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Preface

The following is an interpretive investigation in the history of analytic
philosophy. With it, I hope to begin to show what sort of significance
the twentieth-century analytic inquiry into the nature of mind, expe-
rience, and consciousness has had for the continuing philosophical
consideration of the human self-image. I argue that the contemporary
debate about the explanation of consciousness, in particular, embod-
ies an important and unresolved set of concerns about this self-image,
and that historical investigation allows us to understand the hitherto
obscure ways in which the analytic tradition has been defined by its
responses to the distinctive philosophical problems of our understand-
ing of ourselves.

Throughout this inquiry, I have adhered to the methodological
assumption that the power of philosophy to yield means and meth-
ods of understanding that elucidate and edify — its way of making
meaning out of the unthought foundations of our ordinary lives —
depends, at each specific historical moment, on its way of imaging
or imagining the human, of articulating the specific kind of being
that human existence involves. In the broader history of philosophy,
however, the greatest enduring significance of this articulation has
probably not been its theoretical specification, once and for all, of
some fixed truth of human nature, but rather its furtherance of the
dialectic of our self~understanding, the interminable historical move-
ment in which each successive image of the human defines the means
and practices of thought that will ensure its own partial overcoming.

vii
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Descartes’ consideration of the thinking subject as res cogitans articu-
lates one such image, inaugurating the modern inquiry into conscious
experience and making room for the conception of experimental sci-
ence that continues to structure our understanding of nature to the
present. Kant’s philosophy of transcendental subjectivity, another im-
age of the human, inaugurated the forms and methods of self-critique
and social criticism that would be extended and radicalized, with pre-
cipitous consequences, by Hegel, Marx, and Nietzsche. In the twen-
tieth century, Freud’s discovery of the unconscious made possible a
whole new set of interpretive methods and techniques for bringing
us, through the speaking of our memory, to the truth of ourselves.
The outcomes of these practices of self-conception are so many ways
of envisioning the specific character of our complicated way of life, so
many ways of understanding what it is to think, to act, to relate to one
another in human community.

The analytic tradition of philosophy founded by Frege, Russell,
Moore, and Wittgenstein and still definitive of much of the practice
of philosophy in the Anglo-American world has sometimes seemed to
disclaim any specific consideration of subjectivity in its determinative
focus on language. And it is true that the decisive turn of twentieth-
century philosophy toward intersubjective language — a turn as deeply
definitive of what is called the twentieth-century “continental” tradi-
tion as it is of the analytic one — separates its heirs categorically and
irreversibly from any philosophy that founds itself on the egoistic self-
hood of a wordless and mute subject of experience. But as I argue in
this work, historical interpretation can actually reveal the turn toward
language, capturing in each of its methods of philosophical illumina-
tion the unique insight that our ways of understanding and defining
ourselves are ineleminably and decisively linguistic, as defining the
most sophisticated and sustained inquiry into our own nature that is
today available to us.

The historical analysis conducted here has direct consequences for
the discussion of the problem of explaining consciousness that has
emerged and developed over the last two decades. Interpreted against
the backdrop of the history of linguistic methods of philosophical un-
derstanding, this debate, in itself one of the most interesting areas of
contemporary analytic philosophy, bears witness to the endurance and
relevance of our onging inquiry into the human self-image. Historical
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reflection on the deep roots of the current debate in the specifically
linguistic practices of analysis and investigation characteristic of the
analytic tradition points the way for the questions and issues of self-
understanding that have in fact organized the contemporary discus-
sion to be recovered for it explicitly. This recovery of the forgotten
origins of the contemporary discussion reveals the real philosophi-
cal issues that have determined it, pointing the way to a more self-
conscious form of the discussion that does not, indeed, offer any fi-
nal or definitive “explanation” of consciousness but nevertheless, by
showing what is really at issue, can bring the debate to substantial
resolution.

Analytic philosophy characteristically and definitively develops and
practices methods of philosophical insight that operate by furthering
our understanding of the meaning of language — of (among other
things) what we mean when we make the claims and issue the expres-
sions that define us to ourselves and others, and of the significance for
our human form of life of the fact that language definitively mediates
this selfrunderstanding. The history of its methods, from the earliest
conceptions of “logical analysis” to today’s more flexible and multiple
explanatory practices, reveals the decisive significance of specifically
linguistic inquiry for the kinds of understanding of ourselves that we
seek from philosophy. Accordingly, the four studies that comprise the
body of this work focus on important moments of theoretical devel-
opment and change in the history of analytic philosophy, moments at
which issues about experience and consciousness have caused trouble
for existing analytic programs and methods and led to the invention
of new ones.

Though the case studies collectively aim to give arevealing and char-
acteristic portrait of the struggles and tensions underlying some of the
most significant projects of analytic philosophy, they make no attempt
to provide a comprehensive or exhaustive history of the tradition. In-
stead, they look for insight into the contours of analytic philosophy
generally by focusing on the moments most decisive in creating its
characteristic methods and practices. For this reason, I have given a
great deal of attention to some figures whose views are today rarely
explicitly examined, but I have sometimes devoted little space even
to the philosophers whose work has most visibly contributed to the
contemporary debate.
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The great and decisive contribution of Wittgenstein, moreover, I
have mostly discussed only at one remove, by discussing the generally
more systematic positions of two of the philosophers who were most
deeply influenced by him, Schlick and Ryle. The decision to treat
Wittgenstein’s work here primarily in this insulated way reflects the
continuing complexity of the question of his reception within the tra-
dition of analytic philosophy — a question that, I believe, calls on the
deepest insights of historical and methodological reflection to define,
over the next several decades, successor methods of linguistic insight
and interpretation that integrate his conception of philosophy with
the further critical inheritance of the analytic tradition. But the de-
terminative role of Wittgenstein’s ideas in bringing about the history
related here should nonetheless be apparent to anyone who under-
stands his work. I have also devoted substantial attention, in Chapter 2,
to a philosophical program that is not generally considered part of the
analytic tradition, Edmund Husserl’s phenomenology. My aim in that
chapter is to shed light on the development of analytic philosophy by
considering its historically decisive divergence from one of its closest
and most important programmatic competitors in the investigation
of the self. The investigation undertaken there exemplifies a kind of
reflection on the historical and conceptual boundaries of analytic phi-
losophy as a specific tradition that can, I think, illuminate its deepest
conceptual determinants.

The investigations to follow do not confine themselves to what is
today defined as “philosophy of mind” (and still less to one side of the
currently fashionable distinction, within philosophy of mind, of the
“philosophy of consciousness” from the analysis of intentionality), but
they necessarily involve, just as centrally, issues in the philosophy of sci-
ence, epistemology, logic, and metaphysics. Indeed, one of the chief
results of the investigation as a whole is that the characteristic means
and methods of analytic philosophy in its consideration of conscious-
ness and experience remain, to this day, determinatively grounded in
philosophy of language — that is, in determinate conceptions of the
nature of language and the practice of the illumination of linguis-
tic meaning — even when they superficially seem to have departed
from it.

Beyond its revelation of the deep and often obscured unity of
the practice of analytic inquiry into experience in its underlying
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dependence on, and determination by, specifically linguistic means
of investigation, the yield of the historical investigation is the method-
ological self-awareness that could allow the analytic tradition to un-
derstand and articulate its own most significant contribution to philo-
sophical history. In particular, the methods and practices of analytic
philosophy, typically and definitively linguistic in their orientation and
practice, have, I argue in what follows, repeatedly encountered signifi-
cant and revealing difficulties in their attempts to understand the lan-
guage of experience, the ordinary language with which we articulate and
define our own memory, our consciousness of ourselves, and our par-
ticular understanding of the world. The historical investigation shows
that, over the course of the twentieth century, the philosophical strug-
gle for the intelligibility of this language has taken the form of a strug-
gle of the means and methods of linguistic analysis and interpretation
against theories of language and meaning that threaten to make this
intelligibility impossible, to reduce or deny the kind of truth that the
language of consciousness brings to expression.

In the history I examine here, analytic philosophers have repeatedly
supposed that their method demands what I call a structuralist picture
of language, a picture according to which the essence of language is its
total, comprehensive logical or conceptual structure and according to
which the analysis of language is the location of terms and propositions
within this structure. Though philosophers throughout the history of
the tradition have voiced dissatisfaction with the structuralist picture,
it remains deeply characteristic of the projects and methods of analytic
philosophers even today. But the assumption of the structuralist pic-
ture has also repeatedly and determinatively, I argue here, threatened
to render the language of consciousness unintelligible, obscuring the
kind of contribution that the methods of linguistic analysis and inter-
pretation otherwise definitive of the analytic tradition can in fact make
to our understanding of ourselves.

This struggle between theory and method has determined, I argue,
a consistent theoretical oscillation between totalizing structuralist the-
ories of language and the world and the repeated complaint that con-
sciousness escapes or resists them, a dialectic struggle that has not only
frustrated analytic philosophy’s hopes for a comprehensive theory of
consciousness but also driven some of its most significant methodolog-
ical innovations. The dialectic continues, and perhaps culminates, in
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the contemporary debate about the explainability of consciousness,
where the comprehensiveness of physicalist and functionalist forms of
explanation, themselves direct descendents of the conceptions of lan-
guage and meaning that oriented some of the first projects of the ana-
Iytic tradition, encounters significant but inarticulate resistance from
the thought that consciousness cannot be explained in these terms.
Historical interpretation provides the basis on which this debate and its
predecessors alike can be understood in their real underlying method-
ological character, paving the way for the means and methods of specif-
ically linguistic analysis and inquiry to produce the kind of understand-
ing of ourselves that the contemporary debate unself-consciously and
obscurely seeks.
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Introduction

Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

The history of analytic philosophy, if viewed as more than a repository
for superseded theory, could provide the basis for a transformation
in the problem of consciousness with which philosophers of mind are
currently grappling. Philosophers of mind seldom discuss or investi-
gate, more than cursorily, the history of the interrelated concepts of
mind, consciousness, experience, and the physical world that they rely
upon in their theorizing. But these concepts in fact emerge from some
of the most interesting and decisive philosophical struggles of the an-
alytic tradition in the twentieth century. Historically, these struggles
and their results set up the philosophical space in which contempo-
rary discussion of consciousness moves, defining and delimiting the
range of theoretical alternatives accessible to participants in the dis-
cussion of the explainability of consciousness and its relation to our
understanding of the physical world.

Most contemporary philosophical discussions of consciousness ad-
dress the question of its explainability in terms of objective, scientific
description or the question of its ontological reducibility to objective,
scientifically describable phenomena. Philosophers often raise these
questions, moreover, against the backdrop of the thought that con-
sciousness has certain properties or features that may make it espe-
cially resistant to scientific explanation and description. Paramount
among the features of consciousness usually cited as problems for its
explanation or reduction are its privacy, subjectivity, ineffability, phenom-
enality, immediacy, and irreducibly qualitative character.' These features
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or properties are typically taken as problematic for one or both of
two “naturalistic” programs of explanation: either physicalism, which
holds that a successful explanation of consciousness accounts for it as
wholly physical, or functionalism, which holds that a successful expla-
nation accounts for conscious states as functional states of the brain
or person. The debate about the reality and reducibility of these spe-
cial features of consciousness, having developed over the 1980s and
199os, shows no sign of being resolved, and indeed, it is unclear what
sort of consideration, empirical or philosophical, might decisively set-
tle it.? But historical analysis offers to reinvigorate the debate, bringing
it to a greater richness and philosophical depth. It does so by show-
ing that each of the determinate notions used in these various types
of arguments to characterize (or to contest the characterization of)
the specific properties of consciousness, and the forms of explanation
appropriate to understanding them, in fact originate in the historical
context of bygone philosophical theories and concerns, often seem-
ingly quite distant from those of philosophers who apply those notions
today.

Broadly speaking, several of the main aspects of the contemporary
discussion of consciousness — in particular, the discussion of its alleged
privacy, ineffability, and subjectivity — first arise historically from ten-
sions presentin analytic philosophy’s longstanding attempt to describe
the relationship between linguistic meaning and experience.? Histor-
ical analysis elucidates this attempt, revealing its underlying form and
clarifying its significance for today’s debate. Characteristically, ana-
lytic philosophy is a linguistic inquiry. For the purposes of historical
reconstruction, it can be defined as a specific tradition in terms of its
determinative and unique attention to language and its logic, and this
attention determines the historical and contemporary form of its in-
quiry into the nature of experience. In particular, analytic philosophy
typically investigates the conceptual and logical structure of languagein or-
der to understand experience and to explain its relationship to objec-
tive knowledge about the physical world. From around the turn of the
twentieth century, the explanatory projects that would define analytic
philosophy of mind sought to elucidate the epistemology and ontol-
ogy of our knowledge of the objective world on the basis of reasoning
about the structure of experience or consciousness, the total pattern
of the logical or conceptual interrelationships of its basic elements.
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One of the inaugural innovations of analytic philosophy was to tie
this explanatory project to a program of linguistic analysis, whereby
the structure of experience is specified by means of a clarification
of the logical relationships between propositions, both those immedi-
ately describing experience and other, more highly conceptual and
interpretive ones. Within this program, the analysis of experience,
consistently identified with the analysis of the language of experience,
is the analysis of the logical and conceptual structure of this language,
of the network of the syntactic and semantic interrelationships of the
terms and sentences that describe, explain, and express experience.
The goal of analysis is then the identification and description of this
structure of relations. But from the beginning of the analytic tradition,
the basic elements of experience figure as the indefinable relata of this
network of relations, the elements that can be described and explained
only by reference to their semantically and conceptually relevant in-
terrelations, and never in themselves. This configuration — in which
consciousness is constantly understood as immediate content, and ob-
jective language and explanation as relational — has, despite changes in
detail and emphasis, continued to characterize the discussion of the
problem of consciousness to the present, through the various shifts
in doctrine and method that the analytic inquiry into experience has
undergone over the twentieth century.

A structural or structuralist explanation (in the sense in which I use
these terms in this study) is one that accounts for particular items by
locating them in a broader structure of relations of one kind or another.#
Structuralist explanation typically operates by first characterizing the
nature of the system of interrelations in which a type of events or
objects stand, and then explaining particular items by locating them
within this system. Thus defined, structuralist explanation is an ex-
ceedingly general explanatory practice. As we shall see, for instance,
it subsumes many forms of semantic explanation whereby words, con-
cepts, or meanings are explained in terms of their logical or semantic
roles in a language, as well as most forms of causal explanation that
explain particular objects or events in terms of their position in a struc-
ture of causes and effects. The explanatory projects most prominentin
the contemporary debate about consciousness are themselves versions
of structuralism.5 Physicalism or materialism, for instance, is the doc-
trine that every real phenomenon can be described and explained in
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terms of basic physics. It operates explanatorily by locating each puz-
zling phenomenon within the total pattern of relations that physics
can capture, typically a pattern of causal relations that is conceived
of as exhaustive of reality. Functionalism is the doctrine that mental
states, including states of consciousness, are completely explainable
in terms of their functional interrelationships with other mental states
and physical states. Understanding mental states as definable in terms
of these interrelationships, it always explains them by locating them
within a total pattern of relations.’ These explanatory projects, as we
shall see in the chapters to follow, themselves have a rich and hidden
conceptual history in the analytic tradition, one that entwines them
inseparably with the problems of experience and consciousness that
they were developed to solve. Historical analysis, by exposing this con-
ceptual history, shows the extent and depth of the entwinement of
structuralism with the problems of explaining consciousness, suggest-
ing new possibilities for the understanding and resolution of these
underlying problems.

Not all forms of explanation, however, are structuralist in this sense.
Consider, for instance, genetic explanations (that explain things in
terms of their origins and histories of descent) and narrative expla-
nations (that explain by situating particular things or events within a
larger narrative story). Though these other forms of explanation might
refer to or make use of larger contexts or unities — a specific history,
for instance, or a broader narrative — they do not function primarily,
as structuralist explanations do, by locating items within a larger pat-
tern of interrelations of a particular kind. If the point of explanation
generally is to produce intelligibility of one kind or another, we can
recognize these alternative forms of explanation as producing differ-
ent kinds of intelligibility and understanding in each of the domains
in which they are felt to be most appropriate.

In this introductory chapter, I argue that the history of philoso-
phy provides a genuine explanation for the much-discussed resistance
of consciousness to contemporary structuralist (primarily, physicalist
and functionalist) accounts, and that this explanation, if properly un-
derstood, could help to bring the contemporary debate to a greater
level of methodological richness and sophistication. Historical analysis
of concepts is a species of conceptual analysis, and conceptual anal-
ysis explains by revealing the underlying conceptual determinants of
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patterns of use and description. By unearthing and evaluating the orig-
inal arguments made for positions that have played a determinative
role in structuring our contemporary concepts, historical investiga-
tion can remind contemporary philosophers of the original reasons
for using concepts of mind and explanation in the ways that we do
today. This points the way to a richer and more fruitful discussion, by
recommending an explicit reconsideration of these often-forgotten
or obscured reasons. Thus conceived, the historical explanation for
the intractability of consciousness to physicalist description does not
stand in any deep tension with other, more usual explanations for the
problem - for instance, that consciousness fails to supervene on the
physical or that there is an explanatory gap between our concepts of
the physical and our concepts of consciousness.” Instead, it contributes
to the clarification of these and other descriptions of the problem by
clarifying the concepts of consciousness and explanation that they
involve.

I

In order to begin to cast the light of historical interpretation on the
contemporary discussion of consciousness, it is reasonable to investi-
gate the origin and descent of the interrelated network of concepts
that we use to characterize consciousness and the philosophical issues
surrounding it. We can make an illuminating beginning by consider-
ing the concept of qualia. It is in the form of the question of qualia
that many investigators today address the question of the explainability
of consciousness. In the contemporary literature, qualia are variously
thought to be incapable of physicalist or functionalist explanation,
resistant to (but capable of) physicalist or functionalist explanation,
or, owing to the unclarity or theoretical uselessness of the concept,
nonexistent.® Argument about the explainability of consciousness, in-
deed, in many cases amounts simply to argument about the meaning
of this concept. Significantly, though, the concept itself has a lengthy
and seldom-explored lineage in the discourse of analytic philosophy.
Investigation of this lineage provides insight into the philosophical
sources of the main features and uses of its contemporary version.
The full story of the descent of the concept of “qualia” in the twenti-
eth century would require a detailed study of its own. But the outlines
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of an explanation for some of the most significant contemporary uses
of the term can already be drawn from an examination of some of the
earliest uses of the term in the philosophical discourse.

The philosophical uses of the term “qualia” (and the singular
“quale”) in English trace back at least as far as the writings of C. S.
Peirce, who used the term as early as 1867 to describe the immedi-
ate or given elements of experience. For Peirce, qualia (often used as
cognate to “qualities”) were already the most basic constituents of the
totality of sensory experience, the ground of what he called Firstness
or immediacy.9 Drawing on Peirce, William James used the term be-
ginning in the 1870s to denote the “irreducible data” of perception,
for instance, the whiteness that is one and the same when I perceive
it in today’s snow and yesterday’s white cloud.'® These items, James
argues, are the same no matter where in experience they occur; and
they comprise an irreducible set of posits that must, perhaps along with
the atoms of physics, be ultimate philosophical data. James’s qualia,
accordingly, set an utmost limit to the philosopher’s project of analysis
or rational inquiry, a limit beyond which only speculation can pass.

The most direct early influence on the contemporary debate,
though, runs from the epistemology of the phenomenalist pragma-
tist C. I. Lewis. In the context of his attempt to distinguish the “given
element in experience” from the interpretive element placed upon it
by conceptual reasoning, Lewis was among the first to use the term
“qualia” in substantially the same way it is used by theorists today:

Qualia are subjective; they have no names in ordinary discourse but are indi-
cated by some circumlocution such as ‘looks like’; they are ineffable, since they
might be different in two minds with no possibility of discovering that fact and
no necessary inconvenience to our knowledge of objects or their properties.
All that can be done to designate a quale is, so to speak, to locate it in experi-
ence, that s, to designate the conditions of its recurrence or other relations of
it. Such location does not touch the quale itself; if one such could be lifted out
of the network of its relations, in the total experience of the individual, and
replaced by another, no social interest or interest of action would be affected
by such substitution. What is essential for understanding and communication
is not the quale as such but that pattern of its stable relations in experience
which is what is implicitly predicated when it is taken as the sign of an objective

property.'!

Writing in 1929, Lewis already grants qualia the essential properties of
immediacy, subjectivity, and ineffability that often characterize them
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today. In the context of his reasoning about the properties of qualia,
contemporary arguments for their existence and properties would be
quite at home. As they were for James and Peirce, qualia are, for Lewis,
the raw material or underlying substance of our rich and conceptually
articulated experience of the world. But for Lewis, qualia are also ex-
plicitly private items. The ineffability of a particular quale outside its
behavioral and relational context means that it is, outside this context,
in a certain sense particular to its owner. No one else can possess or
even understand my quale itself, for there is no way that I can commu-
nicate its intrinsic character to another. All that I can communicate
is its place in the global pattern of relations that stands as its only
objective sign.

There is also, though, an important contextual difference between
the way in which Lewis uses the term “qualia” and its use in most of
today’s discussions. For instead of basing his conception of qualia on
general intuitions or demonstrative thought experiments, Lewis artic-
ulates his conception of qualia from within the constraints of his global
project of reconstructive analytic epistemology. For Lewis, qualia are
the end points of epistemologically illuminating analysis. With their
exhibition, we complete our analysis of any complex experience by dis-
tinguishing clearly between its interpretive, conceptual elements and
that part of the experience that is genuinely “given,” immediate, non-
interpretive, and unconstrained by conceptual categorization. Aside
from their role in this epistemological project, qualia have little signif-
icance. Indeed, Lewis says, they are abstractions, for our given expe-
riences always come to us structured and formed, and their elements
can be determined only by a process of analysis.

The setting of Lewis’s concept of qualia within the larger theoret-
ical project of reconstructive epistemology has historically important
consequences for his use, and subsequent uses, of the concept. One
consequence is that Lewis’s notion of qualia has explicit semantic impli-
cations that contemporary uses of the concept usually lack. For Lewis
ties conceptual interpretation to meaningful expression; it is only by
conceptually interpreting a “given” element of experience that we
gain the ability to communicate about that experience.'* Consequently,
Lewis’s qualia are strictly indescribable. Strictly speaking, there is no
possibility of describing an isolated quale, and there is no language
for expressing the properties of individual qualia out of the context of
their relationships with other qualia and conceptual interpretation. It
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is these patterns of relationship that we do in fact communicate about
when we discuss qualia. About the qualia themselves we can say nothing,
even though we may continually exhibit them to ourselves.'3

Nor can we, according to Lewis, even conceive of an isolated quale. It
is ultimately to a relational description — a description of their place in
relation to a total network of other qualia, external causes, and behav-
ioral effects — that all thought about qualia must relate.'4 For Lewis,
then, qualia are real but indescribable, except insofar as we can locate
them within a relational structure. It is only in virtue of the quale’s
having a particular place in a total pattern of relations that it can be
referred to at all. Thus, Lewis makes qualia linguistically identifiable
only by reference to their positions within a complex relational struc-
ture, whose relata we are in no position to characterize independently
of that structure.

II

Lewis’s conception of qualia as describable only in virtue of the net-
work of their relations, and indescribable in themselves, may at first
seem quite uncongenial to contemporary uses of the notion. But
even if this implication of indescribability is not always present in
contemporary uses of the concept of qualia, the notion of qualia
as primary contents set off against a total network of relations nev-
ertheless bears direct relevance to the contemporary discussion of
the problem of consciousness. The image of Lewis’s original distinc-
tion between content and structure appears in David Chalmers’s 1996
description of the root of the problem of explaining consciousness
physically:

Physical explanation is well suited to the explanation of structure and of func-
tion. Structural properties and functional properties can be straightforwardly
entailed by a low-level physical story, and so are clearly apt for reductive ex-
planation. And almost all the high-level phenomena that we need to explain
ultimately come down to structure or function: think of the explanation of
waterfalls, planets, digestion, reproduction, language. But the explanation of
consciousness is not just a matter of explaining structure and function. Once
we have explained all the physical structure in the vicinity of the brain, and
we have explained how all the various brain functions are performed, there
is a further sort of explanandum: consciousness itself. Why should all this
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structure and function give rise to experiences? The story about the physical
processes does not say.'5

Chalmers’s complaint articulates a picture of the underlying difficulty
with the explanation of qualia that will be recognizable even to those
who disagree with it. Accordingly, it is reasonable to begin with this
consensus in seeking a historically minded account of the problem.
Most importantly for the historical analysis, Chalmers’s description of
the problem turns on a central distinction between physical descrip-
tion, conceived as exclusively structural and functional, and basic ex-
periences or qualia, conceived as resistant to this sort of description.*®
There is, Chalmers suggests, something direct and immediate about
consciousness, something that makes it resist description in terms of
structural relationships of concepts and functional relations of prop-
erties. It is in these terms, and according to these intuitions, that
Chalmers goes on to describe the problem of consciousness as the
“hard problem” of explaining the arising of experience, distinguishing
this problem from the various “easy problems” of psychological expla-
nation, all of which amount to problems of structural or functional
explanation.'? Consciousness is resistant to these kinds of explanation
precisely because it is something different, something whose immedi-
acy and directness will not be explained even when «ll the functions
and structures in the world are accounted for.

Chalmers’s intuition of the simplicity, directness, and immediacy of
qualia characterizes both contemporary and older uses of the term.
But along with this conception of qualia, Chalmers also gestures to-
ward a conception of scientific explanation that is, in broad terms,
shared by physicalists and antiphysicalists in the philosophy of mind.
In particular, Chalmers conceives of the realm of physicalist (and, in
general, scientific) explanation as a realm of structural and functional
explanation, and he protests that such explanation does not suffice to
explain the arising of consciousness. In so doing, he exploits a general
conception of the metaphysical structure of the world that is conge-
nial to physicalism and held in common by a variety of contemporary
theories and theorists. According to this picture — what Jaegwon Kim
has called the “layered model” of the world —reality consists ultimately
of elementary particles, or of whatever basic units of matter our best
physics tells us everything else is composed of, in causal relationships
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to one another.'® Accordingly, higher-level entities such as molecules
and cells are arrangements of the underlying units, and their proper-
ties can be deduced (at least in an idealized sense) from the relations
of the underlying units. This makes for a unified logical structure of
explanation in which all of the causally relevant properties of entities
described by the specialized sciences, including psychology, can, in
principle, be explained in terms of, or reduced to, relational prop-
erties of the underlying units. This logical structure of explanation
makes physicalist description essentially relational, for the explana-
tion of a phenomenon adverts either to its compositional relationship
to its constituents or to its causal or functional relationships with other
phenomena.'9 Given this picture, a characterization of the structural
and functional position of a phenomenon is all that the physicalist
description has to offer. Reference to nonstructural or nonfunctional
intrinsic properties plays no role.

In the underlying motivations of this picture of the world can be
sought the underlying motivations of the contemporary discussion
of consciousness as a problem for scientific description. The broadly
physicalist picture, though, itself has a detailed and important philo-
sophical history; and significantly, this history is not completely distinct
from the history of the concept of consciousness to which Chalmers
appeals. Historical analysis and reflection reveals the extent to which
the conception of consciousness as inexplicable by structural or func-
tional means, and the conception of those means themselves as pre-
supposed in the current discussions, are joined in their origin and
philosophical foundations. The philosophical history of the under-
lying distinction between basic elements of experience and struc-
tural or functional description can, in fact, be traced to one of the
founding texts of analytic philosophy, Carnap’s Der Logische Aufbau der
Welt:

Now, the fundamental thesis of construction theory (cf. s 4), which we will
attempt to demonstrate in the following investigation, asserts that fundamen-
tally there is only one object domain and that each scientific statement is about
the objects in this domain. Thus, it becomes unnecessary to indicate for each
statement the object domain, and the result is that each scientific statement can
in principle be so transformed that it is nothing but a structure statement. But the
transformation is not only possible, it is imperative. For science wants to speak
about what is objective, and whatever does not belong to the structure but to
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the material (i.e., anything that can be pointed out in a concrete ostensive
definition) is, in the final analysis, subjective.*°

According to Carnap in 1929, the objectivity of any proposition
whatsoever — its possibility of referring to the objective domain of sci-
entific explanation — depends on its being a structural proposition.
Such propositions make no direct use of names. Instead, they com-
prise only definite descriptions and logical relationships among them.
In this way, the total web of science can be described as a logical net-
work of explanation, wherein all evidentiary and theoretical claims
are deductively interrelated. Unity of science, Carnap claims, depends
on this structuralization, for it is only in virtue of the structural na-
ture of scientific propositions that they avoid referring to private, id-
iosyncratic experiences. Physics already comprises almost exclusively
structural propositions, and other regions of science, as they advance
conceptually and empirically, become more fully structural and thus
more fully assimilated to a unified explanatory order.

Carnap’s claim for the structuralization of scientific propositions al-
ready defines the outlines of today’s conception of scientific explana-
tion as physicalist or functionalist. Scientific explanation, for Carnap,
results in a unified totality of propositions that refer only to the struc-
ture of relations comprised by the entities they describe. Structuraliza-
tion, moreover, makes the explanatory unity of science a logical unity.
As on Chalmers’s picture, the explanatory relationships between struc-
tural descriptions are deductive and definitional ones. And, as for
Chalmers, physics has a privileged role as the science in which the re-
lational definitions of all sciences have their root. Carnap would soon
make “physicalism” — defined as the thesis that all meaningful scien-
tific propositions are expressible in a single language, the language of
physics — the basis of his conception of the unity of scientific explana-
tion. By 1932, Carnap even conceived of reports of basic experience
as physicalist sentences, reports on the physical state of the observer.?!
This semantic physicalism formed the basis for Carnap’s claim for the
unity of scientific explanation; the unity of science across all its spe-
cialized domains — biology, psychology, and even sociology — could
be ensured by the uniform possibility of rewriting the propositions
of any of these special sciences in the purely structural language of
physics.
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In this way, Carnap’s picture inaugurates contemporary physical-
ism’s comprehensive claim of explanatory unity. But significantly, the
ultimate relata of Carnap’s system of logical relations in the Aufbau’s
epistemological project are not physical entities or events, but in-
stead basic or elementary experiences. Like Lewis, then, Carnap makes
the description of immediate experiences dependent on their loca-
tion in a total pattern of relations. And like Lewis, he describes this
pattern of relations as a condition for the possibility of meaningful
expression; immediate experiences can be described only in virtue of
their position within it. But Carnap also goes beyond Lewis’s picture
by treating the “total pattern of relations” as a pattern of logical rela-
tionships that mirror the logical relationships of linguistic terms. This
innovation, in fact, represents a decisive moment in the inauguration
of the analytic project of conceptual analysis. For it allows the articula-
tion of a program according to which the analysis of definitional and
logical relationships among concepts yields epistemological insight.
Because scientific propositions amount to structural descriptions of re-
lationships among elementary experiences, analysis of a proposition
allows the analyst to differentiate between the contribution of logi-
cal structure and the contribution of empirical content to its mean-
ing. The concepts of science are exhibited as logical constructions
from elementary experiences, revealing the epistemological order of
inference from elementary experiences to the attribution of these
concepts.

Conceiving of elementary experiences as primary, ineffable con-
tents, and setting them off against structural explanation, Carnap’s
view already provides the outlines of the theoretical configuration
within which subsequent stages of the philosophical discussion of con-
sciousness have most often moved. This theoretical configuration, in-
deed, determines plausible explanatory suggestions even today. This
can be seen particularly clearly in one recent reaction to the problem
of qualia, a proposal that offers as a new solution Lewis’s original view
of qualia as identifiable or explainable only in virtue of their structural
interrelationships. Recently, several philosophers have suggested that
the problem of the relationship of qualia to physical facts can be solved
relationally: the solution of the problem will depend on the discovery
of specific correlations between the overall structure of experience
and the structure of neurophysiological, computational, or functional
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states.?® Our sense of the mysteriousness of qualia, these philosophers
suggest, will dissipate once we describe them in terms of their logical
and formal interrelations. Chalmers himself suggests a “principle of
structural coherence” whereby “the structure of consciousness is mir-
rored by the structure of awareness, and the structure of awareness is
mirrored by the structure of consciousness” (1996, p. 225).

Even more suggestively, in view of the philosophical history here
detailed, several recent writers have sketched arguments for a return
to the Russellian view that is sometimes called “intrinsic monism,” a
view that bears important similarities of motivation and content to
Carnap’s picture.?3 According to intrinsic monism, physical descrip-
tions of the world are themselves purely relational: they character-
ize only relations among otherwise undefined entities and properties.
Considered intrinsically, however, these entities and properties are
themselves phenomenal or proto-experiential. Thus, as on Carnap’s
view, the relationality of objective, physical description sits alongside
the nonrelationality of the phenomenal properties of immediate ex-
perience, apparently offering a solution to the problem of the integra-
tion of the intrinsic properties of subjective entities with the relational
properties of objective ones.

These recent suggestions may seem to bring a new level of attention
to phenomenological detail and a new complexity to the contempo-
rary discussion, but in the light of philosophical history they are simply
repetitions of positions already investigated and discussed at an ear-
lier moment, albeit in a somewhat different philosophical climate.
The second suggestion, in particular, essentially rewrites Carnap’s so-
lution to the problem of the relationship of subjectivity and objec-
tivity outside the scope of the primarily epistemological concerns of
Carnap’s project. The recognition of the deep similarities between
this suggestion and older views recommends an explicit discussion
of the original reasons for those views and their continuing ability
to motivate philosophical argument. In particular, the recognition
of the historical parallel recommends an explicit discussion of the
underlying reasons for Carnap’s and Lewis’s distinction between the
ineffable, private contents of subjectivity and the objective descrip-
tion of the world, where objectivity is understood as the field of pub-
lic, linguistic expressibility or communicability and hence as logical
structure.
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III

The preliminary historical investigation of the concept “qualia” al-
ready suffices to reveal the existence of a consistent configuration of
theory that unites the claims of Lewis, Carnap, and Chalmers across
eight decades of philosophical history. It has two recognizable parts.
First, all three philosophers take it that the relevant form of expla-
nation, in terms of which the issue of consciousness can be posed,
is structural in the sense that I've explained. Second, all three ac-
counts identify qualia, or the elements of consciousness, as resistant
to such explanation. However successful our explanations of items
and objects in terms of relational structures might be in other do-
mains, the intrinsic properties of consciousness appear in each case to
have special features that block the possibility of explaining them in
this way.

As we shall see in this study, the theoretical configuration that op-
poses structure to consciousness has remained a consistent determi-
nant of the discussion of consciousness in the analytic tradition. This
continuity owes largely to underlying continuities of philosophical
method within this tradition. In the sweep of the methodological history
of analytic philosophy, structuralist methods of analysis and explana-
tion are in fact preeminent and decisive. This preeminence stems, in
the first instance, from their use in projects of linguistic analysis and
from their suitability for producing a kind of philosophical insight
into meanings that is distinctively linguistic in nature. A characteristic
concern with language and a conception of philosophical elucidation
as linguistic analysis are, of course, early marks of the distinctiveness of
the analytic tradition. And the methodological contours and demands
of the specific inquiry into linguistic meaning have continued to de-
fine, as we shall see in detail, the analytic tradition’s consideration of
consciousness, from its earliest articulations to its most contemporary
versions.

For the inaugural projects of analytic philosophy, the analysis of a
meaningful unit of language — most often a sentence or proposition —
consists in the identification of its interrelated, semantically relevant
parts.?4 These parts may be the words that obviously constitute the
sentence on the level of its surface grammar, but the identification
of the meaning of a sentence in terms of its logical role in patterns
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of inference and definition allows it, in many cases, to be revealed
as having a deep structure as well. That is, through logical analysis a
sentence can be shown to have an underlying pattern of meaningful
constituence, or logical structure, different from that of its immedi-
ately evident surface grammar. The logical analysis of a sentence, then,
shows its genuinely meaningful parts in their logically and semanti-
cally significant interrelationships. Given this, it is natural to conceive
of meaning itself as consisting in logical structure or form. For a sen-
tence to have the meaning that it does, on this picture, is for it to
have a particular logical structure, to be composed in a particular way
out of simpler significant parts whose interrelations and possibilities
of meaningful combination are governed by the general logical or
semantic rules that define a language. The analysis of any particular
sentence then takes shape within a guiding conception of the overall
logical structure of terms in the language.

Insofar as linguistic analysis is explanatory, then, its mode of expla-
nation seems to be a distinctively structuralist one. And the structuralist
picture of linguistic meaning gained additional early support, as we will
see in more detail in the next chapter, from considerations of the pub-
licity and objectivity of meaning. Since genuine linguistic meaning is
not a matter for private or individual decision or determination, it is
reasonable to assume that the logical structure of meaning shown by
the linguistic analysis of a sentence will be an objective structure, one
binding on any speaker who uses that sentence meaningfully. Inter-
subjective communication, after all, depends on shared meanings, so
the rules followed by a particular speaker in the use of a meaningful
language must also characterize her interlocutor’s patterns of use, as
well as the usage of all speakers of the language. On the structuralist
view, then, explanation of meaning in terms of logical structure locates
meanings as positions within the stable set of rules and norms that col-
lectively comprise a language and are binding on all of its speakers.
Beginning with Frege, this consideration and related ones led ana-
lytic philosophers to conclude that a general structuralist account of
meaning could also account for the objectivity of linguistic meaning.
For a sentence to have an objective meaning at all, they supposed, was
for it to have a determinate and fixed logical structure, comprehen-
sible in terms of the semantic structure of terms and concepts that
characterizes the language as a whole.
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Though it varies in details in each of its specific instances, the gen-
eral structuralist picture of meaning thereby defined provides theoret-
ical support for many of the linguistically oriented projects of analysis
and theories of meaning that have characterized the analytic tradition.
It supports not only projects, such as Frege’s, that conceive of analy-
sis in the context of an artificial, ideal, and logically perfect language
meant to eliminate any possibility of logical error, but also subsequent
projects that look to ordinary use rather than idealized formal lan-
guages and that characteristically understand the logical structure of
language as a structure of linguistic rules of use implicit in ordinary
practice. For these subsequent projects, the elucidation of the logical
form of a sentence is the elucidation of the conventional rules of use
followed in using it meaningfully in ordinary practice rather than the
ideal rules of a logically perfect language, but elucidation of meaning
remains grounded in elucidation of the general logical structure of
the language. A structuralist picture of meaning, then, underlies and
provides theoretical support to virtually all of the projects of logical
or linguistic analysis, conceptual analysis, conceptual-role semantics,
and pragmatist analysis of meaning as use that comprise the method-
ological history of the first fifty years or so of analytic philosophy.

What is perhaps less immediately evident is that both a structuralist
picture of explanation and a structuralist account of objectivity con-
tinue to provide support for explanatory projects within the analytic
tradition even when the tradition ceases to portray itself as exclusively
or predominantly focused on language at all. For some of the most
prominent explanatory projects and positions of the last few decades
of the analytic tradition in fact inherit much of their specific method
from their linguistically shaped procedural ancestors, even if they do
not present themselves officially as chapters of the philosophy of lan-
guage. This is shown, in part, in the lines of descent that connect
the newer projects to older ones with a specifically linguistic prove-
nance. We shall see, for instance, that contemporary physicalism, the
ontological or metaphysical view that every object and phenomenon
in the universe is ultimately physical in nature, began its philosophical
life as the semantic doctrine of the reducibility of all meaningful state-
ments to a particular language, the language of physics. But in this
and other instances, more than just lines of historical descent con-
nect today’s popular metaphysical positions to yesterday’s methods of
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semantic analysis. For, as I argue in the four historical investigations to
follow, both the general ontological view of physicalism and the spe-
cific analytic project, within the philosophy of mind, of functionalism
inherit not only their claim to characterize objectivity but also their de-
terminate methods of elucidation from an application of structuralism
that is formally identical to that of their analytic ancestors.

Like the earlier projects from which they descend, physicalism and
functionalism explain phenomena by locating them within a compre-
hensive, relationally described network. As on the earlier accounts, as
well, for a state of affairs to be objectively existent s for it to be locatable
within this network. The relations that now define the network can be
described as causal rather than logical, but this makes little difference
either to the formal structure of the theory or to the character of its ex-
planatory method. The chief and most decisive resource of physicalist
or functionalist explanation remains, as the following investigations
show in historical detail, reasoning about the structure of language
and the semantic interconnections of its descriptive terms. Even if the
contemporary projects officially disclaim their own linguistic charac-
ter, they retain a determinative concern with the logical structure of
language in the very form of their explanations. The retention of a
basically structuralist picture of explanation within physicalism and
functionalism leads, as we have already seen in outline, to the com-
plaint, evident in Chalmers’s formulation of the “hard problem,” that
consciousness is left out of any physicalist or functionalist account.
If the complaint is right, no physicalist or functionalist explanation
of consciousness can succeed, because no structuralist form of the-
ory is appropriate to explaining consciousness itself. Determining the
general reason for this failure — and explaining the recalcitrance of
consciousness to physicalist and functionalist description — therefore
requires that we reflect methodologically and historically on the un-
derlying nature of structuralist explanation, the continuing reasons for
its predominance in analytic philosophy, and the possibility of gaining
alternative forms of insight into the nature and structure of conscious-
ness that improve upon it.

Simply recognizing the continuity of structuralist modes of explana-
tion within the analytic tradition already produces an improved under-
standing of the contemporary problem of explaining consciousness.
For the recognition allows the conception of explanation operative in
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the problem to be brought out and discussed explicitly. Standard his-
tories and presentations of the contemporary problem of explaining
consciousness often present it as simply an updated version of the tra-
ditional “mind-body problem,” the problem (as it is envisioned) of
accounting for how “the mind” can be “physical,” or “material,” or a
part, aspect, state, or condition of the human body or brain. But fore-
grounding the role of structuralism in determining the contemporary
problem allows us to see that it is not accurately representable in this
crude and general way. For the contemporary problem gains its char-
acter as much from a historically specific conception of explanation as
from the nature of what s to be explained. Roughly speaking, there are
as many “mind-body” problems as there are conceptions of what it is
to explain something physically or materially. These conceptions take
shape in particular historical contexts and for specific philosophical
reasons. The particular structuralist conception of explanation that de-
termines the contemporary problem is hardly recognizable (either in
its specific linguistic character or in its determinative connection with
an overall conception of objectivity) in older, pre-twentieth century
versions of “materialism” or “mechanism” about the mind. In order to
understand the problem, itis therefore necessary to reflect not only on
the properties of consciousness itself, but also on the specific philo-
sophical reasons for holding a structuralist picture. This reflection
contributes decisively to the kind of improved insight into the nature
of the problem that can help to provide new and improved grounds
for its resolution or dissolution.

In the recent history of the discussion of the problem of conscious-
ness, then, the omission of a level of historical and methodological
reflection has contributed not only to obscuring the underlying na-
ture of the problem but also to depriving theorists of the means by
which it might be resolved. For standard descriptions of the problem
hide both the conceptual structure and the history of the structuralist
conception of explanation that comprise it. This obscuring of the con-
text of the problem in historically specific conceptions of explanation
has also contributed to encouraging theorists, in recent decades, to
present their inquiry as a metaphysical, ontological, or empirical one
into the nature of one particularly puzzling phenomenon, rather than
as a linguistic or semantic inquiry about meaning and the language
of consciousness. In so doing, they miss the linguistic provenance and
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the enduring, basically linguistic orientation of their own methods and
programs of investigation, as well as the original partial determination
of these very methods by the problem of explaining consciousness in
its more general form. This omission leads, in turn, to the frustrating
dialectical situation in which the debate can come to seem to concern
the bare existence or nonexistence of the phenomena of conscious-
ness themselves, conceived as having the sorts of special and puzzling
properties discussed in section I. The issue then seems to be a conflict
between those who, in service of a general explanatory project, deny
the existence of consciousness, reasoning that nothing in the objec-
tive world could have such unusual and distinctive properties as those
claimed for consciousness by its defenders, and those who respond by
affirming its existence on the ground of the plainest and most imme-
diate evidence of self-consciousness or introspection. At this point, the
debate becomes a bare battle of intuitions, with little more to say in fa-
vor of one side or the other.?> Understanding the real source of these
intuitions, as I argue in this work, requires identifying their source in
originally linguistic issues of the explanation of meaning. Recognizing
the debate as a basically semantic one rather than a metaphysical or
ontological one allows its methodological specificity to emerge from
obscurity by showing the real historical and conceptual determinants
of the picture of explanation it presupposes.

Philosophers of mind are not, I hasten to admit, generally com-
pletely unaware of the history of concepts here related. Many con-
temporary philosophers have felt there to be a tension between de-
scriptions of qualia as “intrinsic,” on the one hand, and behaviorist,
physicalist, functionalist, and other forms of “relational” explanations
of them, on the other.?® And philosophers who appeal to qualia are
generally not unaware of the similarities between their view and the
views of adherents to “sense-data” and epistemologically foundation-
alist views, like those of Lewis and Carnap. Indeed, the history here
related suggests that the identification of particular tensions between
the explanation of qualia as immediate, nonrelational content and the
relational explanatory tools of analysis has repeatedly driven method-
ological and thematic innovation in philosophy of mind, and con-
tinues to drive it today. However, the continuing influence of the
problem has not generally ensured the explicit recognition of its un-
derlying conceptual determinants. Though the tension between the
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characterization of the properties of qualia as nonrelational and the
formal, relational tools of explanation has repeatedly driven theoreti-
cal innovations, and although this tension has indeed sometimes been
recognized, little has been said about exactly why it might arise, or
about what deeper problem it represents. It is here that historical in-
vestigation proves particularly useful.

v

Throughout the history here examined, characterizing the ordinary
language of consciousness has posed particular and instructive difficulties
for philosophers of mind and language. By “the language of conscious-
ness” I mean the ordinary, generally first-person language in which we
express thoughts and beliefs, report perceptions and sensations, com-
plain of pains and discomforts. The investigation of the meaning and
reference of this language is, I argue here, the ultimate basis of the an-
alytic inquiry into consciousness in each of its historical versions. The
language of consciousness, so described, does not rely on any philo-
sophical or contentious picture of subjectivity or mentality in order to
be recognized and employed. But even without rigorously delimiting
this language or exhaustively distinguishing it from other regions or
versions of linguistic explanation, it is possible to begin to see how the
investigation of the language of consciousness can tend to play both a
determinative and a problematic role within methods and theories of
linguistic reflection generally.

Within the scope of structuralist theories and methods, the ordinary
language of consciousness has alternately seemed either inadequate, as
if its way of describing its subject were in some distinctive way unsuited
to that subject, so that what really accounts for it must be some manner
of reference or meaning quite unlike that which characterizes other
regions of descriptive discourse; or impossible, as if there were no ques-
tion of description, since the objects or events that would be described
by it do not — as we can see from one or another structuralist total pic-
ture of objectivity — really exist as objective phenomena and so must be
relegated to the realm of the unspeakable, if they are real at all. Within
the configuration of theoretical opposition that I've described here,
positive accounts of the meaning and basis of our language of con-
sciousness repeatedly fail to articulate a phenomenon comprehensible
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in terms of the very structuralist picture they are meant to support. The
result is an ambiguous historical dynamic of oscillation between struc-
turalist explanatory projects and a feeling of the specific inadequacy
of these projects for the explanation of consciousness.

The theoretical configuration of opposition so described has, I ar-
gue in the detailed case studies to follow, determined and driven de-
bate in the philosophy of mind at several key moments in its history.
The ability of this basic configuration both to constrain and to motivate
debate through various stages of the history of the analytic tradition
can be traced, in large part, to the peculiar explanatory dynamics of
the relationship between its two parts. For the conceptual configura-
tion that sets consciousness off against a total pattern of structuralist,
ultimately linguistic explanation has been, in a philosophically unique
way, both conceptually stable and historically unstable.

