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ABSTRACTS OF THE PAPERS

Quick thinking? Not so fast!
V. Alan White

Hud Hudsonhasarguedthat with a few assumptionsne can prove that superluminal
objectsexist. | arguethat evenif the assumptiongretrue that his argumentjf sound,leads
to a proliferation of moverspacking given spacesl further arguethat his argumentas it
standscannotin fact entail that objectsmoving at any speedexist.

Homonymous Mistakes with Ontological Aspirations. The Persisting Problem with the
Word "Consciousness'

Rodrigo Becerra

In orderto understanaonsciousnessnewould benefitfrom developinga moreeclectic
intellectual style. Consciousnesss, as proposedby almost everyoneexceptthe stubborn
reductionistsa truly mysteriousconcept.lts study and dissectionmerits a multidisciplinary
approach.Waving this multidisciplinary flag has positively enlargedthe discussionand
neurologistspsychiatristsmathematiciansandso on, havemovedto the philosophyof mind
arena first with cautionandnow with a more powerful voice. Identifying what we meanby
consciousnesss a first stepevenwhen we want to deny its existence.The link between
consciousnesandsomeothermentalactivity (e.g.,awarenessnemory executivefunctioning,
etc.) is a logical next step and thereis abundantiterature doing this, but not all of them
differentiateamongassociatedget different phenomena.

Memetics: An Evolutionary Theory of Cultural Transmission
Asunci n ¢ lvarez

In this essay,we introducememetics,a new theory of cultural transmissionbasedon
Darwinianevolutionarytheory.A brief accountof the two manmethodologicatrendswithin
currentmemeticsb «epidemiological>and «evolutionary»memeticsb is given. Memetics
differs from otherevolutionaryaccountof humanbehaviourin two mainpoints:first, it posits
replicationasthe mechanisnfor the transmissiorof «memes»pr cultural units; andsecond,
it claimsthatimitation is the only learningprocessby which the replicationof memestakes
place. Thesepremisesare discussedas well as someof the main objectionsraisedagainst
them.
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Ontic Vaguenessn Microphysics
Silvio SenoChibeni

This article aims to examinethe import of scienceto the contemporaryphilosophical
debateon ontic vaguenesslt is shown,first, that our besttheory on the structureof mater,
guantummechanicsglearly ascribesvaguepropertiesto objects.This point is explainedby
both a generaltheoreticalanalysisand by somesimple examples.The advantageof these
examplesoverthatwhich hasbeenhotly discussedhn theliterature(Lowe 1994)is underlined.
Secondly,it is pointed out that strongerevidencefor the existenceof vague objectsis
availablethrougha seriesof theoreticaland experimentakesultsin microphysics,imposing
severeconstrainton any theory purportingto restoresharpnes the propertiesof quantum
objects.

Roman Suszkoand Situational Identity
Charles Sayward

This papergivesa semanticahccountfor the (i)ordinary propositionalcalculus,enriched
with quantifiersbinding variablesstandingfor sentencesand with an identity-functionwith
sentencesas arguments;(iijthe ordinary theory of quantification applied to the special
guantifiers;and (iii)ordinary laws of identity appliedto the specialfunction. The account
includes some thoughts of Roman Suszko as well as some thoughts of Wittgenstein's
Tractatus

David Miller's Defenceof Bartley's Pan Critical Rationalism
Armando C-ntora

W. W. Bartley arguedthat Popper'soriginal theory of rationality (1945) openedtself to
a tu quoqueargumentrom the irrationalistandto avoid this Bartley proposedan alternative
theory of rationality: pancriticalrationalism(PCR). Bartley's characterizatiorof PCR leads,
however,to self-referentialparadox.

David Miller (1994)outlawsself-referencéandin this way he avoidsPCR's paradoxical
nature) by distinguishing between positions and statements,Miller's distinction looks,
however,suspiciouslylike an ad hoc manoeuvreor asa stipulationthat hasto be accepted
dogmatically.

Furthermore Miller's move is inadequatéecauset is a secondworld answer(i. e., it
involves attitudesor thoughts)to a third world problem,thatis, to logical paradox.

It is thenarguedthat given the paradoxicalnatureof PCR, Popper'sold justificationist
critical rationalismwith its minimum of dogmatismand irrationalismis malgri tout a better
option.
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On Quine's Arguments Concerning Analyticity
Shaun Baker

In a detailedexaminatiorof Quine'sTwo Dogmasof Empiricism,| arguethatQuinefails
to make the casethat there are no analytical truths in ordinary language.Drawing on
admissionshe makeswith regardto definitions and languages'relationshipto pragmatic
considerationsand an examinationof his argumentsconcerningthe interdefinability of the
terms ‘synonymous', and “analytic’, | argue that analytic truths exist as deducible
consequencesf the varioususesto which languageor sub-languageare put.

Against Compatibilism: Compulsion, Free Agency and Moral Responsibility
William Ferraiolo

Freeagencyand moral responsibilityare incompatiblewith causaldeterminismbecause
causadeterminismproperlyunderstoodentailsthatoriginatingconditionsbeyondtheagent's
control ultimately compelall humanchoicesandactions.If causaldeterminismis true, then
causalantecedentand laws of naturenomologicallynecessitatall deliberation,choiceand
action.If conditionsbeyondthe agent'scontrol ultimately compelthe agent'sbehaviorsthen
the agentis not free and is not morally responsible Compatibilistsclaim that externally
compelledactsarenot free, but fail to recognizethatcausallydeterminedactsare,ultimately,
externallycompelled.

Mad, Martian, but not Mad Martian Pain
Peter Alward

David Lewis attemptdo accommodatéhe possibility of both madpainandMartian pain
by giving a functionalistaccountof painfor a population andanidentity theoreticalaccount
of pain for individual membersof a population | argue that Lewis's fails becauseno
satisfactoryaccountof the conditionsunderwhich a givenindividual is a memberof a given
populationcanbe provided.

The Vel of Perception and Contextual Relativism
Dimitris Platchias

In this paper| point out main shortfalls of the three main families of theories of
perceptionand! proposea sortof inferentialrealism.In addition,| arguethattherecannotbe
a scientific variantof directrealismandillustrate this point with referenceo P.F.Strawson's
attemptto reconcile,not nayveealismandthe scientific variantashe amountgo, but rather,
directandindirectrealism.| draw the distinction betweenfour casesof illusion, and| refer
to oneof these namelyto the caseof veridical illusion, to showthat Strawson'sview, putin
termsof the Fregeansense-referencdistinction, fails. As regardsindirect realism,| argue
againstthe representationalishccountand the Lockeanpicture of primary and secondary
gualities. Phenomenalisms rejectedin terms of the impossibility to identify an object
throughoutdifferentcontextsand| suggesthatwhatis for x to bethat x in differentcontexts
canbe given only by a realistanalysisof a materialobject.Finally, | provide an accountof
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whatit is for A to perceivethat x with respecto differentcontextsandl concludewith what
conditionsshouldveridical perceptionmeetand thereforeproposethe frameworkof a new
theory of perception.

Johnston on Fission
Brian Garrett

In this discussiorpaper,l evaluatesomeargumentf Mark Johnston'swvhich appeaiin
his articles «Fissionand the Facts»(1989) and «Reasonsand Reductionism»(1992). My
primary concernis with his descriptionof fissioncasesandhis assessmemf theimplications
of suchcasedor valuetheory.In particular,Johnstoradvanceshe following threeclaims:

(1) Rejectingthe intrinsicnessof identity is an arbitrary responseo the paradoxof fission;
(2) Fissioncasednvolve indeterminatadentity;
(3) ContraParfit, fission caseshaveno implicationsfor valuetheoryin the actualworld.

| arguethat (1) and (2) are false, and that (3), if true, is not true for any reasonthat
Johnstorgives.
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QUICK THINKING ? NOT SO FAST!
V. Alan White

In "Moving faster than light' Hud Hudson [2002] arguesthat by employing simple
reasoningwith a few explicit metaphysicahssumptionspne can demonstratehat, contrary
to accepteghysics,theremustbe objectsthat moveat superluminalelocities. Thoughthere
is without doubt some very quick thinking on Hudson's part that is more than a little
reminiscentof Zeno's,| will showthat Hudson'sargumenino morerequiresanythingin the
world go at dazzlingspeedthan Zeno's argumentsstoodthe world still.

Hudson'sargumentis by way of the metaphysicatonstructionof a supposedlymaterial
object dubbed Quick'. Quick lives up to its nameby superluminallytraversinga spatial
distanceof just over two-billionths of a light-second(abouttwo feet) in the following way.
The distanceconstitutesthe height of a 3-D object “*Cone® (one dimensionis an hour's
temporalduration),which itself is comprisedof a nondenumerableross-sectiorstackof 2-D
space-slicaliscsthattakentogethemmakeup the so-called Disc Set'. Thesediscsareordered
in relationto the temporalextensionof Coneso that they can be matchedwith appropriate
instantaneousnomentsin a familiar asymmetrictemporalmanner.Hudsonthen posits an
interval coincidentwith that of Conenamed T' which is just over one-billionthsof a second
in duration.ThenHudsonset-theoreticallynapsinstantaneoumomentof T B the T Set'b
with membersof the Disc Setin the aforementionedvell-orderedmannerso that the result
mirrors time traversalthroughoutT correspondingvith spacemovementacrossCone. The
resultof this mappinggeneratesnembersof anothersetb the "Quick Set' B the fusion of
which produceghe aforementionednaterialobject 'Quick'. SinceQuick is a moving object
(composedf spatiotemporaparts),and Quick traverseghe lengthof Conein just overone-
billionth of a secondQuick movesat twice the speedof light [2002, pp. 203-204].

Hudson admits throughoutthis argumentto a number of controversialmetaphysical
assumptionsthat at leastone n-D objectmay have(n-1)-D cross-sectionagpatialparts,that
any extendedobject has spatiotemporaparts, that fusions of the membersof well-ordered
spatiotemporal-parts-se(such as the Quick Set) result in whole objects. He maintains,

' | note that this distance is only an intelligible quantity in the context of a background

space/spacetime within which Cone exists. Thus there may be hidden assumptions about such a
space/spacetime that further complicate Hudson's argument, but | will try to avoid these issues in my
analysis.
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however that theseare not incrediblepropositions and thusthat superluminalmotion is not
merely possible but a fact (if the assumptionsretrue) [2002, pp. 203-204]

Howevercontroversiatheseassumptionsre,andevenif theyaretrueasHudsonallows,
I will show that Hudson'sargument,when fully explicated,entails consequencethat are
counterintuitiveif not outright false. Further,undera (perhapamost) plausibleinterpretation
of what fusions of spatiotemporal-parts-segse, | will arguethat this form of argumentin
generalcannotentail that Quick andits ilk exist.

To seethe full scopeof Hudson'sreasoningreview the following variationon it. Let
Coneandthe Disc Setremainasbefore.Say,howeverthatT* is anintervalonetrillion times
longerthanT B around17 minutesduration,but still within Cone'stime of existence(Since
Hudson placesno constrainton the selectionof a time interval within Cone's existence
parametersjt would appearthat T*, and any such interval less than or equalto Cone's
temporalduration,canbe usedin the following way.) Now map T*'s instantaneous-moment
setto the Disc SetasT's wasbefore.The resultis (what | mustcall) the "Tortoise Set' b
thoughthe resultantfusion-object Tortoise' would lose a raceto all able-bodiedortoises,|
suspectSo Tortoiseis much, much slowerthan Quick, taking nearly 17 minutesto traverse
thesamespaced yetTortoiseis constructedn thesamekind of way. Clearlythen,within the
two-billionths-light-seconddistanceand one-hourtime limits of Cone's existence,one can
constructa very large numberof movers(and evenan infinite number,given that temporal
intervalswithin Cone'shour of existenceare subsetof the nondenumerablset of Cone's
instantaneousioments)boundedn oneextremeby asymptoticallynear-instantaneousovers
(like Quick, butevenquickerandquickerand¥) andontheotherby the slowesthour-crawler
(like Tortoise, but taking the full hour to move the distance).Therefore,Hudson'srevised
point shouldbe thatmaterial objectsthat moveat everyspeedpossiblewithin any givenwell-
orderedspacetimevolumecan be provento exist(again,with his admittedassumptions).

Giventheintuitively vastarrayof Cone-likespacetimesolumeswheresuchmetaphysical
constructionmight occur, Hudson'sargumentwhenappliedto the universeat large, indeed
yields quite a prodigiousprogenyof moving objects(certainlyenoughto inducethe infamous
Lewisianstare).

Further,sincedistincttime intervalsof any given Cone-likeobjectcanoverlapb T and
T* might well overlapby T's duration,for exampleb thenresultantfusion-objectsof time-
and-spacsetssuchas Quick set'and TortoiseSet' themselvesrein suchcasesoincidently
existingand moving things? While it is quite understandabléhat real objectsmight overlap
in this way B considerlightspeedcosmic rays that might happento coincide with my
movemenwith the Earthby flashingthroughme within a certaininterval of terrestrialmotion
b suchan overlapis typically interpretedas an accidentof nature,not a metaphysical

2 Afterward Hudson expands this argument by quantizing the space and time mappings into four

dimensions with “ThickQuick' [2002, pp. 204-205], though this expansion in no way dispenses with a
reliance upon the essentials of his earlier "Quick' argument (or its accompanying deficiencies).

¥ And apart from an additional assumption that Hudson's time-space mappings must not overlap

spacetime intervals distinct from Cone-e.g., as would "Coneahead’, which contains Cone but includes
an additional anterior spacetime of about .4 inches and another minute's duration (to preserve scale with
Cone)-the overpopulation problem here worsens! Such an assumption, however, seems entirely
arbitrary, and in fact contrary to intuitions about spacetime continuity.
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requirementof existenceThus every one of the magnificent offspring that result from fertile
argument, fast and slow alike, always exist in the company of a staggering assemblage of
fellow travelers, all of which exist merely in virtue of sharing their various times with the
same space. While this is certainly not logically impossible, filling spaces with a plenum of
such movers is at bestan excess of ontological exuberance.

But there is an additional sense in which Hudson's argument is, as it were, unsafe at any
speed. Clearly the above extension of the argument does not constitute a reductioor anything
of the sort. Given assumptions and perspective, it only serves to populate the universe with
objects that moveat all logically possiblespeedgif one additionally assumes that there exists
at least one infinite spacetime Cone-like stretch, to allow for infinite sloth in that case). But
what objects?Hudson says, as he does of Quick, that these are material objects [2002, p.
204]. But why should anyone accept this claim? After all, even given afusion of the members
of the ‘Quick’ Hudson’'s and and likewise sets, these are still sets the members of which are
the result of logical mapping of arbitrarily selecteddense time-lapses to equivalently dense
space-extensions (it is this Cantorean equipotence of all such space and time sets that gets
Hudson’ ‘Tortoise’s argument off and running, so to speak). As such, | would argue that
fusions of the members of these sets constitute at best logically possibleobjects in spacetime-
perdurant objects that must, if they exist move at such speeds.* A recognizable example of
such a possible object construction is that of Santa Claus delivering gifts to the world's
children in one night. Sophisticated versions of this scenario estimate that this would require
a Santa-seigh-velocity of many thousands of miles per second. What is done here isto assign
Santa's work to one night, map that time to the needed distance of travel, and voilal — a
logically possible Santa. Presumably, Hudson would not seriously want to argue that a speedy
temporal-parts Santa really exists. On the other hand, nothing in Hudson’s form of argument
preventsone from concluding that the Jolly Old EIf, conceived as such a moving object, exists
(largely due to Hudson's failure to address identity questions about fusion objects — see note
4). That alone suggests a laxity within Hudson's argument that undermines the force of his
conclusion that superluminally moving objects mustexist, since they are on a metaphysical
par with a speedy but presumably mythical Santa.

Ultimately, the ingenuity of — and the problem for — Hudson’ sargument isthat itis Zeno
turned inside out. Instead of producing paradoxes of motion over distance and time, Hudson
uses (or, as | argue, shouldhave used) the continua of distance and time to produce a surfeit
of movers at all possible rates of motion relative to a space traversed. The fact that Hudson
restricts his argument to proving that only superluminal movers exist indicates that either he
is unwilling to acknowledge, or unaware of, the breathtaking existential commitment of its
complete scope should he be right. If, however, as argued above, Hudson's fusion-object
movers constitute only possibleobjects then whether such objects are existentially instantiated

*  Though | won't pursue it here, | should register my protest against Hudson's assumption that Quick

and its relatives (including “Tortoise") are properly objects at all, since they are fusions of nothing more
than times correlated to spaces apart from any properties instantiated within these times and spaces
that could satisfy trans-spatiotemporal identity conditions of what counts as the same object. At best |
would call the result of fusion of the Quick, Tortoise, etc. sets abstract objects. Still, for simplicity's sake
| will yield to Hudson to the extent of calling such “bare' spatiotemporal-parts fusion-objects logically
possible ones.
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is in fact a further question beyond any fanciful entertainingthat they do°> Hudson's
Zenophilicarguments not sufficientwarrantin itself to concludethat any movers,super-or
subluminal,exist.

References
Hudson,Hud. 2002. «Moving fasterthanlight». Analysis62: 203-205.

V. Alan White
University of Wisconsin Manitowoc

awhite@uwec.edu| awhite@Isol.net

® In this way my criticism reflects something of the same criticism Aristotle leveled at Zeno-namely
that the latter's arguments conflate questions of potentiality and actuality.
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HOMONYMOUS MISTAKES WITH ONTOLOGICAL
ASPIRATIONS. THE PERSISTING PROBLEM WITH THE
WORD «CONSCIOUSNESS»

Rodrigo Becerra

In order to understand consciousness one would benefit from developing a more eclectic
intellectual style. Consciousness is, as proposed by almost everyone except the stubborn
reductionists, a truly mysterious concept. Its study and dissection merits a multidisciplinary
approach. Waving this multidisciplinary flag has positively enlarged the discussion and
neurologists, psychiatrists, mathematicians, and so on, have moved to the philosophy of mind
arena, first with caution and now with a more powerful voice. This is, to be sure, a welcome
phenomenon for several reasons. First, it reminds us of those old timers who used to be all
in one (mathematician-philosopher-political commentators, etc.) and their natural preoccupation
with grand themesrather than with specific disciplinary boundaries. It demands from
philosophers a sharper rigour when dealing with specific scientific sub-areas. It demands from
scientists a more global picture and intellectual projection of their specific findings.
Collectively taken, these processes will advance the study of consciousness. However, the
negative side of this exercise is that this collaboration may lead to an overinclusion which at
times might mislead the direction and make us «feel as if» we are getting closer to solve the
mystery, the hard problem, but in fact we might be sometimes getting away from it. Common
sense also warns us against this intrusion by advice epitomized in sayings such as «can’t see
the wood from the trees». We are all familiar with the story of the drunk who is looking for
something under the lamppost and someone asks him, «what are you looking for? My keys.
Where did you drop them? Back in the alley. Why are you looking for them here then?
Because there is more light here».

The principle that guides this essay is that the study of consciousness requires a
multidisciplinary approach because consciousness is, in all probability, a multifactorial
phenomenon. However, once this honeymoon period of disciplines is over, each discipline will
need to generate relevanceif we are to continue exploring the same target. The word
consciousness is used with a variety of connotations and it means something different to
many. However, once agreed on the use of one connotation, the explorative research should
adhere to this, if not universal, at least operational connotation. The exhaustive analysis of this
phenomenon might force us to rethink the definition. This would be a healthy outcome.
However, a clear identification of the target is still necessary in the beginning. Many
publications deal with related but not relevant «consciousness» terms and this is dangerous
because it is adding related but irrelevant information that is counterproductive to the study
of «consciousness».
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A classicillustrationis the paperpublishedby PSYCHE «The Decouplingof «Explicit»
and «Implicit» Processingn NeuropsychologicaDisorders.Insightsinto the NeuralBasisof
Consciousnessy Faulknerand Foster(2001). This is an informative summaryof explicit
andexplicit cognitive processebut its impacton the consciousnesdebates minimal at best
andverylikely to becounterproductivbecaus®f its philosophicallyill informedbackground.
The merit of this paperis simple;it is a goodcatalogueof neuropsychologicayndromeghat
involve neglect.lt clearly showsthatthereis a discrepancybetweenwhat «neglect»patients
report and their true preserved,albeit implicit, information in the impaired domain; this
discrepancyappliesto a seriesof neuropsychologicalisordersA brief summaryof this paper
is pertinenthere.

In neuropsychologysxneglect»refersto disorderscharacterisedby a lack of awareness
of (usually) half of the presentednformation. For example,patientssuffering «unilateral
neglect»showimpairedprocessingf information presentedn the sidethatis contralateral
to the location of the brain insult. Studieshowever,suggesthat someprocessingpccurring
on the presumablyneglectedareadoestake place implicitly. Therefore,the patientis not
overtly awareof this. The evidencepresentedby the authorscomesfrom studiesinvestigating
blindsight,amnesiapbjectagnosiaprosopagnosidjemi-neglectandaphasiaTheir analysis,
they claim, will haverepercussionsn «a) possibleclinical therapiesn brain-injuredpatients
aswell asb) the architectureof cognition and c) the neuralbasisof consciousness1 non
brain-damagedhdividuals» (p.1). A crucial distinction offered by the authorsis abouttheir
understandingof «consciousness»They state that, although they acknowledgeexisting
distinctions of the word consciousnessthey prefer to refer in their paper,to «explicit
knowledge»as relating to those aspectsof cognition which the individual has accessto.
Conversely,mplicit processingefersto cognitive processeswhich the individual doesnot
haveaccesgo. Thus,explicit memoryfor examplecanbe testedby askingthe individual to
report on the contentof a specific memory, whereasimplicit memory can be detectedby
behaviourabthangeslueto theinfluenceof previously«unawaresacquirednformation.! will
briefly explainthe phenomenorof blindsightto illustrate the authors'strategy.

Blindsight occurswhena brain insult causesa loss of vision, asreportedby the patient,
but thereis preservedmplicit processingrasedon informationpresentedn the «blind» area.
Thereis ampleexperimentakvidencademonstratinghat patientsaltertheir behaviouiin tasks
influencedby implicitly gainedinformation. This adjustmentof behaviouris beyondwhat
chancecould bring aboutand it appeardo be directly influencedby the relevantstimulus,
with the patientremainingunaware An importantfigure in the introductionof this concept
is Weiskrantz and colleagues(1974) who describeda case study in which the patient
developedleft hemianopia(blindnessin the left visual field of both eyes)after surgical
removalof a significantportion of the striatecortexin the right hemisphereAfter the patient
was askedto visually discriminatebetweenstimuli presentedn the blind field, the patient
would report that he could not do so. However,when askedto guess,the answerhe gave
would be strikingly accurate He was askedto point the location of stimuli, orientationof
differentlines (verticalversushorizontal),andshapegcrossversuscircle). Otherstudieshave
found other types of visual discrimination equally accuratein hemianopiapatients; for
example,reachingand grasping,discerningmeaningof words, varied shapesand so on (in
Faulknerand Foster2002).

Thesefindings are analogoudo thosefound in memoryresearchwherebya brain insult
can damagethe ability to recall new information (anterogradeamnesia)and the ability to
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recall information prior to the insult (retrograde amnesia). There appears to be ample evidence
suggesting the existence of preserved implicit memory. A traditional experimental method uses
amnesic and normal subjects who would be presented with word stems for example and be
required to complete the stem with the first word that comes to mind. Both controls and
amnesic subjects were more likely to complete the stems with words from a list that had been
previously studied of which amnesic subjects had not explicit recollection. In an experiment
of this nature, the priming effect consists in the fact that amnesic subjects, although scoring
poorly on a simple recall test (explicit mode), still showed an influential effect (implicit
mode). Similar findings are reported from the visual agnosia area. In visual agnosia patients
fail to identify familiar objects by sight even though there is no physical damage to the visual
apparatus. However, they can identify objectsif presented in adifferent sensory modality (e.g.,
touch, hearing). The same phenomenon has been established in Prosopagnosia (impairment of
facial recognition) whereby patients have reported an inability to recognise familiar faces.
However, they have significantly different (larger) skin conductance responses as compared
to their reaction when exposed to unfamiliar faces. In the language domain, aphasic patients
(expressive and/or receptive language impairment) have also demonstrated preserved implicit
language comprehension and expression in spite of impairment. Further examples of implicit
processing come from the neglect area, which is an attentional deficit of (generally) left visuo-
gpatia stimuli, normally as a consequence of right hemisphere damage. This hemineglect has
been observed in behaviours such as dressing only the right part of the body, eating the food
from the right side on the plate only, omitting words placed in the left visual field when
requested to read a paragraph and so on. However, preserved processing on the neglected
space has been reported. This has been usually investigated using preferential choices in the
absence of explicit recognition of the stimulus presented in the neglected space. That is, on
subsequent stimuli presentations (hemineglect) subjects would still choose a stimuli (e.g., an
intact house) as opposed to a less preferred option (e.g., a house with the left part of it in
flames) even when the portion representing adverse stimuli was in the neglected field.

Faulkner and Foster's paper was published in Psyche, (a very eclectic and
multidisciplinary journa) which deals with the mystery of consciousness and its various
contributors are supposed to approach the topic in a pluralistic fashion. However, it appears
they are making the topic flexible enough to suit every single connotation of the word
consciousness — Faulkner and Foster’ s paper is an example. The discussion on consciousness
is plagued with these sorts of nominal accidents. One wonders if the question asked in the title
(unanswered in the paper) refers to the type of question with which this journal is concerned.
The authors of the paper deliberately equated consciousness with «awareness». From that
moment on, everything is permitted and the relevance to the consciousness domain is avoided.
Terms such as explicit, implicit, unawareness, (Freudian)unconsciousness, covert/overt, belong
to a family of concepts that denote primarily cognitive «awareness». As briefly described
above, al the neuropsychological disorders mentioned are analysed in the light of awareness
or accessibility from the patient’s point of view. This awareness represents a challenge of its
own accord but it is not necessarily equated with the subjective experience of phenomenal
character and the potential link between awareness and consciousness (phenomenal experience)
is not even mentioned. The literature on awareness is vast and cognitive psychology has
embarked on a prolific study. For the last 20 yearsit has covered varied areas such as implicit
memory, with Graf and Schafter, (1985) being some of the pioneers in revitalising interest;
skill acquisition processes (controlled) leading to «automatic» (that is, lacking awareness)
processes, work which started importantly with Schneider and Schiffrin (1977); and the
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learningdomainwhich was pioneerecby Reber(1967). The terminologyusedin theseareas
movesfreely between«implicit learning»,«unconsciousearning»,and «unawardearning».
The sameappliesto memory, and skill acquisition. Theseare just some of the domains
cognitivepsychologyhasventurednto exploringthe notionin which the subjectreportsbeing
«aware»(of somethingrecalled,learnt,or practiced):

More contemporarywork in this area has developed and applied to abnormal
manifestationsof information processing.For example MacLeod's work? has focusedon
implicit selectivanformationprocessingf depressivandanxiouspatientsanddrawingfrom
earlierwork by Beck (1967)hasextensivelyinvestigatedheidiosyncraticselectivecognition
of this population.MacLeod focuseson the cognitive biasesof individuals suffering from
affective disordersand suggestdhat thesecognitive processesre outsidethe realm of the
individual's awareness.Thus, the thought content that this population engagein is
systematicallydistortedby cognitive biasesthat take place «automatically» and outsidethe
realmof unawarenes$erhapghe bestknown proposalaboutthe unconsciouss thatoffered
by the psychoanalyticalradition initiated by Freud and his invention of the conceptof
«unconscious»Given that it is a particularly familiar proposall will thereforenot examine
it here. Suffice to say that the characteristicfeatureof Freud's unconsciouss exactly the
contentionthat is a whole setof memories,desires fixations, etc. that are not accessibldo
the individual, that is, that the individual is not aware of them (e.g., a childhood
experience/trauma).

Faulkner and Foster's review of implicit processesn neuropsychologicalisorders
resonatesentirely with the domain investigatedin fields like learning, memory, skills
acquisition,emotional pathology,and the Freudiantradition. However, theseareasdo not
necessarilyrefer to consciousnesshatis subjectiveexperiencespr phenomenaéxperience,
(qualia)or othermoreprecisedescriptordhathavebeenusedto referto consciousness.heir
work fit nicely within the psychologicaltradition, which explainsbehaviourbut doesnot
examine«consciousness#t does,fit, asput by Chalmers(1996), within the characteristic
concernof psychologythatis, mind astheinternalbasisof behaviourlt follows thetradition
of explaining «<how» a mental processcausesbehaviour,not «what» a mental state «feels
like». | havepurposefullyusedthe word awarenessrhendescribingthe contentof their paper
but the authorsusedinterchangeablyunconscious»unaware»and «implicit» terms.This
reflectsthelack of familiarity with the philosophicainquiriesinto consciousnessyhichis not
afeaturerestrictedto Faulknerand Foster.But onewondersif by publishingin ajournallike
Psychethis confusionmight not be perpetuatedOnewondersalsoif mistakesthey generate
suchasthe useof expressionsike «consciousawareness$usedby otherstoo) areinnocent
tautologies(in that they incessantlyused consciousnesss a synonym of awarenesspr
whetherit reflectsa deeperconfusion.

! A good review is provided by Kirsner et al (Eds., 1998) in their «Implicit and Explicit Mental

Processes». Another interesting recent review is «Out of mind. Varieties of unconscious processes»
(Gelder, De Haan and Heywood, 2001).

