knowledge through sensory experience and the subsequent reasoning of as-
sociation and abstraction. [s Molyneux correct in his prediction—and its
implication?

(:‘onrunpumr'\' philosopher Janet Levin modifies Molyneux’s experi-

ment (in “Could Love Be like a Heatwave?”), postulating that if the man
had
and had heard statements abour such I]gilr'ca made by sighted people, and

then, when newly sighted, had been shown other geometrical figures and

earned, while blind, geometric facts about three-dimensional figures

told what they were, he would be able to distinguish between the globe
and cube. If that is so. what are the implications for how we know what
we L‘now?
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Mi’s Chaoric WorLD

WC’I’C we [O su ppose

“eeded in which there was no fixed succession of events. and th

no assurance of the future; if a human being were mirac

kepr alive to witness this change, he surely would soon ce

L

s uniformity, the uniformity itself no longer existing. If this be admit
the belief in uniformity either is not an instinct, or it is an instinct con

querable, like all other instincts, by acquired knowledge.

21, Section 1. 1843
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t the present order of the universe were brought to an end, and that a

Ously

to be“r.’\e_ n

1

nd since, according to

Mill, it is from the

many “uniformities of sequence” in our world that we have gf.".lrl"ll.l'fl::\_% Lh.:_'
uni\'.cn.ll]r\' of cause and effect (see “Hume's Constant Conjunction’), h?- s
suggesting with this thoughr experiment not merely Ih..ll a belief in unifor-
mit:.i’ is not an instinct (or an innate idea—see “Plato’s Equal Portions of
W’ol‘:d and Stone”), but that the law of causality is not an instinct or innate
idea. Rather, Mill argues, it is a habit of thought, an induction (a general-
ization based on particulars), formed by our experience of the m_‘:rl‘.]. .
Can other supposed innate ideas be disproved in a similar fashion?

(See “Kant’s A Priori Space.”)
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(GoobmAN’s GRUE

Suppose that all emeralds
e gree » t, then, our observa-
d before a certain time t are green. At time ¢ e
S F I all emeralds are green; and this is in ac-
I 5 t the hypothesis that all emerz ; i
tions support the hyj 3 : e e ba e RS AT
d with our definition of confirmation. Our evidence j e
et o b i and so on; and each con-
i at emerald b is green, and so on;
f rald a is green, that emera g
that emerald a is g :

: e green. So far, so good
esis that all emeralds are green. S : :
firms the general hypothesis that all

Pl

3 - 1 -8 'S h T o= ‘_I cate ramihar an ‘gree .I
No let me introduce anothe F edl [€ |E'SS d || ir € E
| W I E

‘[hf‘ yredicate rue 4a I ) estoallt €S eXd oretl|t ..[l
} 4 1C Lﬂ‘.[. £S5 LC 85 EXc Ed br_’ : |
IS redl

blue. Then at time t we

e - 1 h oc B daft t [-h_ | are
dare greer |.1 C Fl” things examinea arte \:l[r dl€ l .
| = a .\ - - o g e ! erald Jreen
| AV for eac h evidence statement asserting l} at a given emera 15 E l‘el
have, tor 1ch | 25 . ¥ e il And the
a P(‘rd”t’l evi dence statement asserting L} at 1_1.&1 e H.‘T;l\.j > ¥ e |
- o | ev T c & : L qu oy
statements | dC Err 'I"E!l 115 grue, that eme -_‘l(_l I[} IS E:I‘L,lt_. d4nd 50 or v
iIEE C . CC . r I.[ e : ‘!‘-‘ Y [} 2515 } ll eme J.ldS are grue. | hus ac-
X E / esis that a -~
= . a . J.' . | ,},PL - - a 4 = ALy
coraing - ou { o - | er SLJL‘JL uentiy
] O our d{-_‘.ll' Iton 1€ |_'?.'L'l:||t[I_ Il at ||| en t‘l'.:lanS \_] I
I.‘R I T A i I I 1 L: € '] < || '|| e grue dare alike
I I = wWill De ru
e ¢ C 2 predictiorn hat : -
(= / reen and tn F.r_\ [ 1 arl a ) § re a 2
EXA I d will be ;