It has been conceptually stable because every general structuralist
account requires for its intelligibility some description of the nature
of the interrelated elements that comprise the relational structure it ad-
duces. As we shall see, within decisive projects in the history of analytic
philosophy, the basic elements of consciousness have filled this role.
They have been the elements in terms of which everything else is to
be explained, while they themselves, owing to this situation, remain
unexplainable. Conversely, the thought that consciousness cannot be
further decomposed, analyzed, or explained by structural means nat-
urally suggests the thought that we should understand other events
and phenomena in terms of the structural configurations of basic ele-
ments of consciousness. This mutual support, as we will see, provided
important motivation for the introduction of the enduring theoretical
configuration that opposes consciousness to structure. But even when,
at a subsequent stage of the discussion, structuralist accounts ceased
to explicitly envision the explanatory structures they introduced as
comprised of elements of consciousness, the sense of a specific resis-
tance of consciousness to structuralist explanation (of whatever type)
would remain, reappearing in general complaints such as Chalmers’s
and continuing to determine the form of discussion of the problem
of explaining consciousness today.

The consistent theoretical configuration of opposition has been
historically unstable, however, in that the linguistic provenance of struc-
turalism as an account of meaning and communication demands that
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the simple and basic elements of consciousness be inexplicable in the
structuralist terms that suffice for the analysis of language describing
public states of affairs. Since structure is identified with meaningful-
ness, and since clarification of meaning is clarification of structures of
relation, it becomes impossible, by the lights of the theory, to under-
stand language purporting to characterize the simple elements as they
are, nonrelationally and in themselves. The intrinsic character of con-
sciousness in itself, then, becomes literally unspeakable, incapable of
finding expression in any form of language comprehensible as having
objective meaning, even though it remains a presupposition for the
structuralist analysis as a whole. Within this configuration, therefore,
any positive description of the character of consciousness undermines
itself. For if the character of consciousness is expressible at all, struc-
turalist methods can analyze the language in which it is expressed.
They can reveal any purported positive description of the contents of
consciousness, if meaningful, as having the same determinacy of mean-
ing, understandable in terms of its logical interrelations with other
meaningful propositions in the language, that other public-language
propositions have.*7 But the imposition of the structural method then
invites the recurrence of the original complaint: the putative descrip-
tion of the nature of consciousness has tried to capture the unstruc-
tured elements of structure, but its failure to do this is shown by its
very structuralizability. There must, the now-recurrent complaint con-
tinues, accordingly be an alternative description, one that somehow
makes intelligible the nonstructural character of consciousness itself,
even given that the meaningfulness of language is generally intelligible
in terms of its logical structure.

The following four case studies trace the methodological fates and
fortunes of twentieth-century philosophy of mind, at some of its most
decisive moments, to this ambiguous dynamic. At each of the four mo-
ments of theoretical development considered here, a positive struc-
turalist explanatory project is challenged by the particular difficulties
of giving a structuralist account of some aspect of the ordinary lan-
guage of consciousness. But because the general problem has typically
not been articulated on its actual level of generality, the complaint of
inadequacy, though it has a recurrent form, has most often seemed to
figure only against the particularstructuralist project for which it arises.
The most consistent theoretical response has accordingly been, not to
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Carnap/Schlick Structuralist Ryle’s “Logical Geography”  Smart/Place
Theory of Meaning Neurath’s Identity Theory
Physicalism
cannot|account for cannot|account for
leads to leads to
Verification Sensation-reports
[Chapter 2] [Chapter 4]
Identity Theory Putnam/Fodor Functionalism
Functionalism ?
cannotlaccount for cannot|account for
leads to / leads to
Meaning of Psych. Language Qualia
[Chapter 5]

FIGURE 1.1. Some instances of the historical dynamic. The form of the histor-
ical dynamic between conscious experience and analytic explanation at four
of the historical moments discussed here. In each case, the recalcitrance of
some phenomenon of conscious experience to a particular analytical program
leads to its replacement by a new one.

recognize the problem with structuralist explanations of consciousness
as a general one, but to replace the particular structuralist project for
which the problem arises with another such project, characterized by
different specific means but sharing a structuralist form. The underly-
ing complaint that consciousness resists structural explanation, then,
recurs in the context of the new theory, and this consistent recurrence
again leads to methodological innovation that preserves a structuralist
form. Figure 1.1 outlines this dynamic, as it is shown to have occurred
in the following investigations, at several decisive moments in the his-
tory of analytic philosophy of mind. It culminates in the contemporary
configuration, where qualia are felt to be a decisive problem for phys-
icalist or functionalist means of explanation, but it remains unclear
what successor project might accommodate them.

This kind of methodological reflection provides grounds not only
for criticizing specific structuralist projects, but also for raising the
question of the limitations of structuralist explanation itself. And be-
cause of the special and determinative link, running through the his-
tory of analytic philosophy, between structuralist methods and forms
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of insight that are distinctively linguistic, reflection on the figuring of
the language of consciousness in the projects and explanatory schemes
of analytic philosophy becomes a historically grounded way of consid-
ering the more general questions of the relationship of specifically lin-
guistic forms of intelligibility to the understanding of consciousness,
of the privilege or fatefulness of language as structuring the kinds of
intelligibility of which we are humanly capable, and of the relation-
ship between this privilege and the kind of understanding shown in
our ordinary, untheoretical language of self-description.

In each of the four case studies that follow, the problems of ex-
plaining consciousness appear in the particular infelicities of partic-
ular attempted accounts of the ordinary language of consciousness,
accounts that figure this language as extraordinary or peculiar, as hav-
ing a special status or needing a special explanation, as demanding
new forms of linguistic analysis or explanation. In Chapter 2, we see
that Carnap and Schlick’s structuralist project of accounting for ob-
jectivity leads them to consider basic perceptual reports or protocol
sentences to depend, for their meaning, on the performance of spe-
cial acts of inward-directed ostension or demonstration, or on the
bare presence of subjective, private items, exterior to the system of
language but nevertheless having a justificatory role with respect to
linguistic utterances. The picture thus envisions experience as, para-
doxically, both inside and outside the linguistic system it describes,
leading not only to its ultimate incoherence but also to its historical
demise and replacement by other projects. The same logical positivist
theory, as we see in the examination of Chapter g, pictures the logical
structure or form of experience as governed by conventional rules of
semantic use for the language, but it comes to grief in the attempt
to explain the nature and force of these rules. In the fourth chap-
ter’s examination of Gilbert Ryle’s widely influential program for the
analysis of the concepts of mind, the first-person language of sensa-
tion emerges as an area of particular and indicative difficulty for Ryle,
seeming to demand the modification or abandonment of his program
and leading to Place and Smart’s formulation of the psychophysical
identity theory as a replacement. Finally, the fifth chapter shows how
the demands of capturing the logic of ordinary psychological lan-
guage, a logic that fits only poorly the more general logic of causal
or physicalist description, drove theorists in replacing the identity
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theory with functionalism as a method of investigation and a theory of
mind.

Still, though, it was clear from almost the beginning of function-
alism’s career that it had a special problem with the characterization
of consciousness, and particularly with qualitative states or (using the
old term, which soon began to reappear) qualia. Old puzzles, like
the puzzle of the inverted spectrum, made a prominent reappearance
in the form of a challenge to functionalism to explain qualia, and
evocative new thought experiments capitalizing on the generality and
abstract character of functional state descriptions further embarrassed
the functionalist claim to explain the qualitative.?® Most of all, qualia
seemed obviously different from other, functionally explainable men-
tal states because of their independence from functional descriptions.
This independence was soon captured in a compelling allegory: that
of the zombie, or the physical and functional duplicate of a conscious
being that nevertheless completely lacks qualia or consciousness. As
the metaphysical concepts of possible worlds and supervenience de-
veloped during the 198os and 19qos, these concepts offered a com-
pelling picture of scientific explanation and a natural description of
the problematic cases that, given their apparent conceivability, makes
consciousness and qualia seem stubbornly resistant to physicalist and
functionalist accounts.

A%

I have argued that structuralist modes and methods of explanation de-
rive their preeminence in the analytic tradition from their suitability
to the specifically linguistic forms of analysis or inquiry that define that
tradition, and also that structuralist projects, in each of their histor-
ical instances, fail to explain consciousness because, while retaining
a basically linguistic orientation, they nevertheless fail to adequately
handle the ordinarylanguage of self-description and self-awareness. So
much the worse, someone might be tempted to conclude, for linguis-
tic modes of explanation; what we ought to do in order to improve the
debate is to forget about the language of consciousness and try to un-
derstand the nature of consciousness directly. Since any attempted ex-
planation of consciousness according to linguistic means or methods
of clarification seems to leave it unintelligible (we might conclude), we
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would do better to abandon linguistic methods of clarification entirely
and make a fresh start with means of analysis that are more directly, or
more honestly, metaphysical, ontological, or empirical in character.

But to draw this conclusion would be to miss something else that is
shown by the four case studies to follow, something that is, in its own
way, just as important as showing that consciousness systematically re-
sists structuralist theories. For each of the investigations, in showing
how consciousness has failed to adequately figure within particular
structuralist theories, at the same time shows how modes of expla-
nation that work by investigating logic and language are, in a sense,
unavoidablefor the project of understanding consciousness. As we shall
see, particularly in Chapter g, forms of inquiry and analysis that do not
accord linguistic methods a privileged status miss substantial and de-
cisive insights that linguistic inquiry can capture; and in the course
of the history here detailed, projects that do not present themselves
as linguistic nevertheless most often actually share or recapitulate the
explanatory structure of overtly linguistic ones. Even as they show why
consciousness systematically resists structuralist theories that have their
home in linguistic analysis, then, the historical investigation suggested
here also suggests the unavoidability of linguistic means for any satis-
fying understanding of it.

One way of putting the insight of this unavoidability would be to
say that the attempt to make consciousness intelligible is never in fact
wholly separable from the attempt to make the language of conscious-
ness intelligible. For as we shall see in the following investigations,
there is no source of evidence about consciousness, and no means of
making a description of it more intelligible, that does not in some
way rest on, or relate to, judgments about what we can ourselves say
about our own experience. Even the results of pure introspection, if
they are to be useful in an account or description of consciousness,
must be propositionally stated, and clarified, in the language that we
use to describe consciousness. The analytic tradition’s investigation
of mind embodies this discovery of the unavoidability of linguistic
means, even as it repeatedly submits the language of consciousness
to general structuralist theories of language that threaten to make
this language unintelligible; and the historical investigation of method
conducted here provides the conditions for the language of conscious-
ness to be brought out explicitly and determinately. The structuralist
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picture figures the linguistic analysis of any particular sentence as an
episode in, and as possible only on the precondition of, a general the-
ory of the logical and semantic structure of language as a whole. What
remains possible — if we can find historically based grounds for resist-
ing this general structuralist picture while nevertheless retaining some of
the particular methods of linguistic analysis and clarification that it histor-
ically subsumes — is that an application of these linguistic methods to
the language of consciousness, but outside the guiding picture of struc-
turalism, might be capable of producing the specific intelligibility that
we desire from a theory of consciousness and that we repeatedly find
lacking within structuralist theories.

The history of theories of consciousness in the analytic tradition
could then be reread as a history of linguistic methods and of the
specific kinds of intelligibility they produce, and these methods and
their results could then be prized apart from the structuralist theories
in which they have usually figured. On this rereading, the methods of
linguistic analysis, clarification, and explanation that have comprised
the analytic tradition could be seen to yield significantinsights into the
nature of consciousness through the investigation of language, even
as the structuralist picture has repeatedly obscured these insights. The
specific contribution of analytic philosophy of mind to the ongoing
history of our philosophical attempts to understand ourselves might
then be viewed as its recognition, in general and in detail, of the prior-
ity of language for our self-understanding — its recognition (in other
words) that the specific kind of self-intelligibility that we want a theory
of consciousness to produce is determinatively shown in the language
with which we describe, and through which we understand, ourselves;
and accordingly, that any form of clarificatory inquiry that elucidates
consciousness will derive its specificity and force wholly from its em-
ploying methods continuous with our ordinary linguistic means of
self-description. To read the specific insights of analytic philosophy
in this way would be to read them as embodied in methods rather
than stated in theories, and in particular, to consider the possibility
that the elucidation of consciousness requires means and methods
other than those of any general theoretical description of language
or objectivity. But this might be just what is necessary in order to pro-
duce an improved discussion that both dissolves the recurrent problem
of the recalcitrance of consciousness to structuralist explanation and
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captures the significant insights into its nature that analytic methods
have produced.

If meaningful language were a structure or system of signs for the
purpose of describing and explaining objects and events in the world,
the elements of consciousness would be its mute foundation or cen-
ter, the simple relata, themselves incapable of further explanation, that
supportit both epistemologically and semantically. When the ordinary
language of consciousness, in its descriptive specificity and straightfor-
ward meaningfulness, belies this picture, philosophers have for too
long drawn the conclusion of the inadequacy or incoherence of this
language. What they have missed in drawing this conclusion is the
possibility of an alternative linguistic mode of intelligibility for con-
sciousness that does not depend on locating it within a comprehensive
structuralist picture. Historical reflection allows us to formulate and
understand the suggestion that the possibility of our understanding
consciousness may depend on our recognizing such a mode as im-
plicit in the practices and methods of analytic philosophers, even as
they have themselves repeatedly failed to recognize it by submitting
consciousness to a structuralist picture. It is the burden of the four
historical investigations that follow to support this suggestion by show-
ing the philosophical and conceptual roots of the difficulties, at some
of the most decisive moments in the history of analytic philosophy of
mind, of explaining consciousness.



Structuralism and Content in the Protocol
Sentence Debate

Beginning in the 1920s, the philosophers of the Vienna Circle sought
to explain the possibility of scientific knowledge with a new theory of
meaning that joined the empirical content of experience to the formal
structure of logical inference and derivation. Drawing upon the logical
and mathematical tools recently developed by Frege, Hilbert, Russell,
and Wittgenstein, proponents of what might be called the structuralist
theory of meaning set the private, ineffable, or incommunicable con-
tent of subjective experience off against the linguistic form of intersub-
jective communication and conceptual articulation. The theory drew
its ultimate conceptual warrant from the method of logical analysis
that inaugurated the analytic tradition itself, but it took specific shape
in response to the need to account semantically for the contribution
of experience to empirical meaning within a unified, empiricist epis-
temology of scientific knowledge. Its conception of meaning as ulti-
mately structural, and its assertion of a link between this conception
and the possibility of objectivity, would continue to orient the theories
and projects of analytic philosophers long after the breakup of the
Circle in 19g5. But in this conception lay, as well, the ultimate seeds
of the downfall of the Circle’s originally unified theoretical project.
The project came to grief when the philosophers of the Circle could
not agree about the logical form of basic observational or “protocol”
sentences, sentences capturing the immediate observations to which,
the members of the Circle supposed, all empirical knowledge must
ultimately trace.

29
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Although the story of the protocol sentence debate has often been
told, its standard retelling in the analytic tradition has obscured its
significance by concealing its conceptual origin. That origin, I argue
in this chapter, lies in tensions inherent to the positivists’ structural-
ist model of the relationship between experience and meaning. On
a standard and received interpretation, the debate revealed the ne-
cessity of basing the epistemology of an empiricist description of sci-
entific knowledge on public, intersubjectively verifiable claims rather
than on essentially private, subjective, or phenomenalist ones. Otto
Neurath’s insistence on physicalism, confirmation holism, and the fal-
libility of observational claims is most often seen as a decisive and
original repudiation of the Cartesian, infallibilist, and foundational-
ist picture initially held by his Circle disputants, Moritz Schlick and
Rudolf Carnap. Schlick’s foundationalism, by contrast, is seen as em-
bodying a “correspondence” theory of truth demanding, at the basic
level of justification, that protocol or observation sentences designate
immediately and apodictically evident facts, whereas Neurath’s fallibil-
ism about protocol sentences is thought to fit within a general holist
“coherence” theory.' Schlick’s theory failed — so the usual story goes —
when he could not make sense of the relationship that he supposed to
hold between language and the world in virtue of which it is possible
for a proposition to directly confront or be compared with a fact. For
this reason, Neurath’s coherence theory triumphed, even if residual
doubts remained about its tendency to relativism and about its enti-
tlement to the credentials of genuine empiricism. It was then left to
Quine to accommodate Neurath’s coherentist insights with his own
holistic model, while reconstructing “confrontation with the facts” in
terms of the causal responses of an observer to her environment.?

This received interpretation has recently been challenged by a vari-
ety of interpreters seeking a more historically accurate, nuanced, and
comprehensive picture of the debate.? Neither Schlick nor Neurath,
these interpreters object, could have based his position in the protocol
sentence debate on a general theory of truth, for neither philosopher
held any such theory.4 Even more significantly, though, the received
interpretation fails to situate the debate within the context of the is-
sues of the relationship of experience to meaning that provided its
actual conceptual background. This failure obscures the central im-
portance of the structuralist conception of meaning inaugurated by
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Schlick, Carnap, and Neurath and conceals its subsequent endurance
within the analytic tradition. From its beginnings, the structuralist the-
ory of meaning opposed the structural form of linguistic meaning to
the contents of experience, conceived as ineffable and indescribable
in themselves. The question of protocols raised, for the structuralist
theory, the difficult question of the place of sentences directly character-
izing experience, sentences expressing contents that were, by the lights
of the structuralist theory, in themselves inexpressible. Paradoxically,
structuralism needed its characterization of the content of experience
as incommunicable in order to give its theory of meaning, and the
concrete project of structuralization, their determinate significance
and shape. But at the same time, the asserted incommunicability of
content imperiled its ability to theorize the contact between experi-
ence and meaning that the verification of protocol sentences seemed
to require. The resulting tensions generated the conflicting positions
of Schlick and Neurath on the nature of protocols, and drove Carnap
from a project of phenomenalist epistemological reconstruction to a
generalized physicalism that accords experience no special role in em-
pirical justification. At the conclusion of the debate, the implications
of the underlying structuralist model forced all three philosophers to
abandon the hope for a coherent account of the relationship between
experience and meaning.

From the structuralist picture of Carnap, Schlick, and Neurath
would later arise physicalism, the view that reality can be exhaustively
characterized in terms of physical states and events causally related,
and it is against the backdrop of a physicalist worldview that the prob-
lem of consciousness is today most often discussed. After the debate,
structuralism survived, in the discourse of the analytic tradition, as the
ontological (rather than semantic) doctrine of physicalism. But despite
its shift to ontology and its role in generating subsequent projects
in the philosophy of mind and epistemology, the physicalist world-
view could not avoid the recurrence and repetition of the objection
that structuralism fails adequately to characterize the language of con-
sciousness. The underlying problem of how to accommodate expe-
rience, first prepared by the basic structuralist model of experience
and meaning, would survive, and recur, as a problem for the succes-
sor forms of structuralist explanation that continued to characterize
the analytic tradition long after the breakup of the Vienna Circle, and
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that continue to provide the backdrop for the problem of explaining
consciousness today.

I

When Carnap wrote his masterpiece, Der Logische Aufbau der Welt, in
1928, he sought to provide an epistemological reconstruction of all
scientific concepts on the basis of the given elements of immediate
experience. Officially, the Aufbau undertakes the construction of an
epistemological “genealogy” of all concepts on the basis of a simple
set of basic ones in accordance with the method of logical analysis
developed by Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein.> The ultimate aim of
the book is to sketch, at least in outline, the development of a complete
“constructional system” of concepts linked by derivability relations, in
terms of which all scientific propositions can be stated, and in virtue
of which these propositions can be reduced to simpler ones through
meaning-preserving constructional rules.® In particular, the construc-
tion system Carnap develops in outline bases all scientific concepts on
immediately given “elementary experiences” and a single relation of
recollected similarity between them.? The text shows how, given the
project, one might actually carry out the logical construction of an
individual’s spatio-temporal world from the synthesis of elementary
experiences, and it gives in rough outline the further construction of
the “heteropsychological” or intersubjective domain of physical reality.
Finally, Carnap indicates that cultural objects and values can be con-
structed on the basis of the heteropsychological domain. In this way,
the total hierarchical concept system of science is constructed from
the given basis of the elementary experiences alone.

Because of its emphasis on the possibility that the intersubjective
world can be constructed from a basis of private experiences, Carnap’s
project can seem to amount to a species of idealism or phenomenalism.
Butasrecentscholarship hasrevealed, the philosophical surroundings
of the apparently phenomenalist project of the Aufbau are much more
complicated than many of Carnap’s readers in the analytic tradition
have appreciated.® For instance, the constructional system based on el-
ementary experiences is intended to be only an incompletely worked-
out example. By Carnap’s own claim, other constructional systems,
with other kinds of bases, are possible and equally valid. The choice of
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the autopsychological basis of elementary experiences is particularly
advantageous for the purposes of epistemology, but a constructional
system with a physical basis would also be possible.9 It is clear, more-
over, that Carnap did notintend the basis of his system to be anything as
simple as Russell’s sense-data. The “elementary experiences,” though
basic, are already richly interrelated by relations of partial similarity,
and an elaborate procedure of “quasi-analysis” is needed in order to
discover the network of these relations from the extensionally given
list of them.'® Quasi-analysis characterizes the interrelationships of
basic experiences in such a way that they can be used for the con-
struction of higher-level domains by adumbrating “similarity circles”
that relate them according to particular characteristics.'' Carnap em-
phasizes, moreover, that the choice of an autopsychological basis is not
metaphysically committal and that construction theory in general does
not make any ontological or metaphysical claim about the constitution
of the world.

Even more important to a full understanding of Carnap’s philo-
sophical goals, however, is an appreciation of the guiding role played
in his epistemology by the concept of structural definite descriptions.'* At
the end of section 2 of the Aufbau, Carnap indicates that the task of
building constructional systems involves demonstrating the possibility
of bridging the gap between subjective, private experience and the
objective world described by science:

Even though the subjective origin of all knowledge lies in the contents of
experiences and their connections, it is still possible, as the constructional
system will show, to advance to an intersubjective, objective world, which can
be conceptually comprehended and which is identical for all observers.'?

All scientific propositions, Carnap goes on to argue, are themselves
descriptions of the structural properties of objects, those properties
that can be defined entirely by means of structural descriptions:

Thus, each scientific statement can in principle be transformed into a state-
ment which contains only structural properties and the indication of one or
more object domains. Now, the fundamental thesis of construction theory
(cf. s 4), which we will attempt to demonstrate in the following investigation,
asserts that fundamentally there is only one object domain and that each
scientific statement is about the objects in this domain. Thus, it becomes un-
necessary to indicate for each statement the object domain, and the result is
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that each scientific statement can in principle be so transformed that it is nothing but
a structure statement. But the transformation is not only possible, it is impera-
tive. For science wants to speak about what is objective, and whatever does not
belong to the structure but to the material (i.e., anything that can be pointed
out in a concrete ostensive definition) is, in the final analysis, subjective. One
can easily see that physics is almost altogether desubjectivized, since almost all
physical concepts have been transformed into purely structural concepts.'

Designation of an individual, particular object may be accom-
plished, Carnap thought, by ostension. But the terms of objective,
intersubjective science, in virtue of which agreement between individ-
uals about the designation of objects is possible, cannot be essentially
tied to ostension but must instead rest on purely structural properties
of those objects. Structural descriptions sufficient to uniquely desig-
nate their objects are possible on the basis of a purely formal charac-
terization of the relations obtaining among those objects.

In the course of the development of science, as Carnap reconstructs
it, the progressive characterization of the structural interrelationships
among objects in a particular domain ensures the objectivity of the sci-
ence that handles them. The statements of physics are, according to
Carnap, already almost completely structuralized.'5 For physical state-
ments, even ones that designate particular objects or events uniquely,
can be reduced to statements about world lines and four-dimensional
tensor and vector fields. Given relations of coincidence and time order,
particular events and objects can be described and identified purely
in terms of their place in the total relational network of world lines,
and this network can itself be reduced to purely relational concepts of
mathematics. Other sciences, such as sociology, however, are not yet
as completely structuralized, in the sense that we still lack a compre-
hensive description of the network of the interrelationships of their
objects. Constructional theory facilitates the increasing structuraliza-
tion of science by showing how to construct the objects at higher levels
of scientific description, such as persons and cultural objects, from ob-
jects at lower levels, such as the phenomenal and the physical, that are
already structuralized.

In order to show how structuralization works in the context of the
development of scientific knowledge, Carnap considers a simple ex-
ample of the determination of the identity of objects in a specialized
domain by way of their pattern of structural relations.'® Such a pattern
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of relations is represented by a railroad map that portrays the railroad
stations in a certain area and the rail lines that interconnect them.
We can imagine that the map is metrically distorted — as railway maps
often, in fact, are — so that it represents not the actual distances be-
tween stations but only the pattern of their interrelations by way of the
rail lines, and we can also imagine that the names of the stations have
been removed. How, then, could we go about determining the names
of the stations represented as intersection points? We would begin by
looking for the stations in which the largest number of lines meet.
For instance, we might find several stations, in each of which eight
different rail lines intersect. This does not yet suffice to determine the
identity of each, but now we can consider each such station in turn
with respect to the eight stations adjacent to it. By considering the
number of rail lines that these stations, in turn, collect, we can gener-
ally determine the identity of the stations we started with. We can now
proceed to stations with only seven lines intersecting, then six, and so
on. Proceeding in this way, the determination of the structural interre-
lations of the railway stations generally suffices to disambiguate them
and specify them uniquely in the total network. Of course, it is possible
that, even when all the interconnections have been considered, there
might remain two stations that are indistinguishable from one another
structurally, that stand in the same pattern of interconnections by way
of rail lines to the rest of the network. If this happens, it will be neces-
sary to consider additional kinds of relations between the stations, for
instance their interconnections by way of telephone lines or highways.
Ultimately, given enough objective relations, it ought to be possible to
identify each station uniquely.

As in the railway network, progressive scientific investigation elabo-
rates the entire structure of relations in a particular domain. As it does
so, the individual objects become specifiable in virtue of their unique
position in the structure. Carnap admits the possibility that even when
the total description of the relational structure of a domain of objects
is complete, it may not distinguish between two distinct but structurally
similar elements. But he argues that in such a case, the subjective dis-
tinction between the two elements is not accessible to science either:

From the preceding example, we can see the following: on the basis of a struc-
tural description, through one or more only structurally described relations



36 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

within a given object domain, we can frequently provide a definite descrip-
tion of individual objects merely through structure statements and without
ostensive definitions, provided only that the object domain is not too nar-
row and that the relation or relations have a sufficiently variegated struc-
ture. Where such a definite description is not unequivocally possible, the
object domain must be enlarged or one must have recourse to other rela-
tions. If all relations available to science have been used, and no difference
between two given objects of an object domain has been discovered, then, as
far as science is concerned, these objects are completely alike, even if they
appear subjectively different. (If the given assumptions are all fulfilled, then
the two objects are not only to be envisaged as alike, but as identical in the
strictest sense. This is not the place to give a justification for this apparently
paradoxical assertion.) Thus, the result is that a definite description through
pure structure statements is generally possible to the extent in which scien-
tific discrimination is possible at all; such a description is unsuccessful for
two objects only if these objects are not distinguishable at all by scientific
methods.7

According to Carnap, a difference that is not a structurally discernable
difference cannot make any difference for the terms of objective sci-
ence, for the very terms of scientific description are purely structural
terms, or can at least become such when all dependence on ostension
is eliminated. This elimination of ostensive reference is itself, more-
over, necessary for the objectivity of science. For concepts and names
depending on ostension remain essentially subjective and dependent
on individual experiences, which vary from subject to subject. The
only way for science to assure genuine intersubjectivity in its descrip-
tion of objects is to “desubjectivize” its designations by structuralizing
them.

Using this structuralist conception of knowledge, Carnap hoped to
exploit the formal resources of the new logic in order to provide epis-
temological reconstructions of scientific concepts and terms suitable
for genuine objectivity without sacrificing the epistemic basis of all em-
pirical knowledge in immediate, subjective experience. Central to this
project was his guiding conception of the necessity of structuralized
descriptions of experience for the possibility of intersubjective commu-
nication and objective knowledge. If scientific terms and propositions
could be structuralized, their deductive connection with the subjec-
tive, experiential basis of knowledge could be clarified without threat-
ening their objectivity. In this way, the epistemological reconstruction
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of actual scientific claims could yield a justificatory explanation of the
possibility of scientific knowledge itself.

Versions of the claim that all knowledge is structural were rela-
tively common among turn-of-the-century epistemological projects.
At times, this doctrine had also issued in ontological claims about the
structural nature of entities in the universe.'® The view that all physi-
cal description is relational, for instance, had been defended influen-
tially by Russell, who used it as the basis for his neutral monism, which
combined structuralism about physical entities with phenomenalism
about the mental.’¥ And the idea of logical form as essential to both
the meaning of propositions and the structure of the world had been
the centerpiece of Wittgenstein’s “picture” theory of meaning in the
Tractatus. The most significant innovation of Carnap’s view was, then,
neither its structuralist picture of knowledge nor his application of
logicalstructure to the world, butrather the application of structuralism
to yield a semantically based picture of the relationship of experience
to knowledge. This picture begins with an underlying commitment to
the identification of meaning with logical structure:

Structuralist theory of meaning: A description of the derivational and defini-
tional logical structure of a proposition displays the proposition’s meaning.

The structuralist theory of meaning already suggests the outlines
of the program of constructional analysis: the constructional analysis
of a proposition exhibits the derivational relationships between it and
other propositions, as well as the definitional relationships between its
constituent concepts and others. The analysis elucidates the meaning
of the proposition by showing its logical structure. To this basic view of
meaning aslogical structure, though, Carnap also added further claims
about the expressibility or inexpressibility of various states of affairs.
Because all propositions are dependent for their meaning on their
logical structure, expressible or communicable distinctions between
states of affairs must be formalizable (that is, capable of expression in
purely structural terms) as well. Carnap developed this thought, for
instance, with the example of the railroad map. As the relational struc-
ture of the network is elaborated, the structural description uniquely
designates more and more of the particular stations. At the limit, when
not only the spatial relations but also all other scientifically describable
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relations have been captured in the relational description, any differ-
ences that remain are literally inexpressible:

If there should still be two locations for which we have found no difference
even after exhausting all available scientific relations, then they are indistin-
guishable, not only for geography, but for science in general. They may be
subjectively different: I could be in one of these locations, but not in the
other. But this would not amount to an objective difference, since there would
be in the other place a man just like myself who says, as I do: I am here and
not there.*®

For Carnap, then, the objectivity of a state of affairs or a difference be-
tween two states of affairs implies its expressibility, which in turn implies
its formalizability. An unformalizable difference between two states of
affairs is possible, but because of the purely formal character of lin-
guistic meaning, such a difference would be literally inexpressible. It
follows that all expressible states of affairs are capable of being ex-
pressed by formalized propositions, ultimately by structural, definite
descriptions. And insofar as scientific knowledge is possible at all, it
treats of objective states of affairs; so all scientific knowledge must be
capable of formalization.

The structuralist theory of meaning bears an essential, but also a
somewhat equivocal, relation to the main epistemological project of
the Aufbau. Aswe have seen, the project of the Aufbau involved not only
a description of objectivity, but also an epistemologically enlightening
“construction” of objectivity based on the reduction of the structure
of science to the relational structure of immediate, given experiences.
But the claims that all expressible states of affairs are formalizable
and that all formalizable states of affairs are objective do not by them-
selves suggest anything in particular about the relationship of scientific
propositions to their empirical basis. From Carnap’s identification of
objectivity with expressibility, it follows that unformalizable states of
affairs are subjective, but an additional step is needed in order to moti-
vate the claim that such states of affairs are identical with, or composed
by, the elements of experience. The additional step is, moreover, nec-
essary in order to forge a link between the structural conception of
knowledge and the claim that such a conception yields an epistemo-
logically plausible reconstruction of scientific propositions. Withoutit,
a completed structuralization of scientific claims might indeed yield
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completely formalized descriptions, but it would not be evident that
these descriptions have any special relationship to experience at all.
In order to make the required link, then, Carnap must be construed
as being committed to an additional proposition about experiences:

The Incommunicability of Content: (Atleast some) unformalizable, and hence
inexpressible, items are private, individual experiences. These private, individ-
ual experiences are only describable in virtue of the logical structure of their
interrelations.

Carnap comes closest to arguing for this when he appeals to the ir-
reducible difference in content between the experiences of two epis-
temic subjects:

The series of experiences is different for each subject. If we want to achieve,
in spite of this, agreement in the names for the entities which are constructed
on the basis of these experiences, then this cannot be done by reference to
the completely divergent content, but only through the formal description of
the structure of these entities.*!

If individual experiences are irreducibly divergent and intersubjec-
tively incomparable, then their specific contents are presumably inex-
pressible in an intersubjective language, making them good candidates
for an elucidatory structuralized redescription. But such a descrip-
tion will not be epistemologically relevant unless, in addition to their
inexpressibility, private, subjective experiences also justify the scien-
tific claims based on them. Assuming that they do, a structuralized re-
description of immediate, subjective experiences can plausibly claim
to shed light on the epistemological order of justification: the reduc-
tion of a complex scientific claim to a relational structure description
concerning only immediate experiences can then claim to reveal the
actual or idealized order of justificatory inference from immediate,
subjective experience to public, intersubjective proposition.

Carnap is clearly aware of the need to forge this specific connection
between the structuralist picture of meaning and the reductive, epis-
temological project. He admits, for instance, that the phenomenalist
basis of the system given in the Aufbau is not the only possible ba-
sis for a constructional system; a physicalist basis is also possible and
legitimate.?* But the primary reason for choosing a phenomenal-
ist basis of immediate experiences is epistemological: it rests on the
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“intention to have the constructional system reflect not only the logical-
constructional order of the objects, but also their epistemic order.”?3
Fidelity to the epistemological order, in turn, means accuracy with
respect to the order of recognition of entities. That one entity is epis-
temically primary with respect to a second means that the second can
be recognized by recognizing the first.*4 There can be little doubt,
therefore, that Carnap thought of the order of epistemic justification
as flowing from immediately recognizable subjective experiences to
the intersubjective propositions of science. Only in this way could a
structuralist redescription of scientific propositions plausibly illumi-
nate the actual justificatory basis of those propositions in subjective
experience. Even more significantly in the context of Carnap’s goals,
only in this way could the possibility of objective knowledge itself be
explained within the same framework.

II

With its linguistic focus on the inexpressibility of subjective content
and its assumption of the possibility of an epistemologically illuminat-
ing formalization of scientific concepts, Carnap’s structuralism set up
the conditions under which the protocol sentence debate would be ar-
gued. But the structuralist conception of knowledge already had along
historywhen Carnap made it the setting of the Aufbaw’s projectin 1928.
Carnap himself drew the idea of structuralism from Poincare, Russell,
and Schlick;?5 of these, the most significant antecedent for the subse-
quent development of the protocol sentence debate is Schlick’s struc-
turalist model of knowledge, developed in the General Theory of Knowl-
edge of 1918. Aiming to produce an epistemological account of the
process of cognition and the possibility of scientific objectivity, Schlick
here takes as his central problem the bridging of the gap between intu-
itive experience and conceptual knowledge. Whereas intuitive images
and perceptions are fleeting, particular, and, above all, vague, concep-
tual knowledge can be permanent, universal, and precise.26 If science
can indeed make use of absolutely precise concepts, their definition
cannot ultimately rest on any particular intuitions but must be spec-
ified in some other way. Schlick found the answer to the problem in
the procedure of implicit definition, originally discovered by Hilbert in
his influential axiomatization of geometry.*7 Rather than defining the
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basic terms of geometry (such as “point,” “line,” and “plane”) by refer-
ence to actual examples of drawn figures, Hilbert’s system begins with
a set of axioms asserting various relations to hold among the bearers
of these basic terms. The basic terms are implicitly defined simply as
the bearers of all the relations asserted by the axioms. The resulting
system yields all the theorems of geometry by structural means alone,
without ever having to refer to an actual figure or perception. Sim-
ilarly, Schlick thought, the total system of scientific concepts can be
implicitly defined in terms of the laws governing their objects. In ac-
tual practice, the meanings of basic terms may initially be established
ostensively or by reference to experience. But as the set of scientific
propositions is elaborated, it becomes possible to replace all of these
definitions by a single conceptual system that implicitly defines all sci-
entific concepts relationally, with no essential reference to experience;
and it is this system that allows for the possibility of predicting future
events.?®

By exploiting the method of implicit definition, Schlick proposes
to explain the connection between intuition and conceptual knowl-
edge while preserving an extreme nominalism with respect to concepts
themselves. For Schlick, concepts are nothing more than symbols or
signs capable of performing certain functions owing to the conven-
tional stipulation of the rules governing their use.?® Because concep-
tual knowledge itself ultimately amounts simply to the recognition of
objects or states of affairs, clarity sufficient for the purposes of science
is attained as soon as the implicitly defined network of concepts can
uniquely designate each possible individual state of affairs. This es-
tablishes the possibility of an exact conceptual system of science that
responds to empirical data. But the relationship between intuition and
concept can still seem strained, at best, as Schlick himself admits:

Itis therefore all the more important that in implicit definition we have found
an instrument that enables us to determine concepts completely and thus to
attain strict precision in thinking. To achieve this end, however, we have had to
effect a radical separation between concept and intuition, thought and reality.
While we do relate the two spheres to one another, they seem not to be joined
together at all. The bridges between them are down.3°

Tying the fate of knowledge to the possibility of successfully designating
states of affairs with conceptual names, Schlick must admit that there
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is, strictly speaking, no such thing as intuitive knowledge or knowledge
by acquaintance.3' All knowledge — all recognition of present states
of affairs — does bear some relation to experience, but no experience
alone is sufficient for knowledge.

Schlick’s subsequent writings leading up to the protocol sentence
debate further specify the relationship between experience and mean-
ing with a more sophisticated and linguistically influenced develop-
ment of the Allgemeine Erkenntnislehre picture. Having become con-
vinced by Carnap himself that the content of immediate experience
must be not only insufficient for conceptual knowledge but also actu-
allyincommunicable, Schlick now conceived of the difference between
experience and knowledge in terms of a generalized content/form dis-
tinction that set the structure of language (on the side of form) off
against the empirical content in virtue of which an empirical propo-
sition could be understood. According to the 1932 essay “Form and
Content,” a scientific proposition has meaning in virtue of its ability
to designate the place of its object in a system of relations.3* For ex-
ample, a specific color can be designated by reference to its position
in the spectrum. In the context of a language with definite grammat-
ical rules, a proposition about that color indicates it by showing its
logical or relational form.33 Thus knowledge of the relational form
of a state of affairs, in the context of a language capable of showing
relational form through its conventional rules of use, is sufficient for
intersubjective designation and objectivity; even a blind man could un-
derstand the truth of propositions about the color green by knowing its
relational place in the color spectrum.34 But beyond communicable,
public form, there is incommunicable, private content — in this case,
the “ineffable quality of greenness.” To understand the meaning of a
proposition is to provide private content for communicable form, to
“fill in” the structure of the proposition with material provided by the
sense organs.3> A difference in the content available to two persons,
however, poses no threat to the possibility of communication. One and
the same structure will simply be filled in differently in each case. In
fact, owing to the fundamental incommunicability of content, there
is actually no sense in speaking of sameness or difference of content
intersubjectively at all.3%

Even more importantly for the protocol sentence debate, Schlick’s
construal of content as radically private and incommunicable means
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that an elucidatory explanation of a proposition can only replace one
structure with another:

We can ask for a meaning only as long as we have not understood a statement.
And as long as we have not understood a sentence it is actually nothing but a
series of words; it would be misleading to call it a proposition at all. A series
of words (or other signs) should be regarded as a proposition only when it
is understood, when its meaning is comprehended. ... Now there is not the
slightest mystery about the process by which a sentence is given meaning
or turned into a proposition: it consists in defining the use of the symbols
which occur in the sentence. And this is always done by indicating the exact
circumstances in which the words, according to the rules of the particular
language, should be used. These rules must be taught by actually applying
them in definite situations, that is to say, the circumstances to which they fit
must actually be shown. It is of course possible to give a verbal description
of any situation, but it is impossible to understand the description unless
some kind of connection between the words and the rest of the world has
been established beforehand. And this can be done only by certain acts, as for
instance gestures, by which our words and expressions are correlated to certain
experiences.37

The purely formal rules that define an actual language, Schlick
now thought, could not float completely free of any connection to
experience; to understand the meaning of a sentence is to understand
the rules governing which states of affairs it expresses. But because of
the incommunicability of content, the experiential states of affairs
themselves cannot be described, but only shown by means of ostensive
acts. The specification of the meaning of a sentence does not, there-
fore, consist in the public display of some state of affairs. All that can
be given publicly is propositions, and in order to be comprehended
these must be accompanied by certain private experiences.

III

By early 1931, discussion in the Vienna Circle’s weekly meetings had
turned to the topic of the nature of protocol sentences, the sentences
recording or describing an investigator’s actual observations. The im-
mediate impetus for the debate was the challenge posed by the sociol-
ogist Otto Neurath to Schlick’s and Carnap’s implication that proto-
cols must be drawn from a phenomenalist language essentially linked
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to private experience. In accordance with the semantic view that he
would call physicalism, Neurath argued that protocol sentences, like
all other meaningful sentences, are corrigible and must be part of
a public, intersubjective language from the beginning. For Neurath,
the unity of science demanded universality of language as well, and
only a physicalist language could succeed in putting all propositions
into an intersubjectively comparable form with no dependence on
individually variable private experience. Already in 1928, Neurath
had praised the structuralism of Carnap’s Aufbau for its elimination
of epistemological dependence on the individual content of private
experience:

Carnap undertakes to characterize sense impressions on the basis of certain
structures, structures in which ‘red’, ‘hard’, ‘loud’... do not appear, but only
facts which can be captured by mathematical-logical means — and that suffices!
Carnap consciously turns away from taking empathy in any form, or personal
attitudes, as his starting point. He only knows that kind of insight which can be
grasped by every human being! Order is the most common, the most universal
[property] which we experience in things.3®

With Neurath’s repudiation of “empathy” and “personal attitudes”
went his physicalist view of language. Language, for Neurath, is al-
ways itself a phenomenon of the physical world. And because spoken
sounds and written marks are themselves physical, there is no need
for a transcendental or metalinguistic account of the meaningfulness
of a proposition.39 It was just such an account that he saw as presup-
posed by Schlick’s reliance on “content.” And even though Carnap’s
picture did not go as far as Schlick’s in making the understanding of
structural propositions dependent on a private act of “filling in” sub-
jective content, Neurath already considered even Carnap’s reliance
on a separate stratum of language capable of describing experience
untenable.

Most importantly for the protocol sentence debate itself, though,
Neurath’s physicalist view of language was also generated by a concep-
tion of meaning drawing on Carnap’s and Schlick’s structuralism:

Unified science expresses everything in the unified language that is common
to the blind and the sighted, the deaf and those who hear, it is “intersensual”
and “intersubjective.” It connects the statements of a man talking to himself
today with his statements of yesterday; the statements he makes with his ears
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closed, with those he makes with his ears open. In language nothing but order
is essential, and that is already represented by a sequence of signs of Morse
code. “Intersubjective” and “intersensual” language in general depends on
order (“next to,” “between,” etc.), that is, on what can be expressed by sign
sequences in logic and mathematics. All predictions are formulated in this
language.4®

With this, Neurath shows his commitment to the underlying structural-
ist theory of meaning, according to which the exhibition of structure
clarifies the meaning of a proposition, as well as to the more special-
ized connections between structure and expressibility and between ex-
pressibility and objectivity. However, Neurath’s understanding of the
reasons for these commitments was from the start somewhat different
from Carnap’s and Schlick’s. For Neurath’s argument for a physicalist
language for unified science depends both on his antimetaphysical
insistence on the essentially physical character of spoken or written
signs and on the further claim that whatever intersubjectivity language
achieves is ultimately dependent on the physical and relational prop-
erties of these signs alone. It is only in virtue of these physical and
relational properties, Neurath argued, that a sentence has the mean-
ing that it does. Ultimately, semantics depends on syntactic properties
expressible in terms of the physical shape of written signs or the acous-
tic shape of spoken signs and their combination into sequences. And
because purely formal or syntactic public properties of physical signs
suffice to determine the meaning of any proposition, no reference to
subjective or first-personal items is ever needed, even in the case of
protocol sentences.*

Despite sharing a structuralist motivation, therefore, Neurath’s pic-
ture of meaning, with its emphasis on the essentially public charac-
ter of meaning determination, diverges from Schlick’s requirement
of private acts of “filling in” for the understanding of a proposition.
Both the determination of a sentence’s meaning and its verification,
Neurath thought, could mean only the comparison of that sentence
with other sentences; no “comparison” to the extralinguistic facts and
no private act of meaning bestowal was necessary or even possible.
Neurath’s first exchanges with Schlick over protocol sentences fo-
cused on this point, with Neurath insisting on the impossibility of
any “confrontation” between language and experience whatsoever.4*
Soon Neurath would back up his general claim of the impossibility of



46 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

comparison to the given with specific arguments against the possibility
that a protocol language could describe essentially private objects or
events. The ascertainment of any state of affairs relevant to the veri-
fication of scientific propositions, Neurath argued, traces ultimately
to physical changes in the sensory system of the verifier.43 The utter-
ance of a proposition asserting that an event occurs at a certain time,
for instance, depends on the observer’s access to an intersubjectively
observable clock. Even a sentence apparently referring only to the ob-
server’s perception — a sentence, for instance, predicting the appear-
ance of a red spot together with a blue spot in the visual field — can
ultimately be referred to facts about the central nervous system of the
observer.44

Both sides of the subsequent exchange between Neurath and
Schlick, representing the extreme positions of the debate proper, often
have the appearance more of attacking an ill-understood straw man
from widely divergent positions than of seriously investigating an issue
of common concern. Schlick’s first official treatment of protocols — the
Erkenntnis article “On the Foundation of Knowledge,” written in 1934 —
reaffirms what may seem to be a foundationalist model of empirical
knowledge, emphasizing the need for a secure and unshakeable foun-
dation of absolute certainty for epistemological theory. Important to
this defense is Schlick’s criticism of what he took to be Neurath’s “co-
herence theory” of truth. Coherence in the sense of noncontradiction
among a set of beliefs cannot be sufficient for truth, Schlick argues,
except in the case of tautologies. For empirical or material propo-
sitions, truth generally demands the additional constraint that they
not contradict a special and nonarbitrary set of propositions, those
deriving immediately from experience.4> Agreement with these propo-
sitions, Schlick says, deserves the name of “agreement with reality,”
and it is to these propositions that all empirical certainty must be
traced.® Still, Schlick admits that a protocol sentence asserting the
observation of a particular state of affairs by a particular observer
cannot be considered certain. Such a sentence may have been pro-
duced by the observer in error, or as the result of a hallucination.47
It follows that, as Neurath maintained, protocol sentences themselves
have no special status of unrevisability; they are public, intersubjective
sentences of science like any other. But unrevisability and incorrigi-
bility does characterize another set of statements concerning what is
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immediately perceived. These Schlick calls “observation statements” or
“affirmations”:

In this way the actual procedure of science is described schematically. It is evi-
dentwhatrole is played in it by the statements concerning whatis “immediately
perceived.” They are notidentical with those written down or memorized, with
what can correctly be called “protocol statements,” but they are the occasions
of their formation. . .. WhatI call an observation statement cannot be identical

with a genuine protocol statement, if only because in a certain sense it cannot
8

be written down at all. ... 4
Since the actual writing down or speaking of a sentence always al-
lows some possibility of uncertainty as to whether it has been written
correctly, the absolutely certain basis of empirical knowledge must be
traced to observation statements that are strictly inexpressible.