?  MaclLeod, 1992; MacLeod, Mathews and Tata, 1986; MacLeod and Rutherford, 1992, MacLeod and
Hagan, 1992, MacLeod and Mathews 1991; MacLeod and McLaughlin, 1994; MacLeod and Lawrence
Cohen, 1993 and MacLeod, Rutherford, Campbell, Ebsworthy and Holker, 2002.
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A similar criticism canbe appliedto Schiff and Plum's attemptto shedlight on normal
consciousnesgSchiff and Plum, 2000). An underlyingassumptiorof their article is thatthe
understandingof the pathology of human consciousnesss a first step in understanding
mechanismsinderlyinghumanconsciousnesd.he paperaimsto «(1) explorethe neurology
of impairedconsciousnesand detail a brief taxonomyof global disordersof consciousness,
(2) placetheseneurologicaldisease# the contextof the underlyinganatomyandphysiology
of arousalandgating' systems(3) examinethe role of the gatingsystemsn fluctuationsof
cognitive function and recoveryfrom statesof impairedconsciousnessnd (4) considerthe
possiblecontributionsof theseclinically-rootedapproacheso furtherunderstandingf human
consciousnessxp.1). The authors' expectationsare clear; understandingwhat human
consciousness via studyingdisordersof humanconsciousness a promisingproject. The
definition of consciousnesssedby Schiff andPlumis in away moreconfusingthanthatused
by Faulknerand Fosterin that from the outset,this paperappeargo centeron wakefulness
morethananythingelse.They offer, astheir basicdefinition of consciousnesshe onegiven
by Jameg1894in Schiff and Plum, 2000), which appeardo draw attentionto «awareness»
(of the individual and his/herenvironment).

At its least,normal humanconsciousnessonsistsof a serially time-ordered,organized restrictedand
reflectiveawarenessf self andthe environmentMoreover,it is an experienceof gradedcomplexityand

quantity (p.1)

Thedetailedneurologicabccountbfferedby theauthords beyondthe scopeof this essay.
Of considerablénoweverinterestis their understandingf consciousnesd/Vhat follows is a
brief descriptionof thefirst partof their essaywhich is of moreinterestto this paperin that
it specifiesthe «type»of consciousnest which they refer. The taxonomyfavouredby the
authorsinvolvesa classificationof global disordersof consciousnesthatinclude: stuporand
coma,the vegetativestate,akinetic mutism, absenceand partial complexseizuresdelirium,
dementiaand hyperkineticmutism.

Comais an unarousablestatecharacterisedy unresponsivened® internal or external
stimuli anda loss of all neuropsychologicahspectof normal functioning.In its observable
behaviourjt resembles deep sleep-likeunconsciousnes§€omacontrastawith stuporin that
stupor refers to impairmentof arousalbut some responsegalthoughinconsistent)to the
environmentanstill be detectedn stupor.The persistenvegetativestate(PVS) differs from
comain thatin PVS cyclic arousalrecoversbut thereis still no evidencethat the patientis
awareof his/herenvironmentTheoverallcerebrametabolismn PVS,asrevealedy positron
emissiontomography(PET), is reducedby 50% (similar to thosepatientsundergoingdeep
surgicalanesthesialsomebehaviourabndphysiologicalkactivity» hasbeenreportedn PVS
patients.For example,one patientof one of the article's co-authorsexpressecdccasional
single (understandableyords. The patient's PET investigationrevealedisolatedactivity of
theleft cerebralstructure which wasoperatingat a very low metabolicrate.However,it was
still prominently activatedas comparedto the restof the patient's brain. Another disorder
includedin their analysisis akinetic mutism,which refersto a statein which patientsappear
vigilant and attentive but remain motionless and have a profound impairment of
neuropsychologicafunctioning. Neuropathologicahnalysisrevealsthe involvementof the
frontal lobes, either directly or indirectly. An opposite condition is hyperkinetic mutism
characterisedby unrestrainedut coordinatedmotor activity with no apparentawarenessf
self or environment.This rare conditionappeargo involve bilateral destructionof temporal
parietal occipital junctions and wider lesionscompromisingoccipital-parietalregions. The
authorsalso postulateseizuredisordersas part of consciousnesdisorders.In both absence
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seizuresand complex seizures, patients develop momentary vegetative-like states with
attentionaland intentional failures and loss of working memory and intra-ictal perceptual
dissociation.Other less pervasiveconditions (in that some functioning is preserved)are
Delirium andDementia Schiff andPlum statethatdelirium's maincharacteristiés atemporal
disorientationwhereasdementia'smain featureis at first a gradually increasingmemory
dysfunctionreachinga stagewhich might be difficult to differentiatefrom a vegetativestate.

Theterm consciousnessisedin their paperis clearlyrelatedto a family of terms,which
resonatawith «sustainedvakefulness»«awakening»«arousability»andso on. The fact that
we are«awakex»s uninterestingandinterestingat the sametime. It is intellectuallyinteresting
in the sensethat to reacha level of knowledgethat allows us to know the neurological
substratesmplicatedin arousabilityand eventuallyin sustainedvakefulnesswill solve one
of themysterieshauntingthe studyof biological entities.This knowledgeis fascinatingymuch
neededandwill, in all likelihood, haveconsequenceis manyotherareasof the functioning
of the humanbrain. However, it is uninterestingwhen one wantsto examinea particular
aspectof the humanmind, thatis, consciousnes@ndto focuson its basicnature.The state
of beingawakeis sharedwith manyotherspeciesandappeargo be relatedto consciousness
in that kmost»consciousnesappeardo take placewhenoneis awake(thoughthis is highly
debatableaswell, for example,in painsensationsvhile oneis asleep)But they arestill two
different phenomena.Breathing, for example,is in a senseeven more necessaryfor
consciousnestr if we werenot breathingconsciousneswould not be possible Howeverto
include studieson breathing(a function which is alsosharedwith all otherliving species)n
a debateabout «consciousnesswould appearintuitively overinclusive and intellectually
interestingbut strictly speakingirrelevant.

Becausethe word consciousnesgan be usedto describewakefulnessas well as a
phenomenaéxperiencejt doesnot seemto be powerful enoughto be includedin the same
debate(or it shouldn'tanyway).To do this, createghe sensehatwe aregettingcloserwhen
in fact it is adding unnecessarylistractions.The study on wakefulness(as the study on
breathing)doesnotappearto shedmuchlight onthe subjectivephenomenagxperiencewhich
one would think, is the main targetinterestfor the «consciousnessommunity».And if it
does thelink is consistentlymissing.Different neurologicaldisordersncludedifferentlevels
of cyclical arousaland different levels of awarenes®f the self and the environment.For
example,comaepitomisesunresponsiveneds the environmentwhereasPVS appearanore
complexin that someresponsivenesisasbeenreported.Similarly, absenceseizuresnvolve
a momentaryloss of attentionaland mnesticfaculties.All thesedisorderscreatea massive
dissociatiorwithin the individual andwith his/herenvironmentmomentarilyor permanently,
which makes the researcher'saccessto the patient's neuropsychologicalfunctioning
impossible. Therefore,we can only assume,and rightly so in all probability, that their
cognitiveabilities areimpaired.Needlesgo say,their subjectiveexperiencef colouror pain,
etc. is equally inaccessibleand the researcheassumeghereforeequally impaired. Is this
assumptionvarranteds it the samein Delirium asin PVS or coma?Do we haveenough
information for this conclusion? The authors conduct neuropathologicalanalysesvia
neuroimagingechniquesyhich revealthe organiclesionsite or low metabolicactivity, thus
giving a good accountof the putative neurologicalsubstratesubservingwakefulnessand
thereis wherethey haveto stop.It appearssif the studyof consciousnesassuch(asin the
philosophicalinterest)requiresa different level of analysis.

This presenpaperdoesnot favour discardingstudiesof implicit/explicit processesr the
neurologyof impairedwakefulnessOn the contrarythe examinationof thesedomainswould
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greatlyenhancehe studyof consciousnes$iowever,first we needto agreeon whatwe are
studying.For exampleif we decidethatconsciousnes®fersto a subjectiveexperiencavhich
is characterisedby intentionalityandvolition (this is anexampleonly) thena re-examination
of implicit /explicit processingn the light of volition and/orintentionality would generate
interestingandrelevantinformation.Thesameanalysiscanbere-considereavith neurological
disorders affecting these constituent aspectsof consciousnessFor example, are there
neurologicadisorderghataffectintentionalityor volition? Perhapsomedo andsomedo not.
Here the taxonomyproposedoy Schiff and Plum would needto be readjustedaccordingto
which aspeciof consciousness beingemployed.

The entanglemeninto which philosophyhasdrivenitself whenexploringconsciousness
has been unnecessarilycomplicatedby lack of agreementon terminology. It would be
pretentiousand ambitious,for example,to re-baptiseFreudianunconsciousas a theory of
awarenessthe implicit). However,somethingdike this is neededThereis a cleardistinction
betweenthe Freudianunconsciousind the stateof beingawake.

Phenomenalconsciousnessaccessconsciousnesscontent of consciousnessgdouble
consciousnesgonsciousnessroper,realconsciousnesssansitiveconsciousnesstransitive
consciousnessself-consciousness;reature consciousnessgore consciousnessperipheral
consciousnesgqrimary consciousnessecondaryconsciousnes®lease!To understancand
follow the technicalstudy of thesevariousaspectof consciousnessasbecomean exercise
on its own. Do these «different types of consciousnessallude to different ontological
entities?Are they overlapping,partly overlapping,or the sameVhat a mess.Paraphrasing
Searle'sobservationgegardingthe criticisms of his basicphilosophical«default»positions,
it is asif in orderto keep businessrunning, some philosophershave createdan artificial
languagewhich eventuallybecomesan independensubjectof study with little to do with
«consciousness:i heseterms seemto have departedfrom the notion of consciousnesso
violently thatthereseemso be somethingcalledconsciousnesandsomethingotally different
from «the study of consciousness»A preliminary step to any analytical definition is to
establishidentity criteria and this is the step that is missing and keepsmessingup the
landscapeso badly. Consciousnesss intrinsically complex and does not need extra,
unnecessaryyet avoidablecomplications.

There seemsto be a generalagreemenbn the fact that thereis sucha messin the
literature.Many authorsacknowledgehis in their introductoryparagraphsisthey proceedo
explaintheir own theorieson consciousnes$iowever,no seriousattemptsaremadeto solve
this andwe end up with yet more «surnamessor consciousnes® notablepaperon this is
that of Block (1995)who carefully points out the existenceof this nominal problem.l have
choserto present brief summaryof Block's paperhereasit illustratesthe main propositions
of the presentessay.However,Block's solutiontendsto obscurethe discussionratherthan
solvingit. His criticism of the «messy»stateof affairsin the studyof consciousnesis sharp
and precise, but when attemptingto solve it, he generatesa new nomenclature hamely
phenomenatonsciousnesandaccessonsciousnes$will usehis propositionto illustratethe
fact that he could have usedthe word «awareness#o distinguish accessto information,
insteadof piling more nameson alreadyclutteredconsciousnesgerminology. The tenetof
Block's propositionis that there are different notions of consciousnesand this hasled to
numerousconfusionsaboutits analysis.He usesthe phenomenomlindsightto illustrate the
existenceof afallacy thatcharacterisethis field. Blindsighthasled manyauthorsto postulate
that one of the functionsof consciousnesis to harnesor to enableinformationrepresented
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in the brain to guide action. This fallacy, Block claims, is revealedwhen one usesa more
pertinentdistinctionin the consciousnesarea,thatis, Phenomenatonsciousnesg-C) and
AccessconsciousnesfA-C).

Phenomenal consciousness
Block's argumentusesSchacter'smodelto suggesthat P- consciousness

a) experiencethatis, what makesa statephenomenallyconsciouss that thereis something
it is like to bein that state(asproposedby Nagel,1974,in Block, 1995). And

b) P-consciousneskas a function, which is to act as a gatewaybetweenthe Knowledge
modulesandthe Executivesystemmodule,whichis in chargeof reasoningreportingand
guiding action. The phenomenalconsciousnessnodule integratesthe outputs of the
specializednodulesandtransmitsthe integratedcontentto mechanismsf reasoningand
control of actionand reporting.(Notice that eliminating the phenomenatonsciousness
module would raise the possibility of the existenceof zombies).The basic concepts
suggestedby this modelis thata) C is singlesystem.Thatis, phenomenatonsciousness
Is different to cognitive processesNote that this conceptualisatiowould immediately
excludeFaulknerandFoster'scatalogueof neuropsychologicayndrome®f neglect;and
b) C hasa function, which is helping/facilitatingaccesgo the executivesystem.This is
in sharpcontrastto otherviews of C, which identify C with information processingor
postulatethat C is correlated with thatinformationprocessingunction. Disambiguating
betweercognitiveprocesseandconsciousnessasbeenelegantlyexplainedoy Chalmers
(1996).

Using the phenomenomBlindsight (seeprevioussection),Block postulateghata module
specialisingn visuo-spatialnformationhasinformationaboutverticality of stimulus.A lesion
has damageda pathway betweenthis specializedmodule and the phenomenalkonscious
systemcreatingthe «blind spot». The consequenceés that the patienthasno phenomenally
consciousnesgsxperienceof the line. And hencehis executivesystemhas no information
about the whetherthe line is horizontal or vertical. The specializedmodule has a direct
connectiono the responsesystemthereforewhenthe subjectis givenaforcedbinary choice,
the specializednodulecansomehowdirectly affect the responselt hasbeenpostulatedhat
if thesubjectis givenlongerexposurgstudiesusingalexics)their guessesireinaccurateThe
explanationwould be that the executivesystemtakesover, and it preventsthe peripheral
systemfrom controlling the response.

Many theories dealing with consciousnesdail to addressthe question about P
consciousnesg-or example,Crick and Koch (1990 in Block, 1995) claim to explain the
mysteryof C but their physiologicalexaminationsand propositionsprobably deal with the
bindingproblemmorethanP consciousnes85-75Hertzhypothesis)Many language/thought
cognitive and neuropsychologicaéxperimentsare addressingcognitive phenomenavith no
theoreticalperspectiveof what P consciousnesss. This is a powerfulinsighton Block's part
and the basic argumentof his observationof conflations.Block arguesfor examplethat
Baars'stheory «globalworspacesis presentecsa theoryof P-consciousnedsutit is clearly
atheoryof A-consciousnesd he samething appliesto Mandler'stheory.Similarly, Schallice
stateghathis theoryof consciousnesis aboutP-C,butit is aninformationprocessingheory
of A-C. Edelman'spropositionis aboutA-C and self-consciousnessot P-C. Kosslyn and
Koening's theory suffersthe sameproblem, althoughit claimsto be a theory of P-C, their
theoryis aboutA-C andmonitoring consciousnes¥ihlstrom postulateghat the phenomena
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of implicit perceptionare aboutP-C. However,they claim that self-consciousness whatis

lacking in implicit perception.They statethat eventscomeinto consciousneswhenthereis

contactbetweenthe representatiof the event(fact node)andthe representatiof oneself
(self node).Blocks counterargumernis that thereare creaturege.g.,babiesor otherspecies)
thathaveP-consciousnedsut haveno «self-node»AndradeidentifiesC with the «executive
systems»(systemsthat coordinatelower-level information processing)Here againthey are
conflating P and A-C. Jacoby and colleagues,examine experiencesin which there is

perceptionwithout «subjectiveexperience»(subliminal perception).Therefore,their work

focuseson A-C but they assimilateP and A-C. Schactempostulateghat his work focuseson

P-C but he frequently revertsto A-C when examining neuropsychologicabefects (e.g.,
anosognosiapPennettpostulateshatconsciousness a culturalconstructionFor Block, A-C

is ascloseaswe getto the official view of Dennett'sC, but closercomparisonsare difficult

as Dennett'sview is that C is not a real ontologically independenfphenomenonSearle
normally usesthe notion of degreesof consciousnesdyut when he doesso he endsup

admitting somewhaBlock's distinctionof P and A-C.

Therearequiteafew observationgboutBlock's strategy put to reviewthemherewould
be beyondthe scopeof this essay.They are well examinedby severalcommentatorsn the
repliesto his targetarticle. A salientcriticism is his lack of evidencewhenhypothesisinghe
existenceof AccessConsciousnesgseefor exampleBaars,1995). My main observationas
| wish to stick to the nominal arena,is that there is nothing stoppingBlock from using
«awareness»nstead of «accessconsciousness»Why use «consciousness»o signify
somethingdifferent? There is something,a phenomenonor set of phenomenathat is
encapsulatetby the word «awareness»Thereis nothing controversialaboutthis; however,
the controversyariseswhenoneis invited to acceptnot only his highlighting of the confusion
but alsothe interactionbetweenhis putative P and A-C. The relationshipof awarenessnd
consciousnesis anothematterandit deservesnuchexamination However,sincewe know
thattheyreferto somethingdifferentlet us startby usingdifferenttermsto distinguishthem.
Block's initial concernaboutthe conflation of P and A-C is unreservedlysupportedn this
essay. The problem comes with his alternative proposition. To attribute some sort of
consciousnessto blindsighters is potentially confusing, as attributing some sort of
consciousnest® zombieswould be equally misleading.

Chalmers'sapproactwhendefiningconsciousnessppears$o belesscontaminate1996).
He speakof theerrorof identifying the psychologicalvith the phenomenalde acknowledges
the confusing state of affairs regardingits definition but favours remaining closerto the
phenomenalaspectof consciousnessHis characterizationof consciousnessnvolves the
essentiakubjectiveexperienceand he usesa set of termsthat resonatewith consciousness
whichinclude:experiencequalia,phenomenologyyhenomenalksubjectiveexperience«what
is like». The analyticalapproacho consciousnessndthe otherfamily of terms,will not be
embarkeduponhere.

With this backgroundn mind, onecouldusetheterminologypresentedhusfar andbuild
a cleardistinction of family of terms:
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Wakefulness Consciousness Awareness
Sustainedvakefulness Qualia Implicit

Awakening Phenomenology (Freudian)unconscious
Arousability Phenomenal Covert

Subjectiveexperience Automatic
«Whatis it like»
WakefulnessConsciousnesand Awarenesss differentterms

Notice that this classificationrespondsto a necessityto «identify» phenomenan the
consciousnesarea.The «analysis»of thesephenomenas somethingdifferent and was not
attemptedin this essay.How doeswakefulnessrelate to consciousnessPlow do implicit
informationprocessesgelateto consciousnessithdsoon, aremeritoriousanalysesandneeded
for further clarification. However,to usethesefamilies as one entity is to startoff on the
wrong foot, and a considerablesourceof confusion.This sort of distinctionwould allow to
clearly conceptualisassuessuchasthe fact one can be not awakeand have consciousness
(e.g.,sensatiorof pain while sleeping),one can be awakeand processinformation and not
aware thereforedevoid of the experiencge.g., blindsight),and so on.

Wheredoesthis comefrom? At a contentlevel analysisthis is not a confusion,it is a
deliberateattemptto, on one handacceptthe existenceof consciousnesasexperiencgthus
rejectingaccusationsf radicaleliminitivism) while keepingthe methodsandideaswithin the
known framework of empirical science(Varela, 1995). This comfort zone makescognitive
scientistsreluctantto value and exploreareasmore difficult to operationalisge.g.,memory
versusthe feeling of red). Someblame Descartesand perhapsrightly so. Behaviourismis
anotheroffender.If Behaviourismadmittedto any mentallife, it was deemedirrelevantin
understandingoehaviour. The less dogmatic behavioristsreferredto mind exclusively in
psychologicaprocessesheywould not evencontemplatehe phenomenahspeciof mind. In
addition,the adventof cognitive scienceandtheir entirefocuson the psychologicabspecof
mind as ultimately responsiblefor behaviouris probably a significant influence in this
prevailing attitude. At a more generalizedevel, and perhapssignificantly more influential
becauseof this, the commonuse of the word consciousneséwith its numerousderivative
connotationshasbeenunduly reproducedn the expertliteratureby somephilosophersFor
example,a very basiccommondictionary (there are a few) would give two definitions: 1)
being conscious:We have no consciousnessluring sleep. The blow causedhim to lose
consciousnessie did not recover/regainconsciousnessntil two hoursafter the accident.2)
all theideas,thoughts feelings,wishes,intentions,recollectionsof a personor personsthe
moral consciousnessf a political party. Definition onerefersto the stateof beingawakeand
the secondto consciousnesas an umbrellaterm, which containslots of «mental»activities
such as memory, thoughts and feelings. In a better dictionary (e.g., Oxford) the word
consciousnessontainseight entries.A few are obsoleteor no longerin use,anddateasfar
backas1639(it is paradoxicalthat after threeand a half centurieswe are still unsureabout
its definition). This dictionary also refersto consciousnes# two basic dimensions;one
denotativeof wakefulnessand anotherdenotativeof «mentalactivity». One could hardly
blamean unspecialisedlictionaryfor not disambiguatingoetweensubjectiveexperienceand
awarenesgor groupingevery mentalactivity underoneword).

Unfortunately,in many casesthe expertliterature hasinheritedthis ambiguity, making
progressa little slower than it should. For example,John Searle's (1990) definition of
consciousness:
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By consciousness | ssimply mean those subjective states of awareness or sentience that begin when one
wakes in the morning and continue throughout the period that one is awake until one falls into a dreamless
sleep, into a coma, or dies or is otherwise, as they say, unconscious

Notice that Searle includes wakefulness, subjective states and awareness in the definition
of consciousness. Issues arising from this definition will necessarily be misleading in that
some will focus on awareness or wakefulness when trying to establish the nature of
consciousness (e.g., Faulkner and Foster, 2001; Schiff and Plum 2000, respectively). Or
simply, they will advance the psychological aspect of the awareness tradition. In this respect
the paper by Faulkner and Foster for example appears to be a nice continuation of an aready
established tradition in the implicit processing of emotional pathology (e.g., MacLeod, 1991)
applied to the neuropsychological domain. However, nothing is said about the impact of this
not-so new field on «consciousness». | am fully aware of Searle’s defense of the irreducibility
of consciousness, but his overinclusive definition does, perhaps tacitly, justify an unrestricted
invitation to cognitive scientists to «explore» consciousness. The problem with this open
invitation is that the subjective experience tends to remain unexamined.

In summary, common dictionary definitions of consciousness are extremely ambiguous
and this has been carried through to more specialized definitions (e.g., Searle). These types
of definitions are overinclusive and refer to at least three different types of phenomena.
Solving this type of mistake would lead to content progress not just nominal clarifications. For
example, studies of neuropathology affecting consciousness would be different to studies of
neuropathology studying wakefulness. Similarly, studies connecting neuropsychological neglect
and awareness would look different to studies linking neuropsychological neglect and
consciousness. Perhaps based on this distinction, refocusing on alternative methodol ogies with
a phenomenological orientation is warranted, (e.g., Neurophenomenology, Varela, 1995; the
three principles proposed by Chalmers, 1996, i.e., coherence, organizational invariance and the
double aspect theory of information). However, because there are fundamenta differences
between Varela and Chalmers, analysis of these differences would deviate us from the less
controversial nominal issues. Thus, identifying what we mean by consciousness is afirst step
even when we want to deny its existence (e.g., Dennett, 1990). Furthermore, it appears clumsy
to acknowledge the ambiguity and at the same time introduce more confusion by not
differentiating enough among different types of phenomena or differentiating it by introducing
more descriptors of consciousness (e.g., Block, 1995). The link between consciousness and
some other mental activity (e.g., awareness, memory, executive functioning, etc.) is alogical
next step and there is abundant literature doing this, but not al of them differentiate among
associated yet different phenomena.
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1. Introduction

In his 1976book The SelfishGene evolutionarybiologist RichardDawkinshypothesized
thatliving beings,including humansare mere«vehiclesx»for the transmissiorof the genetic
information they bear. Genes,said Dawkins, are «replicators»,information units which
producecopiesof themselvesn orderto be transmittedfrom generationto generation;and
evolution can be understoodas directed by those replicatorsin order to preservetheir
continuity.

But in the last chapterof his book, «kMemes:the New Replicators» Dawkinstook a step
further. Dissatisfiedwith the usual Darwinian explanationsof humanbehaviourin genetic
terms, he postulatedthe existenceof a unit of cultural transmissionanalogougo the gene,
which he termedmeme Like genes,memeswould be replicators,and the mechanismby
which they producedcopiesof themselvesvould be imitation:

Examplesof memesaretunes,ideas,catch-phraseglothesfashions waysof makingpotsor archesJust
as genespropagatehemselvesn the genepool by leapingfrom body to body via spermsor eggs,so
memegpropagatehemselvesn the memepool by leapingfrom brainto brainvia a processwhich, in the

broadsensecan be calledimitation [1].

Eversince thestudyof meme® memetic® hasstrivedto attainascientificstatusScott
Atran hasdescribedhe stepsto be takenin orderto achievethis goal: theinitial stagewould
be specifyingwhetherand how the gene/ memeanalogystandsunder verifiable scrutiny.
Werethe analogyto hold, it would thenleadto «significantand surprisingdiscoveriesabout
specific causalstructures»Were the analogynot to hold, the whole endeavoumwould have
to be discardedas unscientific,althoughAtran acknowledgeshe likelihood that

suchan original and enticing idea as the memewill endurewith significantly alteredcontent,or asan
expedientirope that orientsattention,like the etiological notion of «germs [2]

The questionis thuswhetherthe notion of memeis to havea merely heuristicvalue, or
whetheron the contraryit may makepossiblethe developmenbf a scientific programmebpe
it in its original Dawkinsianform or in somemodified version.

2. The Meme-as-Germand the Meme-as-Gene

Literatureon memeticsendsto divide into two main branchesaccordingto the analogy
on which it is based.The mostpopularinterpretationof memetics,sometimesknown asthe
«meme-as-germ interpretationseesmemesassimilar to diseaseagent® asreflectedin the
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titles of well-known popularisationsand/ or vulgarisationsof memetics:Virus of the Mind
[3], ThoughtContagion[4], etc. This point of view lays great emphasison the memetic
answerto the key questionin evolutionarytheory,which Daniel Dennetthasformulatedin
Latin as«Cui bonad?», «Who profits?»Whereadraditionalsocialsciencehasalwaysassumed
that cultural behaviourmust ultimately benefit the individuals displaying it, accordingto
memeticistsit is not brains, individuals or societiesthat profit from evolutionary cultural
dynamics,but memesthemselvesThe meme-as-gernapproachthus makesgreat play of
Dawkins'sdescriptionof memesasleapingflea-wisefrom headto head extendingto cultural
units his pithy descriptionof genesas immortality-seekingparasiteswhich use and then
discardtheir hosts.

The meme-as-germpproacho the studyof culturaltransmissioritakesepidemiologyas
its model science.Memeswould thus be the cultural equivalentsof flu bacilli, transmitted
through the communicationalequivalentsof sneezesAs a result of this epidemiological
analogyB B until recently the predominanstrainin memeticd® memeticisthavetendedo
focus on how memesare transmittedfrom individual to individual. However, despiteits
popularity, the viral analogy tends towards distortion, endowing memeswith a certain
unwarrantednalign characterwhich canbe easily avoidedby simply conceivingof memes
in their moretraditional guiseas conceptsor representations).

The second main approach to memetics, also known as the «meme-as-gene
interpretationexploitsin moredepthDawkins'soriginal analogybetweergeneticandcultural
transmissionThis schoolof thoughttakesevolutionary geneticsasits modelsciencelt thus
adoptsa «meme'seye view» of cultural processessimilar to the «gene'seye view» which
has characterizedhe developmentof evolutionarytheory in the last years.lIt is this trend
which s currentlyprevailingin memeticsandits aim is to preciselydetail the waysin which
cultural transmissionis evolutionary.In orderto do so, it has pushedthe analogywith the
geneto its logical extremesseekingcultural equivalentsfor the main evolutionarygenetic
conceptssuchas genotype phenotypetranscription,code,etc. The main concepttakenby
evolutionarymemeticsfrom geneticsis howeverthat of replication: just as DNA strands
replicateby producingidentical copiesof themselved with an inevitablerate of mutation,
which allowsfor evolutionb somemeswould replicatethemselvesn orderto betransmitted
from bearerto bearer.Standardevolutionarymemeticsalso arguesthat the meansby which
memesreplicatethemselvess the form of learningknown asimitation. In the next section,
we shall examinethesetwo conceptsmore closely.

3. Replication and Imitation

The ideaof applying Darwinianevolutionarytheoryto the study of cultureis of course
nothingnew. The aim of sociobiologyandits latestoffspring, evolutionarypsychology s to
closethe gap betweenthe naturaland the social sciencespringing abouta general® and,
accordingo theirfollowers,longoverdueb «Darwinization»of thestudyof thehumanbeing.
Theseschoolsof thoughtconsiderall humanbehaviourasthe consequencef the interaction
of evolved physiologicaland psychologicalvariableswith the natural environment.Thus,
humanculturewould ultimately be biologically determinedoy the evolutionaryhistory of the
species.This stanceleadssociobiologistsand evolutionary psychologiststo regard certain
widespreadehavioursbackfiring»from the evolutionarypoint of view (suchasthe useof
contraceptives)as the maladaptiveresult of the clash betweenthe Stone Age instincts
hardwiredinto our brainsand our currenttechnologicalenvironment.
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The extremereductionistclaims of sociobiologistsand evolutionarypsychologistshave
beensomewhatemperedoy the cultural selectionismapproachwhich admitsthe existence
of a dual systemof inheritancein the human species:genetic transmissionand cultural
transmission(This approachs thussometimeslsotermedgene-culturatoevolution).In this
respectmemeticanbe consideredi subcategoryvithin culturalselectionismgiffering from
mainstreamcoevolutionismin its insistenceon replication as the mechanismof cultural
inheritance(cultural selectionismmerely positsan unspecifiedinheritancemechanism).

Theideathatculturalunitsreplicateasgenesdo assumeshatdiscrete definableunitscan
be distinguishedwithin culture. Which is, of course,a rather strong claim to make. The
memeticstancehas beencriticized, mainly by anthropologistspn the groundsthat culture
constitutesa continuum andany units within it will necessarilype arbitraryconstructsof the
observer.