- ed b _J - ol = . e - L But
co r 1} aenc T SCr . e yme observations. Bu
T d Dy evidence statements descr t.l ;24 [l Sdime :
¢ d ’ -t ‘t.\ SUC I “‘ ul s grue I bll]l‘ and hence not
bse 101y c@amined I1s grue, | 3 2
= =41 oseque [|\ exdr S | r
it a emer | )

T i ble
N 18 TWO Incompatible
s although we are well aware which of the two inc = [
green. Thus althoug = e are equally well confirmed ac
= " enuinely confirmed, they ar g bl
= tions i1s genuinely
pru_dlL. &

cording to our present definition

. o
Goodman. Fact, Fiction, and |
Source: Nelson Goodman. Fact, Fic

-

]
vard LI-'.|\,-l"|'¢:'I_'_\,' Press, 1983
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hi]mophcr\' have tradi-

Pricm;:]ly distinguished

between deducrion | reasoning from generals to particulars) and induction
(reasoning from particulars to generals). Tt

1e latter, typically involving pre-
dictions, is problematic because there

is no /uguu/ reason (nor empirical
data, because an unperceived future event is involved) o justify such
claims: that the sun has always risen in the Past imposes no logical necessicy
merely assume regularity about the facts in-
volved (see “Hume’s Constant ('.:mliuncliml"_l.

that it rise tomorrow—we

However, Goodman points out, deductive claims are considered valid

as long as they correctly follow the rules (that is, it doesn’t marter whether

or not the conclusion is in accord with the f

acts—truth is required for
soundness, not for validity). So, he asks. wh

at rules would justify inductive
claims? “Thar a given piece of copper conducts electricity increases the
credibility of statements asserting that other pieces of copper conduct elec-
tricity, and thus confirms the hypothesis thar a]] cop
ity,” Goodman notes. “Bur,” he continues,

in this room is 2 third son does not incre

per conducts electric-
“the fact thar a given man now
ase the credibility of statements as-
serting that other men now in this room are third sons,

and so does not
confirm the hypothesis thar

all men now in thijs room are third sons” (73).
He therefore suggests that only inductive ¢

aims thar are lawlike statemens
(such as “Copper conducts electricity”) can be confirmed by (particular)
past instances.

However, as his thought experiment about “grue” shows, past in-

Stances may confirm rwo incompatible statements: before time 7, each
emerald we find js green and grue, particulars which confirm equally well
the general statements that “Emeralds are green”
but since after time 4, all grue emeralds are
firmed both “All emeralds are green”

went wrong?

and “Emeralds are grue”;
blue, we seem to have con-
and “All emeralds are blue.” What

Goodman’s response is that a definition of “lawlike” is needed—*“All

emeralds are grye” i apparently nor a lawlike statement. So for whar sorts
of statements s it valid to reason from ps

irticular instances to general
claims—thae IS, W

1at 75 a “lawlike” statement? ( What is je—if
about the statement “All emeralds are grue” thar m

anything—

akes it problemaric?)
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PLato’s RING oF GYGES

I he story is that [Gyges]

was a shepherd in the service of the ruler of Lydia. There was a .\-”10|.l'?1!‘-|._
rainstorm and an earthquake which broke open the g_f'ound and glLdLL‘_L l:
chasm at the place where he was tending sheep. bee_‘l.mg this and m_dr»-e“
ling, he went down into it. He saw . . . a corpse j.'\-'h‘i_'h setme‘d of njr: e
than human stature, wearing nothing but a ring of gold on its ‘rmger‘.- ;:5
ring the shepherd put on and came out. . . . As he was sitting among the