As commentators have noted, the inexpressibility of Schlick’s “affir-
mations” poses problems for their foundational status. How, after all,
are propositions that cannot be written or spoken supposed to serve
as the certain inferential basis for anything? But Schlick intended the
“affirmations” to serve as the certain basis of science only in the special
sense that they provided for the wverification of empirical propositions.
Schlick had the idea that, rather than requiring the inferential deriva-
tion of scientific hypotheses from propositions about experience or
the given, one could ensure sufficient contact with reality simply by
maintaining the requirement that hypotheses, once stated, actually
be tested by experience and observation. The outcome of the act of
verification ultimately depends on the result given by experience on
the occasion of a particular observational test; and only in this case
is it necessary to resort to an “affirmation.”9 For this reason, neither
the actual nor the idealized order of empirical cognition requires that
affirmations come before the formulation of hypotheses. All that is re-
quired is that they allow for experience to pass judgment, in particular
instances, on the truth of particular empirical propositions, once these
propositions have been formulated. Moreover, the alleged certainty of
affirmations does not trace, on Schlick’s theory, to the Cartesian as-
sumption of the incorrigibility of immediate experience, but rather to
considerations about the source of their meaning. As the expression
of a concrete act of verification, each affirmation, Schlick argues, will
contain an irreducibly demonstrativeelement capturing the direction of
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attention on the observed circumstance. For instance, an affirmation
might have the form “Here two black points coincide” or “Here now
pain”; in each case, an ineliminable demonstrative element captures
the dependence of the affirmation on reference to a currently expe-
rienced state of affairs. Because the meaning of such a demonstrative
element is dependent, in each case, on the presence of the actual
state of affairs indicated, the conditions for the truth of an affirmation
are not distinct from the conditions under which it has meaning at all.
Like tautologies, affirmations can be misunderstood, but they cannot
be false if correctly understood.5° It was thus the essentially demonstra-
tive feature of affirmations that, Schlick thought, accounted for their
incorrigibility. In this way, the essential tie of affirmations to a basis in
actual experience could be preserved formally without endangering
their connection to other empirical propositions.

In his 1934 response to Schlick’s article, Neurath emphasized again
the corrigibility and revisability of protocol sentences.>' Neurath’s own
theory, elaborated two years earlier, called for protocol sentences to
be public, physicalistic statements embedding other statements to be
taken as records of the subject’s experience, themselves couched as
descriptions of physical events. For instance, Neurath gives as a typical
protocol sentence the following: “Charles’ protocol at 9:14: ‘Charles’
formulation at g:1g was: “there was a table in the room at g:12:59.”” ”5*
The three-level form of the protocol sentence is meant to allow for the
possibility of error, both in the immediate experience itself (as in the
case of hallucination) and in the recording of the proposition based on
it.53 The resulting proposition, though necessarily embedding other
propositions, can be understood in physicalist terms; never refers to
private experience; and bears straightforward inferential relations to
other propositions of public, intersubjective science.

In the article, Neurath reacted especially sharply to Schlick’s de-
scription of affirmations as unstateable, demanding a behavioristic de-
scription of the act of verification. Without such a description, Neurath
averred, Schlick’s claims for affirmations themselves remained unver-
ifiable and metaphysical. But because affirmations were by hypothesis
unstateable, no behavioristic description of them could be given.54
Similarly, Neurath resisted for behaviorist reasons Schlick’s claim for
the certainty of affirmations: because any description of a particular set
of sentences as certain depends ultimately on the behavioristic criteria
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of widespread acceptance and reluctance to abandon the sentences in
question, Schlick could claim certainty only if he could manifest a set
of sentences that are in fact never altered or abandoned. But even a
priori and analytic statements, Neurath argued, are sometimes aban-
doned, for instance when they are found to have been misunderstood.
Because Schlick could not point to any actual set of sentences, relevant
to the practice of language, that are never revised, he could not make
good on his promise to build an unshakable foundation of knowledge
from the protocol sentences.

Given Neurath’s steadfast maintenance of a behaviorist picture of
meaning, Schlick’s affirmations doubtless appeared not only irrelevant
to the practice of science but also meaningless. Essentially private or
subjective items need never appear, Neurath reasoned, in the unified
intersubjective language of science, and the admitted inexpressibility
of affirmations simply proved the point of their uselessness for episte-
mology. Such contactwith experience aswas necessary for the purposes
of scientific or epistemological practice could be assured, in any case,
by Neurath’s version of protocols, carefully formulated to allow for the
possible inaccuracy of an individual’s perception.

It is instructive to note, however, that behind this disagreement
on the need for a connection to private, subjective experience in
science lay a somewhat more subtle disagreement about the source
of a proposition’s meaning, one ultimately tracing to Neurath and
Schlick’s slightly different inflections of the structuralist model that
they had shared. One of Schlick’s reasons for declaring the affirma-
tions unstateable in the first place was the Neurathian observation that
an actually written (or, presumably, spoken) sentence could always be
in error. Any actually written sentence, after all, might have been pro-
duced by a slip of the pen or an error in transcription rather than as
an accurate report of primitive experience. The only way to ensure
the accuracy of the primary sentences was to make them epistemically
prior to the written reports of them, as Schlick did with the theory
of affirmations. For Neurath, by contrast, the standing possibility of
error in the actually written primary sentences simply meant that all
such sentences must be revisable and that science could in fact do no
better. As a consequence of this claim of revisability, Neurath misun-
derstood Schlick’s claim for the self-validation of affirmations. Rather
than taking the point that certain propositions, because of either their
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analyticity or their essentially demonstrative character, must be seen to
be true as soon as they are understood, Neurath maintained that even
analytic sentences might be revised under the right sort of conditions.

Correspondending to this disagreement about revisability was a sub-
tle but significant difference between the two philosophers with re-
spect to their conceptions of the identity of propositions. For Neurath,
a proposition was simply a physical sequence of written or spoken signs.
No such sequence could be held immune to revision, since any such
sequence might turn out to have been misunderstood. For Schlick, on
the other hand, a proposition was a physical sequence of signs together
with the rules of its use, including such rules as define the conditions un-
der which it can be verified. Even affirmations, then, could be treated
as dependent for their meaning on concrete rules of use; the only dif-
ference between the rules of use for affirmations and those for other
propositions was that, in the case of affirmations, these rules of use
comprise rules demanding the immediate display of a private, ineffa-
ble content.55 Given the satisfaction of these rules by the display of
a private content, the affirmation calling for this content is automati-
cally true. There could be ambiguity, correspondending to confusion
about rules of use, about which proposition a physical sign sequence
stood for; but given consistent rules, the misunderstanding of a phys-
ical sign sequence would never require the abandonment or revision of
any proposition.

It is true that Schlick’s picture, even so characterized, must make
affirmations unstateable if they are to remain certain. But the charac-
terization of affirmations in terms of rules of use calling for the display
of a private contents gave Schlick considerable resources for defend-
ing his conception.?® Most importantly, it gave Schlick the ability to
characterize subjective contents as the occasion for the formation of
protocol sentences rather than, or in addition to, characterizing them
as the subject matter of protocol sentences. If affirmations essentially
involve demonstratives, then the rules of use defining their meaning
include rules dictating the performance of essentially ostensive acts of
demonstration. Schlick doubtless considered the connection of these
acts to knowledge to be the point of affirmations, since he thought
that all verification occurred through such subjective acts. It remains
true that the description of such an act cannot be given in generally
applicable intersubjective terms — in other words, the affirmations are
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essentially private and inexpressible — but given its essentially demon-
strative character, it does not seem obvious that there is any reason
it should be.57 In “Form and Content,” Schlick had understood the
subjective “filling in” of content as the nexus of the contact between
experience and meaning. Now he thought that such contact between
knowledge and experience as occurs in the course of verification must
also depend on essentially subjective acts.’® In this way, Schlick de-
veloped a picture of verification that ties the meaning of protocols
to essentially subjective conditions, without denying the Neurathian
moral that protocols are revisable and that they must yield inferences
to intersubjective states of affairs.59

The positions of Schlick and Neurath can therefore be traced to
minor inflectional differences between two conceptions of the same
picture of meaning. But these relatively minor differences did make a
substantial difference for the possibilities of reconstructive epistemol-
ogy. For Schlick, verification always involved contact with experience.
Only in this way could experience authorize an empirical proposition
for use in the system of science. Neurath’s physicalist protocols, by
contrast, bore no particular relationship to experience or subjectivity;
they could be used as justifications only in the same way, and subject
to the same defeasibility, that any physicalist proposition could. This
left room for a difference of degree in epistemological status between
protocol sentences and theoretical propositions, but Neurath drew no
fundamental distinction of kind between the two types of sentence.
For this reason, no epistemological project connecting subjectivity to
objectivity or offering a general explanation for the possibility of ob-
jectivity is even conceivableon Neurath’s picture. The act of formulating
a (physicalist) protocol sentence might still be thought to represent
the forging of a kind of link between experience and knowledge, but
there is now no reason to think of this act as epistemically special; it re-
mains a physical event like any other. It follows that protocol sentences
have no more claim to provide justification, or to solve philosophical
problems, than any other empirical propositions do. The Aufbaw’s plan
for a reconstructive epistemology becomes unrealizable, because the
problem that it set out to solve becomes unformulable.

Schlick’s brief and final rejoinder, written in 1935, reveals the ex-
tent to which mutual understanding between the two philosophers
had by this time broken down. Responding directly not to Neurath
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but to Hempel, who had put Neurath’s objections into a form more
acceptable to Schlick in his article “On the Logical Positivists’ Theory
of Truth,”® Schlick reaffirms his belief in the possibility of compar-
ing linguistic propositions to empirical states of affairs and repeats his
objections to a coherence theory of truth, chiefly that the coherence
theory makes the truth of propositions depend on the judgment of
“the scientists of the culture circle” rather than on experience and
observation.®' For Schlick, a proposition remains a physical sign se-
quence together with the rules of its use, including such rules as define
the conditions under which it can be verified.®® Within the context of
the theory of affirmations, these rules pose no special problem and
indeed provide for the only possibility of maintaining empiricism by
accounting for the relation of scientific propositions to experience.

v

By the time of Schlick’s final rejoinder to Neurath in 1935, the Circle
was in disarray. The protocol sentence debate had ended inconclu-
sively, with neither Neurath nor Schlick convincing the other to de-
part from his basic position. It would be years yet before Neurath’s
naturalism, updated and transmitted by Quine, would begin to con-
vince the philosophical community at large of the possibility of replac-
ing phenomenalist justifications with physicalist ones in epistemology
generally. But it is doubtful whether the debate between the extreme
positions of Schlick and Neurath could have been undertaken and
sustained at all without the constant mediating influence of Carnap,
who consistently sought to accommodate the apparently conflicting
intuitions driving Neurath and Schlick apart within a common theo-
retical and programmatic framework deriving from his turn to syntax
of 1931

Inspired by Wittgenstein, Tarski, and Godel’s method of arithmetiz-
ing logic, Carnap in 1931 conceived of a new program for metalogic
based on the possibility of representing the logical structure of a lan-
guage in that language itself. Carnap’s idea of logical syntax would not
be fully developed until 1934, but he already envisioned far-ranging
philosophical implications. Given the claim of the complete repre-
sentability of the logical structure in virtue of which a language is
capable of expressing meaning, Carnap no longer sought to describe
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the structure of the one language of science. Instead, he allowed a mul-
tiplicity of possible languages, subject only to the constraint that the
logical form of each be syntactically specifiable. The choice of a lan-
guage could then be conventional, based only on the free stipulation
of particular syntactic rules. Carnap also saw in his syntactic conception
of language a new tool for the elimination of metaphysics and a new
purpose for philosophical explanation. The only way for philosophy
to speak unmetaphysically, Carnap thought, was for it to speak of noth-
ing more than the syntactic form of various possible languages. This
way of speaking Carnap called the “formal mode” of speech, contrast-
ing it with the “material mode” in which objects and states of affairs
are themselves described. Only strict adherence to the formal mode,
Carnap reasoned, could prevent the arising of metaphysical psuedo-
problems about the nature of the objects spoken of in a particular
language.

Carnap’s 1932 article “The Physicalist Language as the Universal
Language of Science” turned to the syntactic conception and the
formal/material distinction in order to solve the problem of the se-
mantic form of protocol sentences. Ostensibly devoted to confirming
Neurath’s claim that a physicalist language could serve as the univer-
sal language for the description of all states of affairs (formally speak-
ing, the equivalent claim is that every meaningful sentence can be
translated into the physicalist language), the extended essay treated
the language of protocols, used for recording direct experience, as
a sublanguage of the unified physicalist language.® Like Schlick,
Carnap thought that the verification of a scientific claim consisted
in the derivation from it of one or more protocol sentences, which
were then compared to the scientist’s actual protocol (his set of pro-
tocol sentences) in order to check their accuracy.®4 This necessitated
that transformation rules of the physicalist language permit the deduc-
tion of protocol sentences from physicalist sentences.% Accordingly,
Carnap devoted the rest of the essay to explaining the possibility of
translating the protocols of a specific investigator into the intersub-
jective language of physics. As in the Aufbau, such translations are
in general possible owing to the contingent existence of certain struc-
tural ordinal properties of the contents of experience (formally: of the
protocol sentences themselves). The translation rules correlate quan-
titative physical states with sets of protocol sentences by means of these
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regularities. In general, the physicalist translation of a protocol sen-
tence specifies the physical conditions under which the quality named
by the protocol sentence is experienced.®® This allows an individual
to connect his protocols to intermodal and quantitative propositions
usable in the language of science, but the true intersubjectivity of the
physicalist language depends on the additional possibility that one in-
vestigator can determine the physical conditions corresponding to a
particular qualitative determination in another investigator’s protocol
language. In this way, physical determinations gain intersubjective va-
lidity from the existence of structural correlations among the protocols
of various investigators.®7

By translating protocol sentences into the language of physics,
Carnap thought it possible to maintain simultaneously the distinct-
ness of the protocol languages of various observers, the foundation
of all scientific knowledge in the immediate experience of individu-
als, and the intersubjectivity and universality of the physical language.
He could do this, he thought, by treating the individual protocol lan-
guages as disjoint sublanguages of the universal physicalist language,
each one describing the condition of an individual’s body.®® As long as
strict adherence to the formal mode was preserved, Carnap thought,
the familiar objection that such descriptions of bodily states do not
genuinely describe experience could not be maintained:

Let us assume that S, makes a report, based on physical observations, of the
events in S,’s body yesterday. Then (in the material mode), S, will not accept
this report as a complete account of yesterday’s section of his life. ... Now, we
will assume that S, introduces by definitions, terms such as ‘seeing red’ . . . into
the physical language. He can then formulate a part of his report with the help
of such expressions in such a way that it runs identically with S, ’s protocol. In
spite of this S, will not accept this new report. He will object that although itis
true that S, now uses expressions such as ‘joy’, ‘red’, ‘memory’, etc. he means
something else than S, does by the same words in his protocol; the referends of
the expressions are different. For S,, he says, they denote physical properties
of a human body, for himself, personal experiences. . ..

S, connects different associations with the statements P and p respectively
for, on account of their linguistic formulation, P is thought of in connection
with physical statements whereas p is associated with the protocol. The differ-
ence in associations is however no argument against the thesis that the two
propositions have the same content (i.e. express the same), for the content of
a proposition is constituted by the possibility of inferring other propositions
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from it. If the same statements can be inferred from two given statements they
must both have the same content, independently of the images and concep-
tions that we are accustomed to associate with them.%9

Formally speaking, identity of meaning amounts to identity of inferen-
tial consequences, so a protocol sentence will have the same content
as a physicalist one if the same statements can be inferred from it.
That this identity of content is possible is, in turn, established by the
consideration that the condition described by each protocol sentence
occurs just when certain physicalistically describable states of affairs
obtain. The possibility of hallucinations and perceptual error blocks,
itis true, the immediate derivation of an external state of affairs from a
protocol sentence so conceived. For this reason, Carnap thought, each
protocol sentence must be translated into a physicalist sentence con-
cerning the state of a particular observer’s body and nervous system.”°
Only by means of further assumptions concerning causality could the
inference to areported state of affairs in the external world be made.7"
Nevertheless, knowledge of the content of the protocol adequate for
use in scientific description did not depend on detailed knowledge
of brain physiology. Pending such knowledge, the physical internal
state of the observer identified with the protocol sentence could sim-
ply be treated as a complex dispositional state characterized by the
observer’s responses to various stimuli and questions (e.g., “Do you
see red now?”)7?

With the formal-level identification of protocols with physicalist de-
scriptions of bodily states, Carnap believed he had done justice to
Neurath’s claim for the universality of physicalist language while pre-
serving the epistemological basis of science in immediate experience
by redescribing, rather than eliminating, the role of phenomenalist
protocol sentences. As in the Aufbau, both the physicalist and the phe-
nomenalist language have their place in scientific practice; but it is
instructive to note just how different a picture is suggested by “Physi-
cal Language” with respect to the possibility and aims of reconstructive
epistemology. In the Aufbau, the derivability of intermodal and then in-
tersubjective propositions from structural propositions describing only
the similarity relationships among elementary experiences matched,
at least in an idealized way, the order of epistemic justification. In the
“Physical Language” picture, by contrast, the epistemological use of a
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protocol sentence in actual science is from the start tied to the possibil-
ity of its being reconstructed as a physicalist sentence. The definitional
rules leading from a particular protocol sentence to its physicalist re-
construction could, it is true, follow the complex definitional route of
the Aufbaw’s epistemologically accurate constructions. But given the
possibility of simply redefining a protocol sentence in terms of the
physical states of affairs that elicit its affirmation, “Physical Language”
suggests no reason that they should.

In this way, Carnap’s picture of protocols in “Physical Language”
suggests the abandonment of the Aufbaw’s assumption of the epistemic
priority of experience. Later in 1932, Carnap took this abandonment
further in the article “Protocol Sentences.” Carnap wrote the article as
aresponse to Neurath’s refusal to accept the idea that he had done jus-
tice to the physicalist position. Neurath had opposed Carnap’s claim of
the incorrigibility and unalterability of even physically reconstructed
protocol sentences. Now Carnap thought that the difference between
his proposal and Neurath’s was simply the difference between two
possible forms of language that one could use for science. In the first
language form, corresponding to Carnap’s own proposal, the proto-
col sentences in virtue of which the system of science is justified stand
outside the system language itself, and so are not revisable in that
language. In the second, corresponding to Neurath’s proposal, the
protocol sentences are already within the system language. Carnap
thought that both language forms were possible; they had differing
advantages, and either might be used, depending on one’s specific
investigative purposes. In order to establish the possibility of the first
language form, Carnap considers that a protocol sentence is noth-
ing more than an observable process (a set of spoken or written sym-
bols) for which a translation rule to the system language has been
constructed.”® In constructing such rules, we attempt to maintain the
accuracy of as many protocol sentences as possible. We may translate
them into statements concerning external states of affairs or — more
reliably — into statements concerning the behavioral dispositions of
the speaker.74 Finally, as in “Physical Language,” we can take as proto-
cols our own reports of experience, translating them into the system
language by determining the physical conditions under which they
are elicited. In general, Carnap suggests, our freedom in determin-
ing translational rules for the protocols means that we can, if we wish,
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make all of our protocols come out true under translation. In case of
inconsistencies, we simply alter the translational rules to make all of
the translations mutually consistent. In no case are we constrained to
assume the falsity of any of the protocol sentences themselves in the
uninterpreted protocol language.

In practical terms, then, the incorrigibility and unrevisability of pro-
tocol sentences, on Carnap’s proposal, is established by the conven-
tionality of the translational rules linking them to physicalist sentences.
Carnap now drops the requirement, however, of any special connec-
tion of the protocol sentences to experience itself. The translation
of an individual’s protocol sentences into the physical language does
not depend on the protocol sentences’ having any specific content at
all. All that is required is that they be translatable, in virtue of some
rules, to propositions describing the states of affairs eliciting them.
Nor does it matter whether the protocol languages are private or in-
tersubjective. Even a protocol language spoken by only a single subject
can be translated into the physicalist language in virtue of Carnap’s
proposal.

By refusing to describe the content of protocol sentences, Carnap
just leaves room for the possibility that they still do describe experi-
ence after all; but he leaves himself no possibility of describing how
they do so. Given the “Protocol Sentences” picture of the meaning
of protocols, any direct description of the bearing of experience on
their formation is illicit, and any idiosyncratic contribution of experi-
ence to their meaning is incomprehensible unless already expressible
in physicalist terms. In the second part of the essay, Carnap discusses
Neurath’s proposal for using system-language sentences of a certain
form as protocols, and endorses a modification of that proposal sug-
gested by Popper.75 In Popper’s proposal, protocols are relativized to
specific explanatory purposes. Any system-language sentence whatso-
ever may be taken as a protocol in the context of the arising of a specific
explanatory question. Even an observation sentence may in a partic-
ular case not serve as a protocol sentence, if there is some doubt, for
instance, as to the reliability of the observer uttering it; in this case, ad-
ditional protocols attesting to reliability will be needed.?® In this way,
the choice of protocols is completely relativized to the explanatory
purpose at hand, and Carnap characterizes this choice as a free deci-
sion. The supposed epistemological primacy of individual experience
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remains only in the form of physicalistic facts about the possibilities of
testing:

If S, (speaking, writing, or thinking) advances and tests a specific sentence,
then that happensimmediately only on the basis of his own experience. Even if
S, evaluates statements of S, this always happens through the mediation of S, ’s
own perceptions, perhaps his hearing of S,’s statements. (By the expressions
‘thoughts’, ‘perceptions’, ‘hearing’ obviously the physical processes in the
nervous system of S, are meant.) More precisely: the causal chain from the
perception of S, to the testing thought or discourse of S, occurs by way of
the speech act of S,, the process on the sense organs of S,, and the perception
process on the brain of S, . This fact, that testing rests on the perceptions of the
tester, forms the legitimate kernel of truth in “methodological solipsism.”. .. 77

To the obvious objection that, however one tests an empirical propo-
sition, one does not do so by discovering the character of one’s own
brain processes, Carnap would by now have had little to say. Formally,
that the process of testing occurs by means of certain physical and brain
processes is enough —for the purposes of the kind of epistemology that
Carnap now contemplated — to ensure the possibility of retracing the
actual epistemic order, including such doubts as one might have about
the accuracy of a perception.

\%

The question of protocol sentences generated the debate that drove
the Vienna Circle apart. But historical reflection shows that the ten-
sions that led to it in fact originated with the structuralist model
of language that the philosophers of the Circle shared. In identify-
ing meaning with publicly communicable meaning, the structuralist
model from the beginning set the language of science off against some-
thing else to be eliminated from scientific description, something var-
iously conceived of as private, subjective, ineffable, and indescribable.
It was the hope of Schlick and the early Carnap that the identifica-
tion of this “something else” with subjective experience could make
good on the promise of empiricism to fund the synthetic proposi-
tions of science with the validity of experiential content. In this way,
structuralism became both a theory of meaning and a theory of verifi-
cation. Experience provided both the subjective verification of struc-
tural propositions and the content whose intersubjectively invariant
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relational structures they represented. But trouble arose for the com-
patibility of these two sides of the structuralist picture as soon as the
question of protocols put pressure on it. For whereas the structuralist
theory of meaning required experiential content to be private, subjec-
tive, and ineffable, the structuralist account of verification required a
description of the contact between this experiential content and actual
propositions.78 For the purposes of epistemology, experiential content
had to be sufficiently close to propositions to be capable of actually
verifying or refuting them. In some way, then, the subjective content
of experience had to be described after all, if only to clarify how it is
that experience verifies anything.

The historical outcome of the protocol sentence debate, then, left
the structuralist theorist of meaning with two options, neither of which
was completely satisfactory from the perspective of the original episte-
mological project with which Carnap and Schlick had begun. The first
was to uphold, with Neurath and the late Carnap, a generalized phys-
icalism that accords immediate experience no special role among the
objects or contents of structuralized, objectively meaningful sentences.
This amounts to denying the incommunicability-of-content doctrine
that organized the structuralist model in its original forms. Because
protocol sentences and other propositions describing or reporting im-
mediate experience now have no special role, either semantically or
logically, the claim that they are authorized or verified by contents that
are themselves extralinguistic or inexpressible drops out of the picture.
The approach of a generalized semantic physicalism, as we have seen,
had the advantage of allowing a unified and coherent account of ver-
ification, but taking it meant abandoning all hope of a reconstructive
epistemology that begins with experience as the ultimate empirical
basis for objectively meaningful claims. Within the purview of physi-
calism, the language of experience, including the protocol sentences
that might naturally be taken to express direct reports of experience,
has no special role, logically or semantically. It follows that there is
no hope, once such a position has been adopted, of clarifying the ob-
jective status of scientific propositions by referring to their relation to
subjective experience.

The second theoretical alternative consistent with the underlying
structuralist model is to maintain the incommunicability-of-content
doctrine, holding in one way or another that the content of experience,
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though incommunicable, provides a semantic basis for meaningful
and communicable public claims. This second alternative, as we have
seen, receives its original inspiration from considerations about the
way in which the logical analysis of an empirically meaningful sen-
tence might reasonably clarify not only its meaning but also its episte-
mological form. Standardly, the logical analysis of an ordinary propo-
sition reduces it to another proposition, perhaps a longer one, that
shows more clearly the conditions under which the original propo-
sition has meaning. The new sentence may clarify the definition of
a vague term, show more clearly how the original sentence achieved
reference to its object, or reveal more clearly the significant content
of the original sentence, freeing it from linguistic ambiguities. Given a
basically empiricist outlook, it was natural, therefore, to imagine that
the tools of logical analysis could produce from an empirical proposi-
tion a clear description of its empirical content, leaving conventional,
definitional, and conceptual features of language, as far as possible,
to one side. Still, in order to be linguistic at all, the outcome of such
a reduction had to have some conceptual and definitional structure.
For the early Schlick and the Aufbau Carnap, the maximal closeness of
such bottom-level propositions to empirical content could be assured
by reducing their conceptual structure to a purely relational structure
of experiences, and by making the definitions of their terms defini-
tions of the simplest possible sort — namely, acts of ostension or simple
recognition.

But as we have already seen in the historical dynamics of the pro-
tocol sentence debate itself, the appeal to simple ostension proved
incapable of providing the basis in experience that the Vienna Cir-
cle philosophers had sought. Maintaining the incommunicability-
of-content doctrine consistently left the philosophers who held it
without any account of how the content of experience could in fact
contribute to the verification of propositions. This theoretical cost
might legitimately be borne, were it required by the nature of objec-
tive meaning itself or demanded by the character of our insight into
conscious experience. And the incommunicability-of-content doctrine
did provide, as we have seen, substantial support for the original for-
mulation of the structuralist theory of meaning by defining the incom-
municable elements against which structural objectivity was to be set
off. Nevertheless, historical reflection on the structuralist model itself
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demands that we consider what sort of basis there might be, in the
nature of meaning or the phenomenology of experience, for conclud-
ing that the subjective elements of experience are incommunicable in
themselves.

One possible answer cites ineliminable differences between the ex-
periences of distinct individuals. Carnap, remember, made this the
basis of the only argument he gives for the incommunicability of the
subjective, holding that “the series of experiences is different for each
subject” and that these differences make for “completely divergent
content” in the experiences of individuals. Because of the ineliminable
difference between individual streams of experience, Carnap appears
to have thought, immediate, ostensively defined names for the ele-
ments of individual experience would never converge enough to sup-
portagreement on the names of objective entities, even if these entities
must ultimately be derived from subjective ones. Objectivity required a
basis in what was ¢nvariant between individual streams of experience —
their relational structure rather than their qualitative content. In this
way, the idiosyncratic divergences in individual streams of experience
could be overcome without threatening the epistemic basing of objec-
tivity on subjective experiences. The qualitative contents of individual
experiences, while perhaps nameable, would remain inexpressible in
the sense that, because of their divergence, no public agreement could
be reached on their character or on the identity of objects constructed
from them.79

Carnap’s argument from the difference in subjective streams of
experience to the incommunicability of content doubtless provided
important motivation for his project, justifying its claim to establish an
objective basis for scientific propositions that bracketed the differences
between the limited epistemic perspectives of distinct observers.®® But
aside from its rhetorical suggestion of the eliminability of differences
in perspective, the argument fails by undercutting its own premises.
For as Schlick had already noted, the intersubjective incommunicability
of content implies the unintelligibility of claims of intersubjective simi-
larity or difference in content.®! If Carnap had really established that
private content cannot be described, what basis could there be for
holding that content is “completely divergent” between individuals?
Given the possibility of intersubjective communication about experi-
ences, it would seem just as legitimate to conclude that the intrinsic
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character of two subjects’ experiences must be, by and large, similar.
More generally, though, if any description of two people’s experiences
as different or similar is itself a structural description, then there is no
warrant for concluding, as Carnap does, that the indescribable con-
tents that comprise the structure are in themselves similar or divergent
from one subject to the next. Where description is impossible, neither
sameness nor difference makes sense. Any intelligible difference be-
tween streams of experience that could serve as a basis for Carnap’s
argument, moreover, would by the lights of his own theory be a struc-
tural difference, fully describable in terms of relational structure, and
not the kind of intrinsic difference that alone could show the general
need for structuralization of claims about experience. Carnap’s con-
clusion, therefore, seems to deprive him of the possibility of making
sense of the premise he needs, that individual streams of experience
differ in their qualitative content. Of course, there may be differences
between the character of my experience, in a particular situation, and
yours. Butaccording to the structuralist model itself, these differences,
where it makes sense to speak of them at all, are structural, and hence
communicable. Any basis or ground we can meaningfully adduce or
cite for holding that my experiences differ from another person’s is,
according to the structuralist model itself, a matter of structure rather
than of content. We may, just barely, continue to speak of an essential
difference that is ineliminable, indescribable, and incommunicable;
but the structuralist model itself deprives us of any meaningful basis
for doing so.

Alternatively, Carnap might, admittedly, have meant only that indi-
viduals differ in their epistemic perspectives and that objective science
must abstract from this difference. But from this difference it would
not at all follow that anything about experience is incommunicable.
For differences in epistemic perspective trace to differences between
individuals’ locations in space and time or to contingent facts about
their perceptual devices, not to the fundamental incapability of their
experience to supportintersubjectively agreeable propositions. (If you
and I are standing in different places, or if I am color-blind, we may
disagree about the facts. But in neither case does this tend to show
that we cannot describe our different experiences or that these differ-
ent experiences could not be the basis of eventual agreement on the
facts, once we allow for the differences.) Even if individual differences
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of epistemic judgment may be in a sense insurmountable, because
of their reliance on normative claims or their relativity to particular
circumstances, still there is no evident reason why such differences
should not be straightforwardly describable. Only if Carnap intends
the difference between two individual streams of experience to be
the insurmountable difference of incommunicable qualitative con-
tent does he establish his structuralist conclusion. But in so doing,
he deprives himself of the ability to speak of a difference in content
at all.

Carnap’s appeal to the difference between two subjects’ streams of
experience formulates the only basis that he provides, independent
of considerations following from the structuralist picture of meaning,
for thinking that the content of experience must be incommunicable.
The incommunicability-of-content doctrine itself provides, as we have
seen, substantial support for his initial formulation of the structuralist
picture and for the project of epistemological reconstruction that he
undertakes in the Aufbau. Ironically, though, the argument from the
difference between two subjects’ streams of experience becomes unin-
telligible when submitted to the structuralist model it aims to support.
For on the model, talk of a divergence between streams of experience
is, where meaningful, structural talk, licensed by the comparison of
different structures and incapable of establishing the general claim of
intrinsic difference that Carnap relies upon. The failure of Carnap’s ar-
gumentin this respectis instructive, and bears historical consequences
beyond Carnap’s projectitself. For as the subsequent history of the pro-
tocol sentence debate itself shows, the structuralist theory of meaning,
conjoined with the incommunicability-of-content doctrine that origi-
nally provided substantial support for it, eventually undercuts itself by
failing to provide any coherent positive account of experience. Given
the incommunicability-of-content doctrine, it is true, this theoretical
failure is not surprising to its adherents, and might even be consid-
ered a necessary cost of a comprehensive theory of meaning. But it
threatens to leave the structuralist model without any external sup-
port, in considerations about the nature either of experience or of
meaning, that is intelligible on its own terms. Faced with the conse-
quences of the incommunicability-of-content doctrine, moreover, the
structuralist theorist must admit that his theory fails (even if, accord-
ing to the model itself, this failure is necessary) to provide what he



64 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

had wanted: a coherent positive account of the relationship between
experience and meaning.

Another possible reason for holding content to be incommunica-
ble, suggested by both Carnap’s and Schlick’s versions of structuralism,
can be found in the thought that the epistemic basis of scientific claims
depends ultimately on acts of ostension. When Carnap develops the ex-
ample of the structural description of a railway network, he allows that
a subjective difference may remain in the position of two structurally
indistinguishable positions, but holds that such a difference would be
incommunicable because it could be expressed only in essentially in-
dexical terms.®? Both occupants of two structurally indistinguishable
positions could designate their position as “here,” but neither could ex-
press the difference between the two positions in nonindexical terms.
This situation, Carnap suggests, mirrors the situation of subjectivity in
science: the first designation of a particular state of affairs depends
on its concrete ostension, and hence on the irreducibly demonstrative
act of ostensive indication. The job of construction theory is then to
generate structuralized propositions suitable for intersubjective com-
munication that do not depend on any such essentially subjective ges-
ture. The essential indexicality of the ostensive gesture, then, makes
its meaning incommunicable, suggesting the need for the structural-
ization of any state of affairs originally involving such a gesture.

Schlick, taking the same point differently, maintained that an es-
sentially demonstrative component remained in the meaning of all
propositions (not only those that have not yet been structuralized)
and that the incommunicable meaning of an ostensive gesture, to be
carried out in each case of understanding, contributed essentially to
the establishment of any proposition whatsoever. The thought that
scientific claims originate in essentially indexical propositions tied to
ostensive acts evidently figured, though, in both philosophers’ con-
ceptions of the epistemological task and provided some intuitive mo-
tivation, in both cases, for declaring the empirical basis of science
to be essentially demonstrative in form. But upon further examina-
tion, there is little reason to suppose that this thought helps at all to
establish the incommunicability of experience. First, there is no evi-
dent reason why even essentially indexical propositions might not be
rewritten as intersubjective ones without losing any of their empiri-
cal content. On the structuralist account, after all, the meaning of any
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meaningful proposition whatsoever depends upon its objective, logical
form; so even essentially indexical propositions, if they have any mean-
ing whatsoever, can be rewritten without loss of contentin an objective,
structuralized form. Carnap himself came to think, during the Syntax
period, that an ostensive description of an object is always replaceable
by a perfectly objective description of the state of affairs at a particu-
lar spatio-temporal location.?s If this is so, then the indexicality of an
indicative proposition formulated on the basis of an ostensive act has
no implication whatsoever for the communicability of its content. The
very same content can be described, without any need to involve the
character of an individual’s experience, in straightforwardly objective
terms.

Second, even essentially demonstrative claims are generally express-
ible, even if they are not immediately suitable for inclusion in a general
scientific description of the world. Construed as involving a demon-
strative act of gesturing or pointing, ostension makes an indexical con-
nection to a particular state of affairs. But it does so in a way that is
publicly accessible — at least to the other observers positioned in such a
way as to witness the ostensive act—and has no obvious dependence on
any particular subjective experience. Only if the ostension involved in
providing a basis for scientific claims is thought to be the private osten-
sion of an experience to oneselfis the necessary connection made. But
it is notoriously difficult to make sense of the nature or result of any
such purely private act of ostension, completely independently of the
public conditions of meaningfulness and truth that are typically taken
to account for the meaning of ordinary demonstrative and indexical
claims.?* Again, it remains possible, even while clearly distinguishing
between public and private ostension, to continue to maintain that
essentially private acts of attending or focusing provide the ultimate
basis for the verification and establishment of scientific claims. But
accepting the structuralist model of objective meaning itself demands
that the meaningful propositional contents established by any such acts
be structural, and thus essentially objective and public. The relation-
ship between the private ostensive act — in itself strictly meaningless,
according to the structuralist model — and the public, objective propo-
sition thatitwill be called upon to support becomes essentially unclear
and unclarifiable. It remains possible to assert that, despite the impos-
sibility of describing it, there nevertheless is such a relationship. But
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this admission again renders inaccessible any description of the rela-
tionship between private ostension and objective contents as one of
verification or evidence, depriving the structuralist of any positive pic-
ture of the relationship between experience and meaning that he had
sought to capture.

Asomewhat different kind of connection between ostension and ex-
periential content is suggested by Schlick’s claim for the self-verification
of incommunicable affirmations. Recall that Schlick construed affir-
mations as essentially ostensive and reliant for their meaning on the
presence of the experiential state of affairs indicated. It follows that
any public expression of an affirmation differs in meaning from the
affirmation itself, for no nonanalytic public expression is self-verifying.
This will be the case even if the affirmation is replaced by an essentially
ostensive proposition indicating some public state of affairs by way of
an indexical term, for it is always possible that, because of perceptual
distortion or error, the experiential state of affairs indicated by the
affirmation does not match the public state of affairs indicated by a
public ostensive description. This possibility suggests that what was for
Schlick really decisive for the meaning of an affirmation was not ac-
tually the reliance of affirmations on ostensive acts, but rather their
reliance on the presence of particular subjective experiences. On this
account, for a particular affirmation to be possible and true is just for
a particular subjective experience to exist. But the affirmation is not
now the proposition or claim that that experience exists; for even in a
purely demonstrative form, this proposition could be false. Instead,
the affirmation consists, in whole or in part, simply in the presence of
the experience it affirms.

This view — that affirmations not only depend semantically on but
also consist in the presence of particular experiences — seems to cap-
ture the only coherent way of making sense of Schlick’s commitment
to the self-verifying character of affirmations.®> But if this was Schlick’s
view, his holding of it marks the ultimate failure of his version of struc-
turalism to accommodate experience as semantically relevant at all,
in the way he had hoped to do with his earlier form/content distinc-
tion. For to characterize affirmations as essentially consisting in the
presence of experiences is to admit that, in all semantically relevant
contexts of verification and justification, the experience itself would
do as well as the affirmation. With the claim of existential dependence
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on the presence of a particular experience, the affirmation has lost
any distinctively linguistic form or content whatsoever. This saves the
incommunicability of content, but leaves it deeply mysterious how af-
firmations can interact rationally with linguistic propositions at all.
As much as the incommunicability of content might have been nec-
essary to motivate the epistemological project of structuralism, then,
none of Schlick’s or Carnap’s arguments for it, independent of struc-
turalism, are sufficient. Why, then, did Schlick and the early Carnap
hold the incommunicability-of-content doctrine? Reflection on the
history of the debate, and on the unsatisfactoriness of those of their
arguments for the doctrine that were independent of the structuralist
theory of meaning, motivates the suggestion that the structuralist the-
ory was itself their only real basis for affirming the incommunicability
of content. Within the ambit of the structuralist configuration, which
theorizes meaning and expressibility as public, logical structure, the el-
ements of experience (insofar as they are elements, and notstructures)
had to appear as inexpressible and ineffable, even if they were theo-
rized as being capable of animating or informing empirical proposi-
tions with their empirical meaning. The incommunicability-of-content
doctrine could be dropped, as it was on Neurath’s physicalist theory,
but only at the cost of portraying experiential propositions as being
no different in their semantic status from any other structurally mean-
ingful, objective propositions. The desire to retain a special role for
experience in the verification and meaning of empirical propositions
required, given the structuralist theory of meaning, that experience
appear as both incommunicable in itself and capable of directly au-
thorizing basic empirical propositions such as protocol sentences. This
produced, in turn, the temptation to theorize experience as capable
of justifying basic empirical propositions from a position outside lan-
guage, and led to the pictures of ostension or bare presence to which
Schlick and Carnap appealed. Given the underlying structuralist pic-
ture of meaning, experience could appear (if indeed it appeared at
all) only as its unspeakable support. The necessary result was the the-
oretical unsatisfactoriness of the explanations of the empirical mean-
ingfulness of protocol sentences that structuralist theorists provided.
But since the only way to avoid these explanations, given structural-
ism, was to affirm a semantic physicalism that denied experience any
special or privileged role, the theoretical unsatisfactoriness of these
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pictures of the semantic privilege of experience was just the inevitable
result of its affirmation.

VI

By the end of the protocol sentence debate, Carnap was convinced
of the generalized semantic physicalism that Neurath had consistently
defended. As we have seen, this physicalism construed protocol sen-
tences as essentially no different in their semantic status from any
other structural sentences of objective science. What we use as pro-
tocols for a particular science might in fact be sentences asserted on
the basis of the functioning of our perceptual apparatuses, but this
makes no important difference, according to the physicalist, to their
semantic content or status. Within the consistent physicalist picture,
“experience” can now refer only to the status or configuration of per-
ceptual devices and cognitive or behavioral structures expressible in,
or translatable without loss of meaning into, the objective language
of physics. It follows from this that the project of epistemological re-
construction that Carnap had originally envisioned, and that he had
made the basis of the Aufbau, loses its point. Since the meaning even
of protocol sentences is already fully structural, there is nothing to
be gained by epistemology’s demonstration of how to “structuralize”
them. With the affirmation of physicalism, the very contrast between
subjective contents and objective structure that had given the project
of structuralization its point drops out of the picture, along with the
intelligibility of subjectivity itself. We might still, of course, be inter-
ested in knowing better, in particular cases, how it is that we know
what we know. Epistemology now gets its point, in particular cases,
from its ability to show the capacities and limitations of human beings,
themselves conceived biologically and physically, as knowers. But the
thought that experience itself has, in general, any distinctive role in
the ultimate support of empirical propositions — the thought that had
linked Carnap’s constructional project with the empiricism of Locke
and Hume — now drops out of the epistemological picture of physical-
ism entirely, along with the prospect of any general epistemological
reconstruction of objectivity itself.

The elimination of experience as a distinctive contributor to epis-
temology might not seem to represent a problem for the tenability
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of physicalism, despite the implausibility of this elimination from the
perspective of ordinary reasoning and language about knowledge and
experience. Indeed, the defeat of the “foundationalist” claim that
knowledge has an intelligible basis in experience has sometimes been
celebrated as among the most significant insights of midcentury an-
alytic philosophy. But the idea that individual, subjective experience
retains a determinative significance for empirically meaningful claims
survivesin the logic and grammar of ordinary language and in the prac-
tice of scientific inquiry, beyond the repudiation of the foundationalist
epistemological projects that figured experience as the ultimate basis
for the edifice of knowledge. Insofar as physicalism denies this idea, it
falsifies rather than captures the grammar of the ordinary language we
use to describe our experience, and the practices by means of which
we establish and evaluate empirical claims. The thought, usually inar-
ticulate, that physicalism falsifies the ordinary language of experience
in this and other ways resonates through the subsequent history of
the analytic inquiry into consciousness, recurring at each stage of the
development of physicalism but typically unclear about the general
form of the complaint that it embodies. The historical elucidation of
the origin of physicalism in Neurath’s structuralist picture allows the
real ground for this recurrent complaint to be seen and allows the
comprehensiveness of physicalism to be challenged in a new way on
its basis.

Neurath’s semantic physicalism consistently affirmed the structural-
istidentification of structure with meaning, to the point of denying the
possibility of giving any account whatsoever of the character of the ele-
ments that make up the relational structure of meaning. For Neurath,
the only possible candidates for the elements comprising the relational
structure of language were the physical signs and sign sequences them-
selves. But the relational description of signs in their physical config-
urations and interconnections stops short of showing why structure
should be identified with meaning at all, or why analysis of structure
should be capable of clarifying meaning. In a sense, Neurath’s identify-
ing meaning with structure while providing no account of the elements
of the structure of meaning was simply the consistent outcome of the
structuralist picture that he shared with Carnap and Schlick. We have
seen how Schlick was himself forced to recognize the impossibility of
providing any such account, even as he attempted to maintain that
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empirical propositions are ultimately justified by experience. But it is
not obviously coherent to describe language as a structure of mean-
ing without being able to say anything whatsoever about the nature of
the elements so structured. And even beyond this suggestion of inco-
herence, Neurath’s inability to characterize the elements comprising
what he thought of as the structure of meaning poses substantial prob-
lems for the concrete meaningfulness of the physicalist program he
upheld. Without a distinctive sense of basic experiences as the subjec-
tive elements of the objective structure of language, Neurath could not
construe the analysis or elaboration of structure as contributing to the
objectivity of science, for he lacked any distinctive sense of what this
contribution could consist in. On the consistent physicalist picture,
meaningful propositions, insofar as they are meaningful, are already
fully structuralized. Since there is nothing opposed to structure, there
is no point in elaborating structure further in order to benefit sci-
ence or to contribute to the intelligibility of its claims. But even the
claim that all meaningful scientific propositions are, or ought to be,
reducible to propositions in the language of physics had gained its
original plausibility from its role in the structuralizing project that
sought to increase the objectivity of scientific claims by rewriting them
in the objective language of physics. Without the subjective /objective
distinction that made this project intelligible, Neurath’s doctrine of
physicalism threatens to fall into a pragmatic emptiness obscured by
the apparent boldness of its claim of reducibility.

A doctrine thatis pragmatically empty in this sense may nevertheless
be true, and the subsequent history of the analytic discussion of the
mind certainly bears witness to the enduring popularity of the phys-
icalism that Neurath inaugurated. But reflection on its origin in the
semantic picture that opposed experience to meaning as content to
structure allows us to question the truth of its comprehensive claim
in a new way, by inquiring into the basis for, and intelligibility of, the
picture of meaning on which it ultimately rests. For decades, the doc-
trine of physicalist explicability has seemed comprehensive because
it has seemed that the only way effectively to challenge it would be
to manifest a process or phenomenon that is not physical or eventu-
ally describable in physical language. The very structuralist basis of
physicalism itself makes this manifestation effectively impossible, how-
ever, since structuralism comprehends every objective description of a
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manifested phenomenon as a structural one and hence one potentially
reducible to the language of physics. What emerges from the historical
elaboration of the actual origin of physicalism in the semantic picture
of structuralism is the possibility of a reconsideration of physicalism on
grounds other than those provided by the introduction of nonphysical
phenomena, processes, or facts. In particular, set against a historically
sensitive reconsideration of the semantic origin of physicalism, the
antecedent meaningfulness of the language of consciousness, outside
and before any structuralist theory, provides grounds for an inquiry
that reconsiders the original claim of structuralism to produce a the-
ory of meaning, and an account of explanation, that is comprehensive
for all domains. Remedying the distortions in our understanding of
experience that structuralism seems to demand, this inquiry might
allow the language of consciousness itself to produce, in the context
of a nonstructuralist reflection on its distinctive kind of meaning, the
intelligibility proper to our understanding of ourselves.