But evenif cultural units can be properly distinguished the memeticists'insistenceon
replication as the only mechanismfor cultural inheritancehas also beencriticized on the
grounds that replication is the exception rather than the rule in processesof cultural
transmissionb the rule being almost always transformation Such obvious examplesas
linguistic changeor the often bewilderingly varying versionsof rumoursand urbanlegends
indicate that mutationis indeedthe default casein processe®f cultural diffusion. As Dan
Sperbehasputit [5], whenactualreplicationdoestakesplace,it canbe seenasthelimit case
of zerotransformation.

A further argumentis that the evolutionary characterof cultural transmissionis not
compromisedy the definition of its inheritancemechanismasotherthanreplication.Indeed,
as JosephHenrich and Robert Boyd have shown [6] B and as cultural selectionistshave
alwaysemphasized evolutionaryprocessesantake placewithout replication.Replication
is only a particularinstanceof inheritance peculiarto DNA.

Thus,it seemsncreasinglyobviousthatthe only reasorfor themaintenancef replication
as the mode of transmissionis the adherenceo the original gene/ memeanalogy (or, as
FranciscoGil-White jokingly termsit, the «fetishismof the geneanalogy»).Even Dawkins
himself softenedhis initial views in The ExtendedPhenotype

The copyingprocesss probablymuchlessprecise]in the caseof memeslthanin the caseof genesthere
may be a certainkmutationab elementin everycopyingevent[¥s] Memesmay partially blendwith each
otherin a way that genesdo not. New «mutations may be «directed> ratherthan randomwith respect

to evolutionarytrends. [7]

Sperberhas suggestedhat the «directedness»f cultural transmissionmay be due to
cognitive mechanismscharacteristicof the human species.Thus memeswould not be
replicators,but units subjectto transformationin the courseof constructiveprocesse®f an
inferential nature.

Another difference between cultural selectionism and memetics is that cultural
selectionismconsidersthat any meansof non-genetidransmissioncan take partin cultural
transmissionandthusadmitsa wide arrayof possibilities:imprinting, classicalconditioning,
operative conditioning, observation, imitation, direct instruction. By contrast, standard
memeticsis more restrictivein thatit definesimitation as the only learning processwhich
makes cultural diffusion possible. According to one of the leading memeticists,Susan
Blackmore[8], the reasonfor this emphasison imitation is that it is the only meansof
transmissionvhichmakegpossibleheaccumulatiorof modificationsovergeneration® what
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is knownasthe «ratcheteffect»,wherebycumulativechange®ventuallypecomerreversible.
This would makeimitation the distinguishingfeatureof the humanspeciesin her book The
Meme Machine [9], Blackmorealso put forth the hypothesighatthe «memeticdrive» which
had originally led to the developmenbf the capacityfor imitation in mankindwould also
accountfor such odd phenomengpeculiarto the human speciesas hypertrophiedbrains,
speechpr the tendencyto engagen non-altruisticacts,evenin large groupsof non-kin.

The conceptof the «kmemeticdrive» is, accordingto Blackmore,uniqueto the mimetic
perspectiveand what sets it apart from alternative evolutionary approachesto culture.
However,its restrictionto imitation hasbeenquestionedy philosopheDavid Hull [10], who
arguesthat the consequentestrictionto the humanspeciesseriouslyreduceghe spanB and
interestB of memetics.An exclusivelyhumanmemetics,arguesHull, cannotexplain such
generalevolutionarytrendsasthe increaseof intelligencewithin someanimalfamilies.

4. Conclusions

As Robert Aunger haspointedout [11], a potential memeticsciencefacesthree main
guestions:

(1) Whetherculturecanbe seenascomposeaf independentlyransmittednformationunits;

(2) whetherthe processwvherebytheseunits aretransmitteds necessarilyone of replication;
and

(3) whethera Darwinianor selectionistapproachs the mostadequatdorm for a scienceof
cultureto take.

The answergiven by standardnemeticsto all thesethreequestionds «yes».However,
the objectionsmentionedin this essayare but a sampleof the complicationswhich suchan
unqualifiedanswerraises.In the future, memeticistanustmeetthesecomplicationsrevising
and redefining their currentconceptionsof replicationand imitation, in orderto provide a
consistentheory,if memeticsis to attaina truly scientific status.
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ONTIC VAGUENESS IN MICROPHYSICS

Silvio SenoChibeni

Thefartherphysicalscienceprogressethelesscanit dispenseavith philosophicakriticism. But
at the sametime philosophersare increasinglyobliged to becomeintimately acquaintedwith the
sphereof researchto which they undertaketo prescribethe governinglaws of knowledge.

E. Schr dinger (1957,51)
1. Introduction

It is difficult, if notimpossibleto characterizezaguenessvithout prejudgingthe issuein
favourof oneor anotherof the maininterpretationof vaguenessPerhapshe centralelement
in the notion is the existenceof a fuzzy boundary' Thus, defendersof the linguistic
interpretationsay that a termis vaguewhenits meaningis not precise whereasproponents
of the epistemicinterpretationhold that vaguenessesultsfrom lack of preciseknowledge.
Those,on the otherhand,who defendontic or metaphysicalvaguenessisually take a vague
objectas an objectwhosephysical propertiesare blurred or indeterminate Another way of
expressinghis pointis to saythata vagueobjectis an objectwhosepropertiesarenotb as
amatterof factb all preciselyspecifiableor definable It is notthatwe areuncertainwhether
the property appliesto the object (this would be epistemicvagueness)but that there is
objectively«nodeterminatédact of the matterwhetherthat objectexemplifiesthat property.

Much of the voluminousliterature on vaguenesss devotedto the questionof whether
thereis, or therecanbe, vaguenes the world itself, ascontrastedvith its representatiom
thoughtor languageThecurrentdisinclinationof studentso answertheseguestiongositively
appeardo derive from two main sourcesThereis, first, the weight of the classicalanalyses
of the issue.As is well known, Fregeregardedvaguenesss a defectof ordinarylanguage.
Indeed,this is one of the reasonswhy he and virtually all the early analytic philosophers
concentratedtheir attentionto artificial languages. Also, in his seminal 1923 article on
vaguenes®BertrandRusselimaintainedhat«Vaguenesandprecisionalike arecharacteristics

! Vagueness is also commonly characterized in terms of borderline cases. Here we shall focus on

fuzzy boundaries, because the existence of borderline cases follows from the existence of fuzzy
boundaries, whereas the converse does not seem to hold (see Keefe and Smith 1997, 15-16).

2 Merricks (2001, 145). This paper offers particularly clear characterizations of the three main views

of vagueness. For a more specific attempt to define ontic vagueness, see Sainsbury (1989).

¥ For an account of Frege's views on vagueness, see Williamson (1994, sect. 2.2).



<http://www.sorites.org®® SORITESIssue#15D December2004.1ssN 1135-1349 30

which canonly belongto a representatiompf which languagéds anexample . They haveto do
with the relationbetweena representatiomndthat which it representss$ This was meantby
Russellto apply alsoto thoughtswhich he regardedasa kind of privaterepresentationBut
the attributionof vaguenes$o the representeabjectsis denouncedy him asaninstanceof
the «fallacy of verbalismb the fallacy that consistsan mistakingthe propertiesof wordsfor
the propertiesof things»? Finally, Michael Dummettclaimed,in a much-quotedhrase that
«the notion that things might actually be vague,aswell as being vaguelydescribedjs not
properlyintelligible»

Thesecondmainsourceof antipathyto ontic vaguenesg GarethEvans'sone-pagel978
article. On the faceof it, the paperoffers a formal proof that «the ideathat the world might
contain certain objects about which it is a fact that they have fuzzy boundaries» peing
thereforevague, is not «coherent».Not unexpectedly the exact meaningand import of
Evans'scryptic proof becamehe subjectof hot controversyin the literature,which continues
unabatedo our days’

In this article we shall not re-examinethe classicalargumentsagainstontic vagueness,
nor discussthe details of Evans'sproof. Our aim is to contributeto the debatethrougha
philosophicalanalysisof somecentral elementsof our bestscientific understandingf the
natureof the materialworld. More specifically,we shallexplainin somedetailwhy our basic
theoryof matter,quantummechanic§QM), describebjectsasbeingirreducibly vague We
shall also indicate that there are strongtheoreticaland experimentakeasondor taking this
aspectof QM ashavingcometo stay.

2. The import of scienceto the debate on ontic vagueness

Vaguenes$astraditionally beenregardedasa philosophicalissue,andthis is just right,
sinceit hastraditionally beenassociatedvith languageand thought,and theseundoubtedly
are philosophicalprovinces Nonethelessphilosophyhasalsotraditionally beeninterestedn
reality, exceptwithin certainphilosophicalschools Giventhatvaguenessvasbroughtto fore
in contemporaryphilosophywhenone of theseschoolsdominatedhe philosophicalsceneijt

*  P.62, as reprinted in Keefe and Smith (1997b). In addition, Russell maintained, controversially, that

all words in natural languages, even logical terms, are to some extent vague.

® |bid., p. 62. For a recent criticism of Russell’'s position, see Colyvan (2001). The present article can

be taken as providing support to Colyvan’s general criticism, as it presents a concrete, fully developed
scientific case for the existence of vague objects.

® (1975, 260), as reprinted in Dummett (1978). It is fair to remark, however, that Dummett later

recanted from this strong position; see his (1981, 440).

" For a sample of the most important attempts at clarification, see e.g. Lewis (1988), Burgess (1989)

and (1990), Parsons and Woodruff (1995), Over (1989), Johnsen (1989), Keefe and Smith (1997a, 49
ff), Williamson (1994, sect. 9.2), Pelletier (1989). A different line of attack on ontic vagueness has been
proposed by Sorensen (1998); for a criticism, see Markosian (2002).
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is no surprisethat it was, and still is, largely or exclusivelytakenas a linguistic or mental
phenomenon.

But abhorrencego metaphysicshasfaded away, and the time is ripe for rehabilitating
reality as a genuinephilosophicalsubject.In the early modernperiod, however,philosophy
gavebirth to sciencewhich hastakenuponitself the taskof investigatingthe materialworld.
Fromthattime on, we cannot,thus,afford to ignorewhat sciencesaysaboutthe natureof the
materialobjects.However,mostof the philosopherg&ngagedn discussingraguenes® even
ontic vaguenes® do not appearto recognizethis point fully.

Recentanalysesof ontic vaguenessave focusedalmost exclusively on macroscopic
objects, such as clouds, mountainsand cats. Furthermore , when the constitution of these
objectsis discussedasformedby atoms for instance)theanalysiss implicitly guidedalmost
exclusivelyby theoriesof classicalphysics.Sincethesetheoriesleaveno placefor vagueness
b in the sensethat, accordingto them, all the propertiesof the elementaryconstituentsof
matterarein principle specifiablewith completeprecisionb this hasthe effectof biasingthe
whole discussionagainstontic vaguenes$rom the very beginning.

Thus, claims of vaguenes the materialobjectshavebeeneasily dismissedas merely
«superficial»vaguenessOn the usual(but debatableseeChibeni2004) assumptiorthat the
propertiesof the macroscopicobjects superveneon the propertiesof their microscopic
constituentsany vaguenes the former couldin principle be eliminatedby their theoretical
reductionto the latter.

Attention to this important distinction between superficial and non-superficial, or
fundamental vaguenessas beendrawn by Keefe and Smith (1997a,56-57) and Burgess
(1990).Whereaghe former authorsdo not take any positionon the dispute,Burgessappears
to regardsuperficialvaguenesss genuineontic vaguenessiyrespectiveof what happensat
thebasiclevel. Althoughdisagreeingvith Burgesson this point, we stronglysupporthis view
thatthe issueof whether«theworld is microscopicallydivisible into sharpobjects¥s is best
treatedas an empirical claim» (p. 285).

Now, we obviouslygetdifferentanswergo this question dependingon which theorywe
chooseWe believethatour guidehereshouldbethe bestcurrently available physicaltheory.
The fact that this theory will, like any other, be fallible doesnot imply that the choiceis
immaterial. Evenif our interestis restrictedto the questionof whetherthere can be vague
objectsb asopposedo whetherthereactuallyaresuchobjectsin theworld B, thetheoretical
choiceis important.It is just silly to rely B for whateverpurposeb upona theorywhich is
knownto havemet with refuting evidence Curiously, this point hasbeenlargely ignoredby
the studentsof ontic vaguenessThe first noticeableexceptionwas, to our knowledge,
providedby Lowe 1994.

In this article Lowe arguedthat a certainquantummechanicakysteminvolving a pair of
electronsconstitutesa genuineinstanceof ontic vagueidentity. Lowe's examplewas, thus,
directly addressedio Evan's proof? Lowe's paperhasgeneratedsomeinterestingdiscussion

8 Besides offering the quantum counterexample to the proof, Lowe endeavoured, as many did before

him, to locate its «flaw» by direct analysis.
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in the literature? Although fully agreeingwith Lowe's line of inquiry, we think that he was
unfortunatein the choiceof his example sinceit involvesthe thorny issueof the identity of
guantumobjects.Also, the whole controversyover Evans'sproof piggybackson his analysis,
making the issuerathertoo complex. We shall not enterinto this discussionhere.In the
following sectionwe explain, through a generaltheoreticalanalysis,how ontic vagueness
arisesin QM. In section5 we illustrate the point by offering a sampleof straightforward
examplesof ontically vaguequantumobjectswhich do not involve the identity relation. And
in section4 we point out that certaintheoreticaland experimentaresults,madeavailablein
the secondhalf of the twentieth century, impose forbiddingly severeconstraintson any
microphysicaltheory purportingto avoid ontic vagueness.

3. A theoretical analysis of quantum mechanicsvis-Y-vis the issueof ontic vagueness

Bothin classicatheoriesandin QM, the propertiesof objectsfall into two classesstatic,
or state-independerdroperties,such as rest mass,chargeand spin, and dynamic, or state-
dependenpropertiessuchasposition,momentumgnergy,spincomponentsetc. The former
are always preciselydefinable,in both kinds of theories.Dynamic properties,on the other
hand,are typically not sharplydefinablein QM, in contrastwith what happensn classical
theories. This fundamentaldifference arises from the peculiar way quantum mechanics
characterizeshe statesof physicalobjects.

Whereasin classicalmechanicsthe state of a particle is representedy a set of six
number®d thethreecomponentsf its positionandof its momentun® in quantunmmechanics
the pure statesof an object are complex-valuedfunctions B usually referred to as
wavefunction® or, moregenerally,vectorsin aHilbert spaceln bothclassicalandquantum
mechanicghe purposeof defining statess to allow the predictionof the physicalproperties
belongingto the object.In the formertheory,the specificationof the stateallows,in principle,
the predictionof all the dynamicalquantitiesof the object,suchasits kinetic energy,angular
momentum, etc. Quantum mechanicalstates,however, do not afford a complete value
assignmentto all the quantities which can legitimately be measuredon and therefore,
apparently attributedto the object. It should be stressedhat this holds evenfor the pure
guantumstates,.e. the statesembodyingmaximalinformation aboutthe object. This unique
situationin the history of physicsis illustratedin section5 by threesimple examples.

The fact that no quantummechanicalstate gives precisevaluesto all the dynamical
propertieof quantumobjectsimmediatelyleadsto the suspicionthatthe theoryis incomplete
asadescriptionof physicalreality. This apparentncompletenessf QM is at theroot of most
of the intriguing featuresof this theory,and separatedhe foundingfathersinto two opposite
camps.Led by Bohr and Heisenbergmostof them deniedthat thereis anythingmissingin
the quantum mechanical theoretical description («position 1»), whereas Einstein and
Schr dinger insisted that the theory is, indeed, incomplete («position 2»). The two most
powerful argumentsto sustainthe latter view appearedn 1935: Einstein, Podolsky and
Rosen'sargumentconcerningcertain pairs of correlatedquantumobjects(EPR 1935) and
Schr dinger's argumentconcerningthe measuremenprocess known as the «cat paradox»
(Schr dinger 1980).

®  See e.g. French and Krause (1995, 1996 and 2003), Noonan (1995), Hawley (1998), Odrowaz-
Sypniewska (2001), Lowe (1997 and 1999).
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This is not the placeto examinethe controversyover the completenessf QM. We just
wantto exploreits connectionswith the issueof ontic vaguenessWe beginby noticing that
theincompletenessiew (position?2) clearly suggestsan epistemicinterpretatiorfor quantum
vaguenessAccordingto this view, the lack of sharpvaluesof physicalmagnitudesn QM is
to be regardeda theoreticalaspectonly, to be eliminated through the addition of more
informationon the object,in the scopeof a more completetheory.

The interpretationof the oppositeview (position 1) is more complex. There are three
generaloptionsopento the proponentof the completenessf QM:

1a) Anti-realism:the conceptof a physicallydescribablaeality is abandonedT his stand
was often taken by Bohr and his followers. The problem of ontic vaguenesss thereby
bypassedthetheoryis meantasreferringto phenomenanly, not to real objectslying behind
them. The lack of a completevalue assignmentn QM is interpretedas a trait of quantum
theoreticallanguageonly.

1b) Heisenberg'sdisturbancedoctrine: the objectsare conceivedas possessingharp
attributesonly, but they are mostly «unknowablein principle». Due to the existenceof the
so-called«quantumof action»,the act of observationwould introducean unavoidableand
uncontrollabledisturbancean the stateof the objects,so that the precisevaluesof many of
their propertiesare always beyond our reach. The positivist doctrine (fashionablein the
1930's) would then dischargeQM from the task of describingtheseproperties.The theory
should,thus,be considereccomplete at leastwith respecto whatcanbe knownaboutreality.
In this casethereis no real ontic vaguenessjust epistemicvaguenessThe differencewith
respectto position 2 (incompletenessis that now the missinginformationis claimedto be
experimentallyunobtainable.

1c) Realityitself is fuzzy:the attributeslacking theoreticalvaluesin QM are objectively
blurred.The classicabntologiesof sharpobjectsarereplacedoy a notionof reality with fuzzy
objects,exactlyto matchwhatis found in the quantumformalism.

Failure to distinguishclearly thesepositions has often led to deepconfusionsin the
historical debateconcerningQM. In his classic1927 article on the indeterminacyrelations,
for instance Heisenberdirst deducedhis relationsb which were to becomethe locus for
discussingthe failure of QM to provide a complete property assignmentb from the
mathematicapropertiesof wavefunctionsandthentried to confirm them physically by the
famous gamma-raymicroscopethought experiment.Now, whereasthe initial deduction
presupposethatreality is conceivedasa literal counterparof the wavefunction(a possible
way to instantiateposition 1c), quantumobjectsbeingthus «wave-like»andthereforefuzzy,
the microscopeexperimentassumeshat reality is formed of more or lessclassicalparticles,
with sharply defined properties, but whose precise values are claimed to lie beyond
experimentateterminatior(position1b). In his notoriouslyobscurgextson thecompleteness
of QM, Niels Bohr alsointermingledelementsof both the ontic andthe epistemicdefences
of completenesgpositionslc and 1b), aswell asof anti-realism(position1a).

Now the tenability of the centralthesisof this article dependson the existenceof good
reasondor adoptingposition 1c. We believesuchreasongo exist: strongobjectionscanbe
raisedto all the otheralternatives.

Firstly, althoughmostof the foundingfathersof QM leanedtowardsonetype or another
of anti-realism(position 1a), we hold that the abandonmenbf the classicalrealist standin
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sciences not forceduponus by QM, asthey often assumedandthata careful philosophical
analysisof the issuefavoursrealisminstead(Chibeni1999).

Secondly,concerningposition1b, evenif positivismis takenfor granted the defenceof
completenesshrough the idea of a disturbanceupon measuremenhas severalirreparable
conceptuakhortcomingsasfirst shownby Popperin his Logic of ScientificDiscovery(first
Germanedition 1934). But Popperwas swimming againstthe tide, and his criticism passed
virtually unnoticedfor morethantwo decadeslt is now generallyagreed however,that his
argumentsvere sound,andthat his point can be supportedoy other,independenarguments
aswell. Detailson this issuecanbe found elsewhergChibeni2001).

Finally, we shall examine in a separate section the case against position 2
(incompletenesshsit deserves more detailedattention.

4. Restoring ontic sharpnessin microphysics?

By 1935 the completenesghesis was already prevalent, and not even EPR's and
Schr dinger's powerful argumentsfor incompletenesschangedthe rapidly established
orthodoxy. It is our opinion, however, that the weight of the original rebuttalsto these
argumentswas overestimatedand that soundevidencefor completenesslid not arise until
muchlater.Ironically, suchevidenced which, giventhe analysisabove shouldalsocountas
evidencefor ontic vaguenes® was finally obtainedthrough a seriesof no-go results
concerningthe so-called hidden variables researchprogramme,which aimed exactly to
completewhat was apparentlymissingin QM.

In the literatureon the foundationsof QM, the expressionhiddenvariables'designates
certainparametersto be addedto the quantummechanicaktatesin orderthatall measurable
physicalmagnitude®f objectsgeta definite,sharpvalue.Thefirst andmostimportanthidden
variablestheory (HVT) was formulatedby David Bohmin 1952. This theoryis capableof
reproducingall the quantummechanicalempirical predictionsand, at the sametime, of
restoring sharpnessn all the propertiesof quantumobjects. As Bohm himself noticed,
however, this achievementhas a price: certain other theoreticaland conceptualtraits of
classical theories are violated by the theory. More importantly, further theoretical and
experimentatesearcthasrevealedhatnot only Bohm's theoryhasto paythis price,but any
othertheorycapableof completingthe quantummechanicapropertyassignmeniustpay as
well. We are herereferringto the following threeclasseof results.

Thereis, first, a seriesof algebraicproofs,in the tradition of von Neumann'sfamous
1932theoremo the effectthatcompletingthe quantumstateghroughhiddenvariablesleads
to inconsistenciegGleason1957, Bell 1966, Kochen and Specker1967, Mermin 1990).
Bohm's theory escapesinconsistencyonly by incorporatinga form of «contextualisms,
roughly meaning that some properties assignedto the object somewhat reflects its
«experimentatontext»in a thoroughlynon-classicalvay.

Secondlyjn 1964JohnS. Bell provedthatthe mostobjectionabldrait of Bohm'stheory,
nonlocality, mustbe presenin anyHVT reproducingcertainquantummechanicapredictions
concerning correlated, EPR-type pairs of objects!® These peculiar predictions have

1 Roughly put, locality is the assumption B well backed by relativity theory B that all physical

influences take finite time to propagate in space. For an exposition of the reasons that have led Einstein
to maintain that this is a principle to which we should «absolutely hold fast» in physics (1949, p. 85),
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subsequentlhybeen confirmed by severalexperimentsthe most important of which being
reportedn Aspectet.al. (1982).AnyempiricallyadequatédVT must,therefore benon-local.

Finally, someauthorssucceedednorerecently,in bringingtogetherthesetwo classe®f
results,showingthattheassumptiorof alocal HVT alsoleadsto mathematicainconsistencies
(Heywoodand Redheadl 983, Greenbergeet al. 1989).

Theseresultsmeanthat althoughthe restorationof sharpness the dynamicproperties
of quantumobjectsis possible,asclearly shownby Bohm, the price may be too high. They
form, thus, the basisof a strongargumentfor taking quantummechanicafuzzinessasbeing
muchmorethana peculiarity of a specifictheoreticalrepresentatiomnf reality (QM).*

5. Vague quantum objects: three simple examples

Theboundariesoncerningvhich objectsareregardedasvagueor preciseareoftentaken
as their spatio-temporaboundaries? This restrictionis by no meansnecessaryand tends
to bias the issueagainstontic vaguenessespeciallywhen the theoriesusedto analysethe
notion of a materialobjectareclassicaltheories It is importantto bearin mind thatit canbe
discussedfor instance,if an object possesses definite energy, or spin component,or
polarization,and theseare not spatio-temporaproperties.

QM offers plenty of examplesof objectslacking propertiesof both kinds. Accordingto
QM this is indeedthe rule, not the exception,at leastin the caseof the fundamentakentities
forming the materialworld, suchas electrons photons,neutrinos,protons,neutrons quarks,
etc. We shall now give threestraightforwardexamplestakenfrom non-relativisticquantum
mechanicsNoneof the conclusiongdrawndepend®n this or othersimplifications,which are
madesolely for the sakeof mathematicakimplicity.

a) Let us begin by consideringthe simplestexamplepossible,that of a single particle
with onedegreeof freedomnot subjectto the actionof forces.Take,for instanceanelectron
allowedto movealonga straightline, andlet us concentraten two of its dynamicproperties,
positionand momentum(masstimesvelocity). At any given instantits quantummechanical
statewill thenbe the complex-valuedunction of the spatialcoordinatex

+o0

F(@)=275) " [ (p)explipx//)dp

see Fine 1986 and Howard 1985.

' French and Krause seem to be the first who have drawn attention, if only en passant, to the no-

hidden-variables results in connection with the issue of ontic vagueness. In their (1996), for instance,
they remark that «the force of Bell's Theorem lies in its generality, and it is this which renders the
vagueness ontic in the sense that it is not dependent upon a particular representation» (p. 25). See also
French and Krause 2003.

2 See e.g. Burgess (1990, 263), Keefe and Smith (1997a, 50), Sorensen (1998).
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where/ is thereducedPlankconstantp is the momentumcoordinateandF (p) is a complex-
valuedfunction of p. AlthoughY (X) hasno straightforwardneaningasa «wave»in ordinary
3-d space,by the Born rule its modulussquaredgives directly the probability of getting a
result betweenx and x + dx in a position measurementP(x)dx = [Y (X)[dx. In typical
situations, this quantity has non-zero value over large regions of space.Now if the
wavefunctionY (x) is taken as embodying maximal information on the object prior to

measurementt is unavoidableppona realistconstrualof the wavefunction to concludethat
before measurementhe object lacks a precisespatial localization. In other words, on the
assumptiorthat QM is completethe aboveprobabilitiescannotbe understoocepistemically,
i.e., asreflectinglack of preciseknowledge(asthey could in classicalphysics).Thus,if we
indulge at all to considerthe real objectandits propertieswe mustthink of it assomething
«spread»over spaceand lacking a spatialboundary.The exact«shape»of this fuzzy entity
will, of course,dependon F (p), which in turn dependson the detailsof the actualphysical
circumstancesnvolving the object. Here, it is enoughto remark that F(p) itself is a
wavefunction,relatedto anotherproperty of the object, its momentum.Once again, this

relationis indirect: the (generalized)Born rule saysthat |F (p)]* dp gives the probability of

finding, in a momentummeasurement valuein the interval [p, p + dp]. Exactly the same
analysisholdsfor p andfor x, thatis, p is alsotypically a fuzzy propertyof the object. It is

worth mentioningthat the «amount»or «degree»of fuzzinessin thesetwo propertiesis

preciselydeterminedoy mathematicabnalysisof the wavefunctionsthe more «diffuse»is

the objectin spacetheless«diffuse»it will bein momentumandvice versa.Thisis justone
way of analysingthe contentsof the Heisenbergprinciple. It shouldbe clear, however,that
in this interpretationthe principle is not at all about «uncertainties»(as the usual name
«uncertaintyprinciple» implies), but aboutlack of definitenessof properties.(See Chibeni
2001 for more details on this distinction.) Notice, finally, that one of the most important
unsolvedproblemsin the foundationsof QM is just to understandvhy and how suchfuzzy

propertiesbecomedefinite uponmeasuremenilhe proponentf the orthodoxinterpretation
of QM famously claimed that the state transition induced by measurement(from

wavefunctionssuchasY andF to eigenfunctionof the measuredjuantity,affording precise
valuesto it) shouldbeintroducedad hoc andpost factum. For a realistthis positionis totally

unacceptablede wantsto understandvhatis really happeningin termsof physicalproperties
andinteractions;furthermore he cannotget alongwith the subjectivistideathat this process
is peculiarto measurements.

b) Our secondexampleresultsfrom the first by consideringthat the object is now
boundedbetweentwo impenetrablebarriers,lying at x = - a andx = + a. Although in this
casetoo we havefuzzinessn x andp, we shallconcentrat®ur attentionon anotherproperty,
kinetic energy.Restricting,again, the analysisto a given instant, we have that the time-
independenschr dinger equationhastwo possibleclassef solutions:

u,(X) = (@) cos(npx/2a) (for n =1, 3, 5, ¥4)
and
v.(X) = (@)™ sin (npx/2a) (for n = 2, 4, 6, ¥4).