others he happened to twist the hoop of the ring towards himself, tc.]_—L;v‘ ;
inside of his hand, and as he did this he became invisible to those snm:}
near him and they went on talking as if he had gone. He :‘nar-rellfe(l dl: rl;w
and, fingering the ring, he turned the hoop outward again .1mj. L"L’..ti!iln -;I-
visible. Perceiving this he tested whether the ring had this power dm.; \ t
happened: if he turned the hoop inwards he bccurn.'u |r'-\»'|5|lbl_i=. }hut Wd?}:ii:
ible when he turned it outwards. When he realized this, he :ll' \
arranged to become one of the messengers to the king. He wc-n; ,:.:mk.n” |‘.\I
ted adultery with the king’s wife, attacked the king with her help, killed
him, and took over the kingdom . o
Now if there were two such r'ings, one worn by rh.e just man, r..lr.
other by the unjust, no one, as these people think, would be so ||-Jcl_\r'|,'-.f_*‘.”
ible th.1lt he would stay on the path of justice or bring himself Llc.ﬁl |:i'|}
away from other people’s property and not touch it, when he cou c ' _,
lr‘[‘I['JL._InltV take whatever he wanted from the market, go J.r‘lio hClJL:r-:hq:lh-t:
I‘.;:_\I/e sexual relations with anyone he wanted, kill anyone, free all those

. ’ a ‘e m like a
wished from prison, and do the other things which would make hi

& i ) "
the other and they would both follow the same path.

A. Grube, trans. Indianapo

Source: Plato. The Republic, Book |1. 380-370 &

Sher

dnral D Lieorge
is: Hackett, 1974, As reprinted in Moral Philos &
ns dCKe 7

3 ich g
ed. San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1968
d. San Dieg
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=t c.. hace of
A would be o way different from those ¢
god among men. His actions would be in no way ¢

his thought experiment
is part of a larger dis-
ing just (why should we do the
» part of a larger discussion still about what kind
what kind of government, is best. Re

cussion about justice and the value of be

right thing?) of society, and

sponding to the claim that success in
are unjust, Plato’s character “Socrates” (who
speaks for Plato himself) says th
while justice resules in |
parts—borth witl

this world comes to those who

at injustice leads to hatred and H;;h[ing.
1armony and a working together of the various
1n society as a whole and within the individual.

“Glaucon” then asks Socrates ro imagine the scenario he has described.

That the just man, if invisible. would acr as badly as the unjust man proves,

says Glaucon (who is assuming people will do what they believe to be in
their own best interest unless compelled otherwise), that being just is not in
our own best interest: “Every man believes thar

injustice is much more
profitable to himself than justice” (237).

But would all of us do whatever we wanted if we knew we wouldn’t be

caught? If so, does that prove thar being good is not good for us? (In which
case, why should we do the right thing?) Or does ir just prove that we don't

know, or don’t act according to, what's good for us?

Plato’s Ring of Gyges 147




Moore’s Two WorLbDs

L'cL us imagine one world

Al

exceedingly beautiful. Imagine it as beautiful as you can: put into it wi
ever on this earth you most admire—mou ntains, rivers, the sea; trees, and
sunsets, stars, and moon. Imagine these all combined in the most exqui-
site proportions, so that no one thing jars against another, but each con-
tributes to increase the beauty of the whole. And then imagine the ugliest
world you can possibly conceive. Imagine it sim ply one heap of filth, con

taining everything that is most disgusting to us, for whatever reason. and

the whole, as far as may be, without one redeeming feature. [No one]
ever has or ever, by any possibility, can, live in either, can ever see and en
Joy the beauty of the one or hate the foulness of the other, [E]ven so

supposing them quite apart from any possible contemplation by human ‘
beings, . . . is it irrational to hold that it is better that the beautiful world
should exist than the one which is ugly? Would it not be well, in any case ‘

to do what we

could to produce it rather than rhe other?

Source: G. E. Moore. F ‘rincipia Ethica. 1903. Cambridge, UK: Cambr idge University

Press, 1959, 83-84
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oore postulates his

MLwo worlds in order

to challenge the claim that things are good only in relation to human exis-

tence. If, as Moore suggests, the beautiful world he describes must be con-

sidered a greater good than the ugly world— despite the fact that neither

world will be seen by anyone—then “we shall have ro include in our ulti-

mate end something beyond the limits of human existence” (84). (Such

as?) By implication, hedonism, the view that (human) happiness or pleas
ure is the sole good, must be rejected.