VII

Only the briefest of glances at the contemporary debate about the
explanation of consciousness is necessary to show the continuing sig-
nificance for it of the physicalist picture of explanation that histori-
cally originated with Neurath’s version of structuralism. It is in terms
of physicalism that the issue of the explanation of consciousness is
today standardly raised, and one consistent complaint of those, such
as Chalmers, who hold consciousness to be unexplainable by existing
theories of mind is that it resists physicalist explanation. We have seen
that Neurath’s semantic physicalism originated in his structuralist con-
ception of the semantic unity of science: physicalism held that science
could be unified in the sense that all objective propositions could be
reduced to asingle, structuralized language, in particular the language
of physics. This explicitly linguistic picture of the unity of science drew
much of its support from the conception, shared by all parties to the
protocol sentence debate, of logical analysis as capable of specifying
the meaning of an objective sentence by displaying its logical struc-
ture. But it also yielded Neurath’s interpretation, at variance with that
of the other logical empiricists, of protocol sentences as semantically,
logically, and epistemologically akin to other meaningful propositions
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in the language and, as such, having no unique or distinguished role
in the justification of empirical claims. Consistent adherence to the
physicalist position, as Neurath defined it, then, drove theorists such
as Carnap to repudiate the earlier project of reconstructive episte-
mology and to replace it with epistemological and theoretical projects
that accorded subjective experience no foundational or primary role.
Subsequently, prominent projects such as Quine’s suggestion of a natu-
ralized epistemology reconstructed experiential reports and protocol
sentences, as Neurath already had, as reports of objective, physical hap-
penings such as stimulations of sensory devices.*® At the same time,
the methodological program of naturalism, taking shape largely under
Quine’s influence, most often presupposed the physicalist doctrines
of the unity of science and the translatability or reducibility of all ob-
jectively meaningful claims to the language of physics. Throughout
these developments, the various projects that conceived of themselves
as “physicalist” shared a basically structuralist picture of explanation,
one that holds that the objectivity of meaningful propositions is expli-
cable in terms of their logical or semantic position within a structurally
defined unitary language of science.

This structuralist picture of explanation and objectivity would re-
main the background and basis of physicalism, moreover, even when
its adherents began to express its claim primarily as an ontological doc-
trine about the underlying nature of matter and forces rather than
as a semantic doctrine about the reducibility of claims to a particular
language. Through the 19gos and 1940s, the philosophical discussion
of the “unity of science” largely took shape, still under the determi-
native influence of Neurath’s semantic position, as a discussion of the
possibility of reducing the claims of science to a unified language. The
physicalist position, thus understood, gained significant support from
logical empiricist pictures of the nature of scientific laws and explana-
tion, including Hempel’s “deductive-nomological model” and Ernest
Nagel’s conception of biconditional definitions mediating between
distinct ontological levels in a unified science.’” By the late 1950s,
however, analytic philosophers became increasingly willing to assert
physicalism as the ontological doctrine that all objects and events in
the world are ultimately physical, rather than as the original seman-
tic doctrine of reducibility to physical language. A turning point in
the development from semantic to ontological physicalism was the
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publication in 1958 of Paul Oppenheim and Hilary Putnam’s influen-
tial article “Unity of Science as a Working Hypothesis.” In the article,
Oppenheim and Putnam sketch the unity of science as involving not
only the definitional or analytic reducibility of all scientific terms to the
terms of physics or some other basic discipline (what they call “Unity of
Language”) but also (what is a stronger condition) the reducibility of
all scientific laws to the laws of one basic discipline (“Unity of Laws”).
They go on to argue that both kinds of unity can be realized through
the development of “micro-reductions” that explain the entities of one
field of science in terms of their constituent parts, as describable in
a more basic field. Thus, for instance, the biological science of mul-
ticellular organisms can be wholly reduced to a more basic field of
science that characterizes cells. In this way, Oppenheim and Putnam
argue, the possibility of micro-reduction defines a series of reductive
levels, with the physics of elementary particles at the bottom level. The
scientific description of social groups reduces to the description of
individual humans; and it is not implausible, they suggest, that the
psychological laws characterizing human behavior can be reduced to
laws of the collective behavior of individual neurons. The cellular bi-
ology of neurons then reduces to the chemistry of their molecules,
and the chemistry of these molecules to the physics of atoms. The
claim of the unity of science, then, just amounts to the claim that
such micro-reductions are always possible, even if they have not yet
in fact been attained. And because each micro-reduction reduces its
object to its own constituent parts, the “bottom level” of the whole
reductive picture must be the basic particles and laws described by
physics.

Oppenheim and Putnam’s picture of science presupposes the se-
mantic doctrine of physicalism as Neurath had formulated it but also
moves beyond that picture, both in requiring the reduction of laws
and by figuring translatability relations among levels of science as
grounded in the relation of micro-reduction that explains an entity
in terms of its constituent parts. Though Oppenheim and Putnam
avoid any clearly nonlinguistic statement of their view, preferring to
present it as a program for the unification of science rather than as
a general ontological claim, they marshal both pragmatic and empir-
ical evidence for the likelihood of eventual unification. The recent
discovery of the molecular structure of DNA is strong support for the
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program, as is the recent innovation of artificial “nerve nets” that mir-
ror the structure of neuron assemblies in the brain.

Soon thereafter, philosophers would begin to discuss physicalism
as the ontological view that all objects and events are ultimately physi-
cal in nature and that the laws governing their behavior can always
be reduced to the causal laws of physics. Physicalism, thus under-
stood, became a popular position, in particular, in the philosophy
of mind, where adopting it was seen as a way of opposing any dualist
or epiphenomenalist picture of mental causation. That all events are
determined, without remainder, by physical causal laws requires that
mental events, including states of consciousness, not be isolated from
the unified causal order; as Herbert Feigl put it, in an early statement
of the view, there could be no “nomological danglers,” mental states
outside the unified realm of causes and effects linked by physical causal
laws.%® The commitment to physicalism came to be understood as a
basic and straightforward consequence of any thoroughgoing commit-
ment to scientific explanation, shaping and determining the form of
the special problem of explaining consciousness.

Despite the shift away from a primarily semantic idiom, the physi-
calism suggested by Oppenheim and Putnam’s article and the physi-
calistic ontological pictures that succeeded it retain the basically struc-
turalist model of explanation that had characterized Neurath’s original
picture of the unity of science. For the new picture as for the old one,
to explain an event or phenomenon is to locate it in a comprehen-
sive, unified order of events linked by causal laws. Moreover, on both
pictures, events and phenomena initially characterized by nonphysi-
cal sciences such as psychology are to be explained by reducing the
structures and laws treated in these special sciences to their ultimate
bases in physical matter and forces and in the causal laws that govern
them. Whereas the Neurathian picture envisioned these reductions as
“conceptual” or semantic, the newer physicalism figured them as par-
tially empirical micro-reductions depending on the identification of a
higher-level structure’s constituent parts. But this makes little differ-
ence to the form of explanation itself, or to the particular reductions
that are possible. Significantly, there is little reason to suppose that a
phenomenon unexplainable by the structuralist means of Neurath’s
semantic picture will be explainable by the structuralist means of the
new ontological picture, or vice versa. Since the form of explanation



Structuralism and Content in the Protocol Sentence Debate 75

in each case is the reduction of the explanandum to simpler physical
phenomena characterized by causal laws, the newer picture, despite
its change of focus, provides the physicalist no substantially new ex-
planatory or descriptive resources.

VIII

Recognizing the historical continuity of Neurath’s structuralism with
today’s physicalism puts us in a position, therefore, to provide at least
a partial historically based explanation for the widely held opinion that
consciousness is resistant to physicalist explanation. For the historical
record shows that today’s physicalism descends from, and remains for-
mally similar to, a structuralist program of explanation and analysis
that itself arose from the breakdown of the program of epistemolog-
ical reconstruction that accorded conscious experience a privileged
role in the justification and meaning of empirical claims. Neurath’s
physicalism arose, as we have seen, precisely from the exclusion of
consciousness (at least, consciousness thought of as having any spe-
cial logical or explanatory role) from the total explanatory picture of
structuralism. Of course, as we’ve seen in the history of the protocol
sentence debate, Neurath had good reasons for this exclusion. Given
the structuralism that he shared with Carnap and Schlick, the claim of
a special semantic role for consciousness had to emerge as incoherent
once the question of the meaning of protocols arose. But given this
origin, it is hardly surprising that the special properties of conscious
states should today seem to pose a deep problem for their integration
into the physicalist order of explanation, or that this problem should
be felt as arising particularly from the structuralist form of physicalist
explanation. The historical analysis conducted here suggests that one
basic reason for this feeling is the continuity of today’s structuralist
physicalism with its earlier, more explicitly semantic but formally sim-
ilar version, itself designed in the first instance to provide a unified
explanatory order without according consciousness any special role.
If this is right, it follows that in order to attain an adequate un-
derstanding of the contemporary problem, we must reexamine the
original methodological and conceptual grounds both for the seman-
tic structuralism that Neurath shared with Schlick and Carnap and for
the exclusion of consciousness from this picture that characterized
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Neurath’s physicalism. The historical analysis of this chapter already
suffices to yield, in fact, a preliminary suggestion of one way in which
the current debate could be brought to a better understanding of itself
on the basis of philosophical history. If the suggestion of the present
analysis is correct, Neurath’s physicalism originated, in large part, as a
response to the explicitly semantic question of the relationship of expe-
rience to public, linguistic meaning; and since contemporary physical-
ism inherits the basic explanatory form of Neurath’s physicalism, it also
inherits its primarily semantic character and method, even if it does
not make this explicit.®9 It follows that the contemporary problem of
explaining consciousness in physicalist terms is essentially the same
problem that troubled Carnap, Schlick, and Neurath: the problem
of locating the language of conscious experience, including protocol
sentences, in a total structural system of logical interrelations. From
the exposure of language as the historically determinative field for
the current configuration of physicalism and consciousness, the prob-
lem can gain philosophical perspicuity and determinacy. To insist that
consciousness resists physicalist explanation is, then, to insist that the
language with which we report and describe our conscious states does
not present itself as logically, semantically, or epistemologically on a
level with the objective language of physicalist description. By situat-
ing, on the basis of the historical analysis, the problem of explaining
consciousness as the problem of the relationship between experience
and linguistic meaning, we gain not only historical accuracy, but also
the dialectical position from which we might understand how to fig-
ure the priority of consciousness or speak it to ourselves through the
reflective methods and means of linguistic analysis, but outside the am-
bit of a total, structuralist picture in which it can appear only as empty,
mute, or unintelligible.



Husserl and Schlick on the Logical Form
of Experience

In the last chapter, we saw how the structuralist picture of meaning
that the philosophers of the Vienna Circle formulated led to deep
and decisive problems with the explanation of experience. The struc-
turalist conception of meaning arose in the attempt to accommodate
experience within a general theory of meaning derived from the prac-
tice of logical analysis in the special context of epistemological re-
construction. Even when this epistemological project was abandoned,
I argued, the underlying opposition of structuralist explanation to the
content of experience has remained characteristic of analytic philos-
ophy of mind, and has culminated in the contemporary problem of
explaining consciousness. But because this theoretical configuration
has remained in place largely owing to methodological continuities in
the elucidatory and explanatory practices characteristic of the ana-
Iytic tradition, understanding its role in generating the contemporary
problem requires an understanding of the philosophical warrant and
extent of the methods that have led to it.

Since the 193o0s, the legacy of the philosophical investigation into
experience has been one of stylistic discord and disunity between the
analytic tradition and the phenomenological tradition founded by
Edmund Husserl. Particularly with respect to the elucidation of the
nature of experience, though, the phenomenological tradition has
long purported to offer a genuine alternative to both the linguistic
methods of analytic philosophy and the observational methods of em-
pirical science. Indeed, phenomenology’s rigorous and determinative
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attention to subjectivity, its introspective approach, and its reliance on
the primacy of a first-person mode of investigation and description
have long seemed to recommend it above all other approaches for
the elucidation and characterization of experience. In 1929, for in-
stance, Husserl argued in the Cartesian Meditations that, as Descartes
had earlier shown, philosophical certainty about any subject must ul-
timately trace to the evidence of first-person reflection on the subjec-
tivity of the ego — to the foundation of knowledge in actually lived
experience.' The phenomenological method, therefore, would begin
with exploration of the realm of experience available to self-reflection,
prior to the positing of objective, natural reality that the natural sci-
ences presuppose. In order to maintain steadfastly its basis in actual
experience, phenomenological inquiry subjects the natural world to
a radical “bracketing” or epoche, withholding judgment on its actual
existence so as to inquire into subjective conscious experience itself.?
At the same time, Husserl went beyond Descartes in holding that the
phenomenological examination of experience reveals a realm of tran-
scendental subjectivity that is not another being or object in the world
but rather forms the basis for the existence and reality of the natu-
ral world itself.3 Thus, according to Husserl, first-personal, essentially
subjective reflection can reveal the universal and objective laws and
principles governing the logical and conceptual interrelations of ob-
jects and events in the world. Immanent subjective reflection reveals,
running through the data of self-experience, “a universal apodictically
experienceable structure” of experience that governs the reality of all
phenomena that can appear to the subject.4

Recently, the first-person and subjectivist orientation of phenome-
nology has again seemed to recommend it over other approaches for
the investigation of consciousness. The literature on consciousness has
witnessed sporadic calls for a return to phenomenological methods of
inquiry in order to end the hegemony of “third-person” approaches
to consciousness and to clarify its metaphysical position.> But because
these appeals, like the literature to which they respond, fail to consider
deeply enough the underlying methodological character of the project
they defend, they mischaracterize the merits of phenomenology and
miss the underlying conceptual reasons for its historical failure.

The discord that continues to exist between the analytic tradition
and the philosophical descendents of Husserl’s project is unfortunate
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not only because of the legacy of mutual incomprehension it has en-
gendered, but also because this discord has obscured the possibility of
a level of methodological reflection that could bring both traditions
to a better understanding of themselves. Happily, history offers an
opportunity for such reflection in the very polemic argument that led
analytic philosophers, beginning in the 1930s, increasingly to distance
themselves from phenomenology: the argument between Husserl and
Schlick over the nature of propositions describing the overall form or
structure of experience. Like the protocol sentence debate that un-
folded at roughly the same time, the Husserl-Schlick dispute arose, I
argue here, from the difficulties of accommodating experience within
a total structural form of explanation. Reflection on the source of
these difficulties and the different resources of the two traditions for
handling them allows us to comprehend not only the specific fail-
ures but also the specific merits of the analytic style of investigation in
contrast with phenomenology. This reflection clarifies how attention
to the specifically linguistic methods of analytic philosophy — methods
that the phenomenological tradition, for all its attention to conceptual
analysis, never explored — might provide the basis for a reception or
reconception of the problem of explaining consciousness as a specifi-
cally semantic and linguistic problem, but as one oulfside the structural-
ist forms of theory to which analytic reflection on experience has so
often been led.

Though it first came to philosophical prominence only around the
turn of the century, the idea of the logical form of experience is a
straightforward one. It is natural to suppose that the relations of simi-
larity and difference, inclusion and exclusion, among the sensory qual-
ities that comprise the manifold of experience can be represented in a
single structural account. Such an account will be logical, moreover, in
thatit helps to establish or reveal the structure of such categories as we
bring to any description of, or based on, our experience of the world.
In one sense, of course, the structure of our experience is contingent,
dependent on the physiological constitution of our particular sensory
apparatus and neurological equipment; but there is another sense of
the “structure of experience” in which such structure plausibly figures
as a precondition of any proposition we will understand as describ-
ing a possible experience, or any item of knowledge supposed to be
based on experience. Construed in this second way, the structure of
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experience has the necessity of logic, and the propositions describing
it are correspondingly a priori.

The project of elucidating the logical structure of experience
bore, for Schlick and the logical empiricists, particular relevance to
the prospects for scientific epistemology. For given the empiricist
assumption that all scientific knowledge begins with experience, a
schematization of the logical grammar of the base-level terms of de-
scription of experience is a necessary condition for epistemology’s
account of the relations of inference between propositions capturing
basic experiences or observations and the higher-level inferences to
which they give rise. The hope for such a schematization, in particular,
invited the logical positivists’ most original suggestion for the nature
of the a priori: that all a priori propositions might be analytic con-
sequences of conventional stipulations and definitions together with
the logical rules governing their linguistic use. If the rules defining
the structure of experience could be treated as logical, then the a
priori character of propositions about it could be explained without
metaphysical commitment; and the purely structural nature of such
a description would make good the positivists’ claim to deal only in
formal terms, without having to make any reference to the purely qual-
itative, private, or subjective content of experience itself.

The idea of the logical structure of experience thus became an es-
sential backdrop for the Vienna Circle’s most innovative hopes for
scientific epistemology. Based on these hopes, Schlick launched a
series of attacks on Husserl’s competing phenomenological picture
of experience and logic from 1910 to the early 1ggos. The immedi-
ate focus of Schlick’s attacks was Husserl’s reliance on the method of
Wesenschau, or “intuition of essences.” Throughout his career, Husserl
made the doctrine of the intuition of essences central to his claims for
phenomenological insight. In the context of his attacks on Husserl’s
theory of the structure of experience, Schlick objected, in particu-
lar, to Husserl’s claim that the intuition of essences could deliver syn-
thetic (rather than analytic) a priori propositions describing the nature
and structure of experience. Despite Schlick’s significant misunder-
standings of Husserl’s position, his attack isolated a genuine point of
difference between the two philosophers on a set of issues with pre-
cipitous consequences for the subsequent development of the analytic
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tradition and for its self-imposed alienation from phenomenology and
its descendents.

I

Schlick’s reasons for attacking Husserl’s method over a period of al-
most two decades can best be understood against the background
of the development of Schlick’s own epistemology from an empiri-
cist nominalism to the mature, semantically influenced logical posi-
tivism that he would develop under the influence of Wittgenstein and
Carnap. As early as 1910, Schlick had criticized Husserl’s theory of
truth for its appearing to countenance logical truths independently of
concrete acts of judgment. For Schlick, although Husserl’s distinction
of the object of an act of judgment from the act itself was quite cor-
rect, any attempt to conceive of the logical structure of mental acts,
in virtue of which they possessed truth or falsity, in independence of
those acts themselves could end only in incoherence.b In particular,
Schlick criticized Husserl’s description of the directintuition or “grasp-
ing” of ideal logical objects or abstractions as nonsensical.” The initial
criticism drew much of its motivation from Schlick’s own developing
picture of intuition and logic, and in 1914 this picture became the
basis of a sharper and more focused attack on Husserl’s doctrine of
Wesenschau. Schlick now thought purely intuitive knowledge of any sort
impossible.® Because knowledge, Schlick reasoned, is always recogni-
tion or grasping of something as something, the immediate, nonrela-
tional faculty of intuition never gives us anything more than the raw
material of knowledge. Further conceptual acts of comparison and
combination are needed in order to make even the simplest of judg-
ments. Knowledge always has the form of judgments, and it always re-
quires, in addition to intuition, some mediation by general concepts.9
The necessity of concepts for knowledge, however, does not provide
any justification for regarding them as substantial realities above and
beyond specific acts of judging.

Three years later, in his comprehensive General Theory of Knowl-
edge, Schlick further developed this nominalist vision of concepts.
Strictly speaking, Schlick argued, concepts do not exist at all; what
really exist are simply conceptual functions accomplished by mental
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acts or spoken or written signs. These conceptual functions serve to
coordinate and associate mental images in order to produce knowl-
edge, but they have no existence outside of concrete acts of coordina-
tion and association.'® This picture of concepts provided the basis for
arenewed attack on Husserl’s Wesenschau. Schlick interpreted Husserl
as holding that ideal concepts could be directly grasped in a mysteri-
ous form of intuitive act that was nevertheless not a real psychological
occurrence.' The attempt to explain such acts, Schlick averred, led
Husserl to speak obliquely of a puzzling “self-evidence” that supposedly
accompanies the grasping of ideal concepts; but, Schlick objected, no
sense could be made of the nature or purpose of this self-evidence.*®
In Husserl’s only official recognition of Schlick’s attack, he bitterly
and dismissively rebuffed Schlick’s remarks in the General Theory of
Knowledge, accusing Schlick of completely misunderstanding his doc-
trine. Husserl’s response specifically mentioned only Schlick’s asser-
tion that Wesenschau involves a nonreal intentional act, calling it a
“total impossibility that I should have been able to utter so insane an
assertion as that attributed to me by Schlick” and calling for an end to
criticisms of phenomenology based, like this one, on a failure to un-
derstand it.'3 But the larger context of Husserl’s comments shows that
he thought more than just this particular issue was at stake. According
to Husserl, phenomenology, like mathematics, requires of those who
would criticize it certain “strenuous studies,” without which a philoso-
pher should not even be allowed to comment on phenomenological
matters. Husserl perceived the motivation of Schlick’s attack to be a
complete rejection of the phenomenological method and an irrespon-
sible attempt to pass judgment on it without practicing it. It is not sur-
prising, then, that when Schlick corrected his specific misunderstand-
ing in the second edition of the General Theory of Knowledge, agreeing
that acts of Wesenschau are indeed real psychological acts (which, ac-
cording to Husserl, additionally have an abstract or “ideal” aspect),
he nevertheless took no heed of Husserl’s call for phenomenological
study, instead leaving the rest of his attack on Wesenschau in place.'4
Nor was this Schlick’s final word on phenomenology. In 1930, he
again attacked Husserl’s methodology, this time focusing his attack on
the phenomenologist’s defense of synthetic a priori propositions.'>
Schlick had in the meantime absorbed Wittgenstein’s Tractarian
picture of meaning, and he now tied his reasons for opposing
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phenomenology to the logical positivists’ hope that mathematical and
other a priori propositions could be identified as analytic or logically
true by applying the new logical tools developed by Frege, Russell, and
Wittgenstein. The thought that even the synthetic a priori propositions
offered by phenomenology as the results of its eidetic investigations —
Schlick’s examples were “Every tone has an intensity and a pitch” and
“One and the same surface cannot be simultaneously red and green” —
might ultimately be tautologies gave Schlick the basis for his criticisms
of the phenomenologist’s defense of the synthetic a priori and the use
of Wesenschau to ascertain it. Just as axiomatization had shown, contra
Kant, the ultimately tautologous character of mathematical proposi-
tions (or so Schlick thought), further analysis might well reveal the
phenomenologist’s synthetic a priori propositions to be tautologous
or logically true rather than true in virtue of facts.

In the article, Schlick offered several types of evidence for the plau-
sibility of his claim for the tautologous and nonfactual nature of phe-
nomenological propositions. First, Schlick noted that such claims as
thatasurface cannotbe simultaneously red and green are not normally
used in ordinary language, except perhaps rhetorically. This suggests
their triviality and their distinction from normal claims that commu-
nicate facts.'® Moreover, Schlick argued, unlike factual propositions
and like tautologies, phenomenological propositions have the prop-
erty that their contraries are nonsensical. The assertion of the existence
of asurface both red and green all over, for instance, would not even be
understood, and no possible evidence could convince us of its truth.'7
Indeed, according to Schlick, it is a peculiarity of phenomenological
propositions that to understand a phenomenological proposition is to
know its truth, for to deny its truth is to betray one’s incomprehension
of its terms. For this reason, the claims of phenomenological propo-
sitions are undeniable by any competent language user. This made it
clear, Schlick thought, that phenomenological propositions are true in
virtue of the conceptual structure of their terms rather than in virtue
of facts:

If I hear that [a] dress was both green and red, I am unable to give a meaning
to this combination of words; I just do not know what it is supposed to mean.
If someone speaks of a tone that lacked a determinate pitch, I know beyond
question that it was no simple musical tone; and if someone speaks of a green
dress, I know beyond question that it wasn’t a red dress; in the same way I
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know that a man who is 1.60 meters tall, isn’t at the same time 1.80 meters tall.
Everyone will admit that it requires no special kind of experience or insight
in order to know that the lengths corresponding to 1.60 and 1.80 meters
are incompatible with one another, for this follows from the nature of the
concepts. Aslong as I take them to be compatible, I simply have notunderstood
what is meant by the words ‘1.60 meters long.”'®

Following Wittgenstein’s treatment of tautologies in the Tractatus,
Schlick thought that the internal connection between truth and under-
standing in the case of phenomenological propositions revealed their
purely formal, conceptual, or tautological character.'® It followed that
no facts were needed in order to make them true, and indeed that
they had no claim to represent the world as being one way rather than
another. As purely conceptual truths, they simply expressed the deriva-
tional or transformational structure relating empirical propositions to
one another, and made no autonomous contribution to the empiri-
cal content expressed. This meant, of course, that the understanding
needed in order to grasp their truth was no real knowledge at all and, in
particular, that Husserl’s intuitional “seeing of essences” had nothing
to do with establishing them.?*® And since phenomenological propo-
sitions embody no real knowledge, they certainly, Schlick concluded,
cannot be the basis of a distinctive special science of phenomenology.

The development of Schlick’s criticism of phenomenology instruc-
tively mirrors the development of logical positivism itself, from its em-
piricist roots to the linguistically and logically oriented program of
conceptual analysis that Schlick and his Vienna Circle colleagues drew
from the suggestions of Russell and Wittgenstein. Representing no
genuine knowledge, concrete intuitions provided only, according to
Schlick, the occasion for the specific acts of comparison and recogni-
tion that allowed the expression of knowledge in linguistic or symbolic
form. Following Wittgenstein, Schlick now considered the meaning of
terms and propositions to be dependent on nothing more abstract
than the semantic rules governing their use. It was on this basis that
he sought to explain the tautologous character of phenomenologi-
cal propositions. “The meaning of a word is solely determined by the

¢

rules which hold for its use,” he wrote in 19g0. “Whatever follows
from these rules, follows from the mere meaning of the word, and is
therefore analytic, tautological, formal.”®' Phenomenological propo-

sitions, then, simply characterized some of the particular rules for the
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use of their terms. They were in no sense either direct descriptions
of the structure of experience or descriptions of any metaphysically
real structure. Once these rules were clarified, Schlick thought, all
such propositions could be revealed as analytic, and all Husser!’s con-
fusion about their allegedly material character would dissipate. Thus
the conceptual analysis of the logical structure in virtue of which phe-
nomenological propositions held true could reasonably claim to be
mere redescription of the correct use of various terms by competent
language users; no special insight into either the specific character
of experiences or the ideal structure of any conceptual domain was
needed.

II

Largely one-sided though it was, the dispute between Schlick and
Husserl unfolded with marked bitterness, resentment, and allegations
of misunderstanding on both sides. The perceived stakes of the de-
bate went far beyond the apparently local issues cited by Schlick. Both
philosophers regarded it as a struggle for the correct methodology of
future philosophy, and both saw the practices of the two schools they
represented as incompatible. But their dispute cannot really be under-
stood except against the backdrop of the thematic and methodological
consensus that they shared. In particular, Husserl and Schlick broadly
agreed on a single post-Kantian conception of logic as displaying the
formal structure of language and knowledge and on the relevance of a
logical analysis of concepts to the clarification of linguistic propositions
and the solution of the problems of epistemology. Even Schlick’s ability
to characterize the issue as a dispute about the existence of a material
a priori presupposed the two philosophers’ shared understanding of
the universality and necessity of a priori propositions, as well as their
agreement on the relevance of a basic distinction between matter and
form in handling them.** Both philosophers, moreover, substantially
agreed about the meaning of this distinction. Form (in the sense rel-
evant to the debate) was, for both Schlick and Husserl, conceptual or
logical, whereas to say of a proposition that it was “material” meant
that it depended on facts, intuitions, or the nature of experience. On
the basis of this distinction, the two philosophers agreed that proposi-
tions true in virtue of form are true a priori. Their official difference,
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on Schlick’s construal at least, simply concerned whether there are
further a priori propositions whose truth depends not on logical or
conceptual form, but on the specific characteristics of experiential
“matter” or worldly states of affairs.

In a recent essay, M. M. van de Pitte (1984) undertakes to defend
Husserl against Schlick’s allegations, both early and late. Central to van
de Pitte’s defense of Husserl is the suggestion that his phenomenolog-
ical methodology be understood as a program of “conceptual analysis”
that actually differs little from Schlick’s own. The phenomenological
propositions that Schlick cites as examples in the 1930 article, van de
Pitte argues, might well be considered analytic rather than synthetic,
at least on a sufficiently rich conception of analyticity.?3 Responding
in Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological
Philosophy, First Book, to the reproach of those who consider his system
a variety of Platonic realism, Husserl indeed claims that the essences
seen in eidetic intuition may be called concepts, aslong as one does not
confuse them with acts of conceiving.*4 This identification of essence
with concept motivates a plausible interpretation of the point of eidetic
intuition as a kind of conceptual analysis. As van de Pitte points out, the
sense in which essences are seen in eidetic intuition emphatically does
not require that they exist or subsist in some Platonic or ideal realm;
the point of calling essences ideal is precisely that they do not exist as
real objects, and phenomenology, in any case, studiously avoids mak-
ing any positive claims for the existence of any objects, real or ideal.
Indeed, van de Pitte argues, the phenomenological consideration of
a concept or ideal type never results in any factual claims at all. The
analysis of the essences governing colors or sounds, for instance, simply
establishes the range of possibilities within these domains, establish-
ing what relations of inclusion or exclusion obtain among the classes
and sets that define their types. Given this, van de Pitte suggests, there
need be nothing particularly troubling about Wesenschau. Indeed, it
goes no further than the understanding needed, on anyone’s theory,
simply to comprehend analytic propositions.*5

But in bringing Husserl’s methodology closer to Schlick’s, van de
Pitte’s argument also obscures the genuine ground of the deep ani-
mosity and mutual rejection that characterized the dispute between
the two. Schlick clearly lacked a full understanding of Husserl’s ar-
guments against construing phenomenology as Platonic realism, and
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much of his criticism of Wesenschau can indeed be ascribed to simple
misunderstanding. But even had Schlick appreciated Husserl’s argu-
ments for a non-Platonic construal of the phenomenological method,
it seems likely that he would not have accepted them. As Jim Shelton
(1988) argues in response to van de Pitte’s article, for Schlick it was
impossible for the objects of any kind of intuition to be general entities
like concepts; the claim that intuition could grasp only particulars was
foundational for his nominalist description of concepts as symbolic
functions.?® This objection brings to the fore at least one significant
point that remains at issue between Schlick and Husserl even if they
are construed as joint participants in a common method of concep-
tual analysis. From the beginning, Schlick had objected to Husserl’s
theory not only on the basis of a nonspecific distaste for Platonic re-
alism (or the appearance thereof) but also, more significantly, on the
basis of his own empiricist and nominalist picture of the relationship
between abstract concepts and particular intuitions. What, then, was
the source of judgments about concepts, and what did such judgments
represent?

By the time of the 1930 article, Schlick was prepared to answer this
question with a sophisticated conception of the nature of language and
logic according to which the knowledge of certain a priori “concep-
tual” propositions could be internally connected to the understanding
of competent language users, as embodied in the rules they followed
in speaking. And Schlick clearly thought this picture an improvement
over all previous descriptions of abstraction and the a priori, including
phenomenology’s. It is not difficult, indeed, to see why Schlick might
have thought his theory superior in the special case of propositions
describing the structure of experience. For he thought that his linguis-
tic picture of their origin could explain their necessity and a prioricity
without utilizing any metaphysical resources beyond those already pre-
supposed by the conditions of meaningful language in general (which,
in turn, were no special problem, given an account of rules of use).
For Schlick, the nonsensicality of the contraries of phenomenological
propositions showed that insofar as the specific structure of experience
operates as a condition on possible knowledge, it does so as a condi-
tion on the possibilities of linguistic meaning. Such possible items of
knowledge as are excluded by our experience’s having the structure
that it does are already nonsensicalities. It follows that an adequate
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theory of the general conditions of meaning yields an explanation of
the structure of experience automatically, without involving any addi-
tional metaphysical or epistemological commitment. Schlick thought
his insight crucial to the nonmetaphysical understanding of the struc-
ture of experience; any alternative theory that missed the specific link
between the structure of experience and the possibilities of meaning
would be forced to posit a material a priori and incur all of its meta-
physical problems.

Even if many of Husserl’s actual results, therefore, can be recast
in the mold of Schlick’s linguistic theory, and whatever the status of
their analyticity, it is not at all clear that Husserl would have agreed
with Schlick about their epistemological ground or their metaphysical
origin. But the question of the epistemology and etiology of conceptual
judgments clearly has a deep relevance to the investigation of their
status, not least to whether and in what sense they might be “material”
or synthetic. Especially since a new conception of logical truth was
one of the most important early results of the logical positivist project,
and since problems with this conception would be responsible for
some of the most significant developments in post-positivist analytic
philosophy, the similarities and differences between Husserl’s account
of logical truth and Schlick’s bear closer examination in the light of
the hope the two philosophers shared for the instructive connection
of logic with meaning.

111

What was, then, Husserl’s real understanding of the origin and epis-
temology of phenomenological judgments of the sort that Schlick sin-
gled out in his 19go article? What, in particular, was Husserl’s concep-
tion of the relationship of such judgments to the meaning of ordinary
language propositions? In order to address these questions, it is nec-
essary to examine in somewhat greater detail the specific concepts
and distinctions that Husserl himself brought to bear on them. Upon
closer analysis, Husserl’s treatment of Wesenschau is no mysterious or
mystical doctrine of the “seeing of essences,” but rather a sophisticated
and complex theory of abstraction and of the epistemological relation
of particularity to generality that was the focus of some of his most
devoted efforts throughout his development of phenomenology.
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Beginning in 19oo with the first edition of his Logical Investigations,
Husserl envisioned an overarching mathematical /logical/ontological
project that he called (using terminology taken from Leibniz) mathesis
unzversalis or the pure “theory of theory.” One of its tasks was to de-
scribe the formal unity of each of the particular theories of the formal
and empirical sciences by defining “pure categories of meaning, the
pure categories of objects and their law-governed combinations.”*7
Because each empirical or formal theory must have a unified, deduc-
tive character and concern a particular domain of possible or actual
objects, the semantic metatheory given by logic would comprise, in
each case, a theory of the possible logical relations of objects in that
domain as well as a theory of the logical relations of propositions about
those objects. The pure “theory of theories” would, in addition, com-
prise a description of the possible logical forms of any objectivity what-
soever, as well as the logical forms and relations in virtue of which
semantic meaning is possible at all. Thus, examples of the pure cat-
egories of meaning include “Concept, Proposition, [and] Truth.” In
close connection with the pure categories of meaning, pure logic also
establishes the highest-level categories of ontology. These ontological
categories, such as “Object, State of Affairs, Unity, Plurality, Number,
Relation [and] Connection,” are “formal” in the sense that they govern
the possible forms of existents in any objective domain whatsoever.*®
Epistemologically, the determination of both the pure categories of
meaning that allow for the systematic unity of a theory and the for-
mal categories of ontology requires the use of essential or categorial
intuition, the “seeing” of abstract concepts or categories:

In both cases we are dealing with nothing but concepts, whose notion makes
clear that they are independent of the particularity of any material of knowl-
edge, and under which all the concepts, propositions and states of affairs that
specially appear in thought, must be ordered. . ..

All these concepts must now be pinned down, their “origin” must in each
case be investigated. Not that psychological questions as to the origin of the
conceptual presentations or presentational dispositions here in question, have
the slightest interest for our discipline. This is not what we are enquiring into:
we are concerned with a phenomenological origin or — if we prefer to rule
out unsuitable talk of origins, only bred in confusion — we are concerned
with insight into the essence of the concepts involved, looking methodologi-
cally at the fixation of unambiguous, sharply distinct verbal meanings. We can
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achieve such an end only by intuitive representation of the essence in adequate
Ideation, or, in the case of complicated concepts, through knowledge of the
essentiality of the elementary concepts present in them, and of the concepts
of their forms of combination.*?

Already in the Logical Investigations, then, Husserl connects the intu-
ition of essence to the establishment of both the overriding categories
of ontology and the “categories of meaning” governing the unity of
all possible theories. The intuition of essences — their representation
“in adequate Ideation” — will suffice to fix and disambiguate the mean-
ings of the terms with which we establish the ontological and pure
categories into which we divide the world and meaningful language.
Essential intuition is therefore at least in part concerned with estab-
lishing the conceptual conditions under which purely formal truths,
truths depending on meaning alone, are possible, as becomes clear
when Husserl explains the second task of pure logic:

Our second group of problems lies in the search for the laws grounded in the
two above classes of categorial concepts, which do not merely concern possible
forms of complication and transformation of the theoretical items they involve
(see Investigation IV), but rather the objective validity of the formal structures
which thus arise: on the one hand, the truth or falsity of meanings as such,
purely on the basis of their categorial formal structure, and on the other hand
(in relation to their objective correlates), the being and not being of objects
as such, of states of affairs as such, again on the basis of their pure, categorial
form.3°

In addition to establishing the most general categories of meaningful
language and objects and events in the world, then, essential intuition
clarifies the laws governing the possibility that a proposition is formally
or logically true. Within it will, accordingly, be found the basis for the
truth of any analytic truth. At the same time, essential intuition also
establishes the existence of certain kinds of objects that owe their exis-
tence purely to form, including numbers, sets, and other mathematical
objects.

Why, if Husserl agreed with Schlick in considering a priori propo-
sitions to be true solely in virtue of the abstract form of conceptual
connections, did he nevertheless insist that a special ability of essen-
tial intuition or direct grasping of essences was required to establish
them? The answer lies in the Logical Investigations’ development of a
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sophisticated theory of abstraction, through which Husserl sought to
explain our epistemic access to general concepts and truths. In con-
tradistinction to classical empiricist theories of abstraction, which held
that the ability to generalize rests on the use of an intuited particular
as a general example, Husserl thought that no theory of abstraction
would give an adequate account unless it described our ability to access
a generality as such. For instance, where Locke, Hume, and Berkeley
had sought to explain our knowledge of a general geometrical proposi-
tion about triangles by hypostatizing a particular, intuitively graspable
triangle —a “generalidea” —with no determinate size or shape (Locke),
or by treating the generalization as a mere annexation of a general
name to a set of several representative particulars (Berkeley), Husserl
insisted that such a proposition could be known only through direct
knowledge of a general essence that is completely distinct from any
of its particular instances.3' Without the intuition of generalities as
such, Husserl thought, any number of acts of comparison or distinc-
tion of particulars remains insufficient to establish any general, a priori
propositions about the characteristics of their types or species.3*
Later in the Logical Investigations, Husserl further develops the de-
scription of essential intuition to cover not only the intuition of the
conditions of formal meaning and ontology, but also the possible types
and forms of various sensuous and intuitive materials, such as colors,
shapes, and sounds. By varying a particular intuitive content (for in-
stance, a color or a shape) in imagination, we can establish ideal laws
governing its possibilities of transformation into various forms and
combinations. These ideal laws of intuitive possibility may — but need
not — match the categorial laws in virtue of which propositions have
meaning. Accordingly, it becomes possible for a proposition to express
ameaning that cannot be fulfilled by any real intuitive content. Husserl
calls such propositions, and the nonintuitive presentations that they
embody quite generally, inauthentic.33 For instance, a sentence report-
ing the existence of a “round square” might fulfill all the syntactic rules
necessary for a proposition to have meaning, butitwill have no possible
intuitive fulfillment.34 The unimaginability of Schlick’s “impossible”
propositions (for instance, the proposition asserting that a particular
surface is both red and green all over) then corresponds to the for-
mal mismatch between the categorial laws governing the formation
of possible meanings and the categorial laws governing the particular
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sensuous or intuitive domain described. The intuitive content called
for by such a proposition cannot even be experienced in imagination,
owing to its failure to respect the specific categorial laws governing the
possibilities for transformation and combination of intuitive contents
in its particular sensory domain.

Husserl’s Logical Investigations picture, then, calls for essential intu-
ition to establish ideal laws governing both the possibilities of formal
or analytic truth and the existence of formal objects such as numbers,
and additionally to determine the more specific possibilities of trans-
formation and combination of intuitive contents in particular sensory
domains. But what are the relationships among these types of catego-
rial laws, and how does essential intuition operate in each case? In Ideas
I, Husserl develops the theory of categories further, distinguishing on
the level of ontology between formal and regional categories. As in
the Logical Investigations, formal categories include those ontological
categories (such as Object, State of Affairs, and Relation) that can
apply in any objective domain whatsoever, and also the ideal logical/
grammatical categories of propositional form in virtue of which propo-
sitions have meaning. In addition to formal ontology, however, various
regional ontologies with their own particular categorial laws underlie
specific domains of experience and theory. The “eidetic seeing” of
the particular categorial laws governing a region can be accomplished
by a process of “free phantasy” or imaginative variation of intuitive
contents:

If we produce in free phantasy spatial formations, melodies, social practices,
and the like, or if we phantasy acts of experiencing of liking of disliking, of
willing, etc., then on that basis by “ideation” we can see various pure essences
originarily and perhaps even adequately: either the essence of any spatial
shape whatever, any melody whatever, any social practice whatever, etc., or the
essence of a shape, a melody, etc., of the particular type exemplified.3>

In this way, regional essence determines regional axioms. These
axioms are eidetic truths that Husserl describes as synthetic a priori.
Husserl is less explicit about the methodology for establishing for-
mal categories, but as in the Logical Investigations, he suggests that
one can proceed grammatically, by systematically generalizing specific
propositions in order to isolate the formal syntactic structure of their
terms.3® Thus, linguistic-level analysis does for formal categories what
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imaginative free variation does for regional ones. In each case, the es-
tablishment of categorial laws rests on the evidence derived from the
arbitrary variation of particular instances of a general type in order to
establish the character of that type.

The central importance of the epistemology of categorial form to
the phenomenological description of judgment can be seen in Experi-
ence and_Judgment’s account of the distinction between pre-predicative
and predicative experience. For Husserl, pre-predicative, intuitive ex-
perience suffices only to put one in contact with particular objects or
parts of objects. Making a judgment about a state of affairs, or having
an experience of a state of affairs as such, requires a specific further act
of predication that involves full knowledge of general species, types,
or concepts and therefore presupposes their categorial intuition.37
For instance, the cognitive or experiential judgment that predicates a
universal of a particular (“The skyis blue”) requires not only sensory in-
tuition of the particular but also abstractive, adequate intuition of the
universal in its specific character.3® The abstract relations of essences
therefore establish the preconditions for any sensory or intuitive judg-
ment whatsoever, and the specific phenomenological principles that
can be established on their basis are only illustrations of the precon-
ditions of intuitively fulfillable meaning generally.

Husserl applies the method of imaginative free variations explicitly
to Schlick’s own example of the law holding that every tone has both
an intensity and a quality:

[A priori necessity] is attained ...in an act of judgment which is connected
with the obtaining of pure generalities in free variation. We have, for ex-
ample, obtained the eidos sound and have found that a quality, an intensity,
and a timbre belong to it and that these qualities, when we run though like
sounds, are also like. We can then make a particular judgment: some partic-
ular sound or other of this sound-concretum has in itself a particular mo-
ment of the concepts of concrete intensity, quality, etc. But continuing on
the basis of an arbitrary repetition, we can also say that the concrete concept
“sound” (the sound-concretum) includes the dependent partial concepts “this
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intensity,” “this quality” and that every possible individual particular of this
sound-concretum includes a particular moment of this intensity, this quality.
And this is in the activity of free variation. We see that it is in general so and
that the universal state of affairs subsists in the realm of a priori possibility;
that is, just as the concrete concept includes its partial concepts, so in gen-

eral every possible state of affairs that is some particular sound or other
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includes the state of affairs that this same particular sound has intensity and
quality.39

For Husserl, then, the phenomenological “law” that each sound has an
intensity and a quality expresses a categorial law or an ideal conceptual
structure that governs both the imaginative possibilities of intuition
and the ontological possibilities of actual states of affairs, both subject
additionally to the overriding laws of formal meaning and ontology. In-
sight into the categorial law can be described as the intuitional seeing
of an essence, but it is always bought by the free variation of intuitive,
concrete contents in imagination. Such a basis is necessary, in fact,
in order to ensure that any essence is intuited adequately and com-
pletely. For, Husserl explains, any mere generalization or induction
from a finite set of particular observed examples of a type remains
tied to the contingency of that particular set. What is needed for gen-
uine perception of an essence is, in addition to the adumbration of a
set of examples of an essential type, the a priori knowledge that the set
of possibilities envisioned for that type is indeed exhaustive. General-
izing from a finite number of actually perceived examples of dogs, I
may arrive at an incomplete concept that bears the contingent marks
of the particular set of examples I happened to observe; the only way to
gain adequate insight into the essence dog is to gain exhaustive knowl-
edge of the extent and boundaries of its infinite range, or horizon, of
possible instances.4® Even in imagination, however, the possibility of
attaining such insight does not rest on the entertainment of an infinite
number of examples, but only on the arbitrary character of imaginative
variation:

What matters is that the variation as a process of the formation of variants
should itself have a structure of arbitrariness, that the process should be accom-
plished in the consciousness of an arbitrary development of variants. This
does not mean — even if we break off — that we intend an actual multiplicity
of particular, intuitive variations which lead into one another, an actual series
of objects, offering themselves in some way or other and utilized arbitrarily,
or fictively produced in advance; it means, rather that, just as each object has
the character of exemplary arbitrariness, so the multiplicity of variations like-
wise always has an arbitrary character: it is a matter of indifference what, in
addition, I might be given to apprehend in the consciousness that “I could
continue in this way.”#'
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In the course of explicit phenomenological investigation of an
essence or an essential law, awareness of the arbitrariness of possible
variation thus leads to the grasping or intuition of the infinitely open
horizon of possibilities encompassed by a specific invariant type.4*
Husser!’s theory of judgment calls for any predicative judgment of the
type of an object to be based somehow on such a grasping. But explicit
and deliberate acts of free eidetic variation are undoubtedly rare; the
possibility of each of my predicative judgments could hardly depend
on my having explicitly gone through the process of imaginative vari-
ation for each of the predicates that one employs in an ordinary judg-
ment. For this reason, Husserl does not require that imaginative free
variation be explicit and deliberate. Ordinarily, an ongoing process of
passive synthesis suffices to “constitute” the universal concept needed
for judgment.43 By synthetically associating similar objects in virtue
of their common properties, the process of passive synthesis begins
to constitute the concepts of those properties even where no explicit
course of phenomenological investigation is undertaken.*

The details of Husserl’s sophisticated theory absolve him, then, of
any accusation of simple obscurity; but even with these details in view,
Husserl’s theory does not provide him with the resources to resist com-
pletely Schlick’s attack. This becomes clear upon an examination of the
differences between the two theories. Most importantly, unlike Schlick,
Husserl does not tie the understanding of regional-categorial laws di-
rectly to the conditions under which formal truth and meaning in gen-
eral are possible, exceptin the derivative sense that regional categories
always remain subject to formal categories and all propositions remain
subject to the general logical categories that make propositional mean-
ing possible at all. Indeed, for Husserl, Schlick’s “incomprehensible”
propositions are actually meaningful, albeit “inauthentic.” The specific
establishment of the material-categorial laws that Schlick describes as
“phenomenological propositions” rests in each case on the imagina-
tive establishment of the range of forms and combinations possible
for a given intuitive content or type. Because they depend on and es-
tablish only imaginational possibilities, the material-categorial laws are
certainly not “factual” in the sense of being made true by particular
facts. Indeed, they have a good claim to be “formal” in the sense of
resting only on the formal possibilities of variation and combination
in particular intuitive domains. Still, particular material-categorial laws
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clearly rest on the specific character of the perceptual or intuitive do-
mains to which they apply. Though the formal structure of these laws is
assuredly an ideal/conceptual structure, it nevertheless emerges only
from the particular perceptual or sensory possibilities evident in free
imaginative variation.