An importantnew featureof this exampleis thatif the objectis in oneof thesestateqfor
a particularn) it will havea definite energy,given by

E = p%12n?8ma?
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where m is the object's mass. Furthermore,only thesevalues can be found in energy
measurementd.he energyspectrumis thusdiscrete,or quantized Also, the abovestatesb
called the energyeigenstated® are stationary,i.e., if the objectis put in one of them, it
remains indefinitely in it, unless something interferes with the object. However, the
superpositiorprinciple allows any linear combinationof eigenstateasbonafide statesThus,
the generalstateof our boundedobjectwill be

d®)=Y A4 u (x)+B v (x)
n=1

whereA, andB, are complexcoefficients,andwherethe termsA ,u,and B, v, existonly for
odd andevenn, respectivelyIf morethanone of the coefficientsis non-vanishingthe state
will not be an energyeigenstateln this casethe theory doesnot ascribea preciseenergyto
the object: energybecomeduzzy. Furthermorethe statewill no longerbe stationary which
impliesthatthe exact«shapesof this fuzzinesswill vary with time. By the Bornrule we have
that| A, |* and| B, [* give the probability of gettingthe correspondingnergyeigenvaluesn
an energymeasurementyvhenthe objectis in the statef (x). Again, on the assumptiorof
completenessheseprobabilitiescannotbe interpretedepistemically. Therefore,the energy
propertyof the objectis vague,exceptwhenthe stateis an energyeigenstateAs in the case
of positionandmomentumthis vaguenesslisappearsvhenan energymeasuremens made,
andit remainsa mysterywhy and how this canhappen.

c) For our third and last examplewe shall take a specifically guantummechanical
propertycalled spin The namemight suggesisomeresemblancéo the spinningmovement
of an ordinary body, but this suggestionis misleading.Like ordinary angularmomentum,
guantumspinis avector;but contraryto the angulat€momentunvector,its magnitudds fixed:
spinis indeedone of the static propertiesof elementaryparticles,by which they are classed.
The squareof the spin magnitudeis conventionallywritten asS* = s (s + 1) 1, wheres is a
positive integeror half-integer.Thus, for electrons,protonsand neutrons,for instance,we
haves = V2. For simplicity, onesaysthattheseare spin¥- particles’.Onemay now definea
relatedsetof propertiesthe spincomponentsThesepropertiesdependpf courseonthe spin,
buttheyaredynamicand,in contrastwith thecomponent®f ordinaryvectorstheyarealways
guantized.For spin#~ objects,for instance thereare just two spin componentsalong any
spatialdirectionz: s, = +V- /1 ands, = £~ /1. Takenow oneof theseobjects,anelectron,say.
Its completequantummechanicaktatemustinclude,besidesa wavefunctionlike thoseof our
examplega) and(b), a «part»relatedto spin. Disregardfor now, the wavefunction.The spin
partof the stateis representethy a vectorin a two-dimensionaHilbert space(noticethatthis
is not the spin vector!). For any direction z, two statesare of specialinterest:the eigenstates
of s,, associateavith the eigenvalues'2 71 and+'2 /1. Thesecanbe abstractlydesignatedy
|+, and |#i. Thus,if the electronis in state|+l, its spincomponentlongzis +%2 h; if it is
|41, this propertyhasthe valuet'2 /. Thereis no vaguenessere.If however,asallowedby
the superpositiorprinciple, we take a statewhich is not one of theseeigenstatethenthe spin
componenbecomedlurred.In fact, a generalspinstatefor a spin¥2 objectcanbewritten as

XfFa [+ +b | f
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where a and b are complex coefficients. When none of these coefficients is zero, the state is
such that there is ontic vagueness in the property s,. Once again, the modulus squared of the
coefficients gives the probabilities of getting the results +'2 /1 or =2 /1 in ameasurement of s,,
and these probabilities are not related to our ignorance as to the real properties of the object,
on the orthodox assumption of completeness.

6. Conclusion

After arguing that what science tells us about matter should be taken into account in the
debate on ontic vagueness, we remarked that the philosophers’ current disinclination to believe
in vague objects is partly due to their implicit adherence to superseded classical theories. We
showed, both by a general theoretical analysis and by some concrete examples, that our best
contemporary theory on the structure of mater, quantum mechanics, clearly ascribes fuzzy
properties to objects. The examples were chosen so as to avoid several unnecessary
complications inherent in the example proposed by Lowe in his much-discussed 1994 article.
Furthermore, we pointed out that several theoretical and experimental results in microphysics
afford very strong evidence for the existence of vague objects, as they prove that any theory
purporting to restore sharpness in the properties of quantum objects will meet with severe
constraints.

We stress that our case for ontic vagueness obviously presupposes a commitment to at
least a mild version of scientific realism. But, as we remarked in section 3, QM or, more
generally, microphysics does not represent a direct threat to this epistemological stand. In
particular, we do not think Putnam is right in holding that quantum vagueness indicates that
«something seems to be wrong with metaphysical realism» (1983, 274). Here, we fully agree
with French and Krause, who hold, to the contrary, that «one way to maintain a form of
realism in the quantum context is to take vagueness seriously».”* We would go even further
than these authors, and say that this is the bestway of introducing realism in microphysics.**
If, for good physical and methodological reasons, we shun contextual, nonlocal HVTs, we
should accept the challenge of devising an ontology for the micro-world which takes at face
value what QM says, and this includes vagueness.

Given the discouragement imposed on a whole generation of students by the leaders of
the orthodox, «Copenhagen» interpretation of QM, it comes as no surprise that the search for
a quantum ontology is still «in its infancy» (Krause 2000, 164). However, some progress has
been made in recent decades, and it is only to be hoped that further research will shed more
light on this challenging issue.
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1 Aclear, if bizarre, alternative would be the so-called many-worlds interpretation of QM; see Geroch

1984 and other papers in the same issue of No s for more details.



<http://www.sorites.org® «Ontic Vaguenessn Microphysics by Silvio SenoChibeni 39

References

Aspect,A., J. Dalibard,andG. Roger:1982, Experimentatestof the Bell's Inequalitiesusing
time-varyinganalysers' PhysicalReviewlLetters49, 1804-1807.

Bell, J. S.: 1964, On the EinsteinPodolskyRosenparadox’,Physicsl, 195-200.

Bell, J. S.: 1966, On the problem of hiddenvariablesin quantummechanics',Reviewof
ModernPhysics38, 447-452.

Bohm, D.: 1952, 'A suggestednterpretationof the quantumtheory in terms of «hidden
variables» partsl andll', PhysicalReview85, 166-179and180-193.

BurgessJ. A.: 1989, Vagueidentity: Evansmisrepresented’Analysis49, 112-119.

BurgessJ. A.: 1990, Vagueobjectsandindefinite identity’, PhilosophicalStudies59, 263-
287.

Chibeni,S. S.: 1999, Le rialisme scientifiquefaceYla microphysique' RevuePhilosophique
de Louvain 97, 606-627.

Chibeni,S. S.: 2001, 'IndeterminacyEPRandBell', EuropeanJournal of Physics22, 9-15.
Chibeni,S. S.: 2004, 'Holism in microphysics',Epistemologia27 (2).

Colyvan,M.: 2001, Russellon metaphysicalagueness'Principia 5, 87-98.

Dummett,M.: 1975, Wang's paradox',Synthese&0, 301-24.

Dummett,M.: 1978, Truth and Other Enigmas London, Duckworth.

Dummett,M.: 1981, The Interpretationof Frege's Philosophy London, Duckworth.

Einstein, A.: 1949, "Autobiographicalnotes' (transl. P. A. Schilpp),in P. A. Schilpp (ed)
Albert Einstein: Philosopher-ScientisBrd ed, La Salle,OpenCourt, pp. 3-94.

Einstein, A., B. Podolsky,and N. Rosen: 1935, "Can quantum-mechanicalescriptionof
reality be considereccomplete?',PhysicalReview47, 777-780.

Evans,G.: 1978, Canthereby vagueobjects?',Analysis38, 208. Reprintedin Keefe and
Smith 1997b,chap.17.

Fine, A.: 1986, The ShakyGame.Einsteinandthe QuantumTheory Chicago,The University
of ChicagoPress.

French,S.andD. Krause:1995, Vagueidentity andquantumnon-individuality', Analysis55,
20-26.

French,S. andD. Krause:1996, Quantumobjectsare vagueobjects', Sorites6, 21-33.
French,S. andD. Krause:2003 "Quantumvagueness'Erkenntnis59, 97-124.
Garrett,B. J.: 1991, Vagueidentity and vagueobjects’,No s 25, 341-351.
Geroch,R.: 1984, The EverettinterpretationNo s 18, 617-33.

Gleason,A. M.: 1957, 'Measureson the closedsubspace®f a Hilbert space’,Journal of
Mathematicsand Mechanics6, 885-893.



<http://www.sorites.org> — SORITES Issue #15 — December 2004. 1SsN 1135-1349 40

Greenberger, D. M., M. A. Horne, and A. Zeilinger: 1989, ‘Going beyond Bell’s theorem’,
in M. Kafatos (ed) Bell's Theorem,Quantum Theory and Conceptionsof Universe
Dordrecht, Kluwer, pp. 69-72.

Hawley, K.: 1998, ‘Indeterminism and indeterminacy’, Analysis58, 101-106.

Heisenberg, W.: 1949, ThePhysicalPrinciplesof the QuantumTheory(trangl. C. Eckart and
F. C. Hoyt), Toronto, Dover.

Heywood, P. and M. L. G. Readhead: 1983, ‘Nonlocality and the Kochen and Specker
paradox’, Foundationsof Physics13, 481-499.

Howard, D.: 1985, ‘Einstein on locality and separability’, Studiesin History and Philosophy
of Sciencel6, 171-201.

Johnsen, B.: 1989, ‘Is vague identity incoherent?, Analysis49, 103-112.

Keefe R. and P. Smith: 1997a, ‘Introduction: theories of vagueness, in Keefe and Smith
1997b, pp. 1-57.

Keefe R. and P. Smith (eds.): 1997b, VaguenessA Reader Cambridge, MA, MIT Press.

Kochen, S. and E. P. Specker: 1967, ‘The problem of hidden variables in quantum
mechanics’, Journal of Mathematicsand Mechanicsl7, 59-87.

Krause, D.: 2000, ‘Remarks on quantum ontology’, Synthesd 25 155-167.

Lewis, D.: 1988, ‘Vague identity: Evans misunderstood’, Analysis48, 128-130. Reprinted in
Keefe and Smith 1997b, chap. 18.

Lowe, E. J.: 1994, ‘Vague identity and quantum indeterminacy’, Analysis54, 110-114.
Lowe, E. J.: 1997, ‘Reply to Noonan on vague identity’, Analysis57, 88-91.

Lowe, E. J.: 1999, ‘Vague identity and quantum indeterminacy: further reflections’, Analysis
59, 328-330.

Markosian, N.: 2002, ‘ Sorensen’s argument against vague objects’, PhilosophicalStudies97,
1-9.

Mermin, N. D.: 1990, ‘Simple unified form for the magor no-hidden-variables theorems',
PhysicalReviewLetters65, 3373-3376.

Merricks, T.: 2001, ‘Varieties of vagueness', Philosophyand PhenomenologicaResearc62,
145-157.

Noonan, H. W.: 1995, ‘E. J. Lowe on vague identity and quantum indeterminacy’, Analysis
55, 14-19.

Odrowaz-Sypniewska, J.: 2001, ‘Quantum indiscernibility without vague identity’, Analysis
61, 65-69.

Over, D. E.: 1989, ‘Vague objects and identity’, Analysis49, 97-99.

Parsons, T. and P. Woodruff: 1995, ‘Worldly indeterminacy of identity’, Proceedingsof the
Aristotelian Society95, 171-195. Reprinted in Keefe R. and Smith, P. 1997b, chap. 19.



<http://www.sorites.org® «Ontic Vaguenessn Microphysics by Silvio SenoChibeni 41

Pelletier,F. J.: 1989, Another argumentagainstvagueobjects’, Journal of Philosophy86,
481-492.

Popper K. R.: 1968, The Logic of ScientificDiscovery 5th ed., London, Hutchinson.

Putnam,H.: 1983, Vaguenessand alternativelogic', in PhilosophicalPapers vol. 3, chap.
15, Cambridge CambridgeUniversity Press.

Russell B.: 1923, Vagueness'AustralasianJournal of Philosophyand Psychologyl, 84-92.
Reprintedin Keffe and Smith 1997b,chap.3.

Sainsbury R. M.: 1989, Whatis a vagueobject?’, Analysis49, 99-103.

Schr dinger, E.: 1957, Science,Theoryand Man (transl.J. Murphy), London, GeorgeAllen
and Unwin. (Originally publishedin 1935.)

Schr dinger, E.: 1980, The presentsituationin quantummechanics{(transl.J. D. Trimmer),
Proceedingsof the American Philosophical Society 124 (5), 323-338. (Originally
publishedin 1935.)

SorensenR. A.: 1998, Sharpboundariedor blobs', PhilosophicalStudies91, 275-295.
Williamson, T.: 1994,VaguenessLondon, Routledge.
Zemach,E. M.: 1991, Vagueobijects',No s 25, 323-340.

Silvio SenoChibeni
Universidade Estadual de Campinas
Cx. Postal 6110,13083-970Campinas, SP, Brazil

chibeni@unicamp.br



SORITES (SWRITHS, ISSN 1135-1349
http://www.sorites.org

Issue#15D December2004.Pp.42-49
RomanSuszkoand Situationalldentity
Copyrightd by SORITESand CharlesSayward

ROMAN SUSZKO AND SITUATIONAL |DENTITY
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1. Introduction

At the startof his first paperdealingwith the quantifiedsententiakalculuswith identity,
RomanSuszkowrites (Suszko[1968: 8-9]):

Consider¥s

D Somesituationsare not facts

It hasthe samegrammaticalstructureasthe following sentence:
2) Somephilosophersare not logicians

Both sentenceél) and(2) areexistentialsentencesBut thereis avery deepdifferencebetweerthem.
The terms «philosopher and «logiciar» in (2) are unary predicates.The terms «situation> and
«fact» arenot predicatesThey are unarysententiakconnectivedike the word «not» which converts
any sentencé into a negation:notf. To seethis, let us makethe first stepin formalizing (1) and

(2). We write:
3) for somep, SpandnotFp
(4) for somex, Px and not-Lx.

The letter p is a sententialvariableandthe letter x is a nominal variable.They are boundabovein
(3) and (4) by the existentialquantifier: «for some». The symbolsP andL are unarypredicateand
thelettersSandF areunarysententiatonnectivedike the connectivexnot». Thedifferencebetween
sentenceésententialvariables sententiaformulae)andnamesds very deepandfundamentain every
languagelt mustbe observedn any rigorousthinking. However,naturallanguagdeadssometimes
to confusionon this point. Having in mind the categoricaldifferencementionedabovewe consider
thesentencél) quite aslegitimateasthe sentencg2). Moreover,bothsentence¢l) and(2) aretrue
because:

1. It is asituationthat Londonis a small city butit is not a fact.

2. Dr. B. W. is a good philosophetbut he is not a logician.

The quantifier for some'is usedin accordwith certaininferencerules.lt is regrettable
that we havefallen into the habit of calling that quantifierthe existentialquantifier,for this
makesit look as if logic settled somethingontological. Some authors, sensitive to this
circumstancehave spokeninsteadof the particular quantifier, characterizedn termsof its
role in inference.That seemsto me to be a soundway of speaking,andit is onel shall
throughoutadopt.

Suszkois inclined to contrasttwo particularquantifications
($x)(x is a philosopher& x is not a logician),

($p)(it is a situationthat p & it is not a fact that p)
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by pointing to the differencebetweena sentenceand a propername.
But isn't this only a grammaticaldifference?

Quine would say thesesentencedoth assertthe existenceof some object or entity,
arguingin somethindike the following way: Sincethe resultof putting ‘Dr. B. Wolniewicz'
in for "x" in "x is a philosopher& x is not a logician' is an instanceof andlogically entails
thefirst quantification, Dr. B. Wolniewicz' thereoccursreferentially, its referentbeingsome
object Similarly, sincethe result of putting "Londonis a small city' in for 'p' in ‘It is a
situationthat p andit is not a fact thatp' is an instanceof andlogically entailsthe second
quantification, London is a small city' there occursreferentially, its referentbeing some
object. So, though 'Dr. B. Wolniewicz' is grammaticallya propernameand ‘Londonis a
small city' is grammaticallya sentencegachis semanticallya term of referencewith some
objectasits referent.Quine[1961: 118].

The guiding principle of this arguments thattermsaccessibldo positionsaccessiblé¢o
a variableof quantificationare all referentialandtheir referents|f any, are objects

What supportsthis principle?

Considerthefollowing answerWhatshowsthateachof theseterms(despitetheir having
grammatically different types of occurrence)refers to some object is this: the kind of
semanticaliccountwe mustprovidefor the quantificationswhich bind variablesin positions
availableto theseterms.

Forexample pnetype of semanticahccountwvould assigre.g.,humanbeingsasreferents
for namesandnominalvariablesandsituationsor propositionsor truth-valuesasreferentsor
sentencesand sententialvariables. Thus, RyszardW jcicki providessuch an accountfor
Suszko'squantifiedsententiakalculuswith identity. W jcicki [1984:326,333-335].And M.
J. Cresswellprovidessuchan accountfor propositionalidentity. Cresswell[1967: 284].

But how is the possibility of this sort of semanticalaccountof quantificationsupposed
to showthatin its occurrencen “If it is a situationthat Londonis a small city, then ($p) it
is a situationthatp' "Londonis a small city' refersto somethingb beit a propositionor a
situationor a truth-valueor anythingelse?

One answerwould be that it is possibleto give an adequatesemanticalaccountof
guantificationonly in referentialterms,andthattheremustbe an adequatesemanticabccount
of quantification.

Particularquantificationis a certainsort of operationwithin language.The questionis
whenthat operationforms sentenceg assentingo which we commitourselvedo the exist-
enceof things.

One answerthat suggeststself is to go beyondthe inferencerole of the particular
guantifierandfind out its semanticatole. Its semanticalole shouldbe madeclearin atruth
theory of the languageunderdiscussion.

So, | wantto askwhetherthe generalsort of semanticabccountof quantificationl have
sketchedis the only one possible. Why not a nonreferential semantical account of
guantificationof thosequantificationswhich bind variablesin for sentences? herepropose
suchanaccountfor the quantifiedsententiatalculuspropoundedy Suszkol think thatsuch
an accountis morein keepingwith Suszko'sremarksquotedat the beginningof this paper
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thanis W jcicki's semanticabccount.Suszkowas attemptingto setout the ontology of the
Tractatus. For suchanendit would not do to treatgrammaticallypropernamesandsentences
the sameway semantically.For Wittgenstein,while situationsare madeup of objects,they
arenot objectsthemselvesl do not think Suszko'scommentatorfiaveappreciatedhe point
that for Suszkogrammaticallypropernamesand sentencesughtnot to be treatedthe same
way semanticallyForinstanceGrezegorMalinowskiwrites,«Theidentity connectivé/s was
introduced by Suszko to express coincidence and other referential relations between
sentences.Malinowski [1985: 21].

Quine observesthat there are non-referentialaccountsavailable for such varieties of
guantification.For example,quantificationsbinding variablesin for sentencesnd clauses
whose only modesof combinationare truth-functional can be introduced,and thus also
eliminated,in termsinvolving no binding of variablesin positionsaptfor sentences-Hence,
an accountof suchquantificationneedinvolve only suchelementsof referenceas may be
requiredby an accountof the underlyingtruth-functionallycomposedsentencesand clauses.
Quine [1961: 118]. Also seeChurch[1956: 151-154]. Further,in somecaseswe may so
guantify asto find it necessary for the truth of a particularquantificationthat it have some
true instance.Such quantificationis called substitutional and its accountneedinvolve only
suchelementf referenceasmay be requiredby an accountof the sentencesvhich serveas
instancef quantifications.

| do not herecontroverttheseclaims.But | do notethatthefirst claimis inapplicableto
the sortof systemSuszkanvestigateskor thatsystemincludes ="' asa sententiaconnective.
And that connectiveis not truth-functional.As to the secondclaim | note that thoseof our
particularquantificationswhich bind variablesin positionsappropriatefor sentence@clude
onesfor the truth of which we do not requirethatthey havesometrue instance For example,
"Somesituationsareinexpressibleor “($p) (it is a situationthatp & thatp is inexpressible)'.

Sowhen| considerquantificationsof the type which bind variablesin for sentences|,
will takeit that suchquantificationsare not to be construedsubstitutionally.

2. Some Theses of the Tractatus

Suszkowasattemptingo setoutthe ontologyof the Tractatus. ThelanguageSuszkoused
included(a)the ordinarytruth-functionalcalculus,enrichedwith quantifiersbinding variables
standingfor sentencesand with an identity-functionwith sentencess argumentsjb) the
ordinary theory of quantificationappliedto the specialquantifiers;and(c) ordinarylaws of
identity appliedto the specialfunction. | proposeto give a semanticabccountof the special
guantifiersandthe specialfunction. | intendit to be non-referentiall do notintendto follow
Suszkoin settingout the ontology of the Tractatus. But | do intendit to incorporatesomeof
thatwork's theses.

Here are somethesedrom Wittgenstein'sTractatus Logico-Philosophicus:
Thereare elementarysentences.

Elementarysentencesre combinationsof words.

If a word canoccurin an elementarysentencethenit namessomeobiject.

The meaningof a word that canoccurin an elementarysentences the objectit names.

a M v D PRE

An objectnamedby a word that canoccurin an elementarysentences simple.
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6. No elementarysentencanamesanything.
7. Eachelementarysentencesaysthat somethingis the case.

8. It is by meansof the fact that its namesstandto one anotherin certainrelationswithin
the elementarysentencehat an elementarysentencesaysthat somethingis the case.

9. An elementarysentencas trueif whatit saysis the case|s the case andis falseif what
it saysis the case,is not the case.

10. Whatan elementarysentencesaysis the casecan be the case andalsocanfail to bethe
case.

11. If asentencesayssomethinghatcan be the case.andwhich canalsofail to bethe case,
thenit is a truth-functionof elementarysentences.

12. A non-elementargentencehatfully articulatesvhatit saysconsistof namesof thekind
which canoccurin elementarysentencesombinedinto a whole with termsof logic.

13. No logical term namesanything.

14. If asentenceloesnot saywhich canbe the caseandwhich canfail to bethe casethen
it saysnothingat all.

15. Whatasentenceaysis somethingvhich canbe expresseh variouswayscorresponding
to variousattitudesandinterestsfor example aswhenwe askwhetheror order it to be
the casethat or assertthat the door is closed.

I do not think any semanticabccount,evenonewhich incorporateslractatuselements,
shouldtry to incorporateall of theseideas.Thesis11is definitely false.Thesis14 leadsto the
ideathat neithernecessaryruths nor necessaryalsehoodssay anything.Sincea true (false)
sentencas onewhich sayssomethingtrue (false), this ideais incoherent(This is arguedby
Hugly and Saywardin [1999]).

What of the otherthesesFirst, therehasbeenmuchthoughtfulcriticism of ideathatthe
meaningof a nameis the objectit namesSecondsincepredicatesnustoccurin elementary
sentenceredicatesnustbe namesHow plausibleis this?Finally, cananyonecomeup with
a single exampleof an elementarysentence®r a simple object? Theseare dubiousideas
which Wittgenstein himself effectively criticized in the first sixty sections of the
Investigations

If we drop thesedubiousideaswe are still left with a lot. Every atomic sentenceof a
truth-functionallanguagesayssomethingWhatis saidat this level determineshatgetssaid
by everysentenceavhich is a truth-functionalcompoundof the atomicsentencesA sentence
is trueif whatit saysis the case,s the caseandis falseif whatit saysis the case,s not the
caself we now adda non-extensionatonnectivesuchas Johnbelievesthat' to thelanguage,
theresultof appendinghat connectiveto a truth-functionalsentences true just in caseJohn
believeswhatis said by that sentenceTheseareideassuggestedy the Tractatus

Oneof Suszko'sthoughtsis to add ="' to the languageasa sententiakconnective.Then,
for any two truth-functionalsentence$ andy, (f =y) is true justin casewhatis said by
f is the sameas what is said by y. A secondof Suszko'sthoughtsis to add sentential
guantifiersto the language Sincesentencegare not nameg(a thoughtsharedoy Wittgenstein
and Suszkoand many others),the sententialquantificationintroducedis not to be treatedas
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referentialquantification.Finally, Suszoreadsthe sententiavariablesastaking situationsas
values.

Now the taskis to put all of this to work to geta semanticdor the resultinglanguage.
3.Semantics

In whatfollows uppercaseletters’S' and ' T' will function assententialvariablesin the
metalanguageaangingover situations.The lower caseletter 'a’ will functionasa variablein
the metalanguage&vhich rangesover sententialvariablesof the objectlanguage.

The languageof truth-functionallogic will be extendedby the addition of the particular
quantifier '$' which binds the sententialvariablesand by the addition of two sentential
connectives, =" and 'B', which are not truth-functional. The first of theseis a binary
connectivereadas That___is the samesituationasthat’s'. Theseconds aunaryconnective
readas Johnbelievesthat .

Truth-functionalformulas are understoodin the usual way, using brackets,sentential
variables,anda binary connectivefor the strokefunction.

Theformulasof the extendedanguagereasfollows (bold facedtypefunctionsasquasi-
guotation):

@) Any truth-functionalformulais a formula.

(b) For any truth-functionalformulasf andy, (f =y) is a formula.
(c) For any truth-functionalformulaf, Bf is a formula.

(d) For any formulasf andy, (f |y) is aformula.

(e) For any variablea andformulaf, $a f is a formula.

() Nothing elseis a formula.

A modelfor thelanguagéas anassignmentf a situationto eachvariableof thelanguage.
More precisely,for eachsententialvariablea thereis onesituationS suchthata modelM of
the languagenterpretsa to saythat S.

Eachtruth-functionalformula sayssomethingrelativeto M (M-sayssomething):(i) for
any situationS, a sententialvariable M-saysthat S if andonly if M interpretsit to saythat
S; (i) for anysituationsS andT, andfor any truth-functionalformulasf andy, (f |y) M-
saysthat neitherS nor T if andonly if f M-saysthatS andy M-saysthatT.

Truth in M thenrunsasfollows:

(9) A truth-functionalformulaf is truein M if andonly if, for somesituation
S,f M-saysthat S andit is the casethat S.

(h) For any truth-functionalformulasf andy, (f =y) is truein M if andonly
if, for somesituationS andfor somesituationT, f M-saysthatS andy M-
saysthat T andthe situationthat S is the sameasthe situationthat T.

) For anytruth-functionalformulaf, Bf is truein M if andonly if, for some
situationS, f M-saysthat S and Johnbelievesthat S.
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(), For any formulasf andy, (f |y) istruein M if andonly if neitherf nor
y istruein M.

(K) For anyvariablea andformulaf, $a f is truein M if andonly if f is true
in somemodelM* which differs at mostfrom M in the interpretationof a.

The stipulation that, for any sententialvariable,a model assignsone situationto that
variable,assureshatno truth-functionalformulais ambiguousThatis, it follows that,for any
truth-functionalformulaf , thereis onesituationS suchthatf saysthatS. Thisis anecessary
requirementFor supposehat, for sometruth-functionalformulaf, f saidsomethingthatis
the caseand somethingelsethatis not the case.Would f be true or false?

It may be objectedthat| haveusedconnectivedor situationalidentity andbelief to give
a semanticabhccountof a languagewhich includessuchconnectivesBut thatwould be like
objectingto the useof a connectivefor disjunctionto give a semanticabccountof alanguage
which includesa connectivefor disjunction.

It may be objectedthat| haveusedsententiauantificationto give a semanticahccount
of sententialquantification.But why is this objectionableReferentialquantificationis used
to give a semanticabhccountof referentialquantificationin first orderlogic. Nobodyobjects.
So what is objectionablein using sententialquantificationto give a semanticalaccountof
sententialquantification?

4.0ntological Commitment

What it is for someoneto be a realist about electrons,or numbers,or properties,or
situations,andsoon?l find it naturalto answerthis questionthus: It is for that personto be
committedto the existenceof electrons,or numbersor propertiesor situations.

| agreethat existences expressedby suchparticularquantifiersas
ThereareVs
Something¥
Thereis somethingwhich¥
Thereexistssomethingwhich¥%s
| disagreethat wheneverone usessuchquantifiersto makeassertion®ne assertexistence.

Thereis at leasta prima facie casethat not all usesof ‘thereis' and the like are
ontologically committal. Considerthe following sentences:

Thereis a questionwhetheryou arereluctantto speakup in this class.
Thereis moreto life thanphilosophy.

Thereis a mistakein the derivation!

Thereis a way of putting the point that won't hurt his feelings.

That a personassentsto such sentencesas thesedoes not itself show that he or sheis
ontologically committed to the existenceof questions,that which is more to life than
philosophy,mistakesin argumentsandways of putting points. Thereare indefinitely many
suchexamples.
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The questionis when the operation of particular quantification forms sentencesn
assentingo which we commit ourselvedo the existenceof things.

| suggesthe following answer:a particularquantifier assertexistencgust in caseit is
a referentialquantification(a quantificationwhoseboundvariabletakestermsof reference,
for example,namesas substituends).

Given (k) of thetruth definition andthe fact thatneither'=" nor 'B' aretruth-functional,
sententialguantificationis neithersubstitutionahor eliminable.Is it referential then?Do the
sentencdetters of the object languagetake objects as valuesthereby becomingterms of
reference?Unless there is some good argumentthat sentential quantification must be
referential if not substitutionalor eliminable,| have no reasonto supposethe sentential
variablesof this objectlanguagetake objectsas valuesor function astermsof reference.

At theendof the secondsectionl saidthatSuszkoreadsthe sententialvariablesastaking
situationsas values.| intendedthe semanticalaccountto incorporatethis feature.But | see
nothing aboutthis that hasontologicalrelevance.

We areinclinedto speakof the valuesof the variables andto speakof whatthe variables
rangeover. In this connectionwe distinguishthe valuesof a variablefrom its substituends
the expressionsvhich canreplaceit.

In onecasethe valuesof the variablesare peopleandthe variablesrangeover people.in
anothercasethe valuesof the variablesare situationsandthe variablesrangeover situations.
In both caseghe variablesareletters.Now whatis it to havea valueb to havea personor
a situationasa value?And is havinga value the samein both cases?

In termsof modelsandtruth relativeto models,the ideaof ranging overis expressedy
the role variant modelsplay in defining truth relative to a model for the quantifications.A
variablehasone valuerelative to one model, anothervalue relative to one of its variants,a
third valuerelativeto anotherof its variants,andso forth. This holdsindependentlyof what
it is for a variableto havea valueor a valueof this or thatsort. Soranging over canbe said
to be the samefor sententialvariablesand variablesfor people.