A criticism of Moore’s thought experiment is thar it is logically impos-
sible: if the beautiful world is indeed beautiful, it must have been seen by
someone, if only an imaginary someone—otherwise, how can it be called
beautiful? In other words, the concept of beauty necessarily entails, because

it is defined by, human presence. (Must hedonism, therefore, be accepted?)
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N ozick’s EXPERIENCE
MACHINE

Suppose there were an ex-
perience machine that would give you any experience you desired. Su-
perduper neuropsychologists could stimulate your brain so t_hat you would
think and feel you were writing a great novel, or making a friend, o.r rea-;‘ll
ing an interesting book. All the time you would be floating in a tank, w L._.
elefrr'odes attached to your brain. . . . If you are worried about .lTIISSII"IS__“ out
on desirable experiences, we can suppose that business enterprises h;?we re-
searched thoroughly the lives of many others. You can pick and choose
from their large library or smorgasbord of such experiences, selecting your
life's experiences for, say, the next two years. After two years have passe

vou will have ten minutes or ten hours out of the tank, to select the expen
: o z g ¢\ ) 't know
ences of your next two years. Of course, while in the tank you won’t ki

s -. ¥ x - /, vou
that you're there; you'll think it's all actually happening. . . . Would yc

plug in?

f and lew York: Basic Books, 19
Source: Robert Nozick. Anarchy, State, and Utopia. New York: Basic Bc

42-43
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he question Nozick is
asking is “Whar else
can matter to us, other than how our lives feel from the inside?” (43). Noz-

ick considers three possible answers. Per 1aps what matters is the desire to
do, rather than just experience, certain things; the experience machine
doesn’t seem to allow those desires. (But what if the machine could—what
if it could enable not only the experience bur also the desire for the experi-
ence?) Or perhaps what matters is the desire to be a ¢ ertain sort of person; a
blob in the experience machine tank can’t be said to be, for example, coura-
geous, kind, intelligent, witty, or loving (43). (Well, suggests Nozick,
“imagine a transformation machine which transforms us into whatever sort
of person wed like to be” [44].) Or perhaps what matters is the possibility
of some sort of transcendent experience; the experience machine is limited
to providing only experiences conceived by humans. Nozick concludes that
we would not plug in because “what we desire is to live (an active verb) our-
selves, in contact with reality” (45).

Nozick’s thought experiment is part of a larger discussion about the
moral limits to whar we may do to each other. With it, he questions the he-
donistic view (which considers only one’s experiences, one’s pleasure and
pain, in determining such limits) and the derivative utilitarian view (which
advocates that we should do that which promotes the greatest good, meas-
ured in terms of pleasure, for the greatest number). Since something be
sides our experience (of pleasure) marters to us, Nozick suggests that some-
thing clse should be considered when determining what actions are morally
permissible. (What might this “something else” be?)

'L‘-"J-'?I‘_';._ e E xperience |\-"|.':'Ch| ne ] 6 I
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Dewey’s FiNELy
WRouGHT OBJECT

Supu._\se . .. that a finely

wrought object, one w exture

ght object, one whose texture and proportions are highly pleasing in

perception eon be wod ra F 3 o , A

perception, has been believed to be a product of some primitive people

Ther =ral [ Ny e B F ) y L

en there is discovered evidence that proves it to be an accide
:

ntal natu-
ral product. =

Is it a work of art?

urce: John Dewey. Art as Experience

New York: Capricorn Books, 1934. 48,
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ewey claims that even
Dr}mugh the object is
precisely what it was before the discovery, immediately upon such discov-
ery, “it ceases to be a work of art” (48) and “belongs in a museum of naru-
ral history, not in a museum of art” (48). Why? His answer is that to qual-
ify as art, a work must be “framed for enjoyed receptive perception” (48).
Mere technique or virtuosity on the part of the artist is not enough, but
neither is simply being perceived. What is important, says Dewey, is the
relation berween “doing and undergoing” (48), the connection between pro-
duction and reception: “The doing or making is artistic when the perceived
result is of such a nature that its qualities as perceived have controlled the
question of production” (48). Furthermore, just as the artist must create
with the perception always in mind, the beholder must perceive with the
creation in mind.

So what if that connection were intended but failed to occur—what if,
for example, a listener didn’t hear what it was the musician intended to be
heard? Is that just bad art? Failed art? Nonart?

And what if no connection were intended—what if someone painted a
painting, then wrapped it up immediately and sent it into outer space

never to be seen by anyone?
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