Husserl’s two-level account, then, does indeed treat the a priori laws
governing the structure of experience as grounded in determinate and
specific ranges of experience subject to specific material ontologies,
and in this sense, whatever the additional complexities and motiva-
tions of the theory of Wesenschau, Husserl’s theory does indeed require
a material a priori of the sort that it was the aim of Schlick’s linguistic
theory to expose as unnecessary. Moreover, the two-tiered character of
Husser!’s theory leaves him unable to capture as readily as does Schlick
the guiding linguistic intuition of the latter’s theory: that the logical
structure of experience constrains the possibilities of knowledge by
constraining the possibilities of linguistic meaning, thereby making
the contraries of phenomenological propositions nonsensical. Failing
to identify “authentic thinking” with meaningful thinking tout court,
Husser!I’s theory invites the criticism that among the propositions it
describes as meaningful there are many (viz., the “inauthentic” ones)
for which we can certainly envision no clear meaning. Nor can these
propositions evidently enter into meaningful inferential relations with
other propositions; any sentences derived from them by the usual rules
of inference will have no more clarity of sense than they themselves do.
From Schlick’s perspective, at least, Husserl’s failure to treat the struc-
ture of experience as a constraint originating from the conditions for
the possibility of linguistic meaning saddles him with the burden of ex-
plaining the determinacy and necessity of the structure of experience
in other, more metaphysically involved terms.

This additional metaphysical burden might reasonably be thought
undesirable in any case, given the availability of a simpler theory; but
it provides specific problems for Husserl’s view in that the metaphys-
ical description of the structure of experience necessarily engenders
a correlative epistemology of our knowledge of that structure. In the
broad sweep of Husserl’s system, we have seen that the possibility of
essential intuition through eidetic free variation emerges as the cru-
cial link between the phenomenological theory of abstraction and the
equally important theory of judgment, providing at once an account
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both of our knowledge of abstract universals and of the possibility
of our judging their instances — specific properties — to hold of indi-
viduals. Its necessary basis in imagination gives eidetic variation the
character of generality it needs to establish genuinely substantial a pri-
ori phenomenological knowledge of concepts on the basis of concrete
psychological acts, while the possibility of passive synthesis accounts for
the epistemology of conceptual knowledge as it figures in ordinary acts
of judgment. But even so, specific epistemological problems for his ac-
count of phenomenological propositions still emerge from Husserl’s
reliance on imagination as their original source. These problems point
to the genuine difficulty of giving an account of phenomenological
propositions, and point as well toward the sense in which, though
based on substantial misunderstandings, Schlick’s criticisms of Husserl
identify a real and important inadequacy in his account.

Because Husserl’s account does not — as Schlick’s account does —
identify the conceptual conditions of possible experience directly with
the linguistic conditions of possible meaning, it incurs the additional
burden of explaining the origin of experiential concepts and the ca-
pability of their a priori relations to constrain possible knowledge.
Husserl discharges the additional theoretical burden with his theory
of Wesenschau, imaginative variation, and passive synthesis, but it is not
clear that this interconnected theory, for all its sophistication of detail,
really clarifies how the origin of experiential concepts determines the
a priori propositions describing the structure of possible experience.
One set of difficulties surrounds the applicability of the idea of pas-
sive synthesis to the experiential concepts in virtue of which Schlick’s
“phenomenological propositions” hold true. The preexisting possibil-
ity of passive synthesis and its associative comparison of like with like
might plausibly be thought to provide as much basis as we have for
discerning the type of an ordinary object encountered in experience,
or for answering the question of how much it could change while re-
maining the same type of thing. Here it seems plausible that actually
imagining — having images of — a number of variants of a given object
might play a necessary role in determining the nature and limits of
its conceptual type. But Schlick’s special phenomenological proposi-
tions describe the structure of experience in general, rather than the
essences of specific objects or types of object. Accounting for the sense
in which the structure of experience is a presupposition of all of our
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encounters with the world requires an explanation for that structure
that does not simply depend on generalization from a set of observa-
tions of things in the world.

How, then, are experiential concepts—for instance, color concepts—
supposed to originate in passive synthesis? One possibility is that the
associative mechanism of passive synthesis just has privileged access to
the structures in virtue of which the concepts of experience are appli-
cable to the world. These structures could simply be mental structures,
characteristic of our perceptual apparatus but having no implications
for realities in the world. But Husserl clearly believes that the a pri-
oricity and necessity of phenomenological propositions point to their
nonpsychological nature and their grounding in essences characteris-
tic of things in the world. This suggests, instead, that Husserl intends a
metaphysically realist account: given the determinate structure of expe-
rience, our color concepts simply amount to names for the particular,
metaphysical real colors that we experience, and we generalize from
this experience in order to guarantee that the concepts bear relations
that mirror the relations of their objects. But such an account clearly
fails to do justice to the possibility that the relations of our color con-
cepts are (at least in part) relative to, and intelligible only in terms of,
our linguistic categories or training. It is a commonplace observation
of much post-positivist epistemology that the learning of a language
does play a role in determining and structuring experiential concepts.
The metaphysically realist account of color-concept formation, how-
ever, has no place for this observation. On the metaphysically realist
account of color-concept formation, there is no room for a structure
of concepts to evolve in anything other than strict correspondence to
the underlying structures that they represent. In this sense, the con-
tingency of our color concepts is not explained, and the metaphysical
commitment of the theory cuts directly against the possibility of giving
an illuminating account of the origin of these concepts that does not
simply assume what is to be explained.

It is just here, indeed, that something like Schlick’s insistence on
a linguistic-level account might have helped. For a linguistic-level ac-
count like Schlick’s plausibly explains the obtaining of the concepts
and relations that we have without having to advert to their ground-
ing in metaphysical reality. Since no particular connection between
the linguistic rules of use and metaphysical possibility is assumed, a
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Schlick-style account promises to remain undecided about the extent
and origin of correspondence between experiential concepts and their
underlying realities. An account like Schlick’s, then, can both explain
the necessity of our concepts of the structure of experience and allow
room for the possibility that that necessity does not correspond to any-
thing metaphysically real. Indeed, since it is offered only as an account
of linguistic use, it need not venture any metaphysical theory at all.

v

We have seen that Schlick’s linguistic-level analysis, by contrast with
Husserl’s account, gives him a metaphysically noncommittal descrip-
tion of logic as exhausted by rules for the use of terms and propositions,
and it is in virtue of this account that he thinks phenomenological
propositions can be reduced to tautologies. Officially, then, Schlick’s
picture avoids the need to appeal to the particularities of experien-
tial or nonlogical structure, and in so doing avoids the implication,
present on Husserl’s picture, of a grounding of phenomenological
propositions in the specific structure of experience. Upon deeper
examination, however, problems arise for Schlick’s claim to ground
phenomenological propositions in “rules of use” that are genuinely
formal in the sense of being independent of the specific character
of experience. This becomes particularly evident in connection with
Schlick’s attempt in the 1950 article to deploy Wittgenstein’s develop-
ing account of formal truth and the foundations of meaning. Schlick
understood that phenomenological propositions could not be tauto-
logical in the usual sense of reducing to complex propositions that
would come out true under any possible assignment of truth values to
their atomistic propositional components. It was just this feature of cer-
tain apparently logically true propositions that had led Wittgenstein to
begin to supplement the Tractarian picture of meaning with the new
account of logical structure that he partially developed in his 1929
article “On Logical Form.” The truth of a proposition such as “X is
160 cm tall” implies not only the falsity of its direct negation, but also
the falsity of any other proposition attributing to X a different height.
Thus, a conjunction such as “X is 160 cm tall and X is 180 cm tall” is
logically false, although the second term of the conjunction is not the
truth-functional negation of the first. This means that there are logical
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truths that are not truth-functional truths. Such truths might be true in
virtue oflogical form in some extended sense, but they certainly are not
true in virtue of straightforward truth-functional logic. Wittgenstein’s
solution to the problem was to theorize that, in Schlick’s words, “such
concepts as those of the colours have a formal structure just as do
numbers or spatial concepts, and that this structure determines their
meaning without remainder” (p. 169). In other words, the relations in
virtue of which a proposition describing the color of an object excludes
other propositions describing the same object as having a different
color depend on the formal structure of color concepts itself. What-
ever its claim to be “logical,” this kind of structure, unlike the general
structure of formal logic characterizing the conditions under which
any proposition has meaning, is clearly particular to a specific domain
of meaning. For each individual propositional type (e.g., propositions
about colors, propositions about quantities, propositions about spatial
objects) requires its own particular structural rules of implication and
exclusion.

Like Husserl’s, then, Schlick’s picture requires that competent lan-
guage users deploy conceptual structures somehow related to the spe-
cific possibilities of particular intuitive, factual, or formal domains.
Because phenomenological propositions simply express conceptual
structure in this extended sense, they might assuredly still be consid-
ered purely formal or tautological. But any attempt to describe the
epistemological origin of such conceptual structures raises additional
problems for Schlick’s view. Doubtless, Schlick thought that the struc-
ture in virtue of which colors or quantities exclude one another con-
ceptually could be explained simply as a matter of the actual semantic
rules followed in ordinary language and practice and evidenced in
the understanding of a competent speaker. A competent language
speaker, simply in understanding the meaning of the terms “red” and
“green,” follows the semantic rule “If a surface is called ‘red’ it cannot

29

also be called ‘green.”” But such specific rules clearly go beyond the
truth-functional rules ordinarily taken to define the sense of propo-
sitions. What, then, could explain the special status of these specific
“grammatical” rules, their applicability as systems to particular intuitive
or factual areas?

One possibility suggested by Schlick’s remarks is a conventional-

ist theory of the rules of use in virtue of which phenomenological
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propositions obtain. On such a theory, it is purely a matter of lin-
guistic practice, owing to the stipulative adoption of a particular rule
of use, that we refuse to characterize one and the same surface as
being two different colors at once. A conventionalist account of ana-
lyticity was, of course, an essential component of Carnap’s emerging
picture of logical syntax and would become one of the central doc-
trines of logical positivism. The view that the grammatical structure
of Schlick’s phenomenological propositions is conventional, however,
leads in this case to special difficulties of both historical and philo-
sophical importance. Conventional rules of use, in order to be applied,
must presumably be grasped, explicitly or implicitly; but the specificity
and complexity of phenomenology bears against the prospect of han-
dling phenomenological propositions as expressions of antecedently
grasped conventional rules of use. Unlike logical truths — truths char-
acteristic of the deductive structure of formal logic and hence evident
in the deductive relationships of any inferentially linked set of proposi-
tions whatsoever — phenomenological propositions bear on particular
domains of experience. Accordingly, the rules they express constrain
only the inferential relations of particular, highly specialized sets of
propositions. The phenomenological proposition stating the mutual
exclusivity of red and green, for instance, has inferential implications
only for the special set of propositions about red or green objects.

It follows that the special rule of use in virtue of which such a propo-
sition holds cannot be “formal” in exactly the same sense in which a
logical law might be. Whereas alogical law normally constrains a propo-
sition’s inferential relations purely in virtue of its logical form and with
complete indifference to the character of its semantic referent, the
phenomenological laws expressed by phenomenological propositions
(on the conventionalist view) cannot be formulated on the level of
general grammar and depend heavily on the specific character of the
semantic referents of the propositions they constrain. By contrast with
the formally specifiable rules of logic, phenomenological rules of use
cannot even be stated without referring to a specific class of objects or
states of affairs. But this poses a puzzle for the conventionalist account
of their origin in that the stipulative or conventional act in virtue of
which they are originally formulated can hardly be purely linguistic in
the sense of concerning only the syntactic or formal characteristics of
language. Whereas the inauguration of the syntactical characteristics
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of a language might be a matter of the stipulation of purely formal
rules for the combination and interrelation of signs, phenomenologi-
cal rules of use would have to be stipulated with semantic reference to
their specific domains of application in view. Such stipulation would
presumably require both preexisting knowledge of the real relations of
objects in such domains and an explicit codification of such knowledge
among the basic meaning postulates or definitions of the language. But
both requirements severely threaten the privileged link between rule
following and understanding that Schlick is so concerned to maintain.
No matter how characteristic of ordinary use a rule may be, it still will
not be purely conventional or stipulative if it makes backhanded ref-
erence to specific and preexisting relations of exclusion and inclusion
among objects, properties, or experiences.

Because of the specificity of their ranges of application, then, phe-
nomenological laws do notreadily lend themselves to a conventionalist
treatment. Indeed, even without prejudice to the conventionality of
the rules of use for a language, it is difficult to see how they can be
construed as purely syntactical (that is, as based solely upon rules gov-
erning the combinations of signs) at all. Such a construal amounts
to treating an a priori proposition’s apparent reference to a specific
perceptual or objectual domain as a special kind of syntactic or formal
feature of the proposition itself. Something like this is in fact sug-
gested by the extension of Wittgenstein’s metaphysics of meaning to
the new kinds of non-truth-functional logical structure that he now
(by 1929) considered to be part of the logical form of a proposition.4>
In the Tractatus, he had held that a proposition has meaning in virtue
of the logical form it shares with a possible state of affairs. The log-
ical form of a proposition can itself be understood in terms of the
rules for its logico-syntactic use; a propositional structure’s capabil-
ity to have meaning applicable to a certain range of possible states
of affairs depends on a formal isomorphism between that range and
the possibilities of the structure’s logico-syntactic employment.® In
the Tractatus, Wittgenstein conceived such possibilities solely in terms
of truth-functional logic. But given the newly theorized relevance of
determinate conceptual structures to logical form, the account can
naturally be extended to encompass a description of the specialized
conditions of meaning operative in particular conceptual domains.4?
On the extended account, for instance, propositions about colors have
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meaning only if their rules of use — the rules establishing the consis-
tency, derivation, and exclusion relations among them — mirror the
real metaphysical possibilities of relation and exclusion among states
of affairs in the world involving colors. We may take it for granted,
however, that our propositions about colors do have meaning and that
by analyzing the grammatical structure of the rules we employ, we can
simultaneously clarify the actual metaphysical structure of the objects
under description. Thus “grammatical” analysis on the level of lan-
guage becomes, at the same time, metaphysical or phenomenological
analysis of the structure of experienced qualities. Wittgenstein seems
to have, in fact, taken just this logico-grammatical program of descrip-
tion as his own around the time of the Philosophical Remarks; he even
used the term “phenomenology” to describe it.4®

However, during the period of transition in which he composed the
Remarks, avariety of difficulties had already begun to drive Wittgenstein
to abandon the “phenomenological” project in favor of the more par-
ticularized descriptions of specific language games characteristic of
his late work. It is clear from the Remarks and other writings from
this period that one important source of trouble was the epistemol-
ogy and metaphysics of the “grammatical” rules that he now thought
capable of governing meaningful use of terms in specific conceptual
domains.49 The extension of logical form to include such rules meant
that the mirroring of language and world extended far beyond the
comparison of individual propositions to individual states of affairs.
Determining the truth of a proposition now required that the whole
system of propositions to which it belongs be held up to reality (like a
yardstick).5>° It follows that the ability to apply such a system, even if
expressed as the knowledge of linguistic “rules of use,” goes beyond
the knowledge of mere definitional equivalents or relations of concep-
tual containment. In order to apply color terms correctly, for example,
one must have access to a whole multidimensional structure of rela-
tionships among terms, not just to the particular rule for the case at
hand. Nor can propositions expressing rules that are “grammatical” in
this extended sense be formally reduced to tautologies in the absence
of the positing of logical relations that go substantially beyond truth-
functional relations of implication and contradiction. The grasping
of such propositions, and knowledge of the associated rules, cannot,
then, be explained by any of the usual accounts of our access to analytic
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propositions. If there is an explanation for their a prioricity, it is not
the same as the usual explanation for a tautology’s a prioricity. We
need, then, a substantial account of our epistemic access to them as
systems after all; but one point of Schlick’s linguistic account of phe-
nomenological propositions as tautological was just to block the need
for a substantial account of their epistemology.

In any case — as Wittgenstein would soon begin to realize — the
characterization of “phenomenological propositions” as logically true
and of their structure as just more logical form asked too much of the
relatively spare and metaphysically noncommittal understanding of
logical truth common to the analytic tradition. The logical positivists’
account of analytic truth as “truth by convention” would soon come
under fire by Quine, whose subsequent “Iwo Dogmas of Empiricism”
would simply make, in another form, the point that the positivists had
no good understanding of how a proposition could be true “in virtue of
concepts.” Various accounts of the partially empirical and a posteriori
nature of the truths formerly thought to be analytic or synthetic a
priori would follow. Seldom, however, was the alternative possibility of
using a more substantial epistemological conception of logic, inclusive
of description of the specific structure of experience, considered or
developed in the analytic tradition.

v

Even though the dispute between Schlick and Husserl over Wesen-
schau and the synthetic a priori took place against the backdrop of
a large number of shared assumptions and even substantial agree-
ment about the proper nature of future philosophical practice as log-
ical conceptual analysis, it nevertheless foreshadowed characteristics
of each tradition that would soon divide them irreparably. Whereas
Husser!’s eidetic analyses remained grounded in the examination of
the specific character of particular perceptual domains and regional
ontologies, Schlick’s spare and nominalist conception of logic and
conventionalist account of logical truth eschewed the specific descrip-
tion of experience, preferring to operate on the level of language and
understanding conceptual analysis essentially as grammatical analy-
sis. But in connection with the nature and meaning of “phenomeno-
logical propositions,” neither philosopher had an entirely satisfactory
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account. Whereas Schlick’s account failed adequately to describe the
linguistic basis of the necessity of these propositions, Husser!’s failed to
explain the specific connection between the understanding exhibited
by competent speakers and the general experiential conditions for the
possibility of linguistic meaning, and accordingly remained burdened
with an implausible doctrine of the imaginative origin of experiential
concepts and a problematic account of the relationship between imag-
ination and experience. With these specific omissions, both traditions
missed out on fulfilling one of the shared hopes that had originally
sustained them: the hope of adequately characterizing the form of ex-
perience and empirical knowledge by elucidating its necessary form.

Aswe saw in the first chapter, the contemporary debate about the ex-
planation of consciousness has evolved under the determinative influ-
ence of a structuralist conception of explanation that originally sought
to account for the possibility of linguistic analysis by portraying mean-
ing as structural in nature. The difficulties of explaining experience at
several moments in the history of analytic philosophy can be traced to
the exclusion of the content of experience from the structural picture,
and historical retrospection accordingly recommends reconsideration
of the structuralist picture of explanation on the ground of its method-
ological warrant. The historical difficulties that Husserl and Schlick
faced in their attempts to explain the basis of the necessary structure
of experience are, as I have argued in this chapter, no exception to the
general pattern. Both failed in that they saw the necessary logical form
of experience as intelligible only if underwritten by a general account
of the structure of rules — whether “phenomenological” or “linguistic”
in nature — that govern it. But the historical analysis also goes some way
toward showing the genuine merits for improving our understanding
of experience of the methods of linguistic analysis that have charac-
terized the analytic tradition as well as those of the phenomenological
tradition that it has most often refused. In raising and clarifying these
questions of method, it makes available the conceptual position from
which the role of philosophical methods in determining the shape
of the problem of explaining consciousness can be revealed and re-
considered, allowing the debate to be reconceived in more helpful
terms.

In particular, the historical analysis of the present chapter provides a
methodologically sensitive means of evaluating the current popularity
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of calls for a rapprochement with phenomenology within the analytic
discussion of consciousness. In recent years, several philosophers have
called, though often cautiously, for a partial return of phenomenolog-
ical or “first-personal” methods for characterizing and understanding
consciousness. The call typically results from a feeling of frustration
with standard scientific, physicalist, or functionalist attempts to explain
it. These attempts, the usual complaint runs, fail in that they presup-
pose the essentially “third-person” or “objective” methods of scientific
explanation. In this respect, contemporary explanatory projects are
seen as sharing the methodological failings of an earlier behaviorism,
which in assuming the restriction of our understanding of conscious-
ness to the evidence of behavior, denied its reality as a field accessible to
first-person introspection. Accordingly, on the standard complaint, we
ought to remedy this failing by adopting the essentially first-personal
methods of phenomenology, methods that clarify the structure of
experience from the position of our own introspective access to it.
The integration of phenomenology with the existing “third-personal”
projects promises, on this view, to make consciousness intelligible by
combining the two perspectives or positions from which we can view
it: the exterior view accessible to the conventional means of scientific
and physicalist explanation, and the “view from the inside” accessible,
in the first-person case, to immediate introspection.

From the perspective of philosophical history, the underlying com-
plaintis recognizable as an instance of the more general and recurrent
complaint against the totality of structuralist modes of explanation. To
say that consciousness eludes complete characterization from a “third-
person” point of view is just, from this perspective, to say that it eludes
explanation in the structural terms that exhaust any total physicalist de-
scription of the world. Butit would be surprising indeed, in the light of
the history considered here, if simply appealing to phenomenology’s
method of describing the structure of experience could remedy this
explanatory failing. As we have seen, phenomenology failed as com-
pletely as Schlick’s project to explain the structure of experience in
general terms, and indeed for similar reasons. For Husserl’s method of
the intuition of essences, despite its apparent basis in first-person intro-
spection and its lack of any obvious basis in reasoning about language,
shared the explanatory structuralism of Schlick’s project.>' From this
perspective, it could see the elucidation of the form of experience only
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as the description of a general structure of rules governing it, and had
to, in the service of this explanatory pattern, construct an involved and
implausibly specific epistemology of our knowledge of these rules.

On the other hand, there is one thought, figuring in at least some
recent instances of the call for a return to phenomenology, that need
not be rejected along with Husserl’s original project and indeed might
provide the basis for a partial reconciliation of the historical tradition
of phenomenology with that of analytic philosophy, properly under-
stood. The thought is that the typical methods of structuralist expla-
nation fail to account for consciousness because they are best suited to
the explanation of objective states and processes. We have seen, in the
last chapter, how a structuralist picture of language continues to form
the basis for the most prominent conceptions of objectivity and objec-
tive explanation within the analytic tradition; and it can accordingly
seem that what makes consciousness problematic is that these forms of
explanation are not appropriate to it. What emerges from the histor-
ical contrast is an alternative way of interpreting this complaint, one
outside the structuralist pattern that still organizes the debate. For
if the suggestion of this chapter is right, linguistic reflection on the
ordinary language with which we define and articulate claims about
consciousness allows the structure of our experience to show itself, in
away that reveals it as neither straightforwardly “objective” nor simply
“subjective.”

If the suggestion of the historical analysis is right, the structure of
experience is never perspicuous from the point of view of a general
explanation of language that accounts for it on the basis of a uni-
fied, objective structure, whether this structure is conceived as consist-
ing in an abstract system of logical rules binding on all speakers of a
language or, as Schlick suggested, in the conventional rules of usage
that they in fact adopt. The necessity of the form of experience that
Schlick and Husserl both sought to explain is immediately falsified
by any account of this form as arising from sociological or empiri-
cally describable decisions or consensual patterns of behavior. It may
nevertheless be perspicuous from the perspective of a carefully ap-
plied method of linguistic self-reflection that shows the commitments
inherent in our linguistic practices by appealing to our antecedent ac-
ceptance of them. The appeal of this alternative method is, in every
case, not to an abstract form of rules conceived in independence of
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our actual endorsement of them, but to our recognition of ourselves in
the practice of our own language. In this sense, the method marks our
understanding of the structure of our own experience as a form of self
understanding, different from every form of “objective” explanation
of states and processes in the world but nevertheless, in its inherently
linguistic character, essentially distinct as well from any simple form of
subjectivist, introspection-based insight.

Since Husserl wrote, the development of the phenomenological
tradition itself has in fact witnessed a growing sense of the relevance
of language and linguistic modes of insight while at the same time in-
creasingly problematizing, on this basis, Husserl’s original appeal to an
essentially subjectivist method of insight capable of delivering the de-
scription of the objective structures of experience. This development
hasyielded both new insights into the ultimate basis of the language of
objective description itself and the beginnings of a method of linguis-
tic reflection that figures language, and the forms of insight that it can
produce, as neither simply the subjective creation of individuals nor
the objective existence of a binding form of rules. In such a method,
the argument of this chapter has suggested, phenomenology might ul-
timately find new grounds for unity with the methodological tradition
of analytic philosophy, provided that this tradition can be understood
on the level of its real warrant, outside the misunderstandings to which
it has been perennially and perhaps even constitutively prone.

The common object of both Husserl and Schlick’s theoretical pur-
suits was the explanation of the necessity of the form of our experience,
and both failed in the attempt to explain this necessity adequately in
structuralist terms. Indeed, as much as our theories of experience may
be constrained to respect it, there is good reason to think that there
can be no general structuralist explanation of this necessity. For as
Schlick realized, the possibility of experiential configurations is per-
fectly mirrored in the meaningfulness of the propositions expressing
them. The meaningless propositions that he considered as violating
the conventional rules of linguistic use are genuinely meaningless.
They fail to refer to possible states of affairs at all. In this sense, the
structure of experience genuinely constrains possibilities of meaning:
a proposition that purports to violate it is in fact no proposition at
all, but a meaningless combination of words. It follows from this,
though, that any attempt to describe the logical form or structure of
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experience in general terms must fail. For such a description would
amount to representing certain conditions, the failure of which would
be indescribable.>? In order to operate as a general description of the
laws it elucidates, and to explain their epistemological or pragmatic
basis, it would have to characterize them either as tautologies or in
terms of the specific possibilities that they exclude — possibilities that,
owing to the grammatical necessity of the laws, cannot be meaningfully
expressed. The structuralist attempt to explain the structural precon-
ditions for the possibility of experience, then, incoherently attempts
to represent both sides of the line between the representable and the
unrepresentable.

The necessity of the structure of experience, the specific charac-
ter of our human form of consciousness, cannot be summarized in
propositions. But it shows itself in the ordinary language of conscious-
ness, the language that traces the contours of this form in its every
expression and claim. Each of the “phenomenological propositions”
that Schlick and Husserl considered has its home in this ordinary lan-
guage, and the ground of the necessity they exhibit cannot go beyond
the claims of this language in its everyday practice. The attempts of
Schlick and Husserl to understand the form of consciousness failed
in that both assumed that the ordinary language of consciousness, if
it is legitimate at all, must be supported by a theoretical, structuralist
explanation of the source of its claims. In this way they both missed
the possibility of an alternative conception and practice of analysis,
one that produces recognitions rather than theories, one that shows
us the necessity of our own form of consciousness in the movement
and practice of its ordinary language rather than seeking to account
for this necessity in structuralist terms.

Where the explanation of the ineffable necessity of the form of our
life must fail, the provision of linguistic reminders nevertheless suffices
to bring it to self-consciousness. Historical reflection on the issues that
separated Schlick’s logical positivism and Husserl’s phenomenology
allows us to begin to anticipate a method that preserves the best as-
pects of each while avoiding their common structuralist assumptions,
a method that integrates Schlick’s recognition of the essentially lin-
guistic form of reflection on experience with Husserl’s recognition of
the necessarily nonobjective character of this reflection. Combined,
these methodological strands amount to a determinative recognition
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of the priority of specifically linguistic forms of investigation and in-
sight for the elucidation of the structure and nature of experience.
This methodological recognition, responsible in multiple but hith-
erto obscure ways for the contributions of the analytic tradition to our
understanding of ourselves, might be thought of as capturing, in the
context of the elucidation of experience, the priority of language for
the kinds of intelligibility that we are humanly capable of. It would ac-
complish methodologically, in other words, the recognition that our
ways of understanding ourselves are inveterately and irreducibly lin-
guistic, that we are humanly fated to determine ourselves through
the language that we use. Understanding the role of this recognition
in producing the concrete insights of linguistic analysis in the twen-
tieth century into our own form and nature would require that we
understand the historical practices and methods of analysis as often
opaque to themselves, perennially tempted to a theoretical form of
self-description that threatens to elide and obscure their own found-
ing insight. It would require, in other words, reading the history of the
methods of analytic philosophy for the concrete insight into language
that they represent in their elucidatory practice, despiteand against the
perennially present temptation, both within and outside these prac-
tices, to construe them as forms of explanatory insight into a general
structure of meaning. In this rereading, reflection on the methods of
analytic philosophy might reveal our ordinary language of experience
as showing, in a way that is difficult to capture, the ineffable form of
our language itself, a form that would then appear not as the present
totality of a comprehensive structure but as an image constitutively
elusive to us, as partial and ordinary as our everyday forms of insight
mto 1t.
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Ryle on Sensation and the Origin of the
Identity Theory

By 1950, the theory and practice of linguistic analysis had grown,
from its beginnings in the philosophical projects of Frege, Russell,
and Wittgenstein, to a position of unquestioned dominance within
the English-speaking philosophical world. The period from 1930 to
1950 witnessed a rapid growth of interest in the Vienna Circle’s log-
ical empiricism, and the emigration to the United States during this
period of key members of the Circle, and others sympathetic to its
project, ensured the quick inheritance and large-scale acceptance of
“scientific philosophy” and the method of logical analysis in America.’
There, logical empiricism found common cause with native forms of
pragmatism and logical inquiry, and a new generation of philosophers
began to absorb the practice of logical analysis, while also subjecting it
to decisive modifications.? A. J. Ayer’s powerful Language, Truth, and
Logic, published in 1946, put the programmatic commitments of log-
ical empiricism in a clear and canonical form, contributing greatly
to the spread of logical empiricist views and methods both in Britain
and in America. Meanwhile, at Cambridge and at Oxford, a somewhat
distinct tradition of analysis, tracing ultimately to Russell and Moore’s
decisive rejection of absolute idealism at the turn of the century, was
developing throughout this period. It would culminate in the ana-
Iytic practice of “ordinary language” philosophers such as Austin, Ryle,
and Strawson, philosophers who, while eschewing the formal and sym-
bolic methods characteristic of the Vienna Circle and its descendents,
brought the methods of linguistic analysis to a new level of insight and
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capability in their application of it to the various traditional problems
of philosophy.3

During this period, much discussion of the problems of mind and
psychology focused on the application of Neurath’s physicalist pro-
gram of explanation to the logic of psychology and psychological
descriptions. While philosophers not immediately associated with the
Circle drew out some of the ontological and epistemological conse-
quences of the linguistic doctrine of physicalism, Carnap and others
explicitly drew the behaviorist consequences of linguistic physicalism
for the logical status of psychology. In 1931, Carnap argued in “Psy-
chology and Physical Language” that psychological descriptions are
reducible to equivalent descriptions of behavior, in the language of
physics, and that these descriptions will most often take the form of
descriptions of dispositions to particular kinds of behavior. In 1935,
Hempel gave this position the label “logical behaviorism,” arguing that
psychological sentences are translatable without remainder or loss of
content to physicalist sentences characterizing the conditions of their
verification, including physically describable behaviors and internal
physical states of the brain and central nervous system.

Over this period, following the inconclusive results of the protocol
sentence debate, some isolated challenges to the behaviorist position
noted the gulf between this position and the phenomenalist one with
which the Circle’s hopes had begun, even suggesting that the logic of
protocol sentences and other sensory reports poses special and deep
problems for the Circle’s underlying program of analysis.4 But these
isolated voices did not succeed in mounting any decisive challenge to
the hegemony of the general methods and conception of philosophi-
cal analysis inspired by logical positivism; nor did they yet inspire any
movement beyond Carnap’s physicalist behaviorism with respect to
psychology.

In England, the sense-datum theory of perception that had first
been suggested in Russell’s epistemological work was influentially de-
fended in H. H. Price’s Perception (1932) and Ayer’s Foundations of
Empirical Knowledge (1940). Perhaps the first definitive attack, within
the analytic tradition, on this theory was G. A. Paul’s influential pa-
per “Is There a Problem about Sense-data?,” written under the in-
fluence of Wittgenstein and published in 1946. In the article, Paul
argued that sentences involving sense-data are logically equivalent to
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public-language sentences about how things seem to perceivers, but he
stopped short of defending the full-blown behaviorism of Carnap and
Neurath. The sense-data theory of Price and Ayer underwent a farther-
ranging attack in J. L. Austin’s lectures on the subject in 1947, pub-
lished posthumously as Sense and Sensibilia. Characteristically, Austin
applied to the question of sense-data his careful, specific method of
linguistic reflection, considering in detail the extraordinary concep-
tual weight borne, in Ayer’s and Price’s theories, by such ordinary-

” ”

language terms as “perceive,” “object,” “real,” “material,” and “seems.”
Austin’s method additionally yielded a linguistically based refutation of
the traditional empiricist’s “argument from illusion,” tracing to Locke
and Berkeley, an argument exploited by Ayer and Price to show that
sense-data are the real basis of perception. The argument from illusion
trades on abnormal cases of refractions, mirages, and reflections in or-
der to claim that sense-data, or simple perceptual data, are all thatis, in
normal as well as abnormal cases of visual perception, genuinely or re-
ally or primarily seen, and accordingly, that our knowledge of “material
objects” must be based on, or inferred or constructed from, this im-
mediate perceptual knowledge. Austin’s attack on the argument and
the conclusions to which it had been taken to lead displayed a keen
sensitivity, reminiscent of Moore’s defense of common sense, to the
ordinary employment of the linguistic expressions employed by sense-
datum theorists in the articulation of their philosophical claims, and
his characteristic appeal to fine but significant differences in meaning
between closely similar words evoked Wittgenstein’s method of assem-
bling grammatical “reminders” in order to counter the misleading
effects of philosophical theorizing. Despite its significant similarities
to other versions of the developing practice of “ordinary language”
philosophy that exploited a linguistic method in order to dispute, in
whole or in part, existing theories of mind, though, Austin’s lectures
did not generalize the attack beyond the sense-datum theory itself; nor
did he give any general characterization of the linguistic method he
employed.

Such was the backdrop of Ryle’s publication, in 1949, of The Con-
cept of Mind. Ryle had not conceived the project, initially, as a contri-
bution to the philosophy of mind. His initial aim was simply to de-
fine and defend the practice of conceptual analysis, already much
discussed and pursued by philosophers at Oxford and Cambridge, by
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exhibiting a “sustained piece of analytical hatchet-work being directed
upon some notorious and large-sized Gordian Knot.”5> He initially con-
sidered the problem of freedom of will as a possible target for the lin-
guistic method, but he soon turned to the analysis of various specific
mental concepts such as those of knowledge, volition, emotion, intro-
spection, sensation, observation, imagination, and thinking. Notori-
ously, Ryle aimed to defeat the “official doctrine,” tracing to Cartesian
metaphysics, of the “ghost in the machine,” the doctrine that a person
is a hybrid of a nonphysical mind and an essentially mechanistic body.
He did so through a host of examples and analyses that showed how
the Cartesian theory misportrays the grammatical and logical struc-
ture of our language of mentalistic description, misrepresenting the
facts of mental life and the propositions that describe them as occupy-
ing linguistic categories other than the ones that in fact characterize
their functioning in ordinary discourse, and so yielding descriptions
of the mental that are, from the perspective of ordinary language,
absurdities.

It would be difficult to overestimate the influence of The Concept of
Mind on the literature of analytic philosophy of mind in the 1gxo0s.
During this period, scarcely a single philosophical discussion of mind
omitted to address Ryle’s analysis of mind and the “logical behavior-
ism” that it, along with Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations, was
widely supposed to represent. But the vogue of Ryle’s project, though
deep, was short-lived. Already by the late 1950s, philosophers had be-
gun to explore and defend an alternative approach that purported to
break entirely with the method of conceptual analysis. The psychophys-
ical “identity theory” first articulated by the Australian philosophers
U. T. Place and J. J. C. Smart asserted, as an empirical hypothesis, the
identity of mental states with physical brain states. It is to this theory
that physicalist and naturalist theories of mind most often officially
trace their own direct lineage. Today, it is customary to present Ryle’s
approach, where it is discussed at all, as an adventitious blind alley of
behaviorism, an implausible reductionism that, in its unargued denial
of both the phenomena of “inner” mental life and the inner physi-
cal or functional states that might reasonably be thought to support
them, impugns not only Ryle’s version of “conceptual analysis” but
also the entire linguistic approach from which it arises. But historical
investigation shows that both this interpretation of Ryle’s project, and
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indeed the identity theory itself, has its historical basis in a decisive
and enduring misunderstanding of it.

Ryle’s masterpiece turned centrally, in many of its specific anal-
yses of the concepts of mind, on the claim that these concepts, in
their ordinary use, in fact exhibit a dispositional logic or grammar: that
is, the grammar of tendencies, liabilities, abilities, and pronenesses
rather than that of states, events, objects, and processes. In many spe-
cific cases, Ryle seemed to replace the Cartesian theory’s account of
a mentalistic concept with a dispositionalist account of our commit-
ment to that concept, according to which its object is in fact a dis-
position to behave or respond in a certain way in a certain range of
situations. This led to special problems with the characterization of
our concepts of consciousness, sensation, and experience. Along with
other philosophers, Place and Smart understood Ryle as claiming, im-
plausibly, that sensations and other states of consciousness are just
dispositions to behave, and they offered their own identity theory as
a corrective. But Ryle’s analysis in The Concept of Mind never in fact
gave a “behaviorist” or even a “dispositionalist” theory of sensation or
experience; and both Ryle’s place in the history of analytic philosophy
and the enduring significance of the methodological shift from Ryle’s
linguistic analysis to Place and Smart’s empirically minded account
are misunderstood if his reasons for resisting any such theory are not
appreciated.

For Ryle wanted above all to apply linguistic analysis of ordinary
propositions in order to illuminate and dispel the temptations that
led philosophers to their presumption of being able to provide sub-
stantial theories of mind such as the Cartesian one. Accordingly, the
Rylean analyst can point out the absurd consequences of philosophical
theories, but he will not bring to light any philosophical or factual in-
formation thatis not already present in the patterns of ordinary use. In
1962, Ryle would write of The Concept of Mind: “The book does not pro-
fess to be a contribution to any science, not even to psychology. If any
factual assertions are made in it, they are there through the author’s

confusion of mind.”®

This description marks the methodological dif-
ference between Ryle’s project and the project of Place, Smart, and
the inheritors of the identity theory, which includes among its positive
claims empirical propositions about the true, factual identity of the

referents of mentalistic terms.
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In this chapter, I trace this methodological shift to its roots, both
in the misunderstanding of Ryle’s program and in tensions inherent
in Ryle’s own articulation of it. In particular, Place and Smart’s iden-
tity theory, I argue, rejects Ryle’s project on the basis of a significant
misunderstanding of Ryle’s methodology, stemming from the philo-
sophically important failure of that methodology to handle a particu-
larly troubling special case. For Place and Smart based their reaction
to Ryle on the belief that he gave a “dispositionalist” and behaviorist
analysis of sensations, which they found inadequate. A clarification of
Ryle’s methodology shows that he did not give, and could not have
given, any such analysis. But the misunderstanding traces to tensions
inherent in Ryle’s analysis itself. For sensation-language poses special
and deep problems for the positive description of its logical structure.
Concerned to show the falsity of the Cartesian theory he opposed, Ryle
was led in the case of sensation to exceed the methodological warrant
of his “grammatical analysis” project, giving Place and Smart the op-
portunity to misunderstand the project and to offer their own analysis
as a corrective. The historical analysis of Ryle’s real method, and the
special standing of sensation-language with respect to it, opens the way
to a new understanding of the relevance of linguistic analysis to the
problem of consciousness, an understanding whose more or less con-
stant presupposition within the analytic tradition has not prevented
it, at the same time, from being endlessly deferred and constantly
delayed.

I

A casual reader of The Concept of Mind will quickly notice the impor-
tance of the Rylean notion of the “category mistake” to the analyses
attempted by the book. Ryle intends, he explains in the first chapter,
to show that the official dogma of the “ghost in the machine” is such a
mistake. Like all category mistakes, the dogma misleads in that “it rep-
resents the facts of mental life as if they belonged to one logical type or
category (or range of types or categories), when they actually belong
to another.”” In order to further explain the notion, Ryle next gives
some homespun examples of the “inability to use certain items in the
English vocabulary” that result in such mistakes; a category mistake
is committed, for instance, by the student who, having seen all the
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buildings and separate colleges of Oxford or Cambridge, asks after
the location of the university itself, or by the foreigner who, observing
a cricket match, complains of his inability to discern, in addition to
the separate players and their functions, the famous element of “team
spirit.”® In both cases, the confused speaker assumes that a concept
characterizes a different type of entity than it actually does, and the er-
ror furthermore rests on a misunderstanding, not merely of the place
of the entity in a classification of objects, but also of the level of gen-
erality and grammatical place of its concept. The official Cartesian
doctrine itself, Ryle goes on to argue, stems from such an error, origi-
nating in Descartes’ desire to integrate the mechanistic description of
mind that he thought necessitated by science with the religious and
moral picture of human nature that he felt constrained to preserve.?
Most often, Ryle says, this has meant that the inclination not to treat
the workings of mind as mechanical or physical processes has yielded,
erroneously, treatments of them as nonmechanical processes in some
nonphysical domain or medium.

This general moral underlies Ryle’s specific analyses of each of the
various concepts of mentality. In each case, the analysis aims to show
that adherents (or victims) of the general Cartesian category mistake
and its specific instances misleadingly portray the logical character of
one or more of our mental concepts. The Rylean analysis, then, will
aim to exhibit a mental concept’s actual conceptual logic, over against
the misinterpretation of that logic that the Cartesian theory suggests.
Ryle characteristically looks to ordinary language to define this actual
logic. This practice justifies his methodological claim to be targeting
what is, after all, only a philosopher’s theory of mind; typically, the con-
ceptual practice of the layman reveals the genuine logic of a term or
proposition as against the philosopher’s temptation to misinterpret it.
But even so, Ryle’s analysis depends noticeably on some theoretical
apparatus not available to the layman. For a category mistake is a fail-
ure to respect the categorial type of an ordinary-language term, but
the diagnosis of such a failure will rely on some account of what it is
for ordinary-language terms to havelogical types or categories, as well
as how these types can be misunderstood. Though he says little about
this in The Concept of Mind, its specific analyses of mentalistic concepts
visibly rely on such an account, one that Ryle had in fact developed in
a series of articles over a period of almost two decades.
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As early as 1932, Ryle had defined an early version of his ana-
lytic program in the influential manifesto “Systematically Misleading
Expressions.”*® The article articulates and exhibits, through a few well-
chosen examples, the possibility that an expression (a word, phrase,
or sentence) may be “systematically misleading” in that “it naturally
suggests to some people — though not to ‘ordinary’ people — that the
state of affairs recorded is quite a different sort of state of affairs from
that which it in fact is” (1932, p. 16). Already, Ryle focuses on the
sort of misconception that arises, for instance, when a philosopher,
attempting to classify states of affairs in virtue of the grammatical
types of the propositions recording them, is misled by relatively su-
perficial forms of grammar, perhaps invented for economy or ease of
expression, which fail to track the logical features of the underlying
states of affairs.’* Ryle then works through several examples of prob-
lematic types of sentences, showing in each case that the sentence in
question expresses a fact that may be expressed equally well by an-
other sentence of a different, and preferable, grammatical form. For
instance, a “quasi-ontological” statement of the form “x exists” or “x
does not exist” where x seems to be a name (and the proposition, ac-
cordingly, seems to predicate existence or nonexistence of its bearer,
leading to philosophical quandaries) in fact names nothing. Ryle re-
lies on the familiar analysis, suggested by Russell’s theory, whereby
what appear to be names are actually concealed descriptions, to clar-
ify the grammar of these propositions and to dissolve the philosophical
perplexities surrounding them. Similarly, Ryle holds that statements
apparently about universals are really statements, usually of a condi-
tional form, about their instances. For example, the systematically
misleading proposition “Color involves extension,” which appears to
describe a relation between universals, should be construed as the
conditional generalization “Whatever is colored is extended,” which
does not.*®

In each case treated in “Systematically Misleading Expressions,” the
analysis of a type of sentence shows that the type of entity apparently
called for by the untreated proposition does not, or need not, exist.
For the facts expressed by the untreated proposition may just as well
be expressed by a less ontologically committal one. Thus, in the first
case, we see that propositions of the form “x does not exist” do not in
fact commit us to nonexistent objects. In the second case, we see that
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we need not countenance the existence of universals in addition to
the existence of their instances. Finally, Ryle gives analyses of descrip-
tive and quasi-descriptive expressions and of quasi-referential “the”
phrases — including phrases such as “the top of the tree” and (porten-
tously for Ryle’s developing interest in problems about the mental)
“the thought that...” — arguing that these phrases mislead by sug-
gesting the existence of objects when in fact they stand for relational
facts (e.g., that some things are higher than any other things on the
tree) or conditional descriptions of actions (e.g., concrete episodes of
thinking).

Though the connections shown in these examples to exist between
systematically misleading propositions and the facts that they express
are of various kinds, Ryle takes it as demonstrated that, at least in
many cases, a fact can be expressed by any of a number of sentences
of differing grammatical forms, and that some of these forms will be
less misleading than others. In the specific cases he discusses, analysis
clarifies a misleading proposition by showing that it does not in fact
require the entities that it seems to. But Ryle says that the point of
analysis is not only ontological elimination; in other cases, a successful
analysis will simply show that the entities demanded by the proposition,
though they assuredly exist, have a different logical form than they
seem to. In general, a proposition will be free of misleading implication
insofar as its surface grammar shows the logical form of the underlying
facts.'3

In the 1938 article “Categories,” Ryle further defines the method-
ological basis of his style of analysis, adding to the doctrine of mis-
leading sentences an account of the sense in which the grammatical
behavior of individual terms may call for logical/linguistic analysis.'4
The claims of philosophical analysis, Ryle holds, always amount to as-
sertions that terms belong to certain categories or types. A description
of the nature of the logical categories of terms and their relation to
the grammar of propositions is therefore an urgent prerequisite of
the sort of analysis that Ryle defends.'5 Ryle begins this description
by sketching and criticizing the Aristotelian and Kantian accounts of
categories. In particular, he objects, Aristotle’s eclectic and heteroge-
neous system of categories fails to recognize that the types of terms
and other proper parts of propositions “control and are controlled by
the logical form of the propositions into which they can enter” (1938,
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p- 287). While Kant’s system, by contrast, goes some way toward rec-
ognizing categorial form as a matter of propositions (and not only of
terms), it fails to distinguish clearly between logical forms and merely
natural-scientific categories of facts or propositions.®

In neither case is the definition of categories of terms clearly tied to
the logical behavior of the types of propositions in which those terms
can figure. Ryle’s positive goal in the article is to articulate a concep-
tion of categories that makes this connection essential. As in “System-
atically Misleading Propositions,” Ryle here ties the determination of
logical form closely to the conditions under which a proposition can
lead to absurdity. Reasoning that type confusions show themselves by
leading to absurd propositions, or to propositions whose inferential
consequences include absurdities, Ryle suggests that categorial types
of terms depend on the possibilities of producing absurdity when sub-
stituted into various types of sentences. Thus, two terms or proposition-
parts are of different categories only if there is a sentence in which one,
but not the other, can be substituted without an absurd result.’? Ow-
ing to the diversity of possible sentence types, this definition implies
that there are innumerably many categories. But analysis of specific
propositions can still hope to identify the misleading consequences of
the commission of type errors by exposing the tendency of mislead-
ing propositions to employ terms in such a way as to issue in, or lead
inferentially to, absurdities.

By clarifying the bearing of propositional form on the logical form
of terms, Ryle’s doctrine in “Categories” explains the sense in which
misunderstanding the logical type of an entity might yield misleading
propositions about it and issue in philosophical errors of the sort that
The Concept of Mind aims to diagnose. And, at least relative to the less
comprehensive account of “Systematically Misleading Expressions,” it
seems to bring the philosophical presuppositions of the method of
analysis closer to the cases in which analysis might actually solve philo-
sophical problems. For, because it defines logical form (for terms and
propositions alike) in terms of the ranges of combinations of terms
and sentence frames that will or will not yield absurdity, the doctrine
of “Categories” does not clearly require an independent notion of
the logical form of facts of the sort that puzzled Ryle in “Systemati-
cally Misleading Expressions.” On the “Categories” account, a viola-
tion of logical form will be shown straightaway by the absurdity of the
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violating proposition, not (as on the older account) by the recogni-
tion of a metaphysical mismatch between that proposition and the
state of affairs it expresses.’® The new definition of logical form also
more readily licenses analyses of ordinary language of the sort Ryle
gives in The Concept of Mind, for, although Ryle does not say what sort
of absurdity is the target of the analysis, it seems plausible that, where
a philosophical theory like the Cartesian one misunderstands the cate-
gories of our ordinary terms of description, its propositions will readily
show themselves to be absurd by their deviance from, or tendency to
lead to deviance from, our ordinary use of those terms. In this way, the
doctrine of “Categories” leads naturally to a doctrine of category mis-
takes according to which nothing more than a reflection on ordinary
language, and on the tendency of a specific philosophical theory to
lead away from it, is needed to diagnose the error of that theory.