A natural picture for ranging over would be that of a gestureof handin respectto a
group of people.And that carrieswith it a picture of havinga value:we think of the people
asvalues,andthe gestureover themis like an everso rapid pointing at each.But the sober
fact is that there are many variant modelsand in eachthereis a particularvariablewith a
particularvalue. Thatis all thereis to ranging over.
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PANCRITICAL RATIONALISM

Armando C-ntora

To the memoryof Karl Popperin the centenaryof his birth.
I. Argumentative Background

Poppercharacterizedincritical rationalismasfollows:

Uncritical or comprehensiveationalismcanbe describedasthe attitudeof the persorwho says’'| amnot
preparedo accepianythingthatcannotbe defendedy meansof argumenbr experience'We canexpress
this alsoin the form of the principle that any assumptiorwhich cannotbe supportecdeither by argument
or by experiencas to be discardedNow it is easyto seethat this principle of an uncritical rationalism
is inconsistentfor sinceit cannot,in its turn, be supportecby argumentor by experienceit impliesthat

it shoulditself bediscarded(¥s) Uncriticalrationalismis therefordogically untenablés (Popper,1945,
p.217.)

Uncritical rationalismcanbe analysedn termsof the following two injunctions:

C1: Anything (belief, action or aim) justified by non-viciously circular argumentis to be
acceptedhsrational.

C2: Only that which canbe justified by non-viciouslycircular arguments to be acceptedas
rational.

Now, from C2 it follows that if rational one should justify anything one accepts.In
particular,one shouldjustify C1 andC2, but C1 cannotbe justified without presupposingt,
becausef onewereto try to justify C1 by arguingin its favour, we would be beggingthe
guestion thatis, we would be presupposing1. In otherwords,onewould be presupposing
that argumentand experienceare rationaljustificatory strategiespreciselywhat C1 says.

Therefore,C1 and C2 cannotboth be true.

Let's thenfirst assumewe discardC1 andtry to keepC2. Then C2 shouldbe justified
in anon-viciouslycircularway, but C2 cannotbejustified by non-viciouslycircularargument,
becausdf we offer an argumentin its favour we are again presupposinghat argumentis
valuableasa rationaljustificatory strategy somethinghat C2 assumesT herefore,C2 rejects
itself and uncritical rationalismis logically impossible.

Anotheroptionwould beto discardC2 andkeepC1 just by itself, this alternativedoesn't
leadto a contradictionit just saysthat justified beliefsarerational, but it doesn'trequireus
qua rationaliststo justify all our acceptedoeliefs, actionsor goals.Rationalismwithout C2
would not aim to be comprehensivandit would be avery weakform of rationalism soweak
thataccordingto C1 a non-justified(or an unjustifiable)absurdbelief could still be rational.
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Because of all these problems with uncritical rationalism, Popper proposed an alternative:
critical rationalism,

(...) whoever adopts the rationalist attitude does so because without reasoninghe has adopted some decision,
or belief, or habit, or behaviour, which therefore in its turn must be called irrational. Whatever it may be, we
can describe it as an irrational faith in reason Rationalism is therefore far from comprehensive or self-
contained.

(...) a critical form of rationalism, one which frankly admits its limitations, and its basis in an irrational
decision, and in so far, a certain priority of irrationalism. (Popper, 1945, p. 218; emphasis added.)

The critical rationalist and the irrationalist differ in having different irrational
commitments, but they also differ in that the critical rationalist intends to minimize her
irrationalism; thus, the critical rationalist argues that a minimal form of irrationalism is
morally preferable to exuberant forms of irrationalism.

Thus, Popper claims that critical rationalism with his minimum of irrationalism is
preferable, because,

The choice before us is not simply an intellectual affair, or a matter of taste. It is a moral decision.

... Itis my firm conviction that this irrational emphasis upon emotion and passion leads ultimately to what
I can only describe as crime. One reason for this opinion is that this attitude, which is at best one of
resignation towards the irrational nature of human beings, at worst one of scorn for human reason, must

lead to an appeal to violence and brutal force as the ultimate arbiter in any dispute. (Popper, 1945, pp.
219-21))

In other words, Popper believes that while the rationalist may not be moral,' the
irrationalist is often immoral, and that this gives us one reason to prefer critical rationalism
(with its minimal irrationalism) to full fledged irrationalism. Popper then transfers the decision
for critical rationalism to the uncertain domain of moral judgement. On the other hand, Popper
holds that moral judgements can be influenced, though not determined, by a rational analysis
of the practical consequences of our moral decisions, and by contrasting these practical
consequences with the prescriptions of our conscience. Popper says,

(...) a rational analysis of the consequences of a decision does not make the decision rational; the
consequences do not determine our decision; it is always we who decide. But an analysis of the concrete
consequences, and their clear realization in what we call our «imagination», makes the difference between
a blind decision and a decision made with open eyes (...) in the case of moral theory, we can only confront

its consequences with our conscience. (Popper, 1945, p. 220.) (Emphasis added.)

Notice that such a rational analysis already presupposes a favourable valuation of an
argumentative or rational attitude, therefore a pondered moral decision about whether to be
critically rational or not will itself presuppose favourablevaluation of an argumentative
attitude Then a moral decision in favour of critical rationalism would be circular, therefore,
a moral judgement in favour of critical rationalism is in the end justificatory useless, but this
is all as well, since the critical rationalist openly admits that she has to assume dogmatically
her high valuation of argument.

On the other hand, it could well happen that some consciences would prefer irrationalism
even when fully aware of its probable immoral consequences, since it is almost a truism that

! The rationalist, however, may need to be moral in a minimal sense of morality, given that rationality

is a cooperative process of inquiry which values dialogue, intellectual honesty and humility, respect for
other people's arguments, etc.
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different individuals or communitiesoften don't agreeon what constitutesa crime. This
becomesclear when one considershe examplesof many Nazi SSwho would not consider
the Auschwitz campas criminal, or of many XVIII th centuryslavetradersor ownerswho
neitherwould deemhis metierascriminal. And giventhis possibility one canonly hopethat
the conscienceof mostof uswill asa matterof fact sidewith critical rationalism,but if this
were not to happenthat would be the end of the matterfor a Popperian.

A crisis of integrity arises however for the critical rationalist,sinceher rationalidentity
requiresa leapof faith, which by herown lights is irrational or at leastnon-rationalandthis,
then provides a rational excusefor all kinds of irrational commitments;it suppliesthe
irrationalistwith the tu quoqueargumentan argumentthat says:

Y4 (1) becausef logical reasonsrationality is so limited that everyonemustmakea dogmaticirrational
commitment; (2) therefore, the irrationalist (Christian, or whatever) has a right to make whatever
commitmenthe pleasesand(3) thereforeno onehasa right to criticize him (or anyoneelse)for making

sucha commitment. (Bartley, pp. 272-3.)

The tu quoquetells us that given that rational argumentaboutultimate commitmentds
impossible thenany commitmentsare rationally possible.

Il. Bartley's Pan Critical Rationalism

W. W. Bartley thoughtit was possible however,to reform Popper'scritical rationalism
into a consistentand comprehensiveheory of rationality («pan critical» rationalism:PCR,
alsocalledcomprehensiveritical rationalism:CCR.) Bartley claimedthatit waspossibleto
reform critical rationalisminto a theorythatallegedlydoesnot leadinto a fideism of ultimate
commitmentsBartley proposeda new rationalidentity onethat allegedlydoesnot leadinto
conflicts of rationalintegrity. Bartley's pan critical rationalistcan be characterizeagsone,

Y, whois willing to entertainany positionand holds all his positions, including his most fundamental
standards, goals,and decisions,and his basic philosophical position itself opento criticism; onewho
protects nothing from criticism by justifying it irrationally ; onewho nevercuts off an argumentby
resortingto faith or irrational commitmentto justify somebelief that hasbeenunderseverecritical fire;

onewho is committed,attachedaddicted,to no position. (Bartley, p. 118; emphasisadded.)

This pancritical rationalistjustifies nothingandallegedlycriticizes everything,evenhis
own rational attitudeor position, he is not committedto any position,not evento a belief in
the value of argument.This doesn'tmeanthat the PCrationalistis without convictions,but
only thatheis willing to submithis convictionsto critical considerationPCR,however Jeads
to logical paradoxthusconsiderthe following argumentdueto Bartley himselfandinspired
by a critique of J. F. Post,an argumentthat Bartley finds unobjectionable:

(A) All positionsareopento criticism.
And becausef PCR'sintendedcomprehensivenessthenfollows,

(B) A is opento criticism. And,

Since(B) is implied by (A), any criticism of (B) will constitutea criticism of (A), andthusshowthat (A)
is opento criticism. Assumingthata criticism of (B) argueghat(B) is false,we mayargue:if (B) is false,
then(A) is false; but an argumentshowing(A) to be false (andthuscriticizing it) shows(B) to be true.
Thus, if (B) is false, then (B) is true. Any attemptto criticize (B) demonstrategB); thus (B) is
uncriticizable, and (A) is false. (Bartley, p. 224.) (Emphasisadded.)

Hence,PCRis refutedandthis conclusionis a resultof the self-referentialcharacterof
PCRbD atheorythatintendsto be a theory of all theoriesitself included,andit recallsthe



<http://www.sorites.org> — «Miller’s Defence of Bartley’s Pancritical Rationalism» by Armando Cintora 53

logical difficulties of classical rationalism, which also wanted to be comprehensive. Bartley
claims that the paradoxical nature of PCR could be dealt,

...by type and language-level solutions, Zermelo-type solutions, category solutions, radical exclusion of all

self reference... (Bartley, pp. 219-20.)
But, this is too vague, mere possibilia.
[ll. Miller's Defenceof PCR

David Miller outlaws self-reference (and in this way he avoids PCR’s paradoxical nature)
by distinguishing between positions and statements and declaring that (B) is just a statement
— and not a position — and as such it is not in the domain of (A), that is, Miller claims that
(B) — being a mere statement — doesn’t have to be criticizable on its own,

...l reject the thesis that criticizability is an automatic property of all statements. It is not an intrinsic
property of statements at all, but an honour that must be bestowed on them by the development of
appropriate methods of criticism. How, it may be asked, is this to be done? In many cases the answer can
be only: by a consideration of the problems that provoked them...

CCR must not be understoodto hold that every statementthat a comprehensivelycritical rationalist
counts astrue (rationally accepts)is on its own criticizable.

...As far as statements... are concerned, what is important for the rationalist, | suggest, is that each statement
that he accepts either is itself criticizable or follows from a statementthat he accepts that is citicizable.
Any position adopted must be criticizable, but it is no concession to the irrationalist to allow that some

logical consequences of the position may not be criticizable. (Miller, pp. 86, 89.) (Emphasis
added.)

Miller’s proposal is motivated by the fact that falsifiable statements can entail
unfalsifiable ones,

All falsifiable hypotheses have amongst their consequences a host of unfalsifiable statements (ranging from
tautologies and unrestricted existential statements to meaty metaphysics) that enter science as it were on the coat-

tails of their parents. (Miller, p. 10.)

Metaphysical determinism is, for example, a consequence of Newtonian theory and in the
case at hand, mutatismutandj an uncriticizable statement is allegedly entailed by a criticizable
position. Thus,

[(A)] is a position that Bartley recommends that we adopt, and it is essential that it be criticizable. But
[(B)] is just a consequence of it — an interesting consequence, in the light of what CCR says, and (one
hopes) a true consequence; but it cannot be taken up as an independent position ... although [B] is a
possible position on its own (though a strange one), it cannot be adopted at the sametime as[(A)] is.
Nor, of course,is there the slightestneedfor it to be adoptedalong with [(A)], which brings it along

for nothing. (Miller, p. 90.)(Emphasis added.)
V. Critical Commentsto Miller's Defenceof PCR

1) Miller’s demotion of (B), a core assumption of the PCrationalist, to statement status looks,
however, suspiciously like an ad hocmanoeuvre introduced only to avoid logical paradox.
If not, how does Miller’s hypothesis increase the criticizability of PCR? Moreover,
beyond the avoidance of paradox why should we not take (B) as a position
simultaneously to (A)? In other words, is there a criterion that will allow us to distinguish
between positions and statements? Or when do positions entail positions, and not just
statements? And which statements are criticizable on their own, and why?
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If thereis no adequat@answerto thesequestionsthenit looksthatthedistinctionbetween
positions and statementswill be settled by someone's (either an individual's or a
community's)idiosyncraticjudgment.

Miller has not offered any theory of criticizability that would provide some sort of
demarcatiorcriterion betweenpositionsand non-criticizablestatementsExceptfor a hint at
a pragmaticcriterion, thus, Milller claimsthatin many caseshe criticism of statementgan
only be doneby a «consideratiorof the problemsthat provokedthem.»(Miller, p. 86, quoted
above.)

In contrast, Popperproposeda theory of falsifiability in which, for example,«pure
existential», «all-some»and tautological statementsvere unfalsifiable due either to their
syntacticalor semanticaktructure.

2) Furthermorewhen Miller saysthatthereis not «the slightestneedfor (B) to be adopted
along with (A), which brings it along for nothing», he seemsto be giving up the
comprehensiventention of PCR, a critical comprehensivenesshich was PCR's main
claim and aim and which distinguishedt from the older non-comprehensiveopperian
critical rationalism.If PCRabandon#s comprehensiveharactett is giving up whatwas
allegedlyits greatvirtue, what was its main advantageover critical rationalism. This
diminishedPCR could thenbe confrontedby a new tu quoque,

If you pancritical rationalist don't hold as criticizable some of your core rational
assumptiongor if you prefer statements)then neitherl, an irrationalist,needopento
criticism someof my core dogmaticsuppositionsor statements.

Now, in the caseat hand,the problem that motivated PCR andin particularA and
thereforeB wasthetu quogueargumenimadepossibleby the leapof faith requiredby critical
rationalism.Therefore,onceonerealizeswhat B says(i.e., onceonerealizesthatB is a core
assumptiorof PCRandnot just any statementinferredfrom A) andif we areto avoida new
tu quoque,we shouldhold B opento criticism, if not, B would havea dogmaticcharacter.

3) Finally, Miller claims,that,

The rationalistis not at all obligedto try to criticize all the consequencesf his ideas,andif, asmay
happensomeof themare not opento criticism at all B which may meanno morethanthat he cannot

think of any way, evenpotentially, of criticizing themz thatneednot disturbhim (Miller, p. 90.)
(Emphasisadded.)

Notice, however thatthe paradoxicahatureof PCRis anobjectivepropertyof PCR,i.e.,
a property PCR hasin Popper'sworld Ill. Therefore,PCR's paradoxicalnesgannotbe
avoidedby the pancritical rationalist'scritical attitudesor thoughts(or lack of theseattitudes
or thoughts)concerningA and/orB, sincethesethoughtsandattitudesarein Popper'sworld
II while PCRis anautonomou®bjectof world Ill. In otherwords,the paradoxicahatureof
PCRwouldn't disappeaevenif (asrecommendedby Miller) all of the PC rationalistswere
to decidenot to hold A andB as simultaneouslycriticizable.

V. Conclusion

Becauseof the paradoxicalnessf PCR (plus other variouswell known difficulties
of this doctrine, cf., for example,Watkins) it seemsthat the best option malgri tout is
Popper'scritical rationalismwith its minimum of irrationalism, with its dogmaticfaith in
reason.
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Now, if Popper'scritical rationalismrequiresa leapof faith in favour of reasonwhy not
acceptalsootherleapsof faith, for instancea leap of faith in favour of induction?In other
words, the questionnow arisesof how minimal canand shouldbe the irrationalismrequired
by critical rationalism. For example, if Popper's methodology requires a «whiff of
inductivism» (Popperin Schlipp, p. 1192),thenwhy not acceptmore thana merewhiff? J.
Worrall hasarguedfor example thata minimal methodologicalogmatismbeyondPopper's
faith in reason)is logically unavoidablen science.
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ON QUINE'S ARGUMENTS CONCERNING ANALYTICITY

Shaun Baker

In his Two Dogmasof Empiricism Quine arguesthat the traditionaldistinction between
statementshat are analytically true and statementshat are true by virtue of mattersof fact
is a metaphysicalarticle of faith. He arguesthat the distinction betweenthe two sorts of
statementhiasneverbeenadequatelysetout. In this paper,| will attemptto presentQuine’'s
argumentsand provide evaluations.

Quine setsup the problem of analyticity as being a questionof coming up with an
adequateaccountof how one problematicclassof statementghat have traditionally been
considerecdanalytic canbe reducedto anotherlessproblematicclassof statements.

Thefirst classis typified by the statemeniNo bacheloris married,the latter classby No
unmarriedmanis married. The initial stagesof argumentatiorseemto be asfollows:

1. Statementsgraditionally consideredanalyticcomein two generalvarieties.They areeither
(a) logically true, or (b) statementshat canbe turnedinto logical truths by substituting
Synonymousexpressions.

2. Statement®f type (a) are formally true. Any interpretationof the non-logicaltermswill
give areadingthatremainstrue. The non-logicaltermsin factdrop out of the explanation
of thesestatementstruth.

3. Statementsf type (b) canbe turnedinto statementsf type (a) only by substitutinga term
thatmeanghe samething as(thatis synonymousvith) oneof the non-logicalterms.That
term which is substitutednusthavethe untouchederm asa logical constituent.

4. In (a) type statementsthe meaningof the non-logicaltermsareidentical,anddrop out as
irrelevantto thetruth of thosestatementsBut sincewe areleft with themeaningrelations
betweenthe logical constituentsof the sentencesthesestatementsan be considered
analyticof the non-logicaltermsthat they contain.

5. In (b) type statementsthe meaningsof the non-logicaltermsare relevantto the truth of
thosestatementsOnly if we cansaythat one of thosetermsis synonymouswith some
otherterm that upon substitutionwould producean (a) type statementcanwe say that
a (b) type statements analytic.

With this asbackgroundQuine movesinto the next phaseof argumentationHis overall
goal is to showthat we cannotgive an accountof analyticity. The form of his argumentis
disjunctive.He presentsseveralpossibleaccountsof analyticity. On the assumptiorthat his
disjunctivepremiseis exhaustivehe concludeghatno accountof analyticity is possible and
for usto continueto believetherearesuchthingsasanalytictruthsis to engagen blind faith.
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His first few diguncts are based upon the initial argumentation above. He argues that no
account of synonymy is adequate. If that is true then no account of analyticity in terms of
synonymy is going to be adequate. He then argues that no account of analyticity that is carried
out independently of an account of synonymy will succeed either. | will now examine his
arguments concerning synonymy. After that, | will look at the argument that is concerned with
synonymy independent accounts of synonymy.

Synonymy

The terms in need of explication in (3) above are ‘same in meaning’ and ‘ synonymous .
Quine argues that we cannot give an adequate account of these terms. He argues digunctively:
he offers two possible ways to account for synonymy between terms: The first possibility is
that synonymy comes about by one of three sorts of definition. The second possibility is that
synony my between terms is ssimply the f act that they are interchangeable in al sentential
contexts salva veritate He argues that neither of these approaches will give an adequate
account of what synonymy is. Assuming that the digunctive premise is exhaustive, and he is
correct about each of the diguncts, he concludes that there can be no adequate account of
synonymy. Since there can be no adequate account of synonymy, there can be no adequate
account of how statements of type (b) are analytic if that account must depend on an account
of synonymy.

In regard to the three types of definition, Quine argues that two types in some way
presuppose synonymy without explaining what it is.

The third sort of definition does indeed create genuine synonymy relations, but Quine
seems to think that these cases are in some way importantly different from most of the alleged
cases of synonymy.

Therefore, this sort of definition cannot serve as the basis of a genera account of
synonymy.

In regard to the interchangeability thesis, Quine argues that it ultimately must involve
some sort of presupposition of analyticity to work out. The interchangeability thesis fails
because it ultimately has to make use of the notion of analyticity in order to make sense of
a language that uses the modal operator ‘it is necessarily the case that’. That language is
apparently the minimal necessary language in terms of which the interchangeability salva
veritate account of sameness in meaning can be insulated from counterexamples based upon
extensionally equivalent terms.

| start by presenting the initial steps of Quine's argument. | will include all the disuncts
he considers in the article. | will however first concentrate on the portion of his argument
concerning definitions, interchangeability salvaveritate and synonymy. Later, | will look at
his argumentation concerning a synonymy independent account of analyticity:

1. Analytic truths of type (b), if they are to exist must be such that they can be turned into
analytic truths of type (a) by making use of pairs of synonymous terms.

2. Synonymous terms are synonymous by virtue of either (c) one term being defined in terms
of the other, or (d) being interchangeable salvaveritatein all sentential contexts, or, (€)
by being true according to the semantic rules of the language of which they are a part.

3. If terms are synonymous by virtue of (c), the definition has to be one of three types:
lexicographic, or explicative/ampliative, or conventional.
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4. If the definition is lexicographic,it is a reportof pre-existingusage.

5. The lexicographer'sreport of pre-existing linguistic behavior cannot serve as the
explanationor groundof that pre-existingbehavior.His report merely recordsthe pre-
existing behavior.

6. Therefore termscannotbe synonymousn virtue of lexicographicdefinition alone.

7. If the definition is explicative/ampliativeijt is a modification or explicationof somepre-
existing synonymyrelation. The personor persongmakingthis definition supplemenbr
refine the pre-existingsynonymyfor somepurposeor another.

8. But if what (7) saysis true, then some synonymyis alreadybeing madeuse of. The
explicative/ampliativedefinition is dependentor its existenceupon that pre-existing
synonymy.

9. If (8) is the case thenthe explicative/ampliativedefinition in questiondoesnot introduce
the pre-existingsynonymy,or accountfor its existence.

10. So, thereis at leastone synonymywhoseexistencecannotbe accountedor in termsof
this one explicative/ampliativedefinition.

11. But supposethat the pre-existing synonymy itself was the result of some earlier
explicative/ampliativedefinition.

12.If this earliereventwasindeedan explicative/ampliativadefinition, thenit too musthave
beenbaseduponsomeearlier synonymyrelation.

1

w

. If explicative/ampliativedefinition is to be usedto accountfor all synonymyrelations,
thenwe landin aninfinite regress.

14. So, explicative/ampliativedefinition cannotdo as a generalaccountof how synonymy
relationscomeinto being. Explicative/ampliativedefinition cannotgive an accountof
synonymy.

15. If the definition is conventional thenwe havea casewheretwo termsare setasequal,
oneterm beingintroducedas abbreviatoryof the other.E.g., e.g.=df for example'.

16. If we havea casewheretwo termsare beingsetasequal,onebeingabbreviatoryof the
other,thenwe havea casewherea synonymyrelationhasbeencreatedby definition.

17. Conventionaldefinitions creategenuinesynonymies.

Even though he allows that conventionaldefinitions can create synonymouspairs of
terms,Quinestill thinksthatanadequatgeneralccountof synonymyhasnot beenproduced.
It seemghathe wantanaccountthatcanbe madeuseof in explainingsynonymieghat exist
in naturallanguagesHe doesnot think thatthis canbe doneby conventionaldefinition alone.
Perhapsit can be carried out via some sort of combination of conventional and
explicative/ampliativalefinition. It remainsto be seenif thisis true.l will spelloutaway this
might be done after | have presentedQuine's argumentconcerningthe impossibility of a
synonymy independentaccountof analyticity. However, for now | want to look at the
argumentconcerningthe inadequacyof interchangeabilityas an accountof synonymy.

OnceQuine dismissedlefinition as an adequateaccountof synonymy,he moveson to
interchangeabilitysalva veritate



<http://www.sorites.org® «On Quine's ArgumentsConcerningAnalyticity» by ShaunBaker 59

Interchangeabilitysalva veritate by itself is not sufficient for samenes®f meaningfor
two reasonsOne cansubstituteextensionallyequivalenttermsand preserveruth, while one
does not preservemeaning.So, if we have a languagethat deals only with one place
propertiestwo or more placerelations,and containsthe truth functional operators singular
terms, variables for those singular terms, and quantifiers, we will not have enoughto
guaranteethat if we are to replaceone term with another,while preservingtruth in some
statementthatwe will havealsopreservedhe original meaningof that statementit may be
true to saythatall creatureswith heartslive on earth,true that all creatureswith heartsare
creaturesvith kidneys,andtherebytrue thatall creatureswith kidneyslive on earth,but the
first andlatter sentenceslo not seemto meanthe samething. Soit seemgelativeto this sort
of languagejnterchangeabilityn not going to be sufficientfor synonymy.

But perhapswe can enrich our language.We can add what Quine calls “intensional
operators'to our language Thesewould be thingslike cognitive operatorsmodal operators,
andthe like. Quine points out the operatormostlikely to help usin g iving an accountof
analyticity: the modal operator'it is necessariljthe casethat'.

Necessaryruthsarethosethataretrue ‘comewhatmay'. Leibniz took this to meanthat
they are those statementghat are true in every possibleworld. We can think of possible
worlds as possiblecircumstancesSo necessaryruths are thosethat are true in all possible
circumstancesthis would seemto indicate that their truth is only an internal matter. The
circumstancesimply do not matter.Soit would seemthatnecessarilyrue statementsretrue
by dent of a feature havin g to do only with themselves.T hat feature cannot be the
extensionf the necessarihtrue st atementsshouldthey havethem. Therefore,it mustbe
their meaningghat arethe key feature.

So maybeif we work with a sententialmatrix like "Necessarilyjf x is an A, thenx is
aB', asasortof testfor synonymywe canfind thosesynonymouspairsof type (b) afterall.
For only if the non-logicalterms are exactly the samein meaningwill they drop out and
becomaerrelevantto the truth preservatiorof the statementsve areusingastestcaseslf we
comparethe statementNecessarilyjf x is a creaturewith a heart,thenx is a creaturewith a
kidney, with the statemeniNecessarilyjf x is threein number,thenx is odd, we seehow
plausiblethis soundsThis sortof approachalsoseemdo work whenwe plug in bachelorand
unmarried.

However, Quine thinks that doing this ultimately landsus in an accountof analyticity
throughinterchangeabilitythat involves us in somesort of circular account.His arguments
difficult to follow, but it seemgo be the following:

Interchangeability

1. In the simplerfirst orderlanguagat is possiblefor universalclaimsto preserveruth upon
interchangeof terms, even when we would say that the meaningsof the terms are
different. All that needsbe the caseis that the termsare extensionallyequivalent:e.g.;
Thetrue statementAll andonly creaturesvith heartsarecreaturesith hearts'goesinto
the equallytrue statementAll andonly creaturewith heartsarecreaturewith kidneys'.

2. So, for any pair of universalclaims that are both true, and one of which is the result of
suchaninterchangeof terms, it is possiblethat they differ in meaningwhile they agree
in extension.They could both be true by accident,by dint of a matterof fact.
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3. "All andonly bachelorsarebachelors,’and"All andonly bachelorsareunmarriedmales,’
area pair of universalclaims,bothtrue,andoneof which is the resultof interchangeof
the terms bachelor'and ‘unmarriedmale.'

4. It is possiblethatthe pair of universalstatementsn 3 differ in meaningwhile agreeingn
extensionlt is possiblethat they are both true by accident,by dentof a matterof fact.

5.If it is possiblethat of a pair of universalstatementvhich satisfythe descriptionin (2) that
oneof the pairis true by dint of a matterof fact, thenit is possiblethatthey arenot both
analytictruths.

6. Only if it is not possiblefor a pair of universalstatementsike thosedescribedn 2 to differ
in meaningwhile agreeingn extensionandthusit is not possiblefor one of the pair to
be true by dentof a matterof fact, will both statementde analytictruths.

7. Perhapghefollowing is true. It doesseemthat Quine's(a) type exampleandthethreeand
oddnes&xamplesuccessfullymeetthe following condition: Only synonymougermswill
fill in a matrix like "Necessarilyjf x is an A thenx is a B'. For example,if we putin
“creaturewith a heart' and "creaturewith a kidney' for A and B, respectivelythenwe
createa false statementfrom a true one. It is logically and physically possiblefor a
creaturewith akidneyto haveno heart,andfor a creaturewith a heartto haveno kidney.
We can conceiveof suchbeings,andwe arefamiliar with peopleon dialysis machines,
or who haveartificial organs.On the otherhand,if we substitute creaturewith a heart'
for both A and B, we get a true statementNo matterof fact canrefute that statement,
andwe cannotconceiveof a matterof fact that could refuteit.

8. But the proposalwill work only if the operatorit is necessariljthe casethat doesnot in
someway presupposea notion of analyticity.

9. But to say that somethingis necessarilythe caseis to say that it could not have been
otherwise.

10. To saythatsomethingcould not havebeenotherwiseis to saythatit would havebeenthe
caseno matterwhat other facts might obtain.

11. To saythat somethingwould havebeenthe caseno matterwhat otherfacts might obtain
is to saythatthe otherfactsareirrelevantto its truth.

12.But if somethings the caseregardles®f all otherfacts,thenit mustbe the casebecause
of factsinternalto it.

13. Therefore,necessariljtrue statementare true only becauseof factsinternalto them.

14. Statementfaveextensionandintensions. Thesearethe only “facts' cognitivelyrelevant
to statements.

15. Whetheror not a statemenhasan extensions a matterof whetheror not its constituents
have extensions Whetheror not words have extensionsdependson what other facts
obtain. Therefore,whetheror not a statemenhas an extensiondependson what other
factsobtain. Theseotherfactsare not internalto the statement.

16. Therefore,necessariljtrue statementsre not true by virtue of their extensions.

17. Intensionsare the linguistic meaningsof words.
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18. Words can havelinguistic meaningsevenwhenthey lack reference.

19. Therefore intensionsare somethinga word canhaveindependentlyf any matterof fact
externalto their own meaning.

20. But if linguistic meaningsare somethingwords canhaveindependentlhyof any matterof
fact externalto their own meaningthenstatementganhavemeaningsndependentlyof
mattersof fact.

21. So, the only typesof statementshat canbe necessarilytrue are thosethat are true only
by virtue of the meaningghey have.

22. But the only type of statementhatis true only by virtue of the meaningshey haveare
analytic statements.

23. Thereforeto say «NecessarilA is a B» is to say somethinglike «It is analyticallytrue
that A is B».

24. But we arepresupposin@nalyticityin orderto be ableto makesenseout of the sentential
operatorit is necessarilythe casethat, which we wereto usein a non-circularmanner,
in orderto sift out analytictruths.

25. Therefore, we cannot produce an adequateaccount of analyticity in terms of
interchangeabilityof termssalvaveritate

SemanticRules

Quine now abandonghe attemptto producean accountof synonymy,and attemptsto
give an accountof analyticity in termsthat are independenbf synonymy.He makesuse of
the notion of semanticrules of languagesTo simplify mattershe considersartificial formal
languages.

The generalideais that the analyticity of a statemenis seenasrelativeto the semantic
rules of the languageof which it is a part. We might usean example:In pure propositional
logic, the semanticvalueof a statements oneof two truth-values “true’ or “false'. Thereare
simple statementsand compoundstatements.

Compound statementsare created by concatenatingsimple statementsusing truth
functions.(i.e.,theconnectives, v, ~, etc.).Eachtruth functionis assignedtruthtable.The
truth tablesgive semantiaulesby which onecandeterminethe truth-valueor semanticvalue
of any truth functionally compoundstatementthat is createdby use of the connectives.
Analytic statementsould be specifiedasthosethatdescribeapplicationsof thesemantiqules
(the truth tables)which come out true on every possibleconcatenatiorof semanticvalues
possiblefor the propositionalvariablesin the statementBy thatrule "p' in not an analytic
statemenbf propositionallogic, but “pU~p' is.

Hereis what Quine saysaboutthis:

A semanticatule of this ¥4 type,arule of truth, is not supposedo specifyall the truthsof the language;
it merely stipulates recursivelyor otherwise a certainmultitude of statementsvhich, alongwith others
unspecifiedareto countastrue. Sucha rule may be concededo be quite clear. Derivatively, afterward,
analyticity canbe demarcatedhus: a statements analyticif it is (not merelytrue but) true accordingto
the semanticrule.

Quinenow complainsthatin sucha definition, oneunexplainedermis beingsubstituted
for another Assuming truth’ is not a problematicterm, "analytic' hasbeenreplacedby “true
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by virtue of a semanticalrule’. Using the example,we can give a semanticrule for
propositionalogic asfollows: All statementshatareof theform "p v ~p' aretrue. We might
beinclinedto saythatthis is a statemenbdbf a semantiaule of propositionallogic. But Quine
tells us thatthis statements mostgenerallydescribedas a statementvhich saysof a certain
setof statementypesthatthey aretrue. But not every statementhat saysof a certainsetof
statementypesthat they are true is happily describedas a statemenof a semanticrule. |
might say, (andit might be the casethat) all the predi ctionsof the oracleof Delphi aretrue,
but this would not seemto be a statemenbf a semanticafule of anylanguageNeitherwould
my sayingthis sort of thing makeit true thatthe oracularutterancesreall analyticallytrue.
If all statementsvhich sayof a certainsetof statementypesthattheyaretrue weresemantic
rules,thenall truthswould be analytic.Clearly, it mustbe the casethat somesubsetof these
sortsof statementsre statement®f the semanticrules of languagesand someare not. But
what propertysetsoff the favoredsubsetfrom its brethren”Maybe that propertyis the fact
that the favored statementgoint out truths that result only from the primitive postulated
semanticrules (suchasthe truth table of disjunctionin our example).The "analytic making
property’ would be somethinglike "being a sentenceform that receivesa semanticvalue
assignmentrue eachtime it is evaluatedusingthe primitive semantiaules,andreceiveghis
assignmentegardlesf the truth value assignment®f the atomic statementsQuine is not
satisfiedwith this sortof move,andthinksthatultimatelyit cannotbe usedto give anaccount
of analyticity. His reasonseemgo be the following: Whenwe setup a formal languagdike
propositionalogic, we startby postulatingsomesetof semanticulesasbasic.Otherscanbe
definedin termsof the postulatesin formal languagesye areinterestedn statementsn so
far asthey canbe derivedform other statementsn accordwith transformatiorrules. But it
is opento uswhich semantiauleswe treatasthe basicset.E.g.,we cantreatrulesinvolving
negationand disjunctionasthe primitive semanticrules, and canthen define other semantic
rulesinvolving, for example,conditionalsin termsof the primitive ruleswe havechosen.

We might evengo the other way, treating as basicthe conditional,and negation,and
define disjunctionin termsof these.lIt is also possiblethat we could try and startwith one
semantiaule, perhapghe "Shefferstroke' andattemptto definea large setof connectivesn
termsof it. Converselywe could startwith a rich languagecontainingmanybasicsemantic
rules, and define certain long formulae using the Sheffer stroke in terms of the many
postulatedsemanticrules.

In the former kind of case,the non-basicsemanticrules are derived. They can be
describedasabbreviatoryconventionsThe languagecould do without them. It would just be
more cumbersomavithout them. In thosesortsof languagesit seemghat the derivedrules
arenot really in an ultimate sensebasicsemanticrules of the language They are not among
the postulatesBut sinceit is up to us which semanticruleswill be basic,thereis no sense
in sayingthatthereis in any sortof taskindependensensea privilegedsetof statementshat
follow from the basicsemanticrulesof propositionallogic. Relativeto taskA, semanticule
X canbetreatedasbeinga postulate put relativeto anothertaskB, x may betreatedasbeing
definedin termsof and being dependentupon other semanticrules that are being usedas
postulatesT herearemanypossiblepurelylogical tasksthatcanbe carriedout usingaformal
language Soif "X is analytic' means'x is invariably true by the basicsemanticrulesof L',
means Xx's invariabletruth is the resultonly of an applicationof a postulateof L', thenany
invariabletruth of propositionalogic could conceivablybetheresultmerelyof anapplication
of somepostulateof someL which is family relatedto propositionallogic. It would thereby
be an analytictruth by the basicsemanticrulesof thatL.
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Soit seemghatthe following is the case:lf the analyticity of a formula of someformal
languagd. is to be definedin termsof whetheror notit is (1) a statementvhich is true only
becauseof the fact that it turnsout true on every possibleassignmenbdf truth valuesto its
propositionalconstituentsand (2) it usesonly the primitive semanticrules of that language
to determineif (1) is the case,and (3) what rules are treatedas primitives, or postulatess
somethingthatis relative to the tasksthat the creatorof that systemhasin mind, then (4) it
is true that analyticity, so definedis relative to languagesHowever,this doesnot seemto
showthat thereare no analytictruths,as Quine seemso maintain.

But how cantheseconsideration$e appliedto ordinarylanguage? think they canbe
appliedin sucha way asto throw doubton Quine's strongposition. Earlier,| mentionedin
connectionwith the discussionof definition, that there might be a way of combining
conventionaldefinition, and explicative/ampliativedefinition so asto give someaccountof
analyticity. Now | will try andsketchthis out.

Becausdherelativerichnessof the conceptaisedin alanguagearein someway relative
to tasksundertakervia thatlanguagewhat may be a deductiveconsequencef the meaning
of aword usedto designatea conceptof onelanguagemay not be a deductiveconsequence
of the meaningof that sameword as usedin a richer language But if there are deductive
consequencegsf the meaningsof words, thenthereare analytictruths. True, therecannotbe
analytic truths in somesort of absolutesense but this doesnot seemto count againstthe
thesisthat there are at least someanalytic truths. Quine claims that there are no analytic
truths.To prove,ashis semantiaculesargumenseemsdo, thatanalytictruths,if thereareany,
arein someway languagedependentandtaskdependentioesnot establisithe strongerpoint.
It still seemghatrelativeto a giventask,anda givenway of conceptualizing situation,that
therewill be somededucibleconsequencesf thatconceptualizationif the deductionof such
consequencess not an analysisof the postulates,or conceptualunderpinningsof that
language then what else could it be? This theory of languagerelative analytic truths may
allow usto dealwith the allegedcounterexamplethat are aimedat traditional examplesof
analyticstatementsOnesuchtraditionalexamples the statemenAll bachelorsaareunmarried
male humansof marriageableage.

Psychologisthavefound that people,if asked,will saythatthe Popeis not a bachelor.
This is true despitethe fact that he is an unmarriedmale humanof marriageablege.People
will alsorefuseto labela manwho haslived in the samehouseasa womanwith whom his
is not wed with the term. Also, extremelyold single men are not countedas bachelorgthe
Popeis onceagaina good exampleof this).

All of thisis supposedo countagainstreadingthe universalgeneralizatioraboveasan
analytictruth concerningthe word "bachelor'.

It seemghattherearetwo distinct waysto respondto this claim.

(1) Bachelor' just means unmarried human male of marriageable age and the
counterexamplshowsthatwithin thatbroadcategorythereare subspecies®?eoplemay have
in mind somerather typical examplesof the specieswhen they are askedto answerthe
guestionsconcerningatypical examplesBecausehey havethesetypical examplesn mind,
moresothanexamplef theatypicaltypes,they makethesgudgmentsThe empiricalresults
do not showthat thereare no analytictruths concerningthe term “bachelor',they just show
thatpeoplecanbeledinto errorby psychologicafactors.lt seemghatempiricalresultscould
be producedhatwould corroboratehis view. If the psychologisthadaskedtheir subjectgo
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think carefully andtell themwhetheror not “strictly speaking'the Popeetc. werebachelors,
it seemdo me that they would havereceivedaffirmative answers.

(2) The secondype of approactto theseallegedcounterexamplegould be morein line
with the way Quinelooks at formal languages.

Accordingto that view, the word “bachelor'can be seenasa symbolthat is sharedby
variouslanguageseachof which is a part of a motley collectioncalled English’, or "natural
language'or somethingof the sort. Theselanguagesare collectedtogetherby the fact that
they are usedby at leastsomepeoplein our societyat any onetime.

Somelanguagesre propersubsetf others,somelanguageshareterms,or conceptual
underpinningsbut areotherwiseindependentandothersmight be completelyindependenof
one another.Someterms are sharedby various membersof the motley crew, but vary in
meaningeither throughvariationsin relative conceptuakichness,or completedifferencein
meaning Differentlanguage®r sublanguagesanberoughlydelineatedy differenttasksfor
which theyweremoreor lessconsciouslydesignedSo termssharedby distinctlanguage®r
sublanguagewiill vary in meaningaccordingto the task or tasksfor which the languageor
sublanguagexists.Being memberwf the overall societythat makesuseof this hodgepodge,
we moreor lesspick up andusethe memberof the hodgepodgeOur problemswith theterm
“bachelor'are reflective of this situation.It may be an analytic truth of languageA that an
unmarried male of marriageableage is a bachelor,and an analytic truth of A that an
unmarriedmaleof marriageablegewho is shackingup with awomanis alsoa bachelor.Yet
languageA maybe somesortof a sublanguagef a largerlanguagewhich alsohaslanguage
B asa part. LanguageB hassometask different than that of A, and accordingto it, only
unmarried males of marriageableage who are in some senseof the word eligible are
bachelorsSo accordingto this hypotheticallanguageB the Popedoesnot makethe cut, and
neitherdoesour shackingup guy. We might imagine languageA to be usedby the legal
community,or by the IRS, andlanguageB to be usedby peoplemore or lessinterestedn
who standsa realistic chanceof getting hitched.

Within eachlanguage there are certainthings that are taken for granted.In the IRS
languagethe universeof discoursesimply consistof unmarriedadultmalesandfemalesand
marriedadult malesand females,and bachelorsimply meansunmarriedadult male,because
relativeto the task of determiningwhat tax rate an adult male gets,whetherhe is marriedor
not is one of the relevantcharacteristichie may have.Whetherhe is eligible is irrelevantto
the purposesf the IRS. In the matchmaker'danguagethe universeof discourseconsistsof
unmarriedviable malesand females,unmarriedunviable malesand females,and married
malesandfemalesandbachelormeansunmarriedadultmalewho is viable husbandmaterial,
becauseelative to the task of determiningwhich malesare possiblehitchees,not only is
beingunmarrieda relevantproperty,but viability (broadly construed)s a relevantproperty.

In general,Quinethinksthatit is troubling for thosethat are committedto the existence
of analytictruths,thatall the attemptedexplicationsof what analyticity is somehowland the
believerin a closedapparentlycircular definition of analyticity. It is explainedin terms of
synonymy,andinterchangeabilityandthesethemselvesiltimately dependuponthe notion of
analyticitythemselvesNow it is not clearexactlywhatwe shouldtakeawayfrom thesestates
of affairs, evenif we grantthat they are true. Quine seemsto allow that we can create,by
conventionaimeans someanalytic,or definitional terms.Yet, he thinks that asidefrom this,
we cannotpoint to analytictruths of ordinarylanguage.Yet, he alsofeelsthat logical laws,
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suchasthe law of excludedmiddle, are opento empiricalfalsification. He hasin mind the
particle wave duality of particle p hysics.So it seemsthat theseto o are synthetic,or have
someempirical element.But if we try to define analyticity in termsof any of the notions
canvassedbove ,we will find ourselvesexplicatingthis family of termsby othertermsin the
family. Quinethinksthis is a fatal flaw. It is fatal becauset is circular.

However, there are other families of terms eachmemberof which finds its meaning
explainedin termsof othermembersof the sameset. Considerthe terms “father', "'mother’
“child". A child is the resultof geneticcontributionsof a male and femalehuman(a mother
andafather),who accountfor the child's existenceA fatheris amalehumanwho alongwith
a femalehuman(that would be a mother) hascontributedgeneticallyto a third human(that
would be a child) accountingfor that human'sexistence A motheris a female humanwho
alongwith a male human(father) hascontributedgeneticallyto a third human(child again)
accountingfor that human'sexistence.

Doesthis relation betweenthesetermsthrow us into gravedoubtsasto the viability of
familial discourse andthe very possibility of making meaningfulutterancesaboutchildren,
fathersand mothers?Doesit lead us to think their is no distinction betweenthings familial,
and things non-familial? No. Even in logic, (as Quine points out in his essay),the truth
functional terms are definedin termsof eachother. This fact doesnot lead us to abandon
logical discourse,or proclaim that there can be no satisfactoryaccountof the logical
connectiveslt doesnot leadusto claim thatthereis no distinctionbetweenogical truthsand
truths of othertypes.

In general,if we can countenancesuch families of relatedterms, and can establish
membershipn suchfamilies,thentherewill be analytictruths. Thosetruthswill explicatethe
conceptuaktructure,indeedthe identity of thosefamilies. Similarly, if we cancountenance
the family of termsthat Quinepresentsandtheir conceptualnterrelationsthentherewill be
suchpropertiesas analyticity, synonymy,and necessity.

Philosophyis repletewith suchfamilies of terms.The family that Quineexploresis one.
Anotheris {knowledge,truth, justification}. Anotheris {good, obligatory, permissible}.

In generalQuinehasthis problem:If we areto takeinterdefinabilityasa fatal flaw, and
as an indicator that an areaof discourseis eitherimpossible,or ultimately meaninglessn
someway, it seemswe will haveto throw out not only philosophicaldiscourse put much
discoursethat hasto do with mattersof fact. But we (and presumablyQuine)do not wantto
abandorthe latter sort of discourse.

Why abandorthe former?Perhapshereare somepracticalconsiderationsA reasorthat
Quine hasfor adoptinghis "web of belief' view is thatit is supposedo be a tonic against
dogmatism.

Philosophicaldiscoursemight degeneratento dogmatismandpeoplewill not keeptheir
minds open, if they are convinced that there are truths that are immune to empirical
falsification. If we were convincedweb of belief theorists this would be lesslikely to occur.

But the possibleempiricalfalsification of logical laws doesnot lead Quineto abandon
the practiceof thatdiscipline.Why thenshouldhe abandonasimpossible the possibility of
conceptualanalysisin general,which is in effect exactly what he is doing? Perhapshis
overriding concernis the specter of a recalcitrantdogmatism.
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Concerningthe worry over dogmatism| think thatway lies a two-edgedsword, which
canwith equaljustice be wielded againstweb of belief theory.If appliedconsistently web
of belief theory can and shouldland one into a firm acceptancef the allegedfact that all
statements&rein someway synthetic,andthat thereare no conceptuatruths,andthat even
the laws of logic are (evenif only slightly) empirical,and opento falsification. This would
tend to degeneratdanto dogmatic relativism, and a quick dismissalof views of a more
traditional nature.But, this would be to take up a positionthat the Quineanpositionis itself
somehowindependenof the web of belief, andprivilegedin thatit is immunefrom empirical
falsification. To take up this sort of positionis just asdogmaticasis the positionthat claims
that the Popetype examplesdo not showthat thereare no analytictruths, only inadequately
graspedconceptuaktructuresSo if thereis no virtue in the one camp,thenthereis nonein
the other.It may be thatthereare analytictruths.

We shouldnot dismissthat possibility
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AGAINST COMPATIBILISM : COMPULSION, FREE AGENCY
AND MORAL RESPONSIBILITY

William Ferraiolo

Freeagencyis incompatiblewith compulsion.Freeagencyis also necessaryor moral
responsibility. Acting under compulsion,therefore,entails the absenceof free agencyand
moral responsibility. One cannot be legitimately judged morally blameworthy (or
praiseworthy)for any act that is compelledby conditionsthat lie beyondone's ultimate
control. Compatibilistswill agreethat free agencyis necessaryor legitimate ascriptionsof
moral responsibility,but will also arguethat we often act freely and can be held morally
responsibldor our behaviorbecauseave oftenactin the absencef constraintor compulsion.
Evenin thefaceof causaldeterminism(i.e. the hypothesighatall eventsaresubjectto causal
determinatiorby antecedentonditionsandlaws of nature),compatibilistsclaim thatwe can
anddo, nonethelessact freely.

In this paper,| will arguethatfree agencyandmoralresponsibilityareincompatiblewith
causaldeterminismpreciselybecausecausaldeterminismentailsthat all humanchoicesand
actionsareultimatelycompelledby originatingconditionsbeyondthe agent'scontrol.If causal
determinismis true, thena complexchain (or web) of causalantecedentandlaws of nature
nomologicallynecessitatall deliberationchoiceandaction.If conditionsbeyondthe agent's
control ultimately determinethe choicesthat the agentmakesand the behaviorsthat result
from them, thenit follows that ascriptionsof moral responsibilityare unjustifiable (though
praiseand/orblamemay servepragmaticfunctionsb e.g.conditioningfuture behavior).The
compatibilistpositionis, | claim, inconsistentBehaviorsthat compatibilistsidentify asfree
are ultimately subjectto compulsionand should, by the compatibilist's own account,be
identified as unfree.

Causal Determinism

Both compatibilistsand hard deterministg(i.e. deterministswho deny the compatibility
of causaldeterminismand free agency)will assento somethinglike the following account
of the natureof causaldeterminism:

D: Any event,E, is causallydeterminedjust in case,given the actualantecedent
conditionsand laws of nature,it is not nomologically possiblefor E not to have
occurred.

In otherwords,if all eventsthat have actually occurredprior to, and/orconcomitantly
with E, takenjointly with the relevantlaws of nature,constitutea nomologically sufficient
conditionfor producingE, thenE is causallydetermined.
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For example,given that | pick up a book, hold it abovemy desk,and thenreleasemy
grip on it, then, given that the book is not otherwisesupportedandis subjectto the earth's
gravitationalfield, the book mustfall to the desk.For the book not to fall, the antecedent
conditionsmustbe differentthanthosedescribedpr the laws of naturemustbe altered.The
antecedentonditionsfor the bookfalling aremany.Theyinclude:the formationof the planet
earththeevolutionof humanbeings,my birth, my picking up thebook,etc. Therelevantaws
of natureinclude: the law of gravity, thoselaws of neurophysiologygoverningmy bodily
behaviorsin their relationto brain statesand environmentaktimuli, etc.

If the determinist'sthesisis true,thenall eventsin the universearesubsumableinderthe
descriptionD (i.e. all eventsare causally determined).Compatibilists claim that causal
determinismdoesnot precludethe possibility of morally significantfree agency.Onecanbe
causallydeterminedo performsomeact and, nonethelessperformthat act freely. But how,
accordingto compatibilists,can suchan act be legitimately called «free»?

Free Agency

Both compatibilistsand hard deterministswill assento somethinglike the following as
a necessarygonditionfor free agency:

F: If apersonpP, actsfreely, then,ontheoccasionn question P mustnot be subject
to compulsionb andheractmustbe causallydeterminedy the exertionof herwill.

Surely a «free act» requiresat leastthis: the actin questionmustbe attributableto the
agent'swill andnotcompelledby conditionsbeyondthe agent'scontrol, suchasneurological
disordersmusclespasmsexternalforce, etc. If this conditionis not met,thena free actdoes
not occur. Both publicly observablébehaviorsand also «internal»actsof will (e.g.choices,
deliberations,etc.) must be attributableto the will of someagentif that agentis to be
legitimatelydescribecasactingfreely onthe occasionn question An agentthatis compelled
to choose deliberate or behavein a certainfashiondoesnot do so freely.

The Compatibilist Position

Compatibilistsclaim that the hard determinist(aswell asthe libertarianincompatibilist)
tacitly assumes faulty accountof free agencythat doesnot accordwith the commonusage
of the relevantterms(e.g. «We arefree to travel whereasprisonersare not.») We canmake
senseof the distinction betweenactionsthat are compelledor constrainedvy forcesbeyond
theagent'scontrolandthosethatarenot, so, the compatibilistinsists,it follows thatfree acts
are commonly understoodto be voluntary acts or acts in the absenceof constraintor
compulsion.We all recognizeand understandhe distinction betweenvoluntary and non-
voluntary behavior,hencewe should all recognizeand embracethe phenomenorof free
agency(causaldeterminismnotwithstanding).

So,W.T. Stacearguesthatan actis free solong asit is causallydeterminedoy internal
psychologicalstates(e.g. beliefs and desires)of the agentperformingthe act and not by
conditionsexternalto theagent.In otherwords,voluntaryactsarefree.Involuntarybehaviors,
on the otherhand,are not free becausehey do not proceedfrom the agent'swill but result
instead from external compulsionor constraint. Stace suggeststhat we comparesets of
hypotheticalconversationsand ask ourselvesif thereis not a clear distinction betweenthe
causaldeterminant®f the behaviorin eachtype of casedescribedanda concomitantlyclear
distinction betweendescriptionsof free acts and descriptionsof acts that are not free
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(accordingto commonusageof «free»and relatedterms). The following is the first of the
comparisonde offers, andit is, | believe,the mostfelicitous illustration of the bunch:

Jones: oncewentwithout food for a week.

Smith: Did you do that of your own free will?

Jones:No. | did it becausd waslost in a desertand could find no food.
To be contrastedwith:

Gandhi:l oncefastedfor a week.

Smith: Did you do that of your own free will?

Gandhi:Yes. | did it becausd wantedto compelthe British Governmento give India its independence.

After presentinga numberof similar illustrations, Staceprovidesan analysisthat he
believesto be in accordwith commonusageof expressionsuchas «of his own free will».

We havenow collecteda numberof casef actionswhich, in the ordinaryusageof the Englishlanguage,
would be called casesn which peoplehaveactedof their own free will. We shouldalsosayin all these
caseghatthey choseto actasthey did. We shouldalsosaythatthey could haveactedotherwise,if they
hadchosen For instance MahatmaGandhiwas not compelledto fast; he choseto do so. He could have

eatenif he hadwantedto. [1952: pp. 250-1]

Solong asGandhi'schoiceto fastis determinedoy his desireto force the British out of
India andhis belief thatfastingmay producethe desiredresult, his actis free (thoughcausally
determined)andis an expressiorof his internal psychologicalstates. Thereis nothing more
required for free agency.Jones,on the other hand, is compelledto fast by an external
condition,namely,the absencef food in his immediateenvironmentHence,Jonesdoesnot
decideto fast(heis compelledo do so),andhis doingsois not afreeact. No furtheranalysis
of the causalantecedents eachcaseis requiredto understandhe distinction betweenfree
andunfreeacts.Anyonenot embroiledin a philosophicaldebateoverfreewill would saythat
Gandhi'sactis free and Jones'actis not. Staceclaimsthatthe issueis thusresolved.

Similarly, A.J. Ayer (1954)argueshatthe absencef internalcompulsion(e.g.neurosis
suchaskleptomania)r externalcompulsion(e.g.a gunto one'shead)entailsfreedomof the
will thatcanbetranslatednto freeagencyln otherwords,the absencef internalor external
compulsionis all thatis necessaryor freedomof thewill andmorally significantfreeagency.
But canthis condition everactually be satisfiedin a deterministicworld?

For the sakeof argument] amwilling to grantStaceandAyer the claim thatthe absence
of constraintor compulsionis sufficient for free agency.However,| will arguethat it is
impossibleeverto befree of constraintor compulsionin a deterministiovorld, atleastinsofar
asone'swill is concernedGiven thatthe agent'swill is causallydeterminedoy antecedent
conditions and laws of nature, the agentis ultimately compelledto will, to choose,to
deliberate, etc. as the antecedentconditions and laws of nature have determined.But
antecedentonditionsandlaws of natureare,ultimately, originatingconditionsexternalto the
agentb though the agentmay be «submergedn,» and part of, the causalstreamthat
determinesall deliberation,choiceand behavior.
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Compulsion and Moral Responsibility

If any event, E, is causally determined, then it cannot have not occurred — given the
prevailing laws of nature and the actual causal antecedents of the event in question. Suppose
the event in question is an «internal» act of will (e.g. a choice resulting from causally
determined deliberation). In what sense is the agent not compelled to perform this act of will
(i.e. make the choice in question), if the act is causally determined by the prevailing laws of
nature, the agent’s environment, the complex causal relationships between the agent’s brain
states, psycho-physical history, heredity, current environmental stimuli, and the natural laws
that govern such complex relations? In Stace’s scenario, the external world compels Gandhi
to choose as he does, just as the absence of food in the desert compels Jones to fast. Causal
determination of externally observable behavior by an act of will, does not preclude prior
causal determination of the act of will by conditions that originate in the external world.
Gandhi’s beliefs and desires are determined by his heredity and environment — his initial
cognitive endowment and al modifications thereof resulting from environmental
impingements. These compel him to deliberate and choose accordingly. If Gandhi’s choiceis
compelled, then it seems that the resulting behavior is compelled as well. The mere fact that
one's body behaves in accordance with one’s will does not imply that one’s will is free.

The question is this: Can one, given the actual antecedent conditions and laws of nature,
choose otherwise than one actually does? As C. A. Campbell (a libertarian incompatibilist)
puts it:

We do not consider the acts of arobot to be morally responsible acts; nor do we consider the acts of aman

to be so save insofar as they are distinguishable from those of a robot by reflecting an inner life of choice.

Similarly, from the other side, if we are satisfied that a person has definitely elected to follow a course

which he believes to be wrong, but has been prevented by external circumstances from translating hisinner
choice into an overt act, we still regard him as morally blameworthy. Mora freedom, then, pertains to

inner acts. [1957: p. 160]

The implications for moral responsibility are fairly straightforward. To hold any agent
morally responsible for his «inner acts», they must not be the result of compulsion. Moral
claims are ultimately normative. If any agent is morally obligated to choose in a certain way,
that agent must have the capacity to so choose. One cannot be obligated to do that which is
ultimately beyond one’s power. If it is not within one’s power to choose otherwise than asis
determined by the relevant antecedent conditions and laws of nature, then one cannot be
obligated to choose otherwise. Claiming that one shouldchoose differently than one actually
does is tantamount to claiming that one shouldhave had a different history than one actually
does. Campbell, again, nicely articulates the point:

The proposition which we must be able to affirm if moral praise or blame of X is to be justified is the
categorical proposition that X could have acted otherwise because — not if — he could have chosen
otherwise; or, it is essentially the inner side of the act that matters, the proposition simply that X could

have chosen otherwise. [1957: p. 164]

If determinism is correct, the claim that | could have behaved otherwise if | had chosen
otherwise, is vacuously true because | never could have chosen otherwise given the actual
causal antecedents of my choice. The clam that | should have chosen that which | cannot
have chosen (not to mention the moral blame attending that claim) is indefensible. It is no
different than suggesting that | shouldhave been born with blue eyes and blaming me for my
brown eyes.
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Compatibilist Reply

Ayer complainsthat this type of incompatibilist argumentconflatesthe conceptsof
causatiorand compulsion:

That all causesequally necessitatés indeeda tautology, if the word “necessitateis taken merely as
equivalentto “cause':butif, asthe objectionrequiresiit is takenasequivalentto “constrain‘or ‘compel’,
then| do not think that this propositionis true. For all thatis neededfor one eventto be the causeof
anotheiis that,in thegivencircumstancesheeventwhichis saidto bethe effectwould not haveoccurred
if it hadnot beenfor the occurrenceof the eventwhich is saidto be the causeor vice versa,according
as causesare interpretedas necessaryor sufficient, conditions:and this fact is usually deduciblefrom
some causallaw which statesthat wheneveran event of the one kind occurs then, given suitable
conditions,an eventof the otherkind will occurin a certaintemporalor spatio-temporatelationshipto
it. In short, thereis an invariable concomitancebetweenthe two classesof events;but thereis no

compulsion,in any but a metaphoricasense [1954: pp. 281-2]

But it is not metaphoricalcompulsionthat resultsfrom the conjunctionof one's brain
statesandthe laws that governthe translationof suchstatesinto acts(including «inneracts»
suchasdeliberationand choice).In suchmatters,the distinction between«necessitateand
«compel»is a distinctionwithout a difference.lf causaldeterminismis true,thenoneis quite
literally compelledto actasis nomologicallynecessitatetly one'soverallneurophysiological
state,andoneis quiteliterally constrainedy therelevantiaws of biology, chemistry physics,
etc. Furthermore,the fact that the agent's brain statesand other physiological statesare
«internal» to her is irrelevant to ascriptions of freedom and moral responsibility. A
kleptomaniacor a personwith a gunto her headbehavesas her brain statesdeterminethat
shemust,but Ayer lists theseasagentsvho do not behavereely (becauseheyarecompelled
by forces beyondtheir control). The statisticalabnormality of the causaldeterminantsof
psychologicalstatesin thesecasesis irrelevant. Compulsionvia quotidian psychological
processess no lessnecessitatinghan compulsionvia psychosisor threat. Sanity doesnot
liberate the agentfrom the laws of nature,but merely consignsher caseto the «usual»
mechanism®f necessitatio®® andcompulsion.