IT

In sum, then, according to the doctrine of categories that Ryle applies
in The Concept of Mind, a category mistake is a specific misunderstand-
ing of the logical form of the referent of an expression revealed by
the tendency of the adherents of the misunderstanding to formulate
absurd propositions involving that expression. The absurdities that
reveal the presence of a category mistake may be of various types,
philosophical and ordinary, as is shown by the diversity of the analy-
ses that Ryle assembles. An overriding category mistake explains, for
instance, the Cartesian theory’s conjunction of physical bodily pro-
cesses with nonphysical mental processes, issuing in the philosophical
perplexities of mind-body interaction that perennially trouble the du-
alistic theory. But in some specific cases, the Cartesian theory yields
implications thatlead to even more straightforward and obvious absur-
dities, quite apart from their tendency to lead to historically important
philosophical problems. For example, the Cartesian theory interprets
the intelligent performance of an action (for instance, playing chess)
as consisting in the performance of two separate actions: one mental
act of calculation or intellect, and one physical, motor act of carry-
ing out the result, as if the two could be separated and one could
be performed without the other.'9 But exposing the absurdity of this
separation makes it possible to analyze the description of an act as
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intelligent along other lines. Ryle suggests, specifically, that such a de-
scription adverts to the skill or competence shown in the performance
of the act.?** Where the Cartesian theory absurdly calls for two separa-
ble actions — one public and observable, the other private and inward —
exposure of the category mistake involved in treating them as separable
clears the way for the possibility of an analysis according to which there
is only one action, characterized by no special privacy or inwardness,
although ascribed along with a general capacity of a readily conceivable
kind.

The style of this analysis, shared by many of Ryle’s other analyses
of specific sets of mental concepts, exhibits the relevance to Ryle’s at-
tempted dissolution of the Cartesian theory of what may generally be
classed as “dispositions.” Whereas the Cartesian theory treats the ref-
erents of the various mentalistic concepts of intelligence, knowledge,
belief, volition, and emotion as particular mental processes, states, or
events, the offered analysis proposes to adhere more closely to normal
use by construing these concepts as standing for “abilities, tendencies,
liabilities, [and] pronenesses to react or not to react in various situ-
ations.” Although not all mental concepts are dispositional — some,
Ryle admits, do stand straightforwardly for particular, datable occur-
rences — attention to the way in which we deploy these concepts often
reveals some dispositionalist account as more suitable than the Carte-
sian one.*' That I know how to ride a bicycle does not mean that I am
currently or even constantly in any particular mental state, but simply
that I have the ability to perform in a certain way in a particular range
of situations. The dispositionalist account, then, clarifies the logical
grammar of the concept of knowledge (as a corrective, for instance,
to the Cartesian theory’s dualistic description) by revealing its close
relationship to the logical grammar of other concepts that might be
called “dispositional”: for example, the concept of an ability. As in the
case of the suggested analysis of intelligent action, to say of a mental
concept that it turns out to be dispositional is, then, only to issue a
reminder of plain observations about linguistic use accessible to the
ordinary speaker. The reminder will show that the concept does not
only refer to a state or states occurent at the time of its ascription,
but also (at least in part) characterizes a background of skills, tenden-
cies, and other standing characteristics, as they would be ascribed in
ordinary language and practice.??
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But however illuminating such analyses are in particular cases, one
might naturally wonder what, in general, it means to say that a mental
concept characterizes a disposition rather than an occurrence. Whatis
the logical grammar of dispositions, and how are analyses of particular
mental concepts as dispositional supposed to correct our misconcep-
tion of their grammar? Ryle addresses these questions in a chapter
devoted to the grammar of dispositional statements. Here, he pays
special attention to the relationship between dispositions and state-
ments of occurrent fact. To say that someone has a habit of cigarette
smoking, for instance, is not to say that she is currently or constantly
smoking, but that she does so at least on many particular occasions.?3
On the other hand, other dispositional properties — for example, an
object’s property of being “elastic” or a person’s of being “greedy” —
are not amenable to analysis into any particular set of behaviors or
occurrences, though they will often suggest, in particular cases, the
obtaining of occurrent facts.* In finding out that a person is greedy,
I do not envision her behavior in all or even many of the cases that
might provide a basis for such an ascription, or in which her behavior
might be explained by it. Nevertheless, I do gain some ability to predict
what will happen, given such a case.

The consideration that the dispositional terms ascribed to an object
or person bear complicated and various relationships of justification
and inference to the particular facts about that object or person leads
Ryle to what might be called a nonfactual account of their meaning.
This account begins, not by construing dispositional terms as stating
facts, but by considering their complicated linguistic relationships to
fact-stating terms.*5 In general, Ryle says, statements ascribing disposi-
tions bear an analogy to statements asserting laws, in that both kinds of
statement aim not to state particular facts but rather (at least partially)
to “license” inferences from certain particular facts to other particular
facts.? Just as a physical law allows the inference of one physical state
of affairs from another, the ascription of a disposition (for instance,
an ability) to a person will allow certain sorts of inferences to be drawn
about the person’s behavior or verbal responses under particular con-
ditions. For instance, to ascribe to a person the ability to speak French
is just to allow certain inferences: if addressed in French, he will re-
spond correctly; if given a French newspaper, he will be able to read it;
and many others of this type.?7 But it would, again, be quite incorrect
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to suppose thatsuch an ascription adverts to any fixed or definite range
of facts; the inferences it licenses will be as diverse and unlimited as
the range of situations in which the ability to speak French has any
bearing at all.?® Just as misleading would be the supposition that the
ascription of a disposition states the obtaining of one normally unob-
served “behind-the-scenes” fact in order to explain all the particular
inferences it licenses:

Naturally, the addicts of the superstition thatall true indicative sentences either
describe existents or report occurrences will demand that sentences such as
“this wire conducts electricity,” or “John Doe knows French,” shall be construed
as conveying factual information of the same type as that conveyed by “this wire
is conducting electricity” and “John Doe is speaking French.” How could the
statements be true unless there were something now going on, even though
going on, unfortunately, behind the scenes? Yet they have to agree that we do
often know that a wire conducts electricity and that individuals know French,
without having first discovered any undiscoverable goings on. They have to
concede, too, that the theoretical utility of discovering these hidden goings on
would consist only in its entitling us to do just that predicting, explaining and
modifying which we already do and often know that we are entitled to do. They
would have to admit, finally, that these postulated processes are themselves,
at the best, things the existence of which they themselves infer from the fact
that we can predict, explain, and modify the observable actions and reactions
of individuals.*9

Ryle’s objection to a construal of disposition statements as factual,
then, rests on the observation that ordinary linguistic practice neither
requires nor includes reference to any of the further facts that such
a construal would give. Ordinary practice already suffices to negoti-
ate the complicated and diverse relationships that dispositional terms
bear to particular facts; it would be misguided to suppose it possible
to discover the backing of these relationships by some further set of
esoteric facts not already evident to the ordinary speaker.

In the special case of the Cartesian theorist’s misapprehension of
the logic of mental concepts, the Rylean analyst reminds the theorist
of the adherence of ordinary language to a dispositional (rather than
factual) grammar for these concepts. The analysis will suggest that the
obscure and occult occurrent facts suggested by the Cartesian theory
do not actually obtain, although the ordinary occurrent facts among
which dispositional statements (now rightly construed) operate cer-
tainly do.
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A proper appreciation of the nonfactuality of Ryle’s account of dis-
positional language substantially clarifies the often-assumed relation-
ship of Ryle’s program to behaviorism, showing that, as Ryle himself
protests at the end of The Concept of Mind, that relationship is much
less direct than has been supposed.3° It is true that the Rylean account
of the logic of a particular dispositional concept often consists of ad-
ducing reminders of its relationship to occurrent facts and episodes
(for instance, the particular episodes of smoking that make someone
a smoker, or the particular episodes of greed that make someone
greedy), and that most such instances are publicly observable. But
the emphasis of Ryle’s account on the linguistic performance of terms
ascribing dispositions shows that his reasons for assembling such re-
minders were not at all behaviorist. For the point of a Rylean analysis
of a dispositional term is not to dissolve it into descriptions of behavior,
but rather to clarify its logical function by revealing its relationships
to terms of a quite different logical category: namely, statements of
fact. Ryle does not imply that, at the conclusion of the analysis of a
dispositional term, that term will be eliminated or eliminable from or-
dinary language or even from any specialized language. What will have
been clarified is, rather, its legitimate place in the logical geography of
our ordinary descriptions of the mind. Nor will the analysis reveal the
dispositional term as redundant or elliptical with respect to any set of
occurrent fact-terms. For a dispositional term such as “greedy” does not
refer to, and does not require explanation by, any particular totality of
occurrent facts. It will be ascribed on the basis of, and used to make in-
ferences with respect to, facts in an unspecifiably wide and vague range
of situations. The Rylean analysis, officially at least, does not seek to
delimit this range. It aims only to reveal the patterns of ordinary use
that specify it, and in so doing to dislodge a misleading philosophical
theory that gets its grip on our imagination in part by ignoring these
patterns.

Officially atleast, then, Ryle’s program of analysis favors no category
offacts —inner orouter, private or “behavioral” — as epistemologically or
methodologically privileged over any other.3' Its aim is quite a differ-
ent one: to remind us of the logical interrelationships of the concepts
that we use, as shown in the ways that we use them. Accordingly, his
method gives Ryle neither the inclination nor the ability to attempt
an investigation of what the objects of mental concepts really are. All
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he can claim to do is to defuse a misleading theory by providing some
clarification of how these concepts themselves interrelate. Ryle’s dis-
positional analyses of various mentalistic concepts can claim, then,
only to offer clarifications of how those concepts operate anyway. In-
deed, the temptation to treat a dispositional analysis of a concept as
revealing, or depending on, further occurrent facts about the object
of the conceptis itself one source of the Cartesian myth and its related
category mistakes.3?

III

In the specific case of sensation, Ryle applied his linguistic method-
ology in order to provide a far-ranging analysis of the logical behav-
ior of sensation-language and to motivate the claim that sensation-
language does not characterize or describe irreducibly psychical items,
as the Cartesian theory supposes that it does. In so doing, Ryle an-
ticipates or inaugurates a number of specific strands of the analytic
approaches that would characterize philosophy of mind over the next
several decades. But he also goes beyond the ambit of philosophi-
cally diagnostic grammatical reminders, for he gives at least the out-
line of a positive, descriptive theory of the meaning of sensation-
language. This deviation from his own method in the special case
of sensations led to the circumstances under which his analysis of
sensations, and indeed his analysis of mental concepts overall, would
be misunderstood, with decisive consequences for the subsequent de-
velopment of the methodological assumptions of analytic philosophy
of mind.

One of Ryle’s chief aims in the chapter in The Concept of Mind
devoted to “Sensation,” and probably the aim for which it is today
most often remembered, is to dislodge the “sense-datum” theory of
perception. According to this theory, Ryle says, to have a visual or
olfactory sensation is to catch a momentary glimpse or whiff of some-
thing private or proprietary; it is these somethings — whatever they
might be — that are in the strictest sense, or most directly or imme-
diately, seen, or smelled, or sensed.33 Characteristically, Ryle analyzes
the whole theory as resting on a category mistake that he calls a “log-
ical howler,” namely the mistake of assimilating sensation to observa-
tion. For the connection between the concept of sensation and the
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concept of observation is not at all what the sense-datum theorist
supposes:

As has been shown earlier, there is an important logical connection between
the concept of sensation and that of observing or perceiving, a connection
which by itself entails that they are concepts of different kinds. There is a con-
tradiction in saying that someone is watching or peeping at something, but not
getting even one glimpse of it; or in saying that someone is listening to some-
thing, though he gets no auditory sensations. Having at least one sensation is
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part of the force of “perceiving,” “overhearing,” “savouring” and the rest. It

follows that having a sensation cannot itself be a species of perceiving, finding,
or espying. If all clothes are concatenations of stitches, absurdity results from
saying that all stitches are themselves very tiny clothes.?4

In normal parlance and practice, the making of an observation always,
and with logical necessity, involves the having of at least one sensa-
tion. But the sense-datum theorist completely reverses this legitimate
logical relationship with his suggestion that having a sensation some-
how involves observing a private, proprietary entity. Such entities are,
in turn, made the basis of the sense-datum theorist’s entire account of
knowledge. Ryle dispels the underlying error of this account by point-
ing out the salient differences between the grammar of verbs such as
“observe” and that of verbs such as “sense.” An act of observation, for
instance, may depend on or show the observer’s skill or patience, but
an act of sensing can do neither. Observations, again, may be deliber-
ately suspended or refrained from, but pains and tingles cannot be.
All of these differences suggest, Ryle concludes, that to observe is, but
to sense is not, to be in some relation to a sensible object. To have a
sensation is not, by itself, to stand in any relation to anything, even if
the having of sensations very often plays a part in the sorts of relation-
ships to things that we occupy in the course of observing, checking,
verifying, watching, and listening.

So far, Ryle’s attack targets only the sense-datum theorist’s concep-
tion of sensations as inner objects of observation; but as an immediate
consequence, Ryle’s analysis of sensation-language and the allied at-
tack on the sense-datum theory tends to show that the sense-datum
theorist’s favorite epistemological model, according to which sensa-
tions are not only inner entities but also epistemically foundational
ones, derives from an entirely wrongheaded conception of the logical
form of sensation-language as well. According to Ryle, proponents of



128 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

this traditional model rightly discern that, although knowledge about
apublic state of affairs depends in part on simply observing that state of
affairs, it also depends on the satisfaction of further conditions, which
may in some special cases fail to obtain. But they mistake these standing
conditions for occurrent processes, said to accompany the observation
as it happens, or very soon afterward:

When a person is described as having seen the thimble, part of what is said
is that he has had at least one visual sensation, but a good deal more is said
as well. Theorists commonly construe this as meaning that a description of a
person as having seen the thimble both says that he had at least one visual
sensation and says that he did or underwent something else as well; and they
ask accordingly, “What else did the finder of the thimble do or undergo, such
that he would not have found the thimble if he had not done or undergone
these extra things?” Their queries are then answered by stories about some
very swift and unnoticed inferences, or some sudden and unrememberable
intellectual leaps, or some fetching up of concepts and clapping them upon
the heads of the visual data. They assume, that is, that because the proposition
“he espied the thimble” has a considerable logical complexity, it therefore
reports a considerable complication of processes. . ..

Certainly a person who espies the thimble is recognising what he sees, and
this certainly entails not only that he has a visual sensation, but also that he
has already learned and not forgotten what thimbles look like. He has learned
enough of the recipe for the looks of thimbles and to recognise thimbles,
when he sees them in ordinary lights and positions at ordinary distances and
from ordinary angles. . .. 3%

Where the traditional theorist assumes that some implicit or explicit
process of inference must bridge the gap between noninferential per-
ception and fullfledged conceptual knowledge, Ryle proposes to ana-
lyze the gap as a fiction and to account otherwise for the facts that gen-
erate the traditional theorist’s assumption. In particular, Ryle suggests
that when a sensation occurs without leading to fullfledged concep-
tual knowledge, it is not the failure of some process of inference, but
rather the absence of standing abilities of thought and recognition,
that accounts for the situation. In this sense, the full story of percep-
tual knowledge involves not just states and processes, but dispositional
concepts as well. Ryle replaces the traditional theorist’s occurrent
“leap of inference” with the dispositions that normally characterize
a person who we will describe as capable of such a leap. To observe a
thimble ordinarily suffices by itself to know that the thimble is there.
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The possibility of cases in which it does not suffice does not demon-
strate the existence, in general, of a gap between the observing and
the knowing, but only the abnormality of such cases.

In addition to diagnosing the category mistake at the basis of the
sense-datum theory, though, Ryle also sketches what can easily be
construed as the outline of a positive characterization of the logical
behavior of the concept of sensation. Unsurprisingly, the character-
ization aims to legitimize normal talk of sensations without giving it
objects of an irreducibly mentalistic or private sort. It begins with a far-
reaching observation about ordinary language, one that would play a
central role in a number of subsequent theories of mind.3® Ryle ob-
serves that we do not possess a “neat” vocabulary for the description
of sensations; that is, we learn our terms for describing sensations, as
we learn all of our language, in a public context, and our language for
the description of sensation bears the mark of its origin in that we de-
scribe sensations, if at all, in terms that apply as well to public objects
and events.37 For instance, we describe the putative colors of visual
sensations using just the same color terms we use to describe public
objects — “red,” “blue,” and so on. This observation bears “great theo-
retical importance,” Ryle says, because it shows in just what sense there
is a problem concerning the logical nature of concepts of sensation.
Whereas sensation-talk is supposed to refer to inner, proprietary ob-
jects, our language for describing such objects depends essentially on
our language for the description of outer objects that can be observed
by anyone. Ordinary talk of sensations typically and paradigmatically
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treats of “sensations of....” or “sensations that...” where the ellipsis
can be filled by a straightforward description of a publicly accessible
object or state of affairs. Even when we describe sensations directly,
we do so in terms that are noticeably dependent on such construc-
tions. For instance, a “stabbing pain” is really a pain like that of being
stabbed.38

This, together with the already-noted relevance of sensation to ob-
servation, suggests an account of sensation-language that construes
it as elliptical for observational language and that at the same time
accounts for the typical reasons cited in favor of construing it as hav-
ing a nonobservational use in particular cases where observational
conditions are recognizably not ideal. Our terms for description of
sensations, Ryle says, derive from “referring to how common objects
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regularly look, sound and feel to any normal person” (p. 203).
Characteristically, Ryle explains this analysis by way of a story about
how they were subsequently misconceived as referring to special inner
objects:

Itwas half-correctly observed that when a common objectis described as green,
bitter, chilly, pungent or shrill, it is being characterized as looking, tasting,
feeling, smelling or sounding so and so to a sentient observer; it was correctly
noticed, too, that conditions which affect his sensitivity make a difference in
how the things look, taste, feel, smell, or sound to him. ... From such facts the
theoretical jump was made to the doctrine that to say that an object is green
is to say something about the visual sensations of the particular observer who
reports that it is green. It was supposed that “green,” “bitter,” “chilly,” and the
rest are adjectives which properly apply to sensations and are only improperly
applied to common objects. And then, as it is obviously absurd to say that a
sensation is a green thing, or an elliptical thing, or a chilly thing, it seemed
necessary to allot to sensations their own peculiar objects, so that “green”
might be suitably applied not to the having of a sensation but to a peculiar
object internally nursed by that sensation. . ..

But when I describe a common object as green or bitter, I am not reporting
a fact about my present sensation, though I am saying something about how
it looks or tastes. I am saying that it would look or taste so and so to anyone
who was in a condition and position to see or taste properly. Hence I do not
contradict myself if I say that the field is green, though at the moment it
looks greyish-blue to me; or that the fruit is really bitter, though it appears to
me quite tasteless. And even when I say that the grass, though really green,
looks greyish-blue to me, I am still describing my momentary sensation only
by assimilating it to how common objects that are really greyish-blue normally
look to anyone who can see properly.39

The Rylean analysis of sensation-language, then, explains it as constitu-
tively and essentially derivative of ordinary terms of public observation.
It allows that sensation-language, at least occasionally, has its own legit-
imate function: that of standing in for observation-language when the
speaker wants to recognize the nonveridicality of a particular observa-
tional act, an observation that the observer wants to flag as probably or
certainly incorrect. This, anyway, explains the ordinary speaker’s occa-
sional recourse to descriptions of how things look or seem as opposed
to how things are. And though this sort of talk may slide into quasi-
objectual talk of sensations, its semantic value remains unchanged
even when it does so. The further thought that there are special in-
ternal objects called sensations, then, is a philosopher’s fiction, an
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invention for particular theoretical purposes, and one that, upon anal-
ysis, actually provides no help for the psychological or epistemological
problems it was designed to solve.4°

v

The first philosophers to define the identity theory, J. ]J. C. Smart and
U. T. Place, construed Ryle as defending the substantive claim that
reports of mental states, including sensations and mental images, are
to be analyzed simply as behaviors or dispositions to behave; and they
took it that, however adequate this analysis might be in the case of
knowledge, volition, and emotion, it would not do in the case of sen-
sations and images. But as physicalists, Smart and Place wanted least
of all to return to the Cartesian dualist theory that was the main target
of Ryle’s attack. Accordingly, Smart and Place advanced the view that
sensations and images are in fact internal brain processes, or that they
may one day be shown to be such by advancing science. But Ryle had
not intended for his analysis to make any contribution to the empirical
demonstration of scientific claims, or even to the conceptual investiga-
tion of which scientific claims might someday be demonstrated. For,
as we have seen, the Rylean analysis of a mental concept as disposi-
tional, officially at least, has no tendency to establish anything about
the factual characteristics of the object of the concept that is not al-
ready evident in ordinary patterns of use. The Rylean program would
have construed the Place/Smart claim, accordingly, as more meaning-
less than false. Since our ordinary concepts of sensations and images,
shown in the language with which we describe and evoke them, give
us no clear understanding of kow sensations and images could be brain
states, the philosophers’ theoryaccording to which theyare brain states
must inevitably lead, like the Cartesian theory itself, to insuperable
absurdities.

In 1956, U. T. Place first offered what would become known as the
identity theory: the theory that, as a matter of scientific fact, conscious-
ness is a brain process. Place introduced his theory as a corrective to
a dispositionalist behaviorism that fails, Place thought, in the special
case of the notions surrounding consciousness and experience:

Modern physicalism . .. unlike the materialism of the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth centuries, is behavioristic. Consciousness on this view is either a special
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type of behavior, “sampling” or “running-back-and-forth” behavior as Tolman
has it, or a disposition to behave in a certain way, an itch, for example, be-
ing a temporary propensity to scratch. In the case of cognitive concepts like
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“knowing,” “believing,” “understanding,” “remembering,” and volitional con-

cepts like “wanting” and “intending,” there can be little doubt, I think, that
an analysis in terms of dispositions to behave is fundamentally sound. On the
other hand, there would seem to be an intractable residue of concepts cluster-
ing around the notions of consciousness, experience, sensation, and mental
imagery, where some sort of inner process story is unavoidable.4*

Place goes on to describe the sort of process that sensations and men-
tal images might be: namely, physical brain states. As offered, Place
says, the claim of the identity theory is a straightforward empirical hy-
pothesis about the identity of a certain kind of entity, and therefore
neither logically true nor necessarily false. Place speculates that “there
is nothing that the introspecting subject says about his conscious expe-
riences which is inconsistent with anything the physiologist might want
to say about the brain processes which cause him to describe the envi-
ronment and his consciousness of the environment in the way that he
does” (p. $6). If the identity hypothesis is true, every introspective de-
scription of consciousness will be explained in the physiologist’s terms,
adverting to the brain processes that cause the introspector to issue
that description.

In 1959, J.J. C. Smart reviewed and updated Place’s thesis, attempt-
ing to clarifyitand to answer certain natural objections left unanswered
in the original treatment. Smart, like Place, began by sketching what
he took to be the prevalent behaviorist and dispositionalist account
of mental states. Specifically, Smart begins by discussing what he sup-
posed to be Wittgenstein’s view that the linguistic expressions of sensa-
tions, for instance the linguistic expression of pain, are replacements
for primitive, “natural” expressions.4#* On this view, the expression of
a pain or a visual sensation does not report the existence or proper-
ties of some inner item or state. Instead, it is simply the vocalization
resulting from a standing behavioral tendency or temptation:

Suppose thatIreport that [ have at this moment a roundish, blurry-edged after-
image which is yellowish towards its edge and is orange towards its center. What
is it that I am reporting? One answer to this question might be that I am not
reporting anything, that when I say that it looks to me as though there is a
roundish yellowy orange patch oflight on the wall  am expressing some sort of
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temptation, the temptation to say that there is a roundish yellowy orange patch
on the wall (though I may know that there is not such a patch on the wall). This
is perhaps Wittgenstein’s view in the Philosophical Investigations. . .. Similarly,
when I “report” a pain, I am not really reporting anything (or, if you like, I am
reporting in a queer sense of “reporting”), but am doing a sophisticated sort
of wince.43

Smart admits to finding this analysis in some ways “congenial” to a
physicalist perspective. Because it effectively eliminates sensations by
treating them as behaviors and behavioral dispositions, it need not give
a Cartesian characterization of them as nonphysical. And it provides,
at the same time, a natural account of our linguistic expressions about
sensations, according to which they do not report, but only replace or
express, natural tendencies or dispositions. But despite its acceptability
to the physicalist, Smart concludes that the behaviorist/dispositionalist
account simply will not suffice. For our reports of sensations do, after
all, report something:

Maybe this is because I have not thought it out sufficiently, but it does seem
to me as though, when a person says “I have an after-image,” he is making
a genuine report, and that when he says “I have a pain,” he is doing more
than “replace pain-behavior,” and that “this more” is not just to say he is in
distress. I am not so sure, however, that to admit this is to admit that there are
nonphysical correlates of brain processes. Why should not sensations just be
brain processes of a certain sort?44

Both Place and Smartrecognize that their thesis differs somewhat from
the usual sort of thesis that until then had been offered by analytic
philosophers. For their thesis is not the conceptual thesis that talk of
mental states is really talk of internal brain processes, but the empirical
thesis that at least some mental states — what we talk about when we
refer to mental states — really are internal brain processes. Smart, in
particular, answers several possible objections to the identity theory
that have their basis in the observation that the properties ascribed
to sensations in normal discourse are not at all like the properties
ascribed to brain processes. In each of these cases, he replies that
since his claim does not assert any identity of meaning, and since the
conceptual logic of two expressions may be quite different, even when
both turn out to refer to the same object, the objections have no force
against the offered theory.4>
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Nevertheless, it is significant in the larger history of the develop-
ment of analytic philosophy of mind that the change of subject thereby
effected results in a theory of a quite different shape than anything
that Ryle, or any “ordinary language” analyst, could have produced.
First, by tying the theory to an empirical thesis about the possible iden-
tity of the referents of sensation-language, Place and Smart broke the
necessary connections between the terms of the theory and their refer-
ents that a linguistic-level account would provide. For the Place /Smart
theory, the identity between brain states and sensations does not char-
acterize the logic of our concepts or of anything else, but simply (as
Smart admits) a contingency that, like our other theoretical identifi-
cations in science, has no particular logical force or necessity.4® This
involves the philosophical proponent of the claim of identity in a quite
different project than previously had been entertained. In particular,
the analytic philosopher’s traditional task of “conceptual analysis” now
cedes to a project involving, at least in part, the investigation of empir-
ical contingencies. Second, the Place/Smart claim about sensations
inevitably commits itself to their existence in a way that a linguistic-
level theory could avoid. For the claim that our ordinary sensation-talk
refers to something that may in fact turn out to be brain processes re-
quires that our ordinary sensation-talk indeed refers, and does so even
when employed by speakers quite innocent of neurophysiology.47 But
this demands of the identity theorist an account of the pretheoretic
meaning of sensation-terms, and because he has no place for such
mentalistic or irreducibly psychical items as might be thought by the
plain man (perhaps under the sway of Cartesian metaphysics) to be
the referents of sensation-talk, this account will inevitably involve ad-
ditional theoretical sophistications.4®

Place and Smart thus misunderstood Ryle as offering an inadequate
positive account of the nature of sensation rather than an ontologically
innocuous analysis of sensation-language. But this misunderstanding
itself arose from a second, deeper misunderstanding. For they con-
strued Ryle as holding a dispositionalist theory of sensations, and
they construed this dispositionalism as, at least implicitly, inviting a
causal analysis. Just as the properties in virtue of which a glass is brit-
tle are its microphysical, microstructural properties, they took it that
a dispositional description of the mind promises to yield some mi-
crostructural description of the properties of the brain in virtue of
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which it has the disposition in question. In a later article critical of
Ryle, Smart took the microstructural description of mental states to
be an implication of Ryle’s “dispositionalist” treatment of them, and
wondered at Ryle’s refusal to consider such a description:

Ryle’s idea that (as far as normal behaviour is concerned) psychology does
not go deeper than our ordinary commonsense explanations is evidently con-
nected with the view that if it did give causal explanations these would be
para-mechanical ones, based on the Cartesian “two-worlds” myth. It looks
as though he cannot see a third possibility beyond either behaviourism or
Cartesian dualism. He seems strangely reluctant to allow the identification of
“mental” causes with structures or processes in the central nervous system,
whether these are described neurophysiologically or functionally. Neglect of
this possibility indeed clouds his whole concept of a mental disposition. Thus
vanity can naturally be taken as the structure which explains typically vain be-
haviour. No adequate translation into hypotheticals about behaviour can be
produced. Similarly for physical dispositions. We cannot translate “This glass
is brittle” by “If a stone hits it then it breaks,” because conditions can exist in
which the stone hits the glass without breaking it. We can, however, identify
brittleness with an inner structure which explains typically brittle behaviour of
the glass. This strategy of identifying dispositions with physical structures is as
efficacious as Ryle’s in disposing of “ghosts” and it avoids obvious difficulties
in Ryle’s account.49

But as we have seen, Ryle was not “strangely,” but for reasons inter-
nally connected to his entire methodological program, reluctant to
identify the objects of dispositional mentalistic concepts with brain
structures. The sort of “explanation” that Smart imagines it possible
to give of a disposition has no relevance to Ryle’s analysis of logical
geography, and the multiplicity of application and openness to new
contexts of most of the mentalistic terms that Ryle treats as disposi-
tions provides additional reasons to suppose, in many particular cases,
that the wanted explanation will not even be possible. For to be a chess
player or a speaker of French is to have properties meaningful only
against a social and contextual backdrop that has nothing to do with a
neurophysiological description.5® Ryle’s reminder that concepts like
these have a dispositional logic calls attention to their having the role
of characterizing people against backdrops of this sort. An immediate
consequence is that they do not, as Smart supposes, stand for inner
mental items or structures of a physical, or any other, kind.>*
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The early identity theorists misunderstood Ryle’s theory, in part, be-
cause they missed its central methodological sophistication, namely its
conception of the philosopher’s task as a kind of negative conceptual
analysis that would investigate ordinary language in order to diagnose
the failings of specific philosophical theories. This led them to mis-
construe Ryle’s theory as aiming to show that expressions of mental
states reduce to behavioral dispositions, and accordingly to object that
the theory provided an implausible account of sensation. But there
is a more specific and philosophically revealing source of Place’s and
Smart’s misunderstanding in Ryle’s theory as well, one that can be seen
in the partial failure of Ryle’s analysis of sensation itself.

Recall that Place and Smart accepted what they took to be Ryle’s
dispositionalist theory in the case of most mental concepts; they ob-
jected only in the special case of sensation. Itis particularly significant,
therefore, that Ryle concludes his chapter on “Sensation” by express-
ing certain large-scale doubts about the analysis offered there, and by
suggesting that these doubts trace to a failing in the ordinary speaker’s
(viz., not the philosopher’s) understanding of how to use the concept
of sensation:

As I'said in the Foreword, there is something seriously amiss with the discus-
sions occupying this chapter. I have talked as if we know how to use the concept
or concepts of sensation; I have spoken with almost perfunctory regret of our
lack of “neat” sensation words; and I have glibly spoken of auditory and visual
sensations. But I am sure that none of this will do.5*

The analyses of the chapter, even though they expose the absurdity of
supposing that sensations, or sense-data, are directly or immediately
seen or observed, still concede to the official theory that visual and
auditory sensations are items that we have when visually or auditori-
ally perceiving. But Ryle notices that the sense in which we, perhaps
being “conversant with modern physiological, neurological, and psy-
chological hypotheses,” treat visual and auditory sensations as items or
events caused by other items or events, of a sort whose nature could be
clarified by experimentalists, is quite logically distinct from another,
“unsophisticated” use of “sensation” that relates primarily to the tac-
tile sense and to verbs such as “feel.”3 In the unsophisticated use,
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sensations are always locatable in a particular part of the body. For in-
stance, I may have a tingling feeling in my arm or a burning sensation
in my foot. As Ryle points out, I will not, by contrast, say that I have
feelings or sensations in my epewhen I am perceiving something visually
(unless, perhaps, I am perceiving a painfully bright light). When the
unsophisticated use attributes properties to sensations, these proper-
ties are straightforwardly dependent on objective properties of exter-
nal objects and events: a “burning sensation” is not something that
burns, but a case of feeling as if something burns.>¢

This clarifies the fact that the unsophisticated use of “sensation”
does not give us even the beginnings of an autonomous language for
the description of sensations but instead remains semantically depen-
dent on straightforward occurrences of tactile and kinesthetic sensing.
Matters are, however, quite different with the special notion of “sense-
impressions,” invented, Ryle says, to serve a para-mechanical theory of
mind. For the notion of “sense-impression,” borrowed from the sense
in which objects impress wax, was invented to subserve a philosophi-
cal theory according to which perception of objects depends on causal
connections with them. It was only for the purposes of this theory, Ryle
suggests, that the ordinary notion of “sensation” was generalized from
its originally tactile and kinesthetic sense to cover all modalities of
perception.5?

But the target of this criticism of the “sophisticated” use of the con-
cept of sensation actually differs importantly from the usual target of
Ryle’s attacks elsewhere in The Concept of Mind. Here, Ryle alleges that
the ordinary speaker does not, after all, “know how to use” the con-
cept of sensation. And he flatly admits that the para-mechanical theory
embodied in the sophisticated use of the concept has infected — albeit
only by “hearsay knowledge of physiological, psychological or episte-
mological theories” (p. 242) — ordinary practice and understanding.
Accordingly, Ryle cannot be construed here as offering what he usually
offers: a diagnosis of, and alternative to, the philosopher’s misconstrual
of the logical grammar of language. His analysis of the language of
sensation must operate on a different level, and its relation to his
usual methodology accordingly becomes problematic. Ryle objects to
the “sophisticated” ordinary use of the concept of sensation because
it gives comfort to the Cartesian theory and its mechanistic coun-
terpart. But in so doing, he is constrained to recognize that it has
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a naturalness revealed both in its various scientific contexts and in
the unavoidability — even for Ryle — of speaking as if we do have au-
ditory and visual sensations. This naturalness betrays the fact that, as
Ryle admits, the suggested analysis, according to which we should never
(strictly speaking) consider that we have auditory or visual sensations,
will not quite suffice.

The reason for this insufficiency explains in part the unacceptabil-
ity to Place and Smart of what they took to be Ryle’s dispositionalist
account of sensation. Smart’s particular reason for suggesting an in-
adequacy in what he took to be Ryle’s behaviorist account was that a
report of a sensation is genuinely a report: that is, a description of some
object or state of affairs with genuine properties, and not just a reac-
tion or response. Though Smart happily admits, for instance, that the
properties we ordinarily ascribe to the after-image will not be its real
properties — the brain process, after all, is not yellow or red, blurry or
sharply defined - still he takes it that our ability to ascribe these prop-
erties shows that something genuine is being reported on. Even aside
from the determinate representational properties ascribed to sensa-
tions in specialized discussions of physiology, Smart’s intuition shows
particularly clearly what is wrong with Ryle’s eliminative attempt to
theorize sensation-language as parasitic on observation-language. For
ordinary discourse quite often includes (what appear to be) immedi-
ate descriptions of the properties of felt sensations (this is particularly
clear in the case of pains), descriptions that are not obviously epistem-
ically dependent on descriptions of the properties of external objects.
To say that I have a stinging pain may indeed be to say that I have a
pain, as if something is stinging me; but I still say that I have something,
and I ascribe to it a property.

The main observation that provided the basis for Place’s and Smart’s
replacement of what they took to be Ryle’s theory was, therefore, itself
a piece of reflection on the grammar of ordinary language. In ordinary
usage, the report of a sensation implies the existence of its object; and
this fact of ordinary use shows the inaccuracy of any account that takes
sensation-reports to be anything other than directly referential and de-
scriptive. Ironically, Ryle’s account of sensation-reports as specialized
instances of observation language meant that he missed this point,
and so was constrained to falsify the grammar of ordinary language
in order to justify his eliminative conclusion about sensations. This
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eliminativist conclusion, together with their confusion about the sig-
nificance of Ryle’s dispositionalism, led Place and Smart to construe
Ryle as adhering to the “replacement” view that they thought he shared
with Wittgenstein, according to which sensation-reports are just re-
placements for more primitive kinds of verbal behavior. In a 1962
article about The Concept of Mind, in fact, Ryle recognizes and admits
the tendency of his account to support this construal:

In my book I half-assimilated avowals to the yawns which manifest the sleepi-
ness of which they are signs or to the oaths by which the angry man vents his
rage and shows others how angry he is. As an oath is not a report of anger,
so, I was inclined to say, an avowal of depression is not a report of depression
but an ejaculation of depression. It is exempt from uncertainty only for the
reason that an ejaculation or a complaint cannot be qualified by “perhaps” or
“indubitably.” But it is clear that this assimilation of avowals to ejaculations or
complaints will not do. An avowal may be a reply to a question; it may even be
meant to provide a doctor or an oculist with the information that he requires
for his diagnosis. If I say “I have a shooting pain in my eyes,” while I may be
complaining, I am also reporting. Avowals seem then to be like reports, and
yet not to be reports of anything discovered or established, to merit being
received as incontestable and yet not to issue from any kind of certitude on
the part of their authors, or of course of incertitude either. ... Here, then, we
have another puzzle or trouble-spot in the philosophy of mind. These first-
person, present-tense declarations refuse to behave either like ebullitions of
mental states or like testable reports of ordinary matters of fact. Above all
they refuse to behave like infinitely well-certified reports of matters of solip-
sistic fact. Their conceptual location is not yet fixed; so the locations of the
concepts of consciousness and self-consciousness remain unfixed; so what is
conveyed by “I,” “you” and “he” remains unfixed. But perhaps we are clearer
than we were about the sort of position-fixing that we desiderate.?®

By 1962, therefore, Ryle felt constrained to recognize the grammatical
observation that was the main basis of Place’s and Smart’s suggestion
of the identity theory, and to recognize the inadequacy of his Concept of
Mindaccount on this point. By Ryle’s own admission, even his sophisti-
cated account of sensation-language as dependent, where meaningful,
upon observation-language could not adhere, insofar as it established
his eliminativist conclusion, to the grammar of ordinary language that
was the only possible basis and resource of his philosophical method.
In the perspective of philosophical history, this failing on Ryle’s part
invites explanation, in a way that sheds further light on the legitimate
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and illegitimate uses of the method he had developed, in connection
with the language of consciousness.

A main theme of early commentaries on Ryle’s book was already
the objection that he mistook our ordinary commitments for a special
philosophical theory, which he then set out to refute on the basis of
the logical analysis of ordinary language, whereas the actual ordinar-
iness of the commitments that he attacked make this methodology
ill-conceived. For instance, Stuart Hampshire (1950) notes that many
European languages systematically, and apparently independently of
any philosophical theory, connect words like “ghost” with words con-
cerning the mind. This habit can be traced, for instance, to the Greek
psyche and pneuma, and to the Latin anima. Hampshire concludes that
Ryle’s method is misdefined:

Professor Ryle throughout represents philosophers as corrupting the literal
innocence of common sense speech with alien metaphors. In this he not
only greatly exaggerates the influence of philosophers, and particularly of
Descartes, on the forms of common speech, but (more seriously) neglects the
fact, or rather the necessity, that the forms of common speech and its modes
of description should be permeated with such metaphors, most of which can
ultimately be traced back to underlying myths and imaginative pictures.57

Along somewhat similar lines, John Wisdom (1950) objects to Ryle’s
“insufficient explanation of the purpose of his demonstration of the
omnipresence in our minds of the model of the hidden stream, his
insufficient explanation of the purpose and merits of that model, and
the consequent insufficiency of his explanation of the defects of that
model” (p. 51). Wisdom emphasizes the ordinary-language role of the
temptations that lead us to think, and talk, of mental states as private:

My point is that, though the sources of solipsism are also sources of doubt
about the minds of others, there is also a source of this doubt other than
those sources of it which also lead to solipsism. And this source lies in the facts
covered by the words “The soul is visible only to one.” ... What are these facts?
They are the facts which lead people to say that a person has a way of knowing
how he feels which no one else has, has a right to say what he does about how
he feels which no one else has ever had or ever will.?8

If the philosophical theory stems in part from nonphilosophical temp-
tations, both Hampshire and Wisdom conclude, the diagnosis of the
philosophical theory will not wholly address these temptations. If there
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is an analysis, or an analytic practice, that can begin to dislodge the
temptations themselves, it will function on the level of quite ordinary
propositions and situations, and without alleging that these proposi-
tions owe their attractiveness to a bad philosophical theory. Wisdom
in fact begins such an analysis, an analysis of the sorts of reasons for
which, and contexts in which, we are tempted to say that “The soul is
visible only to one.” Hampshire’s and Wisdom’s general point is that
Ryle’s analyses rely on ordinary language to combat the philosophical
theorizing sometimes involved in it, with prejudice to the correctness
of ordinary language, whereas a more methodologically sound style of
analysis would not assume that the temptations that lead to philosoph-
ical theorizing of an objectionable kind are not already fully present
in ordinary language itself.

Hampshire’s and Wisdom’s complaints challenge Ryle’s presuppo-
sition of a clear and distinct line between ordinary and philosophical
reasoning, and in so doing they problematize his ability to draw sub-
stantial philosophical conclusions, even of an eliminative kind, from
the grammar of ordinary language itself. According to the objection,
Ryle’s tendency to portray his analysis as bearing decisively and uni-
vocally against philosophical theories such as the Cartesian one elides
his sensitivity to just the sort of commitment of ordinary language that
Place and Smart recognized: a commitment to the reality of sensations
underlying our reporting and description of them. That this commit-
ment can be interpreted as providing partial support, within the con-
text of substantial philosophical theorizing, for a Cartesian theory of
mind (or, indeed, as Place and Smart would show, for a physicalist one)
should not have led Ryle to falsify the grammar of ordinary language
by denying its commitment to sensations. Had he adhered more con-
sistently to the method that he himself had defined, Ryle would have
had to recognize this commitment of our ordinary language of con-
sciousness, along with others evident in its use, as defining a concept
of sensation that is complex and in many ways philosophically ambigu-
ous, one providing definitive resistance but also (at least occasionally)
partial support to the Cartesian theory. The further analysis of the or-
dinary concept of sensation would elaborate these complicated and
contradictory implications, focusing in each case on the specific use of
the language of consciousness in the context of a specific situation. Such
elaboration can defeat general theories of consciousness by showing
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how they falsify the grammar of ordinary language in these specific
cases, but it cannot hope (as Ryle himself most often understood) to
establish any general philosophical conclusion, even the negative one
that sensations do not in fact exist. His taking himself to be entitled
to this conclusion provided whatever warrant there was for Place and
Smart to judge Ryle’s theory inadequate, and to insist upon the gram-
matical observation upon which they based their articulation of the
Identity Theory.

Of course, that Place and Smart, in this case, improved upon Ryle’s
analysis by accommodating an important grammatical observation —
that of the referentiality of sensation-reports — did not prevent them
from immediately misconstruing the significance of this observation in
their construction of a positive theory of mind around it. Itis one thing
to recognize that ordinary sensation-reports typically, and as a matter
of grammar, imply the existence of their objects, and quite another to
propose, as Place and Smart immediately did, a specific theory of the
nature of these objects that goes far beyond the properties ordinarily
ascribed to them in discourse. That the bare grammatical observa-
tion of the referentiality of sensation-reports could appear to provide
decisive support for the Identity Theory’s assertion of contingent psy-
chophysical identity was itself just a consequence of Place and Smart’s
own lack of sensitivity to the methodological status of the grammatical
datum that they introduced. Seeing this datum as a contribution to
the total description of the objective world by scientific theory, rather
than as the grammatical observation that it was, they construed it as
providing support for the identification of mental states with physical
brain states in the context of a complete physicalist description of the
world. The possibility of such a complete description was itself not
questioned, and neither was the structuralist picture of language that
provided the historical basis for its interpretation of the significance
of grammatical investigation.

VI

As we have seen, Place and Smart misunderstood Ryle as advancing a
positive, dispositionalist, eliminative theory of sensation-language, and
this misunderstanding was the immediate basis for their own advance-
ment of the Identity Theory. But with Ryle’s method clearly in view,
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we can see that the grounds of the Place/Smart misunderstanding of
it were not completely alien to Ryle’s own understanding of its im-
plications. Ryle’s own positive characterization of sensation-language
as elliptical for, and reducible to, special applications of the ordinary
language of observation provided sufficient ground for construing his
theory of sensation (albeit by a route more circuitous than Place and
Smart perceived) as a reductive and eliminative one, amounting to
the claim that talk of sensations is reducible without remainder to be-
haviors or dispositions to behave. We have seen that this reductive and
eliminative claim could not have resulted from a consistent application
of Ryle’s real linguistic method, confined as it was to the identification
of category mistakes in official philosophical doctrines, including the
Cartesian theory. That Ryle in fact exceeded the warrant of his own
method in the case of sensation is witnessed both by his own doubts
about his theory of its concepts and by his unusual animadversions
against the ordinary, and not just the Cartesian’s philosophical, uses of
these concepts. Even if it were right to suppose, as Ryle suggested, that
in the case of the concepts of sensation, ordinary language had come
under the illicit influence of the Cartesian theory, these animadver-
sions could not have been justified by the Rylean practice of analysis.
For as we have seen, this practice of analysis has no source of evidence,
no ground of insight, other than reflection on the ordinary uses of or-
dinary concepts. Since its definitive resource was no positive source of
theoretical insight, but rather the detection of the absurdity of philo-
sophical claims by comparison to ordinary grammar, Ryle accordingly
did not provide — nor could he have, consistent with his own method -
any methodological ground for construing the commitments of our
ordinary linguistic practice as false, deviant, or misconceived in a com-
prehensive or wholesale way.