Again, Ayer claimsthatthe incompatibilistpositionassumesn unsatisfiableaccountof
freeagencythatis notin accordwith commonusageandthatmissesherealintentionbehind
commonascriptionsof freedomandmoral responsibility:

Yato saythat| could haveactedotherwiseis to say,first, that| shouldhaveactedotherwiseif | hadso
chosensecondlythatmy actionwasvoluntaryin the sensean which the actions,say,of the kleptomaniac
are not; andthirdly, that nobodycompelledme to chooseas| did: andthesethreeconditionsmay very

well be fulfilled. Whenthey arefulfilled, | may be saidto haveactedfreely. [1954: p. 282]

What Ayer ignoresis the fact that in a deterministicworld, the third condition (which
clearly shouldstatethat nothing ratherthan «nobodycompelledme¥s») cannotbe satisfied.
He also ignoresthe aforementionedracuity of the first condition (one cannothave chosen
otherwise).Perhapsiot somene but somehing, namely,the antecedentonditionsandlaws
of nature(takenjointly), alwayscompelone's choicein a deterministicworld. The laws of
natureandthe antecedentonditionsdeterminesveryoneof theagent'sinternalpsychological
states,and thesein turn determineeachof the agent'sbehaviors.Ultimately, therefore,all
causabpoweris rootedin conditionsthatoriginateexternallyto theagent.If forcesbeyondour
control compel us to believe, desire,and chooseas we do, then our beliefs, desiresand
choicesare not free. Hence,if our internal statesare causallydeterminedthen thereis no
meaningfulsensein which we canbe ascribedultimate responsibilityfor the behaviorsthat
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resultfrom them. The fact that causalmechanismgroceed,n part, throughthe mediumof
our beliefsanddesiresjn no way diminishesour compulsionor endowsus with freedom.

Conclusion

Evenif we assumehe compatibilistaccountof free agency,we mustconcludethat free
will is anillusion in adeterministicworld. If determinismis true, humanbehaviorsjncluding
acts of will, are compelledby antecedentonditionsand laws of nature,and none of them
could havebeenavoidedb unlessthe world hadturnedout differently. But the world is, of
course,as it is and not as it might have been. Similarly, the agent's causalhistory and
environmentare fixed antecedentsind concomitantsof eachof the agent'sinternal states.
These conditions compel the agent's choices. Compelled choices compel behaviors. If
determinismis true, we are not free and we cannotbe legitimately held morally responsible
for our actions.
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Mad, Martian, but not Mad Martian Pain'

Peter Alward

Lewis (1980) has argued that neither the identity theory nor functionalism can
accommodatethe possibility of both mad pain and Martian pain. Functionalismcannot
accommodatéhe possibilityof madpain® painwhosecausesndeffectsdivergefrom those
of the pain causalrole. This is becausavhatit is to be in pain accordingto functionalismis
simply to be in a state that occupiesthe pain role. And the identity theory cannot
accommodatéhe possibility of Martianpain® painwhosephysicalrealizationis foot-cavity
inflation ratherthanC-fibre activation(or whatevermphysiologicalstateoccupieshe pain-role
in normalhumans)After all, whatit is to bein painaccordingto the identity theoryis to be
in whateverstatethat occupiesthe painrole for us.

Lewis attemptdo solvethis difficulty by combiningfunctionalismandtheidentity theory
in the following way: he givesa functionalistaccountof pain for a population andgivesan
identity theoreticalaccountof pain for individual membersof a population According to
Lewis, a stateS is pain for a populationP if andonly if, with few exceptionswhenevera
memberof Pisin S, herbeingin S hasthe sortsof causesandeffectsgiven by the painrole.
(Lewis, 1980,p. 113) As aresult,C-fibre activation(or whathaveyou) is painfor the human
population,andfoot-cavity inflation is painfor the Martian population.And anindividual, X,
is in painif andonly if X is in a statewhich is pain for the appropriatepopulation (Lewis,
1980, p. 113) Thus, any individual for whom the appropriatepopulation is the human
populationis in painjustin casesheis in a stateof C-fibre activation.And any individual for
whom the appropriategpopulationis the Martian populationis in painjustin casesheis in a
stateof foot-cavity inflation.

The problemthat arisesfor Lewis' view concernshis accountof underwhat conditions
apopulationP is appropriatdor a givenindividual X. He providesuswith thefollowing four
criteria:

(1) Pis the humanpopulation.

(2) X is amemberof P.

(3) Pis apopulationin which X is unexceptional.
(4) Pis anaturalkind.

Lewis doesnot give muchexplicit guidanceasto how to apply thesecriteria, soit is best
to look at how he doesso in particularcasesConsiderthe following:

! Thanks are due to the student in my philosophy of mind class at the University of Lethbridge in the
fall of 2001 whose struggles with Lewis helped me «see the light.»
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(a) If X is our Martian, we areinclined to saythathe s in pain whenthe cavitiesin his feet are
inflated; andso saysthe theory, providedthat criterion (1) is outweighedby the otherthree,so
that the appropriatepopulationis takento be the speciesof Martiansto which X belongs.

(Lewis, 1980,p. 113)

(b) If X is our madman,we are inclined to say that he is in pain when he is in the statethat
occupiesthe role of pain for the restof us; andso saysthe theory, providedthat criterion (3)
is outweighedby the otherthree,so that the appropriatepopulationis takento be mankind.

(Lewis, 1980, p. 113)

The suggestiorseemdo be that eachcriterion is of relatively equalweightand, so, the
populationthatsatisfieshe greateshumberof criteriafor a givenindividualis theappropriate
populationfor thatindividual.

But notethatgiventhis characterizatioof the procedurdor applyingthe criteria, Lewis'
applicationof themis in both instancesslightly askew. Considercase (a). The Martian
populationdoessatisfy criteria (2), (3), and(4) for a Martian for whom foot-cavity inflation
occupiesthe pain-role.After all, it is a populationwhich is a naturalkind and of which our
ordinary Martian is an unexceptionamember.But the Human populationdoesnot merely
satisfycriterion (1), but criterion (4) aswell. And sowhile Lewis's theorydoesimply thatthe
appropriatgpopulationfor our ordinaryMartianis the Martian population,it hasto be because
(2), (3), and(4) outweigh(1) and(4) togetherandnot simply (1) by itself asLewis suggests.
Similarly, in case(b), Lewis's theory implies that the appropriatepopulationfor the mad
humanis the humanpopulationratherthan the mad humanpopulation.But this hasto be
becausdl), (2) and(4) outweigh(2) and(3) together,andnot (3) by itself asLewis claims.

Thereal trouble arises however,whenwe considerthe caseof the madMartian. Lewis
givesthe following analysisof this case:

(c) If X isamadMartian,| would beinclinedto saythatheis in painwhenthe cavitiesin his feet
areinflated; and so saysour theory providedthat criteria (2) and (4) togetheroutweigheither

(1) or (3) by itself. (Lewis, 1980,p. 114)

Now | agreethatthe Martian populationdoessatisfycriteria(2) and(4) for a Martianfor
whomfoot-cavityinflation fails to occupythe pain-role.But note:the humanpopulationdoes
not merelysatisfycriterion (1) for our extraordinaryMartian, but criteria(1) and(4). And the
mad Martian populationdoesnot merely satisfy criterion (3) in this case but criteria (2) and
(3). The upshotis that Lewis view doesnot imply that the appropriatepopulationfor our
extraordinaryMartian is the Martian populationas opposedto the Humanor mad Martian
populations.As it stands,each of the three populationshas an equal claim to be the
appropriateonein this case.And so it seemshat Lewis's theoryfails to accommodate¢he
possibility of mad Martian pain.

The sourceof this difficulty is the fact thatcriteria (1) and(3) havebeeninappropriately
given the sameweight as (2) and (4). The reasonlessweight oughtto be given to criterion
(1) is that, giventhatthe humanpopulationis a naturalkind, it automaticallysatisfiestwo of
the criteria for beingthe appropriatepopulationfor any arbitrary individual. And the reason
lessweight oughtto be givento criterion (3) is thatfor any physicalrealizationof any given
causalrole, there will be a populationof individuals who are similar with respectto the
realizationof the role, but many of whose (at least possible)memberswill be otherwise
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physiologicallyvery different? And somesuchmotley populationwill alwayssatisfytwo of
the criteria for being appropriatefor any given individual.

In light of this, one possibleemendatiorto Lewis' view would be simply to disposeof
criteria (1) and (3) altogether.This approachhowever,oughtto be rejected.Supposefor
example humanswerean exceptionakpecieswith respecto the physicalrealizationof pain
within a larger a larger genus,itself a naturalkind. The wholesaledismissalof (1) and (3)
would havethe effect of giving the humanpopulationand the more inclusive genusequal
claim to beingthe appropriatepopulationfor any given ordinary human.

A bettersuggestionat first glance,would be to retain (1) and (3) but give them lower
weightthan(2) and(4). This would yield the desiredresultsregardingboth sanehumanand
mad Martian pain. But optimismheremay well be prematureThis is becauseghereseemto
be goodreasondor demandingboththatcriterion (1) outweighcriterion (3) andthatcriterion
(3) outweighcriterion (1), surelyanuntenableaesult.First, unlesg(1) outweighs(3), therewill
be no groundsfor taking the appropriatepopulationfor Lewis' madmanto be the human
populationas opposedo a moreinclusive genusin which C-fibre activationis the occupant
of the samecausalrole it occupiesfor the madman.But second,unless(3) outweighs(1),
therewill be no groundsfor taking the appropriatepopulationfor an artificially intelligent
robot to be the populationof similarly designedrobots(no naturalkind) as opposedto the
humanpopulation.Lewis' view, it seemsmay ultimately be unsalvageable.
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Thequestiorthatthe presenpaperaddresses whatarethe properobjectsof perception.
By this one might meansomethingike whatwould be the immediateobjectsof perception,
the objectsof direct acquaintancer that which can be perceived. Answersto this can be
divided into two broadcategoriesThe first hasit that we are immediatelyacquaintedwith
mind-independengxisting objectssuchastables,chairs,carsetc. or to put it differently we
directly perceiveobjectsor acquireinformation aboutobjectslocatedin the externalworld.
The secondclaims for a needof an intermediarywhereour acquiringof information about
externalthings dependsupon immediate acquaintancevith some mind-dependenentities
(privatementalobjects) thatis perceptsandfurther,only derivatively-throughtheseobjects-
we acquireinformationaboutmind-independenbbjectslocatedin the externalworld.

Both claimsarea specief Realismin thattheyboth claim anexternalworld containing
mind-independenphysical objects. The first is broadly called “direct Realism® and the
second'indirect or representativéRealism.'It is clearthat what distinguisheghe two kinds
of realismis the veil of perceptionexistentin the latter. It is that veil that led Berkeleyto
repudiateLocke's scientific Realismbasedon the impossibility of justifying a correlation
betweerthe perceptandthe mind-independenbbjectthat causeghat percept® therecanbe

LIl concentrate on that which can be perceived i.e. that which literally can be seen, heard, touched
etc. Objects and more particularly properties of objects and not events or situations. And moreover
“seeing' and not “seeing that'. To this one might reply with reference to D.M.Armstrong's twofold claim
(for a reference see my bibliography) that mediate perception involves inference whereas immediate
perception involves no element of inference and that all perception is the acquiring of beliefs. Whereas
there is a whole lot more to be said as regards the distinction | will only point out two things. First, not
all perception involves belief as the cases of walking (e.g. side-stepping of trees) and driving show,
where the subject may be unaware of what she has perceived. Answers in terms of the presence of
unconscious inference or of inclinations to believe do not seem persuasive enough. And even if one
accepts that such cases can be somehow explained by the presence of unconscious inferences or
beliefs there are cases where there is an illusory appearance p even when the subject has a justified
belief that not-p (e.g. Muller-Lyer case). Second, The misapprehension of the distinction between
“seeing' and “seeing that' (the belief about perception or the interpretation of that which is perceived)
or between cognitive (conceptual) content and content that involves necessarily belief is the reason for
postulating a necessary involvement of inference in the case of mediate perception whereas in the case
of immediate not.

2 ltis claimed however to be subdivided to a scientific form of direct realism and to a very close view
labelled nayverealism or common-sense realist view.
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no resemblancéetweenthem, an ideacanbe like nothingbut anotheridea (Hume hasalso
claimedfor the inescapabilityof a veil of perceptiornpointing out the impossibility of making
a stepbeyondappearances) hus,in TheFirst Dialogue Philonousclaims:

How canthatwhich is sensiblebe like that which is insensible?

Berkeleyis seenas the predecessoof Phenomenalismvhere one of its propounders,
J.S.Mill, has claimed of material objects as being permanentpossibilities of sensory
experiencesThe aboveviews summarizeccanberestatedhus(whereR1 standgor a causal
etc. relation betweenx andy):

i ($X) ($y) [x is mind-independen& vy is a propertyof x & A seesy],
ii. ($X) (By) [x is mind-independen& x R1y & y is mental& A seesy],
iii. ($x) ($y) [x is mind-dependenk vy is a propertyof x & A seesy],

(with respectto directrealism,indirect realism,and phenomenalism)and hence that which

canbe seenis y (a perceivedentity), thatis, propertiessuchas colour, shape extensionand

texture.As it is apparenttherehasto be drawna distinctionbetweersense-datandpercepts.
| follow Don Locke's idea thatsense-dat# a theory-neutraterm. Thus, the formulation of

the questionshouldbe whetherspeakingaboutsense-datas reducibleto speakaboutpercepts
andif soin whatway. Otherwisethe questionof whetherphenomenapropertiescan exist

unperceivedvould haveno value whatsoeverin that case(if sense-datare perceptsthey

cannot.

If thesearetheonly options,thenwe eitherperceivemind-independenbjectsin a direct
way andthuswe acquireinformation abouttheseobjectsin animmediatemanneror we are
caughtin a veil of perceptionandwe areonly acquaintedwith it, thusacquiringinformation
for what thereis beyondthat veil (mind-independenbbjects)only derivatively, which is
alwaysforcing oneto formulatea plausibleaccountof the natureof the correlation(causal
etc.)betweerappearancesndthe externalworld. Moreover,onemustalsoprovidearationale
for explainingthe presenceof a mind-independenivorld beyondthat veil in that otherwise
it will leadunavoidablyto scepticismaboutthe externalworld (to a refutationof the presence
of a mind-independenteality beyondthat veil). But why shouldwe claim the presenceof
suchprivate mentalobjectsleadingto a presenceof a veil of perceptionin the first place?
What would a postulationof suchentitiesserve?

A common-senseealistview of perceptiorholdsthatsecondaryjualitiesareno lessreal
thanprimary qualities! Secondaryr sensoryqualitiesof objectsare mind-independenfThat
is to say,colours,temperaturesoundstextureetc.arepropertiesthat physicalobjectspossess
independentlyf the existenceof a perceivingsubject.Moreover,the claim of courseentails

¥  In Berkeley's The Principles of Human Knowledge, section 9.

In Berkeley's Three Dialogues Between Hylas and Philonous, p. 169.
For a discussion see Locke's Perception and Our Knowledge of the External World.
Derivatively, what would be the properties of such entities?

| say more on the distinction later on.
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thatthe primary qualitiesof an objectsuchas,shapesize,solidity, position,areof this kind.
Thus,Aristotle claimedthatthe subjectdirectly perceivegropertiegpossesselly objectsand
moreover,

With regardto all perceptionwe musttakeit thatthe senses that which canreceiveperceptibleforms
without their matter,as wax receivesthe imprint of the ring without the iron or gold, andit takesthe

imprint which is of gold or or bronze®

It is clear howeverthat such a contentionfacessevereproblems.Objectsin different
contextsappeardifferent. Their phenomenapropertieschange.lt is implausiblefor oneto
maintainthat he is directly acquaintedwith the actualpropertiesthat objectsreally possess
(propertiesthat appeardifferentin different contextshaveequalright in beingconsideredas
realsinceb accordingo AristotleD wereceiveperceptibleformsaswaxreceivegheimprint
of the ring without the iron or gold). Why shouldwe thereforefavour any of the received
(perceived)properties?

Thus, besideghe problemsthat the direct realistaccountfaceswith casessuchaswhen
one'sperceptuakrroris dueto a subjectivestandingof his perceptuabtate,andalso,in cases
of hallucination,wheretheremight be no presenceof an externalobjectwhatsoever,there
arecasesvherethereis anobjectivestandingof phenomenapropertiesthatis, in thesecases
asin the casef veridical perceptiorthereis aninterpersonatonvergencen judgment.The
caseof the bentstick in the water,the white expanseof the wall thatundercertainconditions
of illumination looks red, or the caseof the rectangulasurfaceof a tablewhich, viewedfrom
a certainangle,its two oppositelines appearto converge are casesf suchan interpersonal
convergencen judgment.

Now, the stick cannotbe both straightand bent, the expanseof the wall both white and
red andthe surfaceof the table both rectangulamand not-rectangularThereare however,no
distinguishing marks between the two perceptual statesin each case. The objective
phenomenastandingof both caseqveridical perceptionand perceptuakrror) enablesoneto
suggestthat with what one is directly acquainteds not a property of the objecti.e. of an
aspeciwof the world, but rathera mentalitem. Hence,the postulationof suchentities,private
mentalobjects,servesto explainthe caseof the perceptuakerror. With what oneis directly
aware(or acquainted)s appearancesnd not the real propertiesof objects.This objection,
especiallywhenit comesto perceptuakrrorswith an objectivestandingJooks devastatingo
a nayverealistanalysisof perception’?’

The direct realistnext moveis to appealto modernscience.The claim is that the ‘real’
propertieof objectsarenotappearance-determinedperceiver-dependeritheidentification
of the “real' propertiesof objectshasto be donenot by appealingto the perceptuaktateof
the perceivingsubjectbut ratherby anappeatlto the real characteof the propertiesof objects
asit is identified by science.Modern sciencetells us that the constitutionof colour is light

8

Aristotle, De Anima, p. 42.

®  The direct realist here appeals to the distinction between sensation and cognition but that is an

issue that needs separate discussion. Later on, | separate illusion into four categories.

19 See third case of illusion at the end of paper.
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of a certain wavelength,of heatis molecularmotion etc. A closerlook to what modern
physicshas,asregardslight and matter,is of importance.

Light is referredto aselectromagneticadiationbecausehe natureof light is basedon
tiny electromagnetidields, called photons.Thesephotonsof light can have many different
energylevels or wavelengthswhich are expressedn nanometergnm). Light hasproperties
both of a particle and a wave. In the caseof the visible wavelengthsgvery wavelengthis
representedby a different colour. Visible light takes up only a tiny fraction of the
electromagnetispectrumthatbetweerultravioletandinfraredlight (heat).Now we seethings
asa colourbecaus@bjectstypically absorball light exceptone particularwavelengthof light
or colour. Thatwavelength(colour)is reflectedoff the objectandabsorbedy our eyeshence
we seethe object as being the reflectedcolour™ As regardsmatter,all matteris madeup
of various combinationsof three elementaryparticles: protons, electronsand neutrons.
Electronshavewave propertiessimilar to thoseof light. All matteris in a stateof perpetual
activity. Thereis no dividing of matterandforce (energy)into two distinctterms,astheyare
one (the matter/energydistinction of a given phenomenoris relativeto the inertial frame of
the observer).

Now if one points out, when referring to an expanseof the wall with which one is
directly acquaintedand which looks red, that "this expanses not really red’, one would not
be taken as uttering an inconsistency.There may be bizarre conditionsof illumination of
which the agentis aware.Similarly, a distantobjectlooks small and the shapeof an object
variesaccordingto the conditionsof observationMoreover,objectsin the everydaylife are
often obscure,or only partly visible. Thus, different perspectivesscommit one to different
verdictsconcerningan object's shape extensionand texture.Indeed,if we areto employa
microscopehe textureof the objectlooks different. Moreover,viewedfrom differentangles
the shapeof an objectlooks different. Thereforeone's claim that "the surfaceof this tableis
actually rectangular'whenits two oppositelines appearto convergemakesperfectsense?

Phenomengbropertiesof anobjectthereforedo changewith respecto differentcontexts.
In addition, the potential phenomenatharacterof thesequalitiessuchas colour, shapeand
textureis intrinsically the same.This is to mean,asin the caseof coloursthat microphysical

' Light is attracted by gravity, it is deflected. The deflection of light is immediately related to the

decrease of its speed. Mass and energy are not two separate things but rather they could be traded one
for the other (the conversion of mass to energy could account for the enormous energy output of the
stars). Moreover, nowadays, there are several physical processes that can accomplish that, that is, to
realize this potentiality; and further, the light can provide detailed information about distant stars and
planets, e.g. distance, speed, rotation, chemical makeup etc. as also sounds (being wave motions), can
give us information not only on the sources from which they originate, but also on the bodies through
which they pass, and against which they are reflected or deflected.

2 What one perceives in both cases, namely, the “convergence of the two opposite lines of the table'

and the “red expanse of the wall' do not differ in nature. In both cases things appear to be different than
they really are. The subject perceives them both (as in the case of the stick looking bent in the water)
as being the case. Special conditions (specified differently in each case) lead a putatively unaware
subject, or one with no past experience, to believe that the two opposite lines of the table do converge,
the expanse of the wall is red and the stick is indeed bent (a subject unaware of p is not true because
of q' or of “perceptual experience p misrepresents reality for the reason that conditions q obtain' would
take these perceptual experiences as being the case). That is, all three perceptual states do not differ
in nature.
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structures of the objects have a permanent disposition of reflecting light of certain wavelengths
respecting to different contexts, and they therefore appear differently coloured, in the case of
shape, size and texture they do also have a permanent disposition to appear in a certain
manner as regards to different contexts. As nothing can be round and square at the same time,
nothing can be blue and red at the same time. The colour of an object, (the colour it appears
to be), is not due to chance. The colours (visible wavelengths) that it absorbs or reflects are
determined by the atomic and molecular structure of its surface.

The claim that we can measure (and thus confirm) the, say square, shape of an object,
whereas in the case of light of a certain wave length we cannot verify its redness is evidently
false. It is that which differentiates colour judgments from moral judgments. A utterance of
the kind ‘x is red” by normal humans in the same context requires an interpersonal
convergence in judgement (with no deliberation whatsoever). It is self-explanatory. He, who
cannot discern that ‘x is red’, in a certain context, ipsofacto has a certain kind of deficiency.
Moreover, to assert that a colour is actually light of a certain wavelength (respecting each
colour) is to imply at the same time that there is a scale upon which colours can be placed
according to different wavelengths and in case of the application of a form of measurement
of light (e.g. spectrophotometers are used for colour measurements), or of the arrangement of
the microphysical structure of the surface of the object, science can identify the ‘real’ colour
of an object.’®

‘Colours as seen’ exist only when perceived. Light of a certain wavelength appears to one
red. An animal may perceive it differently. The snake ‘sees’ the heat of the body of living
creatures. That is, as in the case of the colour temperature in humans, it perceives heat
colourfully. A close examination to a green dress will show that the dress is not really green
(the range of the colour spectrum is expanded). In addition, the texture of an object if we
employ a microscope looks different. A modern electron microscope can just about see
individual atoms. Is this to mean that objects are really such as we see them without the
microscope solid and rigid (in that we do not perceive the tiny particles that constitute them)
whereas colours are not as we see them and actually objects are colourless? Why should we
only withdraw the first claim and maintain that there are objects as we see them (though
soundless, colourless etc.) existing independently of a perceiving subject? If the world is
constituted by tiny particles and what we perceive is objects, why should we not claim that
there is indeed a veil of perception where, whereas there are such things as light of certain
wavelength, tiny particles, electric charges, sound waves, molecular motion, we instead
perceive colours, objects, sounds, heat and so forth, and not reality as such. If there were no
perceiving subjects and thus there presumably be no red and only light waves why shouldn’t
also be no tables and cars but instead tiny particles and electric charges?

Strawson makes an attempt to reconcile the naive realist view(stated above) with a form
of scientific realism. He claims:

¥ Likewise, in the case of temperature as an alleged secondary quality, one may feel as having fever

or high temperature, however the employment of a thermometer might show that actually his
temperature is normal. Moreover, a claim that an object has a certain shape or size (as in the case of
colour) can only be contingently true whereas a claim that there exists a non-dispositional molecular
structure on the grounds of which, such dispositional properties of the objects are manifested, appears
to be necessarily true.
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Thismethodof reconcilingscientificandcommon-senseealismrequiresusto recognizea certainrelativity
in our conceptionof the real propertiesof physicalobjects.Relativeto the humanperceptuaktandpoint
the grosserphysical objects are visuo-tactile continuants(and within that standpointthe phenomenal
propertieshey possessirerelativeto particularperceptualiewpoints,takenasstandard) Relativeto the

scientific standpointthey haveno propertiesbut thosewhich figure in the physicaltheoriesof science:*

Now, it is not hard to see why Strawson's attempt actually amountsto a potential
reconciliationbetweencommon-senseealism and indirect realism. This can be illustrated
moreclearly if we statefirst what scientific realismholds.

For a scientific realist coloursasseen’ soundsas heard' etc.(appealindo the Lockean
pictureof secondaryjualities)cannotexistin the absenc®f the perceivingsubject.Theclaim
(in a reductiveform) identifies colourswith distinctlight wavesin termsof a dispositionof
the microphysicalstructureof a surfaceto reflect light of a certain wavelengthin certain
conditions. That is to say that redness(similar considerationshold, as shown above, for
sounds,heat, tasteand also size, shapeand texture) is a permanentpossiblecauseof the
experienceof seeingred.I'm thereforeableto perceivethered colour of the chair (appearing
red to me) due to the manifestationof a certain dispositionthat the surfaceof the object
possesghatis, accordingto the contextin which | perceivethe objectin question,ts surface
reflectslight of a certainwavelength?

Now, whatwe areleft with? Whatis thatwhich ultimately remainsconstanin this object
andwhich possesshedispositiongo manifestall theseproperties?t is plain, thatwhatis left
of the objectaswe know it, is hardevento conceivelf thereforescientific realismclaimsof
the objectasbeing a setof dispositionsto be manifestedundercertainconditionsbasedon
an unconceivablereality where there holds a correlation between ‘seeingred' and the
dispositionof sucha reality to causethat sensationin what respectthenwould that account
differ from anindirectrealistaccountdt appearghereforethata claim of thekind "ys areto
be identified asa setof dispositionsmanifestedaccordingto certaincontexts'cannotescape
of falling into (ii) as statedabove.Suchan attemptof reconciling direct realismwith the
indirect variant (by simply invoking different perceptualiewpoints)simply won't do. It is
incoherentThereforeclause(i) is rejected®

| turnnowto (ii). TheLockeanvariantof indirectrealism(representationalisnijoldsthat:

 And moreover: « This smooth, green, leather table-top', we say, ‘is, considered scientifically,

nothing but a congeries of electric charges widely separated and in rapid motion'». In his Perception
and its Objects, pp. 110-111.

> The dispositional theory of colour holds that for an «object to instantiate a colour property is for

it to have a disposition to cause experiences as of an object having that property in normal perceivers
in normal conditions». In C. McGinn's Knowledge and Reality B Selected Essays, p. 298. McGinn
however rightfully suggests that phenomenology of colour perception contradicts such an identification,
namely colour properties do not look much like dispositions to produce colour experiences and thus an
error theory of colour perception comes to seem inescapable. | will come back to this point later on.

* 1t might be objected that Strawson's account can be put in terms of the Fregean sense-reference

distinction. That is to say, in the case there is an absolute physical property of an object P we perceive
it in a qualitative manner Q (e.g. “colours as seen'). Q is not itself an object of perception but rather it
is a mode of presentation of P. Thus, in terms of relativity, what Q presents depends on our occupying
a certain point of view. The account however fails with respect to the third case of illusion (stated above)
which is stated more clearly at the end of paper.
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Since the things the mind contemplates are none of them, besides itself, present to the understanding, it
is necessary that something else, as a sigh or representation of the thing it considers should be present to
it: and these areideas... Theideas of primary qualities of bodies are resemblances of them, and their patterns
do really exist in the bodies themselves, but the ideas produced in us by the secondary qualities have no
resemblance of them at all. There is nothing like our ideas (of secondary qualities) existing in the bodies

themselves.t’

In short, representationalism holds that that which isimmediately perceived is caused by
that which is mediately perceived, and further, the former resembles the later (the Lockean
primary qualities). However, the notion of such a resemblance is hardly graspable.
Appearances, that is phenomenal properties, can bey, at t, y, a t,, y; a t; and so forth
(according to different contexts), wherey, 1 y, ' y,. Isthis to mean that the object has at t,,
t,, t; different primary qualities? For the representationalist the resemblance holds only in the
case of the veridical perception. As we saw earlier the argument from illusion and modern
physics were the primary reasons for the direct realist analysis of perception to be rejected.
That was also the reason for the postulation of mental objects.

But how is it that these objects resemble reality (external objects) in the case of veridical
perception? The external object appears to be three-dimensional and the mental object is
suggested to resembl e spatial properties of the external object such as shape, size, distance and
direction. Private mental objects cannot be three-dimensional. Can it be a case similar to the
relation between a picture and its object? The picture shows how the object looks like, it does
not resemble the object. What the picture resembles is the object’s phenomenal properties not
the primary ones. Therefore (ii) with the form of representationalism is rejected.