Even so, to analyze the ordinary commitments of our language in
terms of the linguistic functioning of the concepts that they support
is not necessarily to construe these commitments as fully consistent,
clear, or mutually reconcilable. The conceptual analysis of ordinary
language, even if limited to the investigation and clarification, in par-
ticular cases, of the claims of our practice, provides ample and deep
ground for insight into the nature and meaning of our language of
consciousness. And it is in this respect that we can see most clearly,
in retrospect, how to prize the legitimate use of Ryle’s method apart
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from the additional warrant that he sometimes claimed for it, and that
led most directly to the early identity theorists’ misunderstanding of
it. Most often, Ryle’s analysis of sensation points out grammatical con-
nections, unimpeachable on the level of ordinary use, that show that
the language of sensation has neither the distinctive epistemological
status nor the primacy and autonomy that the sense-datum theorist
characteristically claims for it. Thus, for instance, the observation that
many instances of sensation-reporting are importantly conceptually
similar to, and often restateable in terms of, special applications of
observation-language, suffices by itself to show that the sense-datum
theorist’s claim to base the epistemology of observation entirely on
a supposedly prior and autonomous stratum of sensation is a non-
starter. On the other hand, though, to move from this observation
about practice to the positive claim that sensation-language is, in each
case and without remainder, definable in terms of, or eliminable in fa-
vor of, observation-language is to move decisively beyond the ambit of
ordinary-language reflection and into the realm of positive philosoph-
ical theory. From this general claim of reducibility, it is but a short
step to the positive description of the language of sensation itself as
reducible, saving the truth of everything that it ordinarily says, to some
set of behaviors or dispositions to behave. And it is only on the basis
of this misunderstanding, as we have seen, that Place and Smart were
able to offer the Identity Theory as a corrective to Ryle’s account.
The ultimate roots of Ryle’s tendency occasionally to overstep the
warrant of his method may perhaps be located in the sometimes am-
biguous suggestions of his methodological doctrine of categories it-
self. We have seen that, following out the implications of the practice
of analysis developed by Wittgenstein, Moore, and others, Ryle devel-
oped the doctrine of “category mistakes” as a way of characterizing the
kind of systematic infelicity in the description of the logical place of
our concepts to which philosophical theories unconstrained by linguis-
tic reflection are prone. The point of identifying a “category mistake”
is always to mark such an infelicity by contrasting the aberrant locu-
tions and descriptions suggested by a philosophical theory with the
ordinary use of the same concepts. The characteristic sign of the cate-
gory mistake is absurdity, perspicuous from the perspective of ordinary
language, and it requires nothing more for its proof than the identifi-
cation of such absurdities. But given the description of philosophical
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errors of logical geography as mislocations of the categories of partic-
ular concepts, it can easily seem as if the practice of analysis depends
on, or tends to articulate, a general theory or description of the categor-
ical structure of the language as a whole. The traditional application of
doctrines of categories, whether in an ontological mode or a linguistic
one, is after all to produce a comprehensive picture of the overall na-
ture of things or words, and Ryle’s own applications of the notion of
categories do not always completely avoid the suggestion that he has
such a picture in view.

Itis true that, as we have seen, Ryle’s own explicit statements about
categories moved from the substantialist conception of “Systematically
Misleading Expressions,” rooted in the notion of “logical form” that he
drew from the early Wittgenstein, to the much less substantialist usage
of The Concept of Mind. Here, though Ryle describes category mistakes
as misattributions of the logical category of a term, he does not gen-
erally use the notion of “category mistakes” in such a way as to suggest
that, when one is detected, it makes sense to say in general terms which
category the term belongs to or has been misattributed to. Still, talk of
rectifying the logical geography of concepts can easily suggest, what is
not licensed by Ryle’s method itself, that he pictures the philosophi-
cal analyst as having access to a comprehensive overall picture of this
geography, perspicuous in terms of an overall, systematic characteriza-
tion of the norms of practice or rules of use definitive of the language.
To take the suggestion is to interpret the method of analysis as moving
beyond the introduction of specific grammatical reminders, bearing
in specific ways against positive philosophical theories, to show or de-
scribe the overall grammatical or conceptual structure of language.
And it is within the scope of such a suggestion that any claim to the
effect that our sensation-language really is observation-language, or is
reducible to behaviors or dispositions to behave, must arise. For only
a general picture of the logical structure of language as a whole could
license this claim, insofar as it falsifies rather than respects the gram-
mar of ordinary language. To point out the error of a philosophical
theory’s construal of the logical status of a particular kind of term,
evident in the absurdity of the statements it makes using that term,
is to apply Ryle’s method consistently. But to offer, on the supposed
basis of this method, a characterization of what a particular region of
language really means or represents, over against what it appears to



146 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

mean or represent ordinarily, is to go essentially beyond this method —
though in ways that Ryle himself did not always explicitly disclaim — to
a general picture of the overall structure of language. The linguistic
method of detecting category mistakes in no way provides or supports
such a picture, nor does it ever license any positive determination
that the real or genuine meaning of a specific region of language is
different from what ordinary language supposes. It was only Ryle’s oc-
casional temptation to move beyond the warrant of his own method
to a positive, structuralist conception of language and of the form of
reflective insight into it that led him to this determination in the case
of sensation.

In any case, it was only on the basis of their own underlying struc-
turalist picture of explanation that Place and Smart could themselves
offer the Identity Theory as a corrective. The basis they cited for their
own antibehaviorist theory of the mind — that sensation-language has
a genuine reporting status — is itself, on its own terms, simply a “gram-
matical” or linguistic remark about the use of certain terms in the
language. To say this much, and from this perspective, is simply to re-
mind us of the ordinary locutions that describe such things as pains,
after-images, and tickles, and to show from the perspective of ordinary
use the absurdity of any philosophical theory — Ryle’s included, if it in
fact did so — that denies the reality of such things. Within the ambit
of Place and Smart’s physicalist structuralism, however, this linguistic
reminder appears to necessitate a positive theoretical description of
the nature of the reference of sensation-terms — a reference that, given
antecedent physicalism, can now only seem to be physical brain states.
Thus was the identity theory born as a positive theoretical claim about
the reference of a particular area of ordinary language.

Insofar as it is discussed at all in contemporary contexts, both the
downfall of Ryle’s theory and its replacement by the Identity Theory
are usually ascribed to the failure of a linguistic method. But if the
suggestion of the current analysis is correct, Ryle failed, not by ap-
plying a linguistic method insufficient for explaining the mind, but
rather by failing to apply his linguistic method consistently enough.
Had he stuck with the conceptual analysis and clarification of par-
ticular ordinary concepts and not succumbed, even if only occasion-
ally, to the temptation to characterize the results of this analysis in
terms of a more general structuralist picture of language overall, he
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would never have involved himself in the contentious denials of the
referentiality of sensation-language that Place and Smart would seize
upon as offering an occasion for their own, more thoroughly struc-
turalist theory. In historical retrospect, however, it is possible to distin-
guish the legitimate use of Ryle’s linguistic method to produce insight
into the meaning of our language of experience from the structuralist
implications that he was sometimes tempted to draw from it, and that
provided the occasion for Place and Smart’s decisive misunderstand-
ing. Drawing this distinction in the specific context of Ryle’s theory
points the way, in turn, to a more comprehensive understanding of
the way in which the distinctively linguistic methods characteristic of
the analytic tradition can operate to produce insightinto our language
of experience, even outside the structuralist pictures of explanation
that have so often gone along with them.

In the last two chapters, we have seen how the language of con-
sciousness posed unique and historically decisive problems for the
structuralist analytic project of logical positivism. This project saw itself
as requiring, for the possibility of its analytic methodology, a general
conception of meaning as logical structure. Given this conception,
the sentences, such as protocol sentences, that directly report experi-
ence could only seem to be outside the system of empirical meaning
they were called upon to authorize. But this structuralist preconcep-
tion did not entirely prevent the practice of logical analysis itself from
producing, at least occasionally, genuine insights into the meaning of
sentences reporting immediate experience. Such insights were cap-
tured, for instance, by the logical positivists’ sense of these sentences
as providing an ultimate source of the verification of empirical claims,
as well as by Schlick’s identification of certain of them as expressing the
necessity of our particular form of experience for us. These positive
insights do not, admittedly, go beyond the identification of features
of our ordinary use of the concepts of experience, recognizable at
the level of ordinary practice; but they do exhibit the way in which
the method of linguistic analysis can be applied positively in order to
render features of our language of experience without employing the
support, or encountering the problems, of a general structuralist pic-
ture of language overall. Ryle’s project, in its orientation toward or-
dinary language, amounts to a more self-conscious and sustained ap-
plication of the same method of insight, and it encounters distinctive
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difficulties with the language of experience only when itimposes upon
this method a structuralist picture.

Ryle’s linguistic method, the practice of conceptual analysis that
produces insight into the meaning of our mental concepts by expos-
ing the category mistakes of philosophical theories, nevertheless pro-
duces no theory of its own. Confined to its proper application, it can
do no more than point to logical features of the use of our concepts
that are themselves wholly recognizable from within this use. And this
lack of theoretical import might seem to suggest a decisive objection
against the project, even if it makes for the possibility of pursuing the
method outside the structuralist picture of language that renders con-
sciousness especially problematic. For do we not want our philosoph-
ical methods to produce an understanding of the phenomena they
consider that goes beyond our ordinary, commonsense understand-
ing of them? And do we not, in the specific case of the explanation
of consciousness, want an account that responds to a particular kind
of question, quite possibly unanswerable from the perspective of com-
mon sense: the question of how consciousness can be physical? But as
we have seen, the question itself imports a substantial conception of the
nature of explanation — namely, the structuralist one that takes a phe-
nomenon to be explained only if it can be located within a structure of
relations. This conception provides the question with whatever deter-
minate contentit has, specifying, through the structuralist explanatory
pattern of physicalism, the desired intelligibility of consciousness as an
explanation of its physical nature. And it is not obvious — particularly
in view of the consistent failure of the structuralist picture to accom-
modate consciousness — that this particular kind of intelligibility is the
sort that we need, or even ought to, expect.

If the suggestion of this chapter is right, Ryle’s linguistic method, in
its legitimate nonstructuralist use, effectively produces another kind of
insightinto the nature of consciousness: a kind of insight that operates
consistently by appealing to what we ordinarily say, but that also moves
beyond what we ordinarily (or anyway, commonsensically) understand
about what we say about consciousness. It does so by showing us similar-
ities and differences, unnoticed points of contactand points of tension,
in our own concepts — not indeed in order to produce a comprehen-
sive, schematic total picture of them, but rather in order to produce
the perspicuity that allows us, faced with philosophical problems or
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theories, to find our way about with them. Should this be thought a
task unworthy of philosophy, it ought to be asked what makes the struc-
turalist theoretical project any more dignified. And should it be asked
what recommends Ryle’s alternative method, it ought to be asked in
response what other form of method a consistent nonstructuralist in-
vestigation into consciousness might possibly take. Ryle’s “ordinary
language” philosophy is among the last in the history of the analytic
tradition to consistently recognize, and to use as its chief methodolog-
ical asset, its own linguistic character and form. But the accounts and
projects that followed Ryle’s, I argue in the next two chapters, retained
this linguistic character and basis even in their growing ignorance
and disavowal of it. In the self-reflexive appeal of Ryle’s linguistic
method, then, we can see a detailed and suggestive example of the
sort of understanding that the analysis of language can produce. This,
in turn, offers a model that might be thought to capture what is re-
ally characteristic and decisive about the analytic tradition’s linguistic
turn, even against its constant tendency to misunderstand itself in
structuralist terms.

The structuralist assumptions of Place and Smart, both in inter-
preting Ryle’s remarks on sensation as they did and in offering their
own empirical theory as a replacement, have left their mark, in mul-
tiple ways, on the subsequent history of analytic philosophy of mind
and on contemporary discussion of the problem of explaining con-
sciousness. From the perspective of Place’s and Smart’s physicalism,
the grammatical observation that sensation-language is reporting lan-
guage could only seem to be legitimated by an account of sensation-
language as in fact caused by real happenings, intelligible in physical
terms. The ultimate and genuine referents of the language of experi-
ence could only be, given antecedent physicalism, physical brain states
of one or another kind, comprehensible to structuralist explanation.
The Place/Smart suggestion of an empirical, rather than a purely con-
ceptual or logical, subject matter for the philosophy of mind thus
traded on a picture of the progress of science as a process of increas-
ing explanation and theoretical unity through increasing structural-
ization that had already been operative in Carnap’s own explanatory
physicalism. The root of both projects was the structuralist physicalism
they shared. If Place and Smart recognized more fully the ultimately
empirical nature of the investigative project licensed by structuralist



150 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

physicalism, they also perceived less clearly its underlying linguistic ba-
sis. Physicalism subsequently appeared to be an essentially ontological
or metaphysical doctrine. But the deepest source of evidence for its
positive claims, and the most determinative factor in its subsequent
development, remains the evidence of the language of experience.

Like Carnap and Schlick’s structuralism before it, the physicalism
of Place and Smart attempted to integrate consciousness within the
structure of the world, at the same moment denying it any special
ontological or semantic status. It counted on the future progress of
empirical science to bridge the theoretical gap between the apparent
commitments of our ordinary language and the real place of conscious-
ness in the natural order. But the underlying source of its plausibility,
as against Ryle’s theory, was not an empirical claim or any evidence
for one, but rather a grammatical remark about the logical status of
our language of experience: the recognition that sensation-reports are
genuinely reports. Thus was the evidence of language appropriated for
the motivation of an explanatory project ultimately arising from the
investigation of language, but unclear in itself about its own pragmatic
and linguistic dispensation. At the same time, the possibility, exhibited
by Ryle’s method, of a nonstructuralist use of linguistic analysis and
reflection to render the language of consciousness intelligible was for-
gotten and largely abandoned under the overwhelming force of the
strengthening claims of structuralism. From this point forward within
analytic philosophy of mind, to make consciousness intelligible would
be to make it intelligible structurally, to locate it within the total causal
network of nature or the semantic web of behaviorist or functional-
ist analysis. At each stage of the subsequent dialectic, the language of
consciousness would resist this structuralization, speaking its claim to
be understood, in each case, from a problematic position outside any
total pattern of the relation of elements or totality of structure, even
when this totality seemed to be the objective world itself: a position
that structuralization, in each of its subsequent theoretical moments,
would again strive to appropriate, or dissimulate.



Functionalism and Logical Analysis

Thirty-five years after its initial development, the functionalist theory
of mind today remains the most popular general position on con-
sciousness among analytic philosophers and scientists alike. The func-
tionalist theory has remained popular, in large part, because it seems
to integrate a plausible empirical research program for the investiga-
tion of the mind with a wholly physicalist or materialist ontological
outlook. But although it is often presented as a metaphysical or empir-
ical position on the nature of the mind, philosophical history shows
that functionalism is in fact the latest and most consistent applica-
tion of an essentially semantic structuralism to the theory of mind.
Both in its underlying method and in its fund of decisive arguments,
functionalism makes detailed and essential use of reflection on, and
reasoning about, the logical and semantic form of language about im-
mediate experience and states of consciousness. Like other theories
before it, though, it interprets this reasoning about the language of
consciousness as part of an overall theory of mind that explains con-
sciousness by locating it within a total pattern of logical and causal
relations.

Viewed in the perspective of philosophical history, the problem
of explaining consciousness, as it is currently discussed, arises pri-
marily from the recurrent resistance of consciousness to structuralist
programs of explanation. Philosophical history shows the origin of
the functionalist theory of mind in a structuralist program of seman-
tic analysis and thereby shows its continuity with the older forms of
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structuralist explanation we have explored in earlier chapters. This
identification, at the same time, helps to define a new perspective
from which to understand the contemporary problem of explaining
consciousness. Because of the prevalence of functionalist forms of ex-
planation, this problem is today most often stated as the problem of
the resistance of consciousness to functionalist explanation. Whatever
the successes of functionalism in theorizing the other phenomena of
behavior or intentionality, it is often suggested, functionalism cannot
account for the presence of qualia, raw feels, or phenomenal states. As
we saw in the first chapter, further specification of the complaint often
cites the structural nature of functionalist explanation and the seem-
ing intrinsic or nonstructural character of consciousness. But exposing
the historical reason for the formulation and prevalence of function-
alism also shows the complaint to be but the most recent version of a
historically recurrent one: that consciousness consistently resists oth-
erwise successful forms of explanation in terms of logical or linguistic
structure. Showing the continuity of functionalism with these basically
linguistic forms of explanation has the effect of exposing the depth
and decisiveness of functionalism’s own appeal to the language of con-
sciousness, as well as the profound ambiguity of this appeal within the
scope of structuralism.

When Place and Smart suggested the Identity Theory of mind in the
early 1950s, they presupposed in detail the physicalist ontology that
had originally been suggested, in a semantic mode, by Neurath and
had more recently been defended, in a less obviously semantic register,
by philosophers of science such as Hempel, Putnam, and Oppenheim.
Its physicalism was in fact the largest recommendation of the Identity
Theory for Place and Smart, and its amenability both to a physicalist
worldview and to empirical projects of inquiry probably accounted for
its quick and widespread popularity among analytic philosophers. This
popularity was further aided, as we saw in the last chapter, by a mis-
interpretation (sometimes aided by Ryle himself) of Ryle’s program
of analysis as suggesting a physicalist, reductive behaviorism, akin to
the logical behaviorism that Carnap and Hempel had in fact earlier
suggested on physicalist grounds. Place and Smart had, indeed, of-
fered their Identity Theory more as a corrective to logical behaviorism
than as a replacement for it, and as their initial articles show, there was
certainly no feeling of any great methodological tension between the
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ontological outlook of logical behaviorism, as they understood it, and
that of their own theory.

But philosophers soon began to recognize that there were genuine
and unresolved tensions, both methodological and thematic, between
the two strands of structuralism represented by the Identity Theory and
logical behaviorism. Place’s and Smart’s empirical claim of identity, to
be established conclusively by future science, could not plausibly offer
itself (as the claims of a dispositionalist logical behaviorism still could)
as an instance of the analysis of ordinary language, at least as it is cur-
rently spoken; butif the hypothesis was to be taken as coherent at all, it
had to be understood as at least potentially meaningful, given the ex-
pected progress of future empirical investigation. These tensions led
philosophers, extending a suggestion already made by Smart, to un-
dertake a detailed new consideration of the logic of claims of identity
in empirical science, especially as these claims operate diachronically
in the development of new theories and in the reduction of theories
to one another. The ultimate outcome of this consideration was the
hybrid theory we know as functionalism, and the rudiments and rem-
nants of the inquiry into the semantics of scientific theory that it sug-
gested still figure prominently in contemporary discussions about the
“reducibility” of consciousness. But the historical analysis exposes both
the more general structuralist form of the functionalist theory and its
detailed dependence on linguistic and semantic methods of reflec-
tion and analysis. In so doing, it offers the hope of a new approach
to the language of consciousness that preserves the positive insights
of functionalism about this language while nevertheless avoiding the
problem of consciousness that arises from resistance to the structural-
ist assumptions that have organized the functionalist theory.

I

In the last chapter, we saw that the Identity Theory, as Place and Smart
articulated it, could avoid what they took to be the logical behaviorist’s
implausible implication that there really are no such things as sensa-
tions, feelings, pains, and inclinations, while still avoiding any commit-
ment to irreducibly mental or nonphysical items. The methodological
key to this possibility was that the claimed identity of mental states
with brain states could not be a straightforward analyticidentity.' Thus
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defined, the identity theory does not imply that statements about sen-
sations are translatable into statements about brain processes, or that
the logic of sensation-statements is in any sense the same as the logic
of descriptions of brain processes.” Instead, as a synthetic claim of iden-
tity, Smart suggested, the identity thesis is evidentially and semantically
akin to other theoretical identifications between the objects of seman-
tically distinct terms in the empirical sciences. For instance, in claiming
that lightning is electric discharge, we do not claim that “lightning”
means the same as “electric discharge.” We can even imagine, Smart
points out, coming to abandon the electrical theory of lightning ac-
cording to which the two are identical. Nevertheless, assuming the
truth of the theory, there is but one phenomenon that we can call
“lightning” or “electric discharge” indifferently.

Smart’s treatment of the identity thesis as synthetic allowed him to
answer a number of traditional objections to theories asserting the
identity of mental and physical states as an analytic claim. Given the
syntheticity of the identity thesis, for instance, the observation that a
person may know a great deal about mental states without knowing any-
thing about neurology or brain states has no force against the theoret-
ical identification of the two. The neurophysiologically naive ordinary
speaker and the trained scientist simply speak about the same thing
using different concepts, or under different modes of presentation.?
Similarly, the ordinary speaker does not ascribe spatial or physical
properties to the sensations that he reports having. But this does not
prevent his reports and descriptions from referring to brain processes
that do in fact have such properties.4 Finally, we can admittedly imag-
ine that someone might have sensations and pains without having any
particular brain states (or even any brain states at all), but this simply
shows again that the terms “sensation” and “brain state” do not have
the same meaning.5 As in the case of the identity of lightning and elec-
tric discharge, the conceivability of the situation in which the identity
comes apart does nothing to establish that the identity does not, in fact,
obtain. In all three cases, Smart appeals to the possibility of referring to
one and the same process using different concepts in order to account
for the prima facie counterintuitiveness of the identity thesis. As long
as the identity claim is understood as a synthetic one, we can easily
accept that its assertion may initially seem counterintuitive from the
standpoint of purely philosophical or conceptual evidence, and that
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no amount of “meaning analysis” alone will suffice to make it plausi-
ble. As in the case of other synthetic identities, whatever plausibility
it gains will derive from the progress of empirical investigation within
the special fields of science concerned with the objects identified.

Following Smart’s suggestion, philosophers of mind became newly
concerned with the results and practices of empirical inquiry, and it
became less and less apparent that any substantial results in the philos-
ophy of mind could come from a priori conceptual or linguistic analysis
alone. At the same time, though, Smart’s argument left open a great
number of properly philosophical questions and objections concern-
ing the meaning of his thesis itself. In particular, despite its utility in
answering traditional objections to materialist theories of mind, the
innovation of treating the identity thesis as synthetic raised a host of
historically decisive questions about the structure of scientific inno-
vation and, in particular, about the kind of changes likely, or at least
foreseeable, to occur in our ordinary psychological language under
the pressure of new scientific results. In answering these questions,
philosophers sought to clarify the proper relationship of philosophi-
cal or conceptual investigation of the logical structure of our ordinary
psychological descriptions and explanations to the empirical results of
the specialized sciences of neurophysiology and cognitive psychology.
This new kind of methodological self-concern would lead, in turn, to
the first formulations of the hybrid doctrine, part empirically minded
identity theory and part conceptually minded meaning analysis, known
as functionalism.

As Smartleftit, the synthetic identity thesis stood open to objections
on at least three general fronts. First, as Max Black objected, it was not
atall clear that the thesis is even meaningful.® Even the synthetic claim
that mental states could be (for all we know) brain states must be re-
jected if that claim is not only implausible or unproven but meaningless.
And there is reason, Black suggested, to think that this is so, insofar
as we have, at least at present, no idea at all how mental states could be
brain states. A sentence like “Pain is identical with the stimulation of
C-fibres” is, Black claimed, so unusual as to have no use in any normal
context. Given this, Black argued, any sentence asserting the general
identity of the two kinds of states or the particular identity of one kind
of mental state with one kind of brain state must be considered so lin-
guistically deviant as to have no clear meaning; the philosopher who
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asserts psychophysical identity is giving words new meanings, rather
than describing an actual or possible discovery.

Second, even if one considered the synthetic identity thesis mean-
ingful, one might question the extent of its theoretical utility. As Brandt
and Kim objected in 1967, it is unclear how the synthetic identity
thesis represents any explanatory improvement over the thesis of psy-
chophysical parallelism, according to which nonphysical mental states
are correlated one-to-one with physical states.” Even if mental states
are identified with physical states, Kim and Brandt pointed out, mental
states are still not ontologically eliminated; they are simply redescribed.
(Itwas, after all, part of the original motivation of Smart’s claim to show
that certain mentalistic language really does refer to the objects that it
seems to.) And because identity is symmetrical, even if the synthetic
identity thesis allows the “reduction” of mental states to physical states,
itjustas easily allows the opposite “reduction” of physical states to men-
tal states.® For all of these reasons, Kim and Brandt objected, it is not
clear in what way the identification of mental states with physical states
could be required by, or even particularly helpful to, the empirical in-
vestigation of the nature of the mind.

Finally, a third source of possible objections to Smart’s view was its
underspecification. As it stood, the identity thesis asserted the identity
of mental states with brain states, but it gave no specific characteriza-
tion of which brain states might be identical to mental states, or even
of what kind of consideration would count as establishing particular
identities. Smart provided no reason to believe that semantically rel-
evant types of mental states (as defined, say, in ordinary discourse,
or in descriptive psychology) would, or even should, correlate with
neurophysiologically perspicuous types of brain states. But if no such
correlations were available, the identity thesis would fail to define any
realistic research program beyond a general physicalism with no par-
ticular empirical consequences. More generally, Smart’s formulation
of the identity thesis omitted any account of the relationship between
the ordinary logic of psychological description and explanation — the
logical structure of psychological terms, their roles in the prediction
and explanation of behavior, and the criteria on the basis of which
they are normally ascribed and deployed — and the logical structure
of the neurophysiological description of physical states of the brain.
Such an account would be needed in order for the identity theory to
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stand any chance of empirically earning the particular identities that
would justify its general claim, but such an account would also require
all of the resources of a thoroughgoing conceptual investigation of
the logical structure of psychology. Justifiably, philosophers wanted to
know not only that mental states could be physical states, but also how
they could be and what it would tell us if they were.

II

With many of these concerns in mind, Hilary Putnam began in 1957 to
articulate a new way of looking at the relationship between psycholog-
ical and physical terms, as this relationship might develop diachroni-
cally under the influence of the growth of empirical discovery. Aided
in part by related developments such as Quine’s repudiation of the an-
alytic/synthetic distinction, Putnam’s investigation of the diachronic
meaning of theoretical terms and the implications of theoretical iden-
tifications would define an influential program of semantic analysis
in its own right, playing a role in such innovations as Kripke’s modal
semantics, the increased attention to “direct reference” in the philoso-
phy of language, “externalism” in the philosophy of intentionality, and
the predictive account of the relationship of mentalistic terms to future
neurophysiological descriptions that came to be known as “eliminative
materialism.” But Putnam’s goal in his first paper on the mind-body
relationship, “Psychological Concepts, Explication, and Ordinary Lan-
guage,” was simply to defend the identity theory against some natural
objections traditionally made against it from the standpoint of mean-
ing analysis. In particular, Putnam sought to show how a term such as
“the sensation blue” could refer to a physical state, even if it does not
mean anything like a physical state. Like Smart, Putnam treated the
identity thesis as a synthetic one and used this to motivate the thought
that a mental and a neurophysiological term might refer, using differ-
ent concepts or under distinct modes of presentation, to one and the
same item. But by considering the conditions under which theoretical
identifications such as the one asserted by the identity thesis become
possible at all, Putnam also could suggest a more complete account
of the semantic reason for this situation. The behavioral and semantic
evidence on which we base our ordinary ascriptions of mental states
and discussions of psychology might play a role, Putnam suggested,



158 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

akin to that of the symptoms of a disease whose underlying nature is,
as yet, unclear. The symptoms are neither logically identical to, nor
necessarily concomitant with, the disease. Still, before we understand
the nature of the disease, its symptoms function as more or less reliable
indicators on the basis of which we can determine its presence:

By way of comparison, let us consider the case of polio. Let us say that we
are pretty sure that polio is caused by a virus, but we cannot say at present
which particular virus. Then it makes sense to say that by polio we now mean
the disease caused by a certain unspecified virus, and not the simultaneous
presence of a certain group of symptoms. Even if a person has all the symptoms
of polio, if it later turns out that he does not have the virus which is normally
the cause of those symptoms, we should say that we had been mistaken in
thinking he had polio.?

As in the case of polio, Putnam suggested, even though we do not
yet know which underlying physical states are identical to particular
mental states, we might now be using more or less reliable indica-
tors of these physical states — in particular, behaviors and linguistic
expressions — to support our reference to them.'® Our ordinary terms
of psychological description, deployed on the basis of these indica-
tors, would then refer to the underlying physical states, even if we do
not yet know which states these are. As theoretical progress began to
demonstrate the truth of the identity thesis, we would gradually re-
place our current partial definitions of psychological terms, by means
of the indicators, with full definitions referring to the physical states
they designate. But retrospectively, we would still treat our original
indicator-based descriptions as having referred to the very underlying
states that we would now be able to display. If descriptions of sensations
and other mental states are indeed analogous in this way to descrip-
tions of diseases, therefore, the analogy gives the identity theorist a
principled reason to believe that they may indeed, even now, refer to
yet-unknown physical states, even if we will not be in a position to see
which states these are for some time to come.

As Putnam realized, the structure of his suggestion for the semantics
of mental-state terms also gives the identity theorist a new and com-
pelling argument against the logical behaviorist doctrine that propo-
sitions describing mental states reduce to propositions describing be-
havior and behavioral dispositions.!' For the logical behaviorist, so
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construed, must claim that it is conceptually or logically impossible that
a person should manifest the symptoms and characteristic behaviors
of being angry, and pass all behavioral tests for being angry, yet still
not be angry. For the thoroughgoing logical behaviorist (as Putnam
construed him), because to be angry just is to manifest the behavioral
symptoms of anger, there is simply no possibility that such a person
might, despite all possible behavioral evidence, really not be angry.
By contrast, Putnam argued, the identity theorist need not deny the
coherent-enough possibility of a person’s being in a particular mental
state despite all behavioral indications to the contrary. Just as someone
might exhibit many or all of the characteristic symptoms of polio with-
out actually having the disease, a person’s behavior has, on Putnam’s
view, no necessary or logical link to the underlying mental state or
states that cause it. Behavior and tendencies and dispositions to be-
have are at best good, but defeasible, indicators of the presence of
the underlying state. Given the applicability of Putnam’s analogy, the
identity theorist could therefore avoid the logical behaviorist’s implau-
sibly strong identification of mental states with behavioral effects while
nevertheless allowing for the real strength of the causal connections
that normally exist between the two.

In the 1960 article “Minds and Machines,” Putnam further develops
this account of the diachronic change in reference of psychological
terms, tying it to a more explicit consideration of the success condi-
tions for the identification of terms within a theory and portentously
suggesting, for the first time, an analogy between the logic of human
psychological descriptions and the abstract computational or func-
tional description of a computational machine. Asin the earlier article,
Putnam argues that the theoretical identity between mental states and
brain states could become more and more plausible with the future
progress of empirical investigation.'? As theory develops over time,
what began as mere correlations between mental states and physical
states might become identities. But having considered in more detail
the nature of diachronic theory change, Putnam is now more willing
to admit that this development could importantly change the way in
which scientists describe mental states:

I do not deny that today any newly-discovered “correlation” of the form: “One
is in mental state y if, and only if, one is in brain state ¢” would at first
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be a mere correlation, a pure “empirical generalization.” But I maintain that
the interesting case is the case that would arise if we had a worked out and
theoretically elaborated system of such “correlations.” In such a case, scientific
talk would be very different. Scientists would begin to say: “It is impossible in
principle to be in mental state y without being in brain state ¢.”'3

Such an identity, Putnam goes on to argue, could attain the status
of a conceptual necessity; scientists might even come to find its de-
nial inconceivable.'4 Under these conditions, whatever deviance had
originally characterized an ordinary-language sentence asserting the
identity of a particular mental state with a particular brain state would
vanish, and such assertions could become a legitimate and meaning-
ful part of scientific discourse. Essential to Putnam’s argument for this
position is the observation that, as scientific theories develop, terms
are often used in new ways, not because they change their meanings,
but because they take on new uses in the new contexts revealed by new
pieces of theory. This becomes particular clear in cases of theoretical
identification. For instance, the claim that “Water is H,O,” advanced on
the basis of empirical results in chemistry, does not so much change the
meanings of the terms “water” and “H,O” as give them a new cluster

of theoretically advantageous uses.'?

If mind-brain identity is akin to
water-H, O identity, then the new use according to which identity state-
ments become conceptual necessities, similarly, need not represent a
change of meaning so much as an extension of old meanings to new
uses on the basis of new empirical discoveries.

In this way, Putnam’s attention to the way in which empirical dis-
covery can change the uses of scientific terms gave him a ready and
compelling answer to Black’s “incoherence” objection to the Identity
Theory. If theoretical identifications represent empirically justified ex-
tensions in the uses of terms without implying any great change in
the underlying meanings of those terms, then the identity theorist can
both admit that mental state/physical state identifications are today
“deviant” and describe conditions under which the very same identifi-
cations could become nondeviantand indeed necessary. And Putnam’s
consideration of the special character of the “is” of theoretical identi-
fication also gives him the ability to suggest, at least in outline, what
these conditions might be. The theoretical identification of mental
states with physiological states, Putnam suggests, will begin to make
sense when we understand not only how the two kinds of states are
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correlated, but also how physiological states themselves causebehavior.
Were physical science capable of describing the causation of behavior
by physiological states, the identification of physical states with mental
states would subsequently have two theoretical advantages:

1) Itwould be possible ... to derive from physical theory the classical laws
(or low-level generalizations) of common-sense “mentalistic” psychol-
ogy, such as: “People tend to avoid things with which they have had
painful experiences.”

2) Itwould be possible to predict the cases (and they are legion) in which
common-sense “mentalistic” psychology fails.'®

This account of the conditions under which the theoretical iden-
tification of mental states with physical states might be justified gives
Putnam an answer to another of the prima facie objections to the Iden-
tity Theory: that its thesis, even if correct, has little theoretical utility.
For both the derivation of classical or commonsense psychology from
physical theory and the prediction of cases in which commonsense
psychology fails would extend and improve our understanding of hu-
man thought and behavior. Moreover, as Putnam realizes, at least the
first of the two advantages could not be secured by any theory of psy-
chophysical “correlation” weaker than the Identity Theory. Given the
physical identification of the role of physiological states in causing be-
havior, the derivation of psychological laws from physical ones requires
identity in the subject matters of the two domains. If it is indeed, or
may someday be, possible to identify the causal roles of physiological
states, the two advantages Putnam cites appear to provide a powerful
pragmatic argument for the utility of the identity thesis.

In recommending the identity thesis partially on the basis of its
ability, given the contemplated identification of the roles of physiolog-
ical states in causing behaviors, to reduce commonsense psychology to
physical theory, Putnam relied upon a broadly physicalist and reduc-
tionist picture of unification and explanation in science, according to
which explanation in a specialized scientific field is unified with other
fields of scientific explanation to the extent to which the special enti-
ties of that field can be shown to reduce to, or be composed of, entities
treated by another, more basic, specialized field. For instance, biolog-
ical entities reduce mereologically to chemical entities, and chemical
entities reduce mereologically to physical entities. Science as a whole
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is unified as the entities of “higher-level” sciences such as psychology
and sociology are reduced to those of lower-level sciences such as bi-
ology and, ultimately, physics. This picture of explanation has long
been a familiar component of discussions of reduction and defenses
of physicalism, and as we saw in Chapter 2, Putnam himself had, to-
gether with Paul Oppenheim, forcibly defended it in a 1958 article.'?
On the most familiar version of the picture, the possibility of unified
science depends not only on the mereological composition of entities
by other, more basic entities, but also on the existence of a unified
causal order relating all scientifically explicable phenomena, in virtue
of which it becomes possible to reduce causal laws in higher-level do-
mains to those of lower-level domains. In the 1960 article, Putnam
emphasizes the parallel between the mental-physical case and other
cases in which theoretical identifications have simplified the struc-
ture of scientific explanation by allowing the derivation of higher-level
from lower-level causal laws. For instance, the identification of light
with electromagnetic radiation allowed the derivation, at least up to a
first approximation, of optics from the more basic physical laws of elec-
tromagnetism and thereby simplified the overall explanatory structure
of science.'® Given the correctness of the underlying picture of scien-
tific explanation that Putnam presupposes, then, the discovery of the
causal roles of physiological states in producing behavior would allow
the explanatory unification of psychology with the more basic areas
of unified science, as well as the more accurate prediction of cases of
deviation from the already-understood laws of psychology. The possi-
bility of this gain in unification and accuracy would itself then justify
the identification of the well-known psychological states with the newly
discovered physiological states.

Putnam’s 1960 article, then, defends the Identity Theory as an em-
pirical program of research based in the hope that the recognition of
the causal powers of physiological states could enable the reduction
of psychology to physics and thereby facilitate the total unification of
science. But Putnam’s concern in the article is not only to define such
a program, but also to suggest its almost total lack of important philo-
sophical consequences. In contemplating the possibility of reducing
psychological theory to physical law, Putnam had also begun to think
about the logical structure of commonsense psychological description
itself, as well as about its relationship to the traditional philosophical
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problems of mind-body identity. This led him to the most historically
significant suggestion of the paper. In 1936, A. M. Turing had given an
abstract description of a kind of computing machine that could imple-
ment any logically well-defined function or program whatsoever, what
came to be called a “Turing machine.” Turing’s aim had been to solve,
with this abstract description of computability, an important problem
of Hilbert’s in the foundations of mathematics, but philosophers and
scientists soon saw that Turing’s abstract description provided a gen-
eral logical form for the description of the behavior of any actual
computing machine.’9 In 1950, Turing famously speculated that a
machine that could not be distinguished from a human being in di-
alogue would actually possess intelligence.*® Now, in 1960, Putnam
argued that a sufficiently complex computational machine with cer-
tain abilities of self-description and theory building could serve as a
rough analogue of a human’s psychological organization, and that in
so doing, it would develop strict analogues of all of the traditional
philosophical problems about mind-body identity:

In particular, if the machine has electronic “sense organs” which enable it
to “scan” itself while it is in operation, it may formulate theories concern-
ing its own structure and subject them to test. Suppose the machine is in a
given state (say, “state A”) when, and only when, flip-flop 36 is on. Then this
statement: “I am in state A when, and only when, flip-flop 36 is on,” may be
one of the theoretical principles concerning its own structure accepted by the
machine. ... Now all of the usual considerations for and against mind-body
identification can be paralleled by considerations for and against saying that
state A is in fact identical with flip-flop 36 being on.*!

Given only the possibility that such a machine can issue reports of its
abstract or computational states that do not immediately expose their
relation to the physical states underlying them, such a machine would
be justified in wondering, just as a person might, about the identities
between the two kinds of states. The machine could have the same
questions that a human might about whether identifying the two kinds
of states would unify theory or eliminate unnecessary entities. It could
even make the “dualistic” argument that state A could not be identical
with the state of having flip-flop 36 on because the one is, while the
other is not, an “immediately observable” or apprehensible state. The
possibility of such concerns arises, in the case of the machine at least,
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from the distinction between two levels on which it might seek to
describe itself: in terms of its abstract functional or logical states, on
one hand, and in terms of the underlying physical states that realize
these, on the other:

When a Turing machine is described by means of a “machine table,” it
is described as something having a tape, a printing device, a “scanning”
device...and a finite set (A, B, G, etc.) of “states.”...Beyond this it is de-
scribed only by giving the deterministic rules which determine the order in
which the states succeed each other and what is printed when.

In particular, the “logical description” of a Turing machine does notinclude
any specification of the physical nature of these “states” — or indeed, of the
physical nature of the whole machine. (Shall it consist of electronic relays, of
cardboard, of human clerks sitting at desks, or what?) In other words, a given
“Turing machine” is an abstract machine which may be physically realized in
an almost infinite number of different ways.

As soon as a Turing machine is physically realized, however, something
interesting happens. Although the machine has from the logician’s point of
view only the states A, B, G, etc., it has from the engineer’s point of view an
almost infinite number of additional states (though not in the same sense of
“state” — we shall call these structural states).*?

Putnam notes that this situation gives the machine a strict analogue of
the distinction between “mental” and “physical” as it usually operates
in our discussions of the mind-brain question. The machine’s directly
apprehensible and self-evident logical states seem, to the machine at
least, to be categorically different from its nonobvious and mostly un-
known physical states. Putnam even suggests that the distinction be-
tween the two levels in the machine case parallels two approaches that
one can take toward human psychology: the logical-level description
of the machine parallels classical psychology’s intuitive description of
human thoughts as impressions, ideas, and other rationally organized
“mental” states, whereas the physical-level description of the machine
parallels the physicalist’s description of human behavior in terms that
connect it to base-level physical and chemical theories.?3 Just as in the
case of human psychology, the logical-level description can be given
entirely independently of the physical-level one; but also as in the case
of human psychology, the physical-level description explains such de-
viations from the laws established by its logical-level description as may
appear in the machine’s behavior.
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The 1960 paper, then, already articulates the roots of the functional-
ist doctrine that we know today. Putnam suggests the analogy between
the Turing machine and human psychology as one with broad appli-
cation to the clarification of issues in the metaphysics of mind, and he
already clearly distinguishes between the abstract or functional orga-
nization of such a machine and its physical-level realization. He even
suggests that the functional description of a Turing machine might,
in principle, provide a model for everyday psychological theory and,
at least implicitly, that such a model might be the first step toward the
contemplated reduction of commonsense psychology to a physical-
level theory. Still, Putnam’s use of the Turing machine case in this
article is theoretically and rhetorically far from the full-blown func-
tionalism that he would articulate several years later. At this point, no
identification of our mental states with functional states of an abstract
computational order is considered or contemplated; there is no evi-
dence in the article that Putnam considers the relationship between
a machine’s functional description and our psychological organiza-
tion to be anything more than an illuminating analogy. And although
Putnam clearly distinguishes between a machine’s abstract functional
states and its underlying physical states, there is no clear account
of the nature of the relationship between the two kinds of states, or of
the way in which information about one level might lead to insight on
the other.

Perhaps most importantly, though, Putnam does notyet see the ma-
chine analogy as recommending any distinctive philosophical theory
of mind on the level of the Identity Theory or its philosophical com-
petitors. Instead, he uses the analogy between functional descriptions
of systems and commonsense psychology to suggest that the philosoph-
ical question of mind-body identity is, in a certain sense, empty, and
the decision among its possible answers inconsequential. It would be
pointless, Putnam concludes, to puzzle over the identity or noniden-
tity of a Turing machine’s logical and physical states, for no matter of
fact and no concern of theoretical importance turns on the answer. If
the analogy is good, the philosophical question about the identity of
our own mental and physical states is empty in just the same way. “Itis
quite clear,” Putnam concludes, “that no grown man in his right mind
would take the problem of the ‘identity’ or ‘non-identity’ of logical
and structural states in a machine at all seriously — not because the
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answer is obvious, but because it is obviously of no importance what
the answer is” (p. 384). That the machine could raise the same — or
the precisely analogous — question shows, in particular, that the correct
answer to the identity question has nothing to do with the supposedly
special nature of our subjective experience.**

This result clearly sits in some tension with the other main result
of the paper, its defense of the meaningfulness of the identity the-
ory on the basis of a consideration of theoretical identification and
diachronic theory change. If the question about mind-brain identity
is as empty as the machine analogy suggests, then there seems lit-
tle need to defend the Identity Theory or to articulate the specific
theoretical conditions under which it might become more plausible.
Behind this thematic tension, moreover, lies a recognizable method-
ological tension: where Putnam’s treatment of the diachronic seman-
tics of theoretical reference suggests a significant role for philosoph-
ical investigation and clarification in rendering particular empirical
hypotheses meaningful and coherent, his machine analogy simultane-
ously argues that philosophical considerations have little or no bear-
ing on the progress of any empirical theory of mind. The resulting
doctrine of the nature of commonsensical psychological descriptions
and everyday ascriptions of mental states has a curiously hybrid flavor:
according to the machine analogy, commonsense psychology charac-
terizes the autonomous logical-level description of our mental life as
ordered cognitively and rationally, but according to Putnam’s reduc-
tive description of theoretical identifications, it simply redescribes the
underlying physical states of affairs responsible for the causation of
behavior.

To some extent, of course, both strands of argument grow from
Putnam’s ongoing concern to show that “ordinary language” investi-
gations of the logic of behavior do not somehow rule out a priori the
empirical discovery of mental-physical identities; and itis possible to in-
terpret Putnam’s considerations about diachronic theory change sim-
ply as comprising an argument in favor of the feasibility of this purely
empirical project. But even if Putnam’s goal was simply to defend the
integrity of an empirical search for psychophysical identities against
a priori semantic and behaviorist objections to any such program, his
own development of the machine analogy into a self-standing meta-
physical description of the nature of mind would soon deepen these
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tensions and endow the question of the relationship between philo-
sophical analysis of the logic of psychology and empirical discovery of
psychophysical correlations with a new urgency. For while the reduc-
tion of psychological descriptions to physical descriptions suggested
by Putnam’s account of the utility of theoretical identification fit well
enough within the reductive, causal picture of physicalism, the sugges-
tion of an analogy between commonsense psychology and the abstract
functional organization of a Turing machine argues, somewhat con-
trarily, for the self-sufficiency and autonomy of psychological descrip-
tion and explanation with respect to this reductive picture. Where the
physicalism of the unaugmented Identity Theory had explained too
little about the specific nature of the identities that it contemplated,
the greater psychological plausibility of the functional-level descrip-
tion now threatened to leave psychological theory floating free of a
reductive basis.

III

At the beginning of the 1960s, then, what would become the function-
alist theory of mind still consisted of nothing more than a suggestive
analogy, one invoked, moreover, not in order to establish any new re-
sult in the metaphysics of mind but rather to show the emptiness of
any philosophical description of the mind-brain relation. In a series
of papers written over the next few years, however, Putnam would de-
velop the analogy into a full-blown metaphysical description of mind,
culminating in the decisive suggestion that our mental states simply
are abstract states within our total functional organization.

In the 1964 article “Brains and Behavior,” Putnam gave a new, and
stronger, argument against the logical behaviorist identification of
pains and other mental states with behaviors and behavioral dispo-
sitions. In order to show that there is no logical link between men-
tal states and behaviors, Putnam suggested the example of a race of
people who, owing to restrictive social conventions, never describe or
otherwise express their feelings of pain. These “super-Spartans” would
exhibit no pain behavior. Yet it is, Putnam argued, still meaningful to
say that they feel pain. For instance, it might well be possible to detect
within them a distinctive neurological configuration similar to ours
when we are in pain.?> Given this, it would make sense to conclude
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that they were indeed in pain. Even if their neurological states were,
in general, different from ours, we could still come to conclude that
they were in states enough like ours in relevant respects to be called
pains.

This argument’s more explicit consideration of the relationship
between behavioral evidence and empirical discovery gave Putnam
new resources against the logical behaviorist, but it still depended
on the thought that mental states ultimately are brain states. Putnam
still treats states such as pains as the causes of the behaviors that ex-
press them, and he repeats the suggestion that the grammar of pain
ascriptions is controlled by behavioral criteria that function as “symp-
toms” of an underlying structure. The Turing machine analogy makes
no appearance in the article, and there is no suggestion that mental
states such as pains are in any sense functional or logical states distinct
from underlying physical states.

The firstimpetus for Putnam’s development of the Turing machine
analogy into functionalism, and indeed much of the theoretical appa-
ratus of functionalism itself, would come, instead, from the articulation
of a new antireductionist description of psychological explanation by
the young philosopher Jerry Fodor. In the 1964 article “Explanations
in Psychology,” Fodor argues for the independence of psychological
explanations from physicalist descriptions on the basis of an extended
application of the functionalist model that Putnam had suggested in
1960. Arguing from assumptions strikingly unlike those of Putnam’s
original reductionist picture of the unity of science, Fodor suggests
that the characterization of psychological states as functional states of-
fers a reasonable model of both the logic of psychological theory and
the relationship that we can expect to find between it and lower-level
physiological and physical descriptions.