The veil of perception therefore consists of the appearances (the phenomenal properties)
of objects, that is, in a reductive manner, of sense data (if we are to exclude the first two
cases of illusion stated above). Sense-data alter with respect to adifferent context. Phenomenal
properties of the objects must be these properties that change with respect to a different
context and these properties cannot be the intrinsic properties of the object. That is to say,
properties without which an object cannot exist, or properties without which, an object cannot
be the same object. Thus an object, the same object, can have different colours (as we
perceive them), different texture different shape etc, and it still remains the very same object.

In different contexts an object appears different. Sense-data differ, it is though evident that
the object in question remains the same object. There has to be thus something that remains
constant in this object or something which isintrinsic to it and which could identify this object
in every physically possible context. We might claim then of secondary qualities as the
properties that ater in virtue of a different context, and of primary qualities as the intrinsic
properties of the object.’® It is not the case that particles of light (photons) are seen in the
everyday life asit is aso not the case that electrons, protons etc. are seen either. In addition,
to think of the colour of an individual atom is meaningless. This is roughly an order of

17

John Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, pp. 69, 370.

®  This applies to Berkeley's argument of the indiscernible of primary and secondary qualities (as

having the same status) in his Principles of Human Knowledge, wherein not managing to show that
these qualities cannot be mind-independent, arguing thus, enables one to ask how, provided that an
object has certain qualities (such as a distinction of primary and secondary qualities is inapplicable), are
we to identify that object in a different context where its qualities (or some of them) have changed?
Further, by what means can one be aware of such an alteration? | meet that point later on.
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magnitudetoo smallfor it to reflectlight onits own® thelight waveis too big to bereflected
and show us colour. Furthermoremodernphysicstells us that matteris capableof infinite
subdivision.This is why Russellwasso right whenhe claimed(with referenceo anobject's
texture)that if we are not to trust our nakedeye in what we seewhy shouldwe trust the
microscopée?

If however,thereis nothingto remainconstantor in the casethat thereis no intrinsic
propertythatan objecthasthenwhatcouldgive justiceto the claim thatthe objectin question
which appeardifferent in different contexts,is that very object, and “appears'is not to be
consideredhs 'is'? But thenwhatis still to perceivex if y varies?Is thereany point at all to
arguethat x remainsthe samewheny varies?Thatis to say,if, for instance we acceptthat
thereal colourof anobjectis thatunderinspectionin "normalcircumstances'e.g.green,and
not the one that appearsunder a closer look where the range of the colour spectrumis
expandedthento hold that "of anx, y may vary whereasx remainsthat X' would be absurd.
Variability comesin two levels. For an objectx, if z is its dispositionalpropertie$’ andy
that which is perceived(shapesgcolours,heatetc) thenz, y may vary. Veridical perception
occurswhenstatementabouty canbe reducibleto statementsaboutz | saymoreon thisin
the remainderof the paper.

Consequentlyit appeardghat we areindeedinescapablycaughtin a veil of perception.
The fact that one perceivesonly ys seemgo showthat oneis actually caughtinescapablyn
thatveil. It certainlylooks hardto consento but appearghatonehasto. Again though,there
appearghe problemof identification. That is to say,whatis for an x to be that x in every
possiblecontext. What is that which remainsconstantor to put it differently what is that
makesstatement®f x to be of that x whenz andy may vary without renderthesestatements
senselessh is plain thatthereis no roomfor (iii) asa plausiblecandidatelt appearghatthe
groundsfor the identificationof anobject,in differentcontextscanbe givenonly by arealist
analysisof a materialobject.

Perceptuakxperienceshat may be causedn us differ from a permanentispositionto
behavein a certain manner.Thus, manifestationsof the dispositionalpropertiesof objects
accordingto different contextsappearto function asidentity determinantsThatis, objectB
andobjectC manifestingdispositionalpropertiesg andd respectively accordingto a certain
context,whereg=d is alsoB=C. That might lead us to provide an accountof whatis for an
objectto be identical with another.But our primary concernhereratheris, whatis for x to
be that x in different contexts,or to put it differently, how a particular object is to be
identified throughoutdifferent contexts Beforel proceedjt would be of importanceto stress
thataccordingto whatl've saidsofar, z is an objectivestandingproperty(not to be confused

9 Notably, there is also the view that matter after a certain point of subdivision ‘falls' inevitably into
energy (quarks may be destroyed and hence no further subdivision). But even the very notion of a'
quark' is characterized by its relations to other physical entities. The same holds for other physical
properties (e.g. mass). That is, they are characterized by certain dispositional roles and relations to
other physical entities. But physics says nothing about the intrinsic properties of such physical entities
that could ground their dispositions. Hence, rightfully follows the question: Can a physical entity have
a certain dispositional role (be characterized by that role) without at the same time having any intrinsic
properties to ground its dispositions?

% Zs are to be taken into account as manifested properties (sensible properties e.g. light of a certain

wavelength) and not as permanent causes of appearances.
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with phenomenal property). It can exist independently of a perceiving mind. The fact that it
is causally related to a non-dispositional ground is not to mean that (as it is shown) it cannot
consist of a non-dispositional molecular structure. To put it differently, the fact that a, is
causally related to a, is not to mean that they cannot have the same nature (an event is
causally related to another event and matter is causally related to matter).

Now to our primary concern, namely, what is for x to be that x, in different contexts. |
could perhaps suggest the following: An x (object) is that x, when with respect to a certain
context X manifests z dispositional properties, perceived by a subject as y (appearances), on
a basis of permanent non-dispositional properties n, where n is identifiable with z and vice
versa. It could only be identified thus. To say that the world only contains ns is certainly
inconceivable. In addition, to say that zs are sense-dependent is to be confused with ys. Zs are
out there, ready to be perceived.? Furthermore, it will be of interest to attempt to provide
an account of what is for A to perceive that x with respect to different contexts. Thus, for
objects x;, X,, Xv that cause phenomenal properties of an objective standing (veridical and
illusory perception) y,, V., Y, to A, with respect to a certain context,” if y; 1 y, ! y, then it
is aso X, =x,=X,. This cannot be other than a self-identity relation. It is plain that what is for
A to perceive that x depends on what is for x to be that x.

For amore clear grasp some further remarks might be of some help. The key point to my
considerations is zs. | have considered zs as objective standing properties (i.e. aspects of the
world), and not as phenomenal. In addition, zs are manifested properties of the objects
(sensible properties) and not permanent causes of appearances. Furthermore (as argued), they
can have the same nature with the non-dispositional properties of an object (the intrinsic
properties of it) ns, as stated above. As regards perception, whereas in Locke's
representationalism is claimed that an object x standsin arelation to a subject (more precisely,
in my account, ns R2 A), | suggest that the relation is between the subject and the mind-
independent zs which are causally related to ns (zs R2 A).Z The subject is not (directly)
related to mind-independent — non-dispositional ground n, but rather to much moreintelligible
and comprehensible mind-independent (manifested) properties of the object, z. Now the four
categories of illusion are as follows:

2 That there are such things as molecules (constituents of objects), which have a certain

arrangement has been very recently warranted by direct evidence (after the electron microscope
invention), however this claim is a very old one, with an indirect theoretical establishment, that is by
inference. Science has shown in the past, as in present, to be successfully led by inference from that
which can be seen to that which cannot. To conclude:

m  Statements about ys are always true.

m  Statements about ys in the case of veridical perception are true if and only if are reducible to
statements about zs. As one might point out an analogous reduction holds also in the case of illusory
perception of the third kind (and therefore justifying its objective-veridical standing). In this case
(especially where science remains silent) we must seek the answer to one's cognitive faculties (mental
processes, conceptualisation and consciousness) as well as to one's past experience.

#  With two provisions:

= Ais aware of the context.
= As conscious of been already acquainted with the object at least once.

% Notably, R2, stands for a functional, causal etc. relation between the subject A and ns and zs

respectively.
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= The casewherethereis a subjectivestandingof phenomenaproperties.In this caseA
seesB andtakesit tobeC b thereisn't aninterpersonatonvergencén judgment(ys are
not reducibleto zs).

m  The case of hallucination where there might be no presenceof an external object
whatsoevelys are not reducibleto zs).

= The casewherethereis an objective standingof phenomenaproperties.n this caseA
seesB & thereis B & B misrepresentseality (ys arealwaysreducibleto zs) e.g.the bent
stick in the water wherethereis B(light of a certainwavelength)which is veridically
perceived We might call it the caseof veridical illusion.

= The caseof contextualillusion where past experienceand context commit one to
perceptuakrror (e.g. T /-\ E C/-\T' is takenas THE CAT' where'/-\' is takenboth as
"H' and "A'(ys arenot reducibleto zs).

As a concludingremark,the identificationof colourpropertiesjs notto be doneasin the
caseof thedispositionakheoryof colourwith thedisposition(with the microphysicaktructure
of its surface)of the objectto emitlight of a certainwavelengthout ratherwith the manifested
property.In this casewith the light emitted from the surface.That is to say, not with the
dispositionalpropertiesof the objectsbut ratherwith the manifestedproperties(manifested
propertieshougharenot to be confusedwith appearancesith thatformulationMcGinn's
point of the inescapablef an error theory of colour perception(concerninga dispositional
theory of colour) is inapplicable?
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JOHNSTON ON FISSION

Brian Garrett

1. In this discussiompaper,| wantto evaluatesomeargument®f Mark Johnston'swvhich
appeaiin his articles Fissionandthe Facts' (FF) and 'Reasonand Reductionism’'(RR). My
primary concernwill be with his descriptionof fission cases,and his assessmenof the
implicationsof suchcasedor valuetheory.

2. Johnston presentsthe case of fission as a paradox. Following Parfit's (1971)
discussiort, he beginsby describingSydneyShoemaker'ssexamplein which Brown's brain
is transplantednto Robinson'sdebrainedbody? Call the resultingperson’Brownson'. The
dominantresponsas that Brown is the samepersonas Brownson.Brownsonis a unique
psychologicakontinuerof Brown, andthe psychologicakontinuity hasits normalcause(the
continuedexistenceof the brain).

3. Considera different example.Supposehat Brown is one of the (few) actualpeople
whosebrain hemispheregare equipollent(i.e., they supportthe very samementalfunctions),
andwork in tandem.SupposeahatBrown undergoes hemispherectomyHis left hemisphere,
say,is removedand destroyedwhilst his right hemispherecontinuesto function as normal.
We would haveno hesitationin sayingthat Brown survivedthe operationand now hasonly
onehemisphereThe resultingpersonis psychologicallyjust like Brown, andhis psychology
is supportedby the very samephysical organ which (in part) supportedBrown's earlier
psychology.

4. Given the above,if Brown's left hemispherehad beentransplantednto Robinson's
debrainedbody (andBrown's old body andright hemispheralestroyed)the resultingperson
would havebeenBrown. But now b thisis thefissioncaseb imaginethatbothof Brown's
hemispheresre simultaneoushtransplantednto two debrainedbodies.We now havetwo
excellent,andequallygood, candidatedor beingBrown. Soit seemghatwe mustconclude
that Brown survivesastwo people.This conclusionis bizarre;yet eachstepin the reasoning
seemedlausibleb sowe havea paradox.

5. As Johnstomotes,the paradoxarisesconditionally uponthe following five plausible
assumptions:

(A) Personsare not spookyentities; personsare thoroughlymaterial.

(B) The identity throughtime of personds an intrinsic matter.

! D. Parfit ‘Personal Identity’.

2

S Shoemaker Self-Knowledge and Self-ldentity (Cornell University Press, 1963) pp, 23 ff.
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(C) A personneversurvivesspatially separatedrom himselfin the fashionof a universal.
(D) No two personscanbe in exactlythe sameplaceat the sametime.

(E) At no time is a personconstitutedoy two independenthfunctioninghumanbodies.(FF:
379)

6. Responsew the paradoxtypically involve rejectingoneor moreof theseassumptions.
ThusSwinburnerejects(A) B therebyallowing that Brown might survive asjust one of the
two off-shoots? Parfit, and many others,havedenied(B): the relationof personaldentity is
the relation of non-branching physical and/or psychological continuity? Hence,
acknowledgingthat Brown survives in a non-branchingsituation (such as the single
hemispherdransplantcase)doesnot force usto saythat he survivesin a branchingsituation
(suchasfission). On a view of personsas universals the consequencéhat Brown hastwo
instanceshouldnot strikeusasabsurdd® hencewe shouldreject(C). On David Lewis' view
of fission, two peopleoccupyBrown's pre-divisionbody, and so sharea commontemporal
part? They subsequentlpecomespatially distinct. On the four-dimensionaview of persons,
it oughtto be no moreremarkablefor two peopleto sharea commontemporalpart thanto
sharea commonspatialpart. So we shouldreject (D). Finally, one might think it acceptable
to supposehe productsof fissionto constituteone whole (big) person,andso reject (E).

7.1 will notherebe concernedvith responsethatinvolve giving up (A), (C), (D), or (E).
Johnstorhasan alternativeresponsewhich | shall presentlyconsider put | wantfirst to look
at his reasonsagainstthe responsavhich recommendsettisoning(B).

8. One point Johnstommakesin passingwhich might be thoughtto lend somesupport
to (B), is this. He notesthat,in the actualworld, it sufficesto determinewhois who overtime
if we traceonly lines of bodily continuity. «We do not look elsewhereand elsewhen.xFF:
381) Only intrinsic factors are relevantto determiningthe identity over time of an actual
person As anattemptto support(B), this pointis irrelevant.Justbecausein the actualworld,
we can alwaysconclusivelydeterminewhetheror not Jonesrobbedthe bank by tracingthe
world-line of Jones'body, it doesnot follow that personaidentity canneverbe extrinsically
groundedin unusuakontrary-to-factircumstancesl o think otherwisewould beto let amere
contingency(thefactthatfissionof persongloesn'toccur)determinea metaphysicahecessity
(the supposedecessityof intrinsic grounding).It would also be to let an epistemological
claim settlea metaphysicathesis.

9. Johnstorthensuggestshatif we embracedExtremeHaecceitismaboutpersongEH),
we would havea reasonto reject(B). EH is the view that «¥4 factsof personalidentity can
float free of anyotherlayer of facts,whetherthey be factsaboutthe total world processfacts
aboutthe persistenceof brains, bodiesor minds, or facts about processe®f intermediate
extent.»(FF: 391).

First, EH is a very strongdoctrine,with few adherentsRejectorsof (B) arecertainlynot
committedto EH. Second,the Best Candidatetheorist (who rejects(B)) hasno reasonto

¥ See Swinburne's contribution in S. Shoemaker and R. Swinburne Personal Identity.

4 See Reasons and Persons, 266-72.

®  See his “Survival and ldentity".
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acceptthe doctrine.EH aboutpersondgs normally understoodo be a view abouttransworld
identity: the view that numericalidentities or non-identitiesbetweenpersonsin different
worlds do not superveneon any impersonalidentities or non-identities.(So, for example,
accordingto EH, thereis a possibleworld, qualitativelyidenticalto this world B containing
all the sameatomsarrangedn all the sameways* yet containinga numericallydifferent set
of people.)But the BestCandidategheoryis a theoryabouttranstemporaldentity. Third, thus
understood,there would B contrary to one of Johnston'sclaims (FF: 391) B be no
embarrassmeiit a BestCandidateheoristchoseto embraceEH. Perhapshereis aworld like

this onein all impersonakespectqe.g.,in termsof the arrangemenbf matter),exceptonly

that the personoccupyingmy body in that world is not Garrett,but, say, PamelaAnderson.
It canstill be true that, within any world, the identity of a personover time supervenesipon
relevantlines of continuity.

10. Johnston'scentralobjectionto the rejectionof (B) asaresponséo the paradoxs that
thereis no reasonwhy we shouldreject (B) ratherthan any of the other assumptionsWe
could rejectany one of the assumptionsn the face of fission, so why reject(B)? But. there
arereasonswhy giving up (B) is the mostplausibleresponse.

11. First, on any plausible account of artefact identity we are committed to the
extrinsicnesof identity. In the Ship of Theseusstory, the planksof the original ship a are
continuouslyremovedandreplaced.The removedplanksareusedto constructa ship b which
is plank for plank identicalwith the original ship a. At thatlater time a ship c existswhich
is spatio-temporallycontinuouswith the original a. We havetwo later candidategor identity
with the original ship. In this caseour dominantreactionis to identify a with c: in the case
of artefacts,the spatio-temporatontinuity criterion outweighsthe identity-of-original-parts
criterion.But hadc not existed(i.e., hadtheremovedplanksnot beenreplaced)a would have
been identical with the ship composedof a's original parts® (This last situation is not
relevantlydifferentfrom thatin which a shipis dismantledfransportecacrosdand, andthen
rebuilt. In sucha case we haveno hesitationin sayingthatthe earliershipis the later ship.)
So we are committedto the extrinsicnes®of artefactidentity. If we think that the identity of
personslike thatof artefactsjs tracedby lines of continuity, we shouldnot find it surprising
that the identity of personscanbe determinedextrinsically.

12. Second,giving up (B) is not as counterintuitiveas giving up any of the other
assumptionsRejecting (A) conflicts with the commitmentof many to materialism;and
rejectingany of the othersinvolvestoo greata distortion of our conceptof a person.Aside
from split-brain casesijt is hardto makemuchsenseof giving up the principle one person:
one body.

13. Third, the consequencegsf extrinsicnessare not bizarre. Thereis no violation of the
necessityof identity.” It doesfollow that propertieslike being occupiedby personB are

®  This ship, though qualitatively identical with b, is not numerically identical with b — on pain of

violating the necessity and transitivity of identity. (Note that even if we judged that a is b and not ¢, we
would still concede that, had b not existed, a would then have been the continuously repaired ship.
Either way, we are committed to extrinsicness.)

" Why not? If A divides into B and C (where all designators are rigid), isn’t the extrinsicness theorist

committed to the claim that, e.g., although A is not C, had B not existed, A would have been C? No —
the extrinsicness theorist accepts the necessity of identity and holds that A is not B and that A is not
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extrinsic properties.Supposedhat A is neitherB nor C, but that had C not existed,A would
then have been B* (i.e., the personthen occupying B's body). In that case,whethera
particular body has the property of being occupiedby B, ratherthan by B*, is fixed by
extrinsic factors (the existenceor non-existenceof C). But since the identity-involving
propertybeingoccupiedby B is not a causalpropertyof a body, it shouldcomeasno surprise
if its possessiomlependon what happendo objectswhich exerciseno causalinfluenceon
it.2 (The property of widowhood is extrinsic and non-causaland whethera womanis a
widow may dependuponwhat happengo a personwho, at the relevanttime, exerciseano
causalinfluenceon her.)

14.Fourth,the consequenced extrinsicnesgreevenmorepalatablef we areimpressed
by Parfit's Reductionistview of personsOn oneway of understandinghis view, factsabout
personsare “conceptual or verbal? Once we know all the relations of continuity and
connectednesBolding betweenA att, andB at t,, it is a purely verbal issuewhetherwe
chooseto call them “the sameperson',just asit is a purely verbaldecision,e.g.,whetherto
call sea-sicknes3pain’. Supposethis view is correct. The extrinsicnesf personalidentity
may seemlessodd. All it amountsto is the claim that whetheror not we call A andB “the
sameperson'dependsiponwhetherthereis an equallygoodor bettercompetitorfor identity
with A.* This linguistic dependencpeemdessthreateninghanits ontologicalcousin.

15. What of Johnston'spositive proposal® his solutionto the paradox?

Johnstonwrites: «the fission caseshowsthat we cannotsubscribeto the unrestricted
versionsof all theseprinciples.[(A) B (E)] Thereis no consistentway of extendingto the
fission casejust the principleswhich hold up in everydaycasesSo thereis no determinate
sensdo be madeof theideaof whatwe would sayaboutfission¥s. ¥[W]e shouldregardthe
fission caseas a caseof indeterminacya casein which thereis no fact of the matterabout
personalidentity. YaPersonalidentity is herean indeterminatenatter.»(FF: 393)

16. So, for Johnstonjf | divide into Lefty and Righty, it is indeterminatevhetherl'm
Lefty andwhetherl'm Righty. Thatis, it is neithertrue nor falsethatI'm Lefty, andneither
true nor falsethat I'm Righty. Is this a satisfactoryresponseo the paradox?

17.First,andcontraryto whathethinks,Johnston'sesponseloesinvolve jettisoning(B).
Supposd divide into Lefty and Righty. Then,for Johnstonjt is indeterminatevhetherl'm
Lefty. But, JohnstoragreeshadRighty not existed,| would havebeenLefty (andthis identity

C; so he cannot accept that counterfactual. But he is committed to the following counterfactual: had B
not existed, C wouldn't have existed. Some find the truth of this counterfactual hard to accept.

We can make a claim similar to the first counterfactual if we use non-rigid terms to refer to B and
C. Suppose that "Lefty' and "Righty' are non-rigid terms referring to B and C, respectively. Then we can
truly say: had Lefty not existed, A would have been Righty. (The terms "Lefty' and Righty' should be so
understood in what follows.)

8 Lefty and Righty are in different rooms of the hospital, and exercise no causal influence on each
other.

9

See D. Parfit "Who do you think you are?'

1% This version of the Reductionist View will also have implications for value theory: how can the fact

of a person's identity over time be significant if personal identity is a verbal matter?
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is determinate)This meanghatwhetherit is determinatelytrue thatI'm Lefty dependsipon
whetheror not Righty exists.But this is just to give up (B). So Johnstorcannotconsistently
criticise the extrinsicnessolutionand endorsethe indeterminacyresponse.

18. Second,there are casesof lop-sidedfission to which Johnston'sresponses not
applicable.One exampleis the Ship of TheseusAnother,involving personswould be the
following. Supposehatmy hemispherearenot equipollent.My right hemisphereustainsall
(or most)of my distinctive psychology My left hemispheresustainonly basicpsychological
functioning. Supposethat my hemispheresare divided and transplanted Righty has my
distinctivememoriespeliefsandcharacterLefty is, in contrasta very impairedpersonwith
the mentalageof a 4 yearold. The mostplausibledescriptionof this caseis thatI'm Righty
andnot Lefty. Righty is, by far, the bestcandidatdor beingme. NonethelesshadRighty not
existed,l would then havebeenLefty B Lefty's candidaturefor identity with me is good
enoughin that circumstanceAs in the symmetricalfission case,we havea commitmentto
the extrinsicnes®f identity. Sincethereis a bestcandidatan casesof lop-sidedfission, the
rationalefor Johnston'dine is missing(thereis no indeterminacyin suchcases)Thisis an
objectionto Johnston] takeit, becausenyaccountof fissionshouldcovercasesf lop-sided
fission.

19. Third, as well as unwittingly violating (B), Johnston'ssolution also violates an
analogueof (D). If | divide into Lefty andRighty, thenit is indeterminatevhetherl'm Lefty
andwhetherl'm Righty. Supposeahat| existatt,, andthat Lefty and Righty existat a later
time, t,. How manypeopleexistatt,? At leastoneb me.But if it is indeterminatevhether
I'm Lefty, thenit is indeterminatevhetherLefty existsatt,. The sameis true of Righty. So
it is indeterminatehow many personsexist at t,. But the thoughtunderlying(D) is that one
and only one personoccupiesthe pre-fission body. Johnston'sdescription violates this
principle. In doing so, the implausibility of his descriptionis revealed.

20. There is a fourth reasonfor dissatisfactionwith Johnston'sresponse.Casesof
indeterminacyin identity over time are typically casesin which somethingis missing For
examplejn Star Trek Teletransportationt is plausibleto hold thatit's indeterminatevhether
Kirk 1 is Kirk 2 becauseone half of the two strandsthat makefor personalidentity in the
normal caseis missing(viz., normal physicalcontinuity). But in the caseof fission, nothing
is missing;on the contrary,everythingis presenttwice over. This underscoreshe oddness
of Johnston'spreferreddescriptionof fission.

21. Parfit has argued that if we change our metaphysicsof persons(e.g., reject
Cartesianismand embraceReductionism)we shouldchangeour valuetheory (in particular,
we shouldcometo seethat personalidentity is not “what matters')* One of Parfit's main
argumentgor thethesisthatidentity is not whatmattersreliesuponthe caseof fission.| want
hereto focuson Johnston'scriticism of this argument?

22.In describingthe caseof fissionin RR, Johnstorrehearsepointsmadein FF. But he
alsomakessomenew ones.He writes: «¥4 relativeto our practiceasit standghefissioncase
(i) violatesthe ordinary presuppositiorof essentialunity, (ii) is asa resultanindeterminate

' See Reasons and Persons, esp. Chs. 13-15.

2 My own criticism of it can be found in ‘Persons and Values’, Philosophical Quarterly, July 1992,

pp. 337-344, and in Ch. 6 of my Personal Identity and Self-Consciousness.
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case,and (iii) alsoviolatesa presuppositiorof our future-directedself-concerrby providing
more than one future personto continuean earlier person'smentaland bodily life.» (RR:
603)

23. In this quote, (i) is proposedas a reasonfor (ii). But what are we to make of (i)?
Fission demonstrateshat personslack ‘essentialunity: «entertainingfission involves
entertainingthe idea that eachpersonhastwo (or more) subpartssuchthat the survival of
either one of thesesubpartsin the right environmentcan securethe survival of the person.
Partof the importanceof the fission caseis that by imaginativelyviolating essentiaunity it
illustrateshow we might not be mentalor physicalsubstances.fRR: 602)

24. 1t is the laststepwhich is controversialWhy shouldfission be thoughtto undermine
the "essentialinity’ or substance-statudf personsTonsideranobviousanalogy.Thehuman
body hastwo kidneys,which work togetherin tandem.If one kidney is removed ,the other
takesover, continuingits normalfunctioning.No onethinksthatthesefactsaboutour kidneys
showthat humanbodiesare not substancesandthis would remaintrue evenif mostorgans
in the humanbodyworkedin pairs.Sowhy think thatanalogougactsaboutthe humanbrain
showthat personsare not substancesPailing an answerto this questionwe shouldleave (i)
to onesideD it canprovide no supportfor (ii).

25. Parfit's Argumentfrom Fissionruns asfollows. Supposehat| am aboutto divide.
The prospectof division is not as bad as that of ordinary death;so my relationto my off-
shootscontainswhat matters.But | am not identical to either off-shoot. Hence, personal
identity cannotbe what matters.

26. JohnstonconcededParfit's centralintuition aboutfission: «% | would not makea
significantsacrificeto havesomeonentervenein my upcomingfissionto ensurethatonly the
transplantingof my left hemispheregorovedviable. And this is my reactioneventhoughl
believethat only thenwould | determinatelysurvivethe procedure.XRR: 610) Despitethis,
Johnstordoesnot think it follows that personalidentity nevermatters.He writes: «It is one
thing to concludethat in the fission case(neurally-basedR [the relation of psychological
continuity and/orconnectednesgndnot identity is the relationin termsof which oneshould
extendone's specialconcern.But it is quite anotherto concludethat quite generallyit is
(neurally-basedR that matters.»RR: 610)

27. Thereasorfor thisis thatin fission casegwo presuppositionsf our specialconcern
areviolated: (1) determinatadentity; and (2) having only one future personcontinueone's
mentallife (this was (iii) above).«Whensuchpresuppositionsre violated, future-directed
concernneitherdeterminatelyappliesnor determinatelyfails to apply. It is reasonabléo try
to find a naturalextensionof suchconcernfor suchcases.»{RR: 610) Hence,«¥4 werewe
everto facefission, it would be reasonabldo careaboutour fission productsas we would
careabouta future self. But this is not becausedentity is neverwhat matters.Instead,this
is becausecaring in this way representsa reasonableextensiorof self-concernn a bizarre
case» (RR: 611)

¥ As it stands, (iii) is not correctly formulated: cases of lop-sided fission do not violate any

“presupposition of future-directed self-concern’ (since identity is preserved), yet in such cases more than
one future person continues an earlier person’'s mental life.
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28. Thelynch-pinof this argumenis the premisethatfissionviolatestwo presuppositions
of our specialconcern((1) and (2) above). There are two ways of arguing againstthis
premise:showthat (1) and (2) are not presupposition®f our specialconcernor show that
fission casedo not violatethem.l havearguedthatfission doesnot violate (1). Whatof (2)?
By definition, fission casesviolate (2). Is (2) a presuppositiorof our specialconcernVhat
doesthis mean?Doesit meanthat, normally, when | have “special' concernfor a future
personthereis only one personfor whom | havethat concern?But then why supposehat
having a unique continueris a genuinepresupposition(i.e., necessaryondition) of special
concernratherthanjust a contingentaccompanieof specialconcernin the actualworld? We
needan argumentf we areto acceptthe formerview B andthat Johnstorfails to provide.
Parfit's Argumentfrom Fissionhasnot beenconfounded.

29. Thereis an additionalworry aboutthe claim that (2) is a presuppositiorof special
concern.lf “specialconcern'means self-interestecconcern’,thenthe claim is trivially true:
by definition, | canonly haveself-interestecconcernfor myself. If “specialconcern'means
“strongconcernl canhavefor myselfandothers',thenthe claim is false,but for reasonghat
havenothingto do with fission: | havestrongconcernfor manypeoplewho arenot R-related
to me. The fact that Johnston'scriticism is opento this dilemmareinforcesmy claim that
Parfit's argumenthasnot beenproperly addressed.

30. Johnstorhasadvancedhe following threeclaims:
(1) Rejecting(B) is an arbitraryresponseo the paradoxof fission;
(2) Fissioncasednvolve indeterminatadentity;
(3) Contra Parfit, fission caseshaveno implicationsfor value theoryin the actualworld.

| havearguedthat (1) and(2) arefalse,andthat(3), if true,is nottruefor anyreasorthat
Johnstorgives.
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