Much of Fodor’s argument for this position depends on a sophisti-
cated consideration of the structure of psychological explanation and
prediction, on the basis of which he argues against an oversimple and
naive reductionist view of the relationship of such explanation and pre-
diction to lower-level causal explanations. Psychological theory, Fodor
argues, intends to explain and predict behavior. But it is misleading to
suppose that this explanation and prediction can be reduced to terms
any more basic or primitive than the terms of psychology themselves.=°
Even the simplest notions of psychological description — for instance,
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the behaviorist notion of a “response” — resist reduction to a physical-
istic description purely in terms of physical motions. For there is no
way even to characterize the set of possible physical movements that
can count as a simple behavioral response without using the psycho-
logical predicate that characterizes them all as the same “response”
to begin with. The psychological description in terms of responses is
not elliptical for an underlying physicalist description, but rather an
autonomous functional description in its own right:

In laboratory situations, an organism is said to have mastered a response when
it regularly produces any of an indefinite number of types of functionally
equivalent motions under the appropriate stimulus conditions. That some rea-
sonable notion of functional equivalence can be specified is essential, since
we cannot in general require that two motions manifesting the same response
be identical either in their observable properties or in their physiological
basis. Thus, a rat has “got” the bar pressing response if and only if it habit-
ually presses the bar upon food deprivation. Whether it presses with its left
or right front paw or with three or six grams of pressure is, or may be, irrel-
evant. Training is to some previously determined criterion of homogeneity
of performance, which is to say that we permit variation among the motions
belonging to a response so long as each of the variants is functionally equiv-
alent to each of the others: viz. so long as each of the motions is correctly
related to the bar, to the general stimulus situation, and to the history of the
organism.*7

Even in the simple case of Skinnerian behaviorism, the grammar of psy-
chological explanation makes ineliminable use of terms that cannot
be defined physicalistically. Even if explanation on this level is in part
causal, what is important in understanding its logic is not definitional
reduction of psychological to physical predicates buta functional char-
acterization of the relations of definition and causality among psycho-
logical terms and their referents.?8

But what, exactly, is a “functional” characterization, and what is the
relationship between a “functional” description and a straightforward
causal description if one does not reduce to the other? Picking up on
Putnam’s suggestion, Fodor argues that psychological explanation has
two levels or “phases.”® On the first level, corresponding to classical
psychology, mental states are characterized in irreducibly psychologi-
cal terms according to their roles in producing behavior. Importantly,
at this level of explanation, the explanatory use of descriptions of
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mental states requires no reference to the underlying physical mech-
anisms that correspond to or realize them:

It should be noticed that explanations afforded by phase one theories are not
causal explanations, although a fully elaborated phase one theory claims to
be able to predict behavior given sufficient information about current sen-
sory stimulations. Phase one explanations purport to account for behaviour
in terms of internal states, but they give no information whatever about the
mechanisms underlying these states. That is, theory construction proceeds in
terms of such functionally characterized notions as memories, motives, needs,
drives, desires, strategies, beliefs, etc. with no reference to the physiological
structures which may, in some sense correspond to these concepts. Now, if I
say “He left abruptly upon remembering a prior engagement” I am giving an
explanation in terms of an internal event postulated in order to account for
behaviour (including, perhaps, behaviour which consists in his telling me why
he left). ... Yet, it is not a causal explanation in the sense in which that term is
usually used. That is, it is not at all like a reflex-arc explanation of a knee-jerk
response or an explanation of the trajectory of a billiard ball; no causal laws
are invoked, nor is any notion of a causal chain at issue.3°

By postulating intuitively described inner states such as motives and
memories, phase-one explanations, Fodor suggests, allow us to predict
and explain behavior in a wide variety of situations; all that is required
to formulate them is the observations we make of the behavior that
people and other organisms produce in response to stimulations. Still,
they give us no insight into the underlying physiological mechanisms
that are literally responsible for causing the behavior in question. For
this, we need a second level of explanation, on which we specify the
mechanisms that actually underlie our functionally defined phase-one
states. Applying Putnam’s machine analogy again, Fodor notes that
any given functional-level explanation corresponds to indefinitely many
mechanical-level explanations:

In a phase one explanation, we picture the organism as proceeding through
a series of internal states that terminate in the production of observable be-
haviour. But we make no attempt to say what these states are states of: what
internal mechanisms correspond to the functionally defined states we have
invoked. Now, the set of mechanisms capable of realizing a series of such
functionally defined states is indefinitely large. Only our ingenuity limits the
number of mechanisms we could devise which, upon exposure to the relevant
stimulations, would go through a sequence of internal states each functionally
equivalent to a corresponding state of an organism and would then produce
behaviour indistinguishable in relevant respects from the behaviour of the
organism.3!
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The character of the relationship between mechanical-level expla-
nations and functional-level ones has a number of significant conse-
quences for the growth of psychological theory. First, Fodor suggests,
mechanical-level explanations may help to suggest new functional-
level ones. For instance, speculations about the neurology of memory
might lead to new functional-level characterizations of memory in
terms of familiar psychological notions. Second, mechanical-level ex-
planations constrain functional-level ones; though each functional
system has an indefinite number of mechanical realizations, any
functional explanation that is inconsistent with the mechanical-level
explanation of the same system can be dismissed.3? Additionally, the
one-many relationship between functional-level and mechanical-level
explanations implies a nonreductive picture of the relationship of
mental to physical states. If psychological explanation really does have
the two-phase structure of Fodor’s account, then “reductions” (if there
are any such) from the mental to the physical are not, as Oppenheim
and Putnam had supposed, mereological decompositions of higher-
level entities into their lower-level parts. Instead, they correlate func-
tionswith mechanisms, explaining the functional role played by a mental
state by referring to the mechanism enabling it to play that role. To
look for a functionally characterized mental state such as a motive or
a hope within a mechanistic description of the mind, Fodor suggests,
would be just as misguided as looking for a “valve lifter” in a mecha-
nistic description of an automobile. The autonomy of functional-level
descriptions is, however, preserved, in a way that is nonthreatening to
physicalism, when we realize that, at least in standardly constructed
automobiles, camshafts are valve lifters (although something else, a
mechanically different structure, certainly might have served this func-
tionally characterized role).

Beginning with considerations of the logic of psychological theory
and the unlikelihood of its reduction to physical theory, then, Fodor’s
article succeeded in defining “ordinary” or classical psychology as the
functional description of internal states of an organism, a description
that, in each case, may correlate with any number of mechanical-level
descriptions of the same organism couched in the language of neu-
roscience and physiology. This suggestion led Putnam to define and
articulate, over the next five years, the thesis that a mind might simply
bea system of functional states realized physically. In his articles defin-
ing and defending functionalism, Putnam significantly extended and



172 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

developed Fodor’s consideration of the logic of psychological expla-
nation and drew out its consequences for the philosophical question
of the mind-body relation. These consequences would lead Putnam
to move decisively beyond the Identity Theory as well as to repudiate
much of the semantic argument that he had formerly deployed in its
defense.

Putnam went on to define the functionalist theory of mind in three
articles: “Robots: Machines or Artificially Created Life?” (1964), “The
Mental Life of Some Machines” (1967), and “The Nature of Mental
States” (1967). In these articles, Putnam’s arguments for functionalism
fall into four main types.

First, there are arguments, akin to Fodor’s, from the logic of psycho-
logical terms. Psychological terms, if they are definable at all, are only
interdefinable; there is no hope of “unpacking” the definitions of psy-
chological terms into behaviors or behavioral dispositions that are not
themselves psychologically described.33 This suggests that psycholog-
ical descriptions do not, as the identity theory had held, covertly or
elliptically refer to physical internal states, and indeed that the hope
of defining a physicalist research program culminating in the identifi-
cation of the physical referents of ordinary psychological description
is largely misguided.

A second sort of Putnamian argument for functionalism grew from
his earlier arguments against logical behaviorism, particularly the ar-
gument that there is no logically necessary link between behavior and
mental states.?* Because the functional states of a Turing machine
need not necessarily correspond to, or even be determinable on the
basis of, behavior, it is possible to construct a machine analogue of
the “super-Spartans,” a machine that is often in a particular functional
state but will not express that it is. Because formal rules govern the
transitions between a Turing machine’s logical states, it is possible to
implement rule-governed “preference-functions” for the Turing ma-
chine. These rules can govern the self-expression of the machine’s
states, so that, given an abnormal preference-function (for instance,
one that places an infinitely high disvalue on expressing thatitis in the
state functionally defined as “pain”), the Turing machine could “ex-
perience” functional states that it does not behaviorally express. Thus,
functional states, like our mental states, need not be logically linked
or interdefined with behavior. This recommends the functionalist
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account and shows that it survives at least one of the objections that
had doomed logical behaviorism.

This argument shows the depth of the logical difference between
functionalism and behaviorism. But a third sort of argument for func-
tionalism that Putnam uses actually suggests a surprising amount of
commonality in philosophical motivation between the two theories.
Even if functionalism allows that functional states — and hence mental
states — need not be identifiable with, or logical constructions from,
behavior, nevertheless the consideration that our criteria for the ev-
eryday ascription of mental states are largely behavioral provides an
argument in favor of functionalism:

Turning now to the considerations for the functional-state theory, let us begin
with the fact that we identify organisms as in pain, or hungry, or angry, or
in heat, etc., on the basis of their behavior. But it is a truism that similarities
in the behavior of two systems are at least a reason to suspect similarities in
the functional organization of the two systems, and a much weaker reason
to suspect similarities in the actual physical details. Moreover, we expect the
various psychological states — at least the basic ones, such as hunger, thirst,
aggression, etc. — to have more or less similar “transition probabilities” (within
wide and ill defined limits, to be sure) with each other and with behavior in
the case of different species, because this is an artifact of the way in which
we identify these states. Thus, we would not count an animal as tharsty if its
“unsatiated” behavior did not seem to be directed toward drinking and was
notfollowed by “satiation for liquid.” Thus any animal that we count as capable
of these various states will at least seem to have a certain rough kind of functional
organization.35

Even if mental states are not logically dependent on, or identifiable
with, public behavior, it nevertheless remains a philosophically sig-
nificant feature of the logic and grammar of our commonsense and
classical psychological theories that we ascribe mental states on the ba-
sis of publicly observable behavior. Moreover, the connection between
the observation of behavior and the ascription of a mental state is,
as Putnam realizes, closer and tighter than the connection between
evidence and theory. For as a matter of logical necessity (at least in
an extended sense of that term), we will not ordinarily be prepared to

”

callan organism “thirsty,” “hungry,” “enraged,” and so on if it does not
exhibit any of the behavior that is criterial for that particular ascrip-

tion. Under normal circumstances, the proposition that Jones is angry,
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if he exhibits none of the usual behavioral signs of anger, will at least
call for further clarification. As Putnam had earlier argued, the logical
behaviorist takes this kind of logical connection between behavioral
evidence and the determination of mental states to be stronger than
itis, forgetting that there are, after all, some conceivable circumstances
under which mental states might reasonably be ascribed in the ab-
sence of their usual behavioral symptoms. Still, its behavior is prima
facie good evidence for an organism’s having a particular functional
organization, and many, if not all, functional states are primarily char-
acterizable in virtue of their logical relationships to publicly observable
behaviors.

Finally, the observation that functional states are in part character-
ized by their relationship to, and ascribed on the basis of, behavioral
evidence suggests what is Putnam’s most oft-used and characteristic ar-
gument for functionalism, what has been called the “multiple realiza-
tion” argument.3% It begins as an argument against the Identity Theory.
The identity theorist, Putnam argues, is committed to the identification
of a particular mental state — say, pain — with a particular neurological
or neurophysiological structure found in all and only those organ-
isms that are currently feeling pain. Moreover, this identification, if
the identity hypothesis has any explanatory force, must be at least
nomologically necessary. Whatever state is to be identified with pain
must exist, then, in mammalian and molluscan, human and extrater-
restrial brains alike, and moreover must be correlated, as a matter of
scientific law, with the behavioral manifestations of pain in all of these
species. Of course, it is extremely unlikely that any such state exists.
What all and only organisms that are in pain do share, though, is a cer-
tain functional state that can be characterized by its logical and causal
interrelationships with other functional states (moving away from a
particular stimulus, acting as one has acted when physically damaged
in the past, etc.). Where the identity theory necessarily posits an under-
lying state that could hardly exist (or, anyway, be theoretically useful;
we could, of course, refer to all of the biologically distinct states that
realize pain in various organisms as a single, wildly disjunctive state),
the functional-state theory uses what we already know about the logical
criteria on the basis of which mental states are ascribed and discussed
to characterize them as functional states that could be held in common
by a wide variety of possible organisms and systems.
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The multiple realization argument has often been considered a de-
cisive argument in favor of functionalism, butitisimportant to be clear
on just what sort of argument it is. Even if the Identity Theory fails be-
cause it requires nomological connections between mental states and
(possibly hugely disjunctive) brain states, the functional-state theory
improves upon it in this respect only because the specification of a
functional state has no particular consequences for the identity of the
underlying physical states. The thought that a given functionally char-
acterized system can be realized by any of an indefinite number of
possible physical systems had been suggested in passing in Putnam’s
1960 article, and Fodor had made it the basis of his antireductionist
picture of the relationship of phase-one to phase-two psychological
explanations. Following Fodor’s suggestion, Putnam clearly thought
of the one-many relationship between functional and physical descrip-
tions as one of the most crucial recommendations of the functionalist
program. Unlike the nomological identities required by the Identity
Theory, the one-many structure of functionalist explanation allowed
that the meaning of ordinary psychological descriptions does not de-
pend, overtly or covertly, on their reference to esoteric neurological
or physiological facts. On the level of functional explanation, at least,
the functional-state theory defines a much more plausible research
program: rather than having to determine the underlying physical
“identities” of the entities invoked in our psychological explanations,
we treat these entities as well defined from the outset and simply at-
tempt further to characterize their functional roles, employing only
such evidence as is available publicly and prior to the detailed investi-
gations of the brain sciences.

The force of the multiple realization argument, then, does not arise
as much from the failure of the identity theory to handle species-
specific mental-physical correlations as from the ability of function-
alism to define a program of psychological investigation that takes
much greater and more sophisticated account of the evidentiary and
causal logic of traditional psychological explanation. Were it only the
first kind of argument, defenders of the identity theory could simply
respond, as Kim (1972) in fact did, that even if pain is realized in
various ways in various different species, species-specific identity laws
are enough to prove the identity theorist’s case. Putnam resisted this
position not because he thought it would be impossible to identify the
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species-specific physical “correlates” of pain in each particular case,
but because he thought such identification would have little relevance
on the level of traditional psychological explanation and, accordingly,
little to do with defining the identity of pain.

As Putnam began to define and articulate the view that mental
states simply are functionally defined states, the one-many character
of the functional-state/physical-realization relation became central to
his thought about the metaphysical status of the mind, causing him
to abandon some of the most important parts of his earlier picture of
explanation and reduction. Significantly, the thought that a functional
description of the psychology of an organism has no consequences for
the nature of its realization led Putnam to doubt traditional material-
ism itself:

Traditional materialism (which is pretty much of a philosopher’s straw man
by now) holds that mental conduct words are definable in terms of concepts
referring to physical-chemical composition. If this is right, then the predi-
cate “T prefers A to B” should be definable in terms of the physical-chemical
composition of our Turing Machines. But in fact there is no logically valid
inference from the premiss that one of our Turing Machines has a certain
physical-chemical composition to the conclusion that it prefers A to B, in the
sense explained above, nor from the premiss that it prefers A to B to the
conclusion that it has a certain physical-chemical composition. These are log-
ically independent statements about our Turing Machines even if they are just
machines.37

Since the functional-state hypothesis, as Putnam understood itin 1967,
defines a mental state simply in terms of an abstract functional de-
scription, it has no consequences whatsoever for the nature of the
medium realizing it. Functionally defined states are completely logi-
cally independent of their realizers. This gives the functionalist rea-
son to doubt not only the identity theorist’s “definition” of mental
states in terms of physical states but even materialism itself, as Putnam
shows with another argument arising from the possibility of multiple
realization:

Indeed, there could be a community of robots that did not all have the same
physical constitution, but did all have the same psychology; and such robots
could univocally say “I have the sensation of red,” “you have the sensation
of red,” “he has the sensation of red,” even if the three robots referred to
did not “physically realize” the “sensation of red” in the same way. Thus, the



Functionalism and Logical Analysis 177

attributes having the “sensation” of red and “flip-flop 72 being on” are simply
not identical in the case of the robots. If Materialism is taken to be the denial
of the existence of “nonphysical” attributes, then Materialism is false even for
robots! (Putnam 1967a, pp. 392-3)

The lack of inferential relationships between functional states and
physical states shows the logical distinctness of the two types of states.
Indeed, there is no reason to believe that functionally defined states
must be physically realized at all. As Putnam remarks elsewhere, the
functional-state theory is not even incompatible with dualism: even a
nonphysical “soul” could perfectly well “implement” any given func-
tional organization, as long as it had a number of logically distinct
and temporally successive states. And even in the case of an actual,
material Turing machine, its functionally defined states are logically
distinct from, and not derivable from, any of its physical states or at-
tributes. In this respect, at least, they are genuinely “nonphysical,”
defining real and ascertainable attributes above and beyond the set
of all of the machine’s physical attributes and all of their logical
consequences.

Putnam’s goal in making these points against materialism, of course,
was not to argue for dualism or for some new account of the meta-
physics of mind, but to suggest the emptiness, given the functionalist
picture, of all traditional philosophical descriptions of the mind-body
relation. If materialism is “false” even in the case of a purely physi-
cal machine (one constructed, anyway, only from physical parts), then
this kind of falsity probably has no metaphysically interesting conse-
quences. Still, even if its original intent was to show the emptiness of
all traditional metaphysical positions on the mind-body relation, it can
hardly be denied, in the wake of thirty-five years of philosophical his-
tory, that the functional-state theory raises a host of new metaphysical
questions and issues of its own. And it even seems difficult, in his-
torical retrospect, to deny that his thinking about the metaphysics of
functionalism had significant effects on Putnam’s own constellation of
concerns. Most importantly, it caused him, following Fodor, to repu-
diate the reductionist picture of explanation that he had earlier advo-
cated and to abandon as irrelevant the entire account of diachronic
theory change that he had previously developed. In 1967, Putnam
used yet another version of the “multiple realization” argument to
show that, given the functional-state theory, the special character of
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theoretical identifications provides no help for the progress of empir-
ical research:

“

I cited in [Putnam (1960)] the “is” of theoretical identification (i.e. the “is
exemplified by such statements as “water is H,O,” “light is electromagnetic
radiation”) and I suggested that some properties might be connectible by
this kind of “is.” But this would not be of help to the identity theorist. (This
represents a change of view from my earlier paper.) Even if we are willing to say
“being P is being Q” in some cases in which the designators “P” and “Q” are not
synonymous, we should require that the designators be equivalent and that
the equivalence be necessary, at least in the sense of physically necessary. Thus,
if one particular physical-chemical composition should turn out to explain all
cases of solubility, it would not be a wholly unmotivated extension of ordinary
usage to say that solubility is the possession of this particular physical-chemical
composition. There is an argument in my earlier paper for the view that this
would not necessarily be a “change of meaning.” This sort of thing cannot
happen in the present case. We cannot discover laws by virtue of which it is
physically necessary thatan organism prefers A to Bifand onlyifitisin a certain
physical-chemical state. For we already know that any such laws would be false.
They would be false because even in the light of our present knowledge we
can see that any Turing Machine that can be physically realized at all can be
realized in a host of totally different ways.3%

Even if the semantics of the “is” of theoretical identification retains
some relevance to the description of diachronic theory change gener-
ally, Putnam here abandons the hope thatithas any significance for the
semantics of psychological theory and neurophysiological description.
For by this time, Putnam had come to think that the functional-state
theory simply provided a more plausible account of this semantics.
With the functional-state theory in mind, Putnam no longer saw it as
necessary to preserve ordinary psychological description by construing
it as covertly, or anyway eventually capable of, referring to underlying
physical states in the context of an emerging reductionist description
of the mind, for he came to think that ordinary psychological descrip-
tion already characterizes its functionally defined states as readily, and
completely, as could ever be needed or hoped. Given the logical inde-
pendence of mental and physical states on the functionalist model, the
autonomy of psychological description poses no threat to its inclusion,
even taken at face value, in a total description of the world that (if not ex-
actly “materialistic”) makes no appeal to mysterious nonphysical states
or processes. This clearly involves, however, a substantially different
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picture of reduction and explanation than the one that Putnam had
originally defended. On the new picture, physicalism neither requires
nor implies the microphysical reduction of mental states to physical
ones. On the other hand, the irreducibility of functional-level descrip-
tion on the level of psychology suggests a considerably broader and
more nuanced picture of the varieties of scientific explanation than
the physicalist reducibility picture would imply.

Despite, therefore, Putnam’s own suggestion of the irrelevance of
the functionalist theory to philosophical descriptions of the meta-
physics of mind, his articulation of it caused a substantial change (if
only a negative one) in his own thinking about explanation and re-
duction. Additionally, in the perspective of the subsequent historical
development and articulation of the functionalist theory, it seems rea-
sonable to wonder whether, even given the functionalist model, the
relationship between physical and functional states is really as meta-
physically innocuous and uninteresting as Putnam maintained that
it was. If functional states, even for a mechanically realized Turing
machine or a physical computer, are, as Putnam sometimes suggests,
genuinely “nonphysical” in the sense of being irreducible to phys-
ical states or properties, then their compositional and microstruc-
tural nature is prima facie mysterious, and may stand in need of
further philosophical investigation. The functional-state theory pro-
vides a model, it is true, for the straightforward “arising” of func-
tional states from physical ones, but the ontology and metaphysics
of this “arising” remains somewhat puzzling. Putnam took it that the
machine analogy would dissipate any special sense that the myste-
riousness of the mental arises from the particular characteristics of
human mentality (for instance, “subjectivity” or consciousness), but
his passing remarks about the nonmateriality of functional states and
their consistency with nonmaterialist pictures of mind might easily
be taken to suggest a broader metaphysical investigation of mental-
ity that comprehends both humans and physically realized Turing
machines.

The question left open about the nature of the relationship be-
tween functional and physical descriptions suggests, as well, an ob-
jection to Putnam’s functionalism as it now stood. For Putnam’s lack
of concern for the metaphysics of the physical state/functional state
relationship left functionalism, as so far defined, open to a charge
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of underspecification much like the one that had earlier troubled the
Identity Theory. If there are indeed no inferential relationships be-
tween functional and physical states, then whatever its plausibility as
a description of the logic of ordinary psychological explanation, the
functional-state theory provides no guide whatsoever for the empirical
investigation of the nature of the physical and physiological states that
are supposed to underlie our mental states. There is no guarantee that
afunctional-level description will correspond in any sense to a perspic-
uous division of biological-level states into types relevant to their roles
in the causation of behavior. Indeed, in this respect the functional-
state theory is seemingly even worse off than the Identity Theory. For
according to the Identity Theory, there is only one correct description
of the mental states of an individual (the correctness of any mentalistic
description depends on the extent to which the entities it postulates
really exist as brain states); but the functional-state theory leaves open
the possibility that any number of possible functional descriptions of
the same individual may equally well explain and predict its behavior.
Absent a more specific and metaphysically committal description of
the relationship between functional and physical states than Putnam
was, at this point, prepared to give, the functional-state theory seemed
in danger of losing whatever theoretical advantage it had hoped to
gain with its assimilation of the mental-physical distinction to this
relationship.

Functionalism earned its plausibility from its closeness to the logic
of ordinary and classical psychological explanation. But, at least as it
stood so far, it had bought this closeness at the price of the kind of
metaphysical specificity that would have been needed in order to clar-
ify fundamentally the relationship between philosophical description
of mental states and empirical discovery of their physical correlates.
Methodologically, it rewrote the traditional analytic project of logical
analysis of mental states in an idiom that avoided the excesses of log-
ical behaviorism, but in so doing it lost the empirical-mindedness of
the identity theory. Despite years of concerted thought on the part
of functionalists and their predecessors, the semantic analysis of the
logic of mental states still threatened to float free of any clear appli-
cation to the newly developing cognitive sciences of mind and brain.
At the same time, the question of the metaphysical nature of the rela-
tionship between mind and brain, while certainly transformed by the
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functionalist model, was, at least from a certain perspective, less clear
than ever before.

1A%

In 1966, in a brief and crisply argued Journal of Philosophy article, David
Lewis proposed a philosophical innovation that, when added to the
functional-state theory as Putnam had defined it, completed the theory
from a logical (if not a chronological) point of view, effectively ended
the further metaphysical speculation that might otherwise have been
engendered by the unclarity of Putnam’s account, and defined much
more specifically the kind of relationship between philosophical anal-
ysis and empirical discovery that could be expected on a functionalist
account. Despite its functionalist motivation, Lewis called his article
“An Argument for the Identity Theory,” and his argument indeed suc-
ceeded in making the physicalistically described world, once again,
uncompromisingly safe for functionalism, thus quieting the doubts
expressed by Putnam about the cogency of a materialist outlook given
the functionalist model. However, its central innovation was essentially
asemantic one: the suggestion that mental states, and in particular “ex-
periences,” are defined by their causal roles, their pattern of typical
causes and effects. With this innovation, Lewis made it possible to main-
tain that the functionalroles definitive (according to functionalism) of
mental states are at the same time causal roles, and therefore that the
placement of a mental state in our ordinary and classical psychological
descriptions adverts to, and locates it in the total theory by means of,
the same properties and features that locate it in the total causal web
of physicalistically described nature.

If the suggestion is accepted, the logical analysis of the grammar
of the ordinary description of mental states will henceforth be an in-
tegral part of the empirical analysis of the underlying physical states,
for the semantic features of mental-state terms will mirror the causal
roles in virtue of which their bearers can be identified with physi-
cal states. What had seemed to be purely “philosophical,” “logical,”
or “grammatical” analysis will then have a new richness of empirical
relevance; the structure of the traditional philosophical investigation
of the relational logic of mental states will be mirrored as the empiri-
cal investigation of the causal relations of functionally defined states.
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Thematically and methodologically, the innovation of Lewis’s account
would add to Putnam’s functionalism the most philosophically com-
pelling features of Smart’s physicalism: its explanatory and metaphys-
ical economy; its sensitivity to the possible philosophical relevance of
new discoveries in the brain sciences; and its congeniality to an un-
compromisingly physicalist picture of the world with no suggestion of
esoteric nonphysical or mental facts, properties, or entities.

Lewis gives three arguments for the advantage of the identifica-
tion of experiences with their causal roles over previous accounts of
their nature. Together, these arguments demonstrate the physicalist
and functionalist motivations of Lewis’s suggestion as well as the orig-
inality of his own account. First, Lewis repeats Smart’s argument for
the advantage of the Identity Theory over logical behaviorism: expe-
riences are real and are really “the effects of their occasions and the
causes of their manifestations, as common opinion supposes them to
be” (p. 21). Like the Identity Theory, Lewis’s suggestion allows this
to be the case, whereas logical behaviorism is constrained to deny the
reality of experiences as causally efficacious items. Second, Lewis gives
a version of Putnam’s argument from the interdefinability of psycho-
logical terms.39 Experiences, he argues, are interdefinable only with
each other. There is no hope of defining them in more basic terms
that do not refer to experiences at all. But if Lewis’s suggestion is cor-
rect, an experience is defined in terms of its causal role, including its
role in causing, and being the effect of, other experiences. The defini-
tions of experiences therefore make ineliminable reference to other
experiences; there is no need to eliminate this reference in order to
make experiences physicalistically respectable. Finally, Lewis suggests
that if his suggestion is correct, functionalist analysis need not estab-
lish necessary and sufficient behavioral conditions for the presence of a
particular mental state.4® For if experiences are defined by their causal
roles, they nevertheless need not be identified with all of their possi-
ble causes and effects. It suffices that they be defined by their typical
causes and effects, the events that cause them and that they cause in
most normal circumstances. If this is correct, then cases like Putnam’s
“super-Spartan” case, where behaviors come apart from mental-state
ascriptions, call for no specially involved analysis. It is no objection,
on Lewis’s view, to the functionalist description of a mental state on
the evidentiary basis of observed behavior that this description might
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mislead in a case of highly abnormal behavior. All that is needed is that
our descriptions of mental states advert to their most typical causes and
effects.

Together, these arguments recommend a position that recognizably
combines the two distinct levels of analysis that Fodor had originally
suggested: experiences are defined, Lewis suggests, by their causal
roles, and particular physical states, as a matter of contingent fact,
are the occupiers of those causal roles. Experiences are defined, and
spoken of, by way of the patterns of what causes them and what they
cause, but it is ultimately particular physical states of the brain that
are doing the causing. Thus, the contingent identities of the identity
theory fit right alongside the analytic, or near-analytic, explanations of
functional description. One side of the account constrains the other
in that only something that really can do the causal work of a partic-
ular experience is a candidate for contingent, species-specific identity
with that experience. By articulating this connection between the func-
tional level of analysis and the physical level, though, Lewis suggests
a new kind of answer to Putnam’s “multiple realization” argument:
the identity of particular experiences with particular brain states is
the contingent and species-specific occupation of a particular causal
role (definable without reference to any particular species or biolog-
ical configuration) by a particular physical configuration. In a 1969
commentary on Putnam’s 1967 article, Lewis urged that a reasonable
identity theorist can therefore avoid the multiple realization problem,
given only that he recognizes that the fixed concept “pain” — defined
as a causal role — varies in denotation from species to species.4*

In 1968, David Armstrong would make much the same suggestion
of identity between functional roles and causal roles the centerpiece
of his influential A Materialist Theory of Mind. Like Lewis, Armstrong
aims to defend a sophisticated version of Smart’s Identity Theory. But
he argues that the identity theorist’s identification of mental states
with brain states ought to be augmented by specific analyses of our
mental concepts, much like the analyses suggested by logical behav-
iorists. The two strands of theory can be joined, Armstrong suggests,
by recognizing that “the concept of a mental state is primarily the con-
cept of a state of the person apt for bringing about a certain sort of
behaviour” (p. 82). On Armstrong’s suggestion, then, mental states
are identified in terms of the types of behavior that, under ordinary or
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appropriate circumstances, they normally cause.4* As on Lewis’s view,
this allows the proponent of the identity theory to accept much of
the logical behaviorist’s analyses of mental concepts into behavioral
facts, without denying that the objects of mental concepts are brain
states:

I have emphasized that the argument put forward for a Materialist theory of
mind involves two steps. In the first place, it is argued that a mental state is a
state of a person apt for the bringing about of behaviour of a certain sort. This
is intended to be a piece of logical analysis. In the second place, it is argued
on general scientific grounds that this inner cause is, as a matter of fact, the
brain.43

To motivate the first component of the argument, Armstrong goes on
to offer logical analyses of the concepts of willing, knowledge, percep-
tion, and mental images into the kinds of behavioral and public facts
apt to cause them and be caused by them.44

With the Lewis/Armstrong suggestion, logical-level functional anal-
ysis and empirical-level discovery of psychophysical identities fall
cleanly into their relative places in a comprehensive program of jointly
functional and causal analysis. In addition to defining a realistic re-
search program combining logical and causal analysis, moreover, the
suggestion effectively quells any remaining doubts about the extent
of functionalism’s compatibility with physicalism. Citing Putnam and
Oppenheim’s 1958 article, Lewis argues that physics must atleast be ex-
planatorily adequate: that is, every event must be explicable physically.
But if experiences are defined by their causal roles, then we need
nothing more than the nonexistence of nonphysical causes or physi-
cal causes of nonphysical events to guarantee that experiences will be
physically explicable. From this perspective, there is no danger that
functionally defined states, because logically distinct from their physi-
cal realizers, will be in any interesting or relevant sense “nonphysical”
or that they will represent any obstacle to a materialist description
of the world. But at the same time, Lewis’s suggestion, because it de-
pends only on the physical explicability in principle of every physical
event, does not obviously demand or imply the oversimple reduction-
ist picture of psychological explanation that Fodor had originally re-
sisted. The relationship between a causal role and its contingent oc-
cupier, unlike the compositional relationship between a macro-level
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object or process and its micro-level constituents, is plausibly a relation-
ship characterized by some degree of explanatory autonomy. Because
various structures may instantiate one and the same causal role, the
explicability in principle of each physical event does not demand, on
this picture, that there be, in general, any univocal or nomological
relationship of explanatory reduction between an experience and the
physical state with which it is (contingently) identical.45

Itis important to note the extent to which Lewis’s suggestion repre-
sents a genuine improvement over Fodor’s original two-level treatment
of psychological explanation. For recall that Fodor had not considered
functional-level description to be, in any real sense, causal description.
Though the explanatory relations among functionally described men-
tal states might superficially resemble causal relations, the real causes of
behavior would be evident, according to Fodor, only upon the comple-
tion of the “phase-two” mechanistic redescription. For Fodor, phase-
one descriptions constrain phase-two descriptions in the weak sense
that any mechanism incapable of accomplishing the function called for
by a phase-one description of the same system can be ruled out. But
on Lewis’s picture, the relationship between the two levels of explana-
tion is much more direct. For on Lewis’s suggestion, the mechanism
offered as a realizer of a given functional state must have the very same
causal powers as does that state. It remains a possibility that many
different sorts of mechanisms may have the same causal powers, but
the antecedent, functional-level specification of a functional state in
terms of its causal role places a powerful and determinative, though
not unique, constraint on the range of structures that may realize that
role. In his 1968 book Psychological Explanation, Fodor repeated and
expanded his earlier suggestion that the logic of psychological expla-
nation, at least initially and prior to the investigation of neurophysi-
ological mechanisms, is functional. But he corrected his earlier view
with a new account of the nature of functional explanation that ac-
commodates Lewis’s suggestion that functional description is already
causal description:

To say that, in the first phase of psychological explanation, the primary con-
cern is with determining the functional character of the states and processes
involved in the etiology of behavior is...to say that, at that stage, the hy-
pothesized psychological constructs are individuated primarily or solely by
reference to their alleged causal consequences. What one knows (or claims
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to know) about such constructs is the effects their activity has upon behav-
ior. It follows that phase-one psychological theories postulate functionally
equivalent mechanisms when and only when they postulate constructs of
which the behavioral consequences are, in theoretically relevant respects,
identical 4

In the context of the 1968 book as a whole, the new thought that func-
tional description is already causal description gives Fodor both a new
argument for functionalism and a more specific account of the rela-
tionship between functional and mechanistic description. For Fodor
now argues that much commonsensical psychological description s
causal description. If functional roles are already causal roles, individ-
uated by their role in causing behavior, then functional description
need not deny that explanations of behavior often do advert to under-
lying psychological causes such as beliefs and desires. If these causes
are inferred entities, postulated in order to explain behavior, Fodor
reasons that it must make sense to imagine observing the entities that
they in fact are, and neurophysiological states and processes are prima
facie good candidates. Moreover, Fodor now suggests a more definite
kind of relationship between functional and mechanistic descriptions
than on the earlier account: if ordinary mentalistic language identifies
inferred mental causes in virtue of a functional description of their
behavioral causes and effects, then functional descriptions can indi-
viduate the internal mechanisms that it is the task of the second-phase
mechanistic description to analyze. Given that a functional-level psy-
chological description is already a description of an inferred mental
state’s typical causes and effects, a functional characterization of the
entire organism will usually divide it into functionally distinct mech-
anisms that can fruitfully be considered individually for purposes of
the mechanistic analysis. Lewis’s suggestion, then, clarifies the rela-
tionship between functional and mechanistic analysis suggested by
Fodor’s earlier account, bringing the two phases of explanation to-
gether into a single program, a program both amenable to physicalism
and faithful to the logic of ordinary psychological description, uni-
fied by its identification of the position of mental states in the causal
order.

Much of the subsequent discussion of functionalism over the last
thirty-five years can be traced to issues left open in the final config-
uration comprised by the combination of Putnam’s functional-state
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theory and Lewis’s suggestion. If functional roles are causal roles, then
how should these roles be characterized? Philosophers soon noticed
that even if experiences are defined by their causal roles, they might
be described in a number of very different ways. Their description
in terms of causal roles might portray them as caused by, and re-
sponsible for, environmental stimuli and behavior described on the
ordinary, commonsensical level of psychological explanation. Alter-
natively, it might ultimately require their description in the sparer re-
sources of some restricted language of neuroscientific, computational,
or cognitive-scientific description. Again, the causal roles that experi-
ences are might “reach out” to include stimuli and behavioral effects
outside the organism, or they might be limited to causal chains begin-
ning with irradiations of the senses and ending with motor effects on
the body; thus the issue of “externalism” versus “internalism” has char-
acterized much subsequent discussion. In addition, philosophers have
sought clarification of exactly what is said of a physical state when it is
“functionally” defined in terms of its causal role, and in particular, the
extent to which such descriptions must be considered ineleminably
teleological; and Lewis’s suggestion that experiences be defined in
terms of their “normal” set of causal roles has invited the accusation
that no defensible criterion of such “normalcy” may be available.*7
But aside from all of these issues in the philosophy of intentionality,
functionalism has encountered its greatest obstacles in its description
of the nature of consciousness. In 19772, together with Ned Block, Fodor
first expressed cautious doubts about the ability of functionalist de-
scription to explain subjective, phenomenal, or conscious states, and
in recent years these doubts have grown into a widespread position of
resistance among philosophers who doubt that a functionalist explana-
tion of consciousness can be correct.4® This situation cannot be viewed
without a certain level of historical irony, as for Putnam and Lewis alike
it was the facility of functionalism in describing the nature of subjec-
tive states such as pains and other experiences that had first, and most
primarily, recommended it as a systematic description of the mind. Yet
the history of the development of functionalism from Putnam’s first
suggestion of the machine analogy, through Fodor’s characterization
of the logic of psychological description as functional, to Lewis’s con-
clusive innovation of identifying functional with causal roles, can lend
significant insight into why functionalism should still have a problem
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with consciousness, and into where a resolution to this ongoing prob-
lem might be found.

v

In suggesting causal-role functionalism, Lewis exploited a structuralist
view of the semantics of intertheoretic reduction that had in fact orig-
inated within the analytic tradition decades earlier, in F. P. Ramsey’s
1929 consideration of the semantic relationship between the state-
ments and axioms of an empirical theory and the nontheoretical fac-
tual sentences that they summarize.49 In “Theories,” Ramsey had sug-
gested alogical method by means of which sentences in the theoretical
language could be construed as definitionally related to statements of
fact, even if there were no direct definitions available to connect the-
oretical terms to terms of the factual language. The solution turned
on the possibility of rewriting a theoretical sentence by construing
its theoretical terms as existentially quantified bound variables. Given
the set of postulates of a theory T, we can rewrite them as the Ramsey
sentence for T: the sentence that results when each of the theoretical
terms in the set of postulates is replaced with a unique existentially
quantified bound variable. The Ramsey sentence of T says, then, that
there is some set of entities that realizes T: some set of entities that
makes its set of postulates true. More generally, given any theoretical
story sufficient to designate uniquely the entities that it concerns, we
can replace the theoretical story (we can imagine it as a single, long,
conjunctive sentence) with its Ramsey sentence: the sentence that says
that there are unique entities that realize the theoretical story, that
stand in just the relations that it specifies in theoretical terms.

In its conception of intertheoretic reduction as requiring a sin-
gle, comprehensive characterization of the reduced theory, articulated
purely in terms of the relations that it asserts to hold, Ramsey’s sug-
gestion both espouses the semantic structuralism that (as we saw in
Chapters 2 and g) was the basis of the Vienna Circle’s contemporary
attempts to understand experience and anticipates the subsequent ap-
plication of the structuralist picture to the question of the explanatory
relationships between theories. In the 19770 article “How to Define The-
oretical Terms,” Lewis noted explicitly that Ramsey’s account of theo-
retical terms offers a substantially new conception of the relationship
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of reduction between an old and a new theory. For whereas it had stan-
dardly been assumed that reduction, if the reducing theory involves
terms not directly definable in terms of the reduced theory, must in-
volve the positing of additional substantial “bridge laws” to connect
the old theory and the new one, Ramsey’s innovation showed how new
terms could be introduced without direct definition, but without re-
quiring new bridge laws either. On Lewis’s account, reducing a theory
means discovering the entities, written in terms of a second, reducing
theory, that satisfy the reduced theory’s Ramsey sentence. Once this
occurs, the sentences of the reduced theory can be seen to be straight-
forward logical consequences of the sentences of the reducing theory,
even though they are not linked to them by relations of direct defi-
nition. The situation is rather that the entities of the reducing theory
realize the reduced theory by satisfying its Ramsey sentence. If this is a
good model of reduction, though, it also follows that there is no need
for additional substantive “bridge laws” to link the two theories. All the
laws of the reduced theory follow directly from the reducing theory,
given the way in which the theoretical terms are introduced.

The upshot for the logic of psychophysical identity is straightfor-
ward. If Lewis’s model of reduction is generally correct, then the iden-
tity between mental states and physical brain states need not be posited
independently of the implicit theory that governs ordinary mentalistic
discourse. Instead, thisidentity is a definitional consequence of the every-
day mentalistic theory: given the theory’s descriptions of mental states
and their realizations, the identity hypothesis says only that the theory
is realized. Given this, all that is needed for the completion of the
Identity Theory is the determination of which particular brain states
realize it. The ordinary-level mentalistic theory already sufficiently de-
termines the identities, provided only that the ordinary-level theory
itself defines the objects of its mentalistic terms as the occupants of
the causal roles that it specifies:

I shall uphold the view that psychophysical identifications thus described
would be like theoretical identifications, though they would not fit the usual
account thereof. For the usual account, I claim, is wrong; theoretical identifi-
cations in general are implied by the theories that make them possible — not
posited independently. This follows from a general hypothesis about the mean-
ings of theoretical terms: that they are definable functionally, by reference to
causal roles.>°
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The direct descendence of Lewis’s suggestion from Ramsey’s orig-
inal suggestion about intertheoretic reduction shows the depth and
extent of its roots in the structuralist picture of language, definitive for
the methods and conceptions of analysis that both Ramsey and Lewis
presupposed. By showing how functional analysis could at the same
time be causal analysis, Lewis effectively allowed the traditional analytic
program of logical analysis to continue in a new —and newly empirically
respectable — form, while guaranteeing the amenability of functional-
ist description to the prevailing physicalist picture of explanation and
ontology. In this respect, Lewis’s suggestion ameliorated the funda-
mental unclarity of Putnam’s and Fodor’s unaugmented picture on
the relationship of functionally defined states to their physically de-
fined realizers. But viewed historically, his suggestion has something
of the character of a solution by fiat, a pragmatic suggestion that al-
lowed philosophical discussion to continue in an empirical domain but
left many outstanding, and important, philosophical issues internal to
its doctrine unresolved. From a semantic point of view, at least, the un-
derlying suggestion that experiences are defined by their causal roles
offers little improvement, as Lewis himself recognized, over the logical
behaviorist’s claim that mental states are logical constructions from
publicly observable behaviors or dispositions to behave.>' It shares
with this claim the problematic inference of semantic facts about the
definition of terms from epistemological considerations about the jus-
tification of our ascription of them, and it does even less justice than its
predecessor theories to the logical features of our use of experience-
terms that do notrelate directly to our positioning of them in a unified
causal order. (For instance, it seems plausible that descriptive uses of
experience-terms — their uses to rank and evaluate the quality of ex-
periences, for example — have some bearing on their definition. But if
so, their definition can hardly be simply a matter of their place in the
causal order.)

Methodologically, the historical investigation reveals functionalism
as a hybrid doctrine, born of the competing demands of traditional,
linguistic-level analysis, on the one hand, and allowance for special-
ized empirical discovery, on the other. But as long as the functionalist
model leaves the hypothesized relationship between functional states
and physical states unclear, the program, as so defined, is at best a
combination of two logically and conceptually distinct components.



Functionalism and Logical Analysis 191

Lewis’s suggestion, it is true, succeeds in unifying the two into a single
program, blending conceptual research into the causal roles definitive
of experiences with empirical research into the identity of their contin-
gentoccupiers. Still, if the identification of experiences with their causal
roles is not recommended by some more fundamental and seman-
tically perspicuous argument connecting commonsense-level causal
roles with physical-level ones, the resulting doctrine of functionalism
remains a hybrid that fails to define a clear and comprehensive in-
vestigative program. In particular, the identification of experiences
with their causal roles does not, at least immediately, determine the
conditions under which a logical-level analysis of the causally descrip-
tive function of an experience-term could be defeated by a specialized
neurophysical or physiological investigation (or vice versa). Nor does
itgive any account of the criteriafor the identification of causal roles de-
scribed on the level of commonsensical psychological description with
causal roles described on the neurophysiological level. This unclarity
has continued to trouble the logic of the investigation and reporting
of results within the cognitive sciences, and it seems unlikely to be re-
solved without the deployment of a new level of explicit philosophical
attention to the sometimes conflicting methodological claims of mean-
ing analysis and empirical research within the context of the progress
of those sciences.

Lewis’s solution effectively inaugurated functionalism as a unified
theory by unifying the logic of behaviorist explanation with the logic
of causal explanation. The innovation solved the problems that had
puzzled Putnam and Fodor about the relationship between functional
descriptions and underlying causal ones. But the core of its suggestion
was by no means unprecedented in the history of philosophy of mind.
For the two explanatory structures that Lewis integrated were, in real-
ity, siblings, joint offspring of the structuralist picture of explanation
that consistently recurs in analytic philosophy of mind.

The historical analysis shows that both the underlying inspiration of
functionalism and its most essential source of evidence over the course
ofits development arose from considerations of the logic of language.
Both the Identity Theory and logical behaviorism, which functional-
ism united, themselves arose, as we have seen, from considerations
of the logic of our language of consciousness. And it was to this lan-
guage that functionalism most determinatively looked for inspiration
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over the period of its development. It was, after all, the considera-
tion, already suggested by Smart, that the references of psychological
terms could remain fixed even while their senses changed that led
Putnam to his decisive reconsideration of the diachronic logic of the-
ory change and to the first suggestions of functionalism on its basis.
The suggestion operated at first, as we have seen, within the thor-
oughly reductionist picture of theoretical interrelations that Putnam
initially presupposed. But Fodor’s more sophisticated consideration
of the logic of psychological description soon suggested trouble for
the integration of psychology into the unreconstructed reductive pic-
ture, and thereby led to a more nuanced consideration of the logic
of reduction. It was on the basis of this consideration that Lewis, in
1965, offered what was in effect a semantic solution to the problem of
the reducibility of functionalist descriptions: his proposal that psycho-
logical terms, as ordinarily used in intersubjective language, could be
defined in terms of causal roles occupied contingently by particular
physical brain states.

Lewis’s solution, like the innovations that preceded it, thus traded
decisively on a suggestion about the logic of our language of expe-
rience. In this case, the suggestion was that this logic is essentially a
causallogic: that is, that the terms by means of which we describe and
relate sensations and other experiences define them by reference to
the total pattern of causes and effects in which they figure. The sug-
gestion depends to some extent on features of the logic of mentalistic
explanation and description already noted by Fodor; but it gains most
of whatever plausibility it has from the antecedent presupposition of a
structuralist picture of explanation, according to which explaining the
terms of mentalistic description ultimately amounts to locating them
within a total relational structure in terms of which they are defined.
That the relevant structure would be a structure of physical causes
and effects had already been suggested by Neurath’s original semantic
version of physicalism, and Lewis’s suggestion just drew out the consis-
tent implications of this doctrine, given the subsequent identification
of problems with the reductive model of the unity of science that it
had initially seemed to suggest.

The historical analysis reveals functionalism as the consistent, and
probably the ultimate, expression of the structuralism that has orga-
nized inquiry in the analytic tradition’s consideration of experience
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since its inception. Like its antecedents, functionalism exploits partic-
ular features of the language of experience in order to present this
language as explicable insofar as it can be located within a total, rela-
tional description of the world. At the same time, it inevitably ignores
other important features of the logic of the language of conscious-
ness, leading to the recurrence of the complaint that experience resists
structuralist explanation. For decades, the puzzles and thought exper-
iments that have problematized the claim of functionalism to be able
to explain subjective experience have turned on the general objection
to structuralism that has repeatedly recurred, and driven theoretical
innovation, at several stages of the history of analytic philosophy of
mind. Examples, like Block’s, that picture a functionally characteri-
zable system isomorphic to the organization of a human individual
simply provide vivid illustrations of the underlying objection: that no
general structuralist account can adequately explain experience.
Exhibiting the real linguistic provenance of the theory of function-
alism has the effect of exposing its seldom-understood methodological
basis and thereby opening it to criticism on methodological grounds.
In particular, decisive theoretical innovations like Lewis’s can then
be reevaluated in terms of the extent of their real grounding in the
evidence to which they appeal. As we have seen, the essentially seman-
tic investigations of theorists such as Putnam and Fodor showed that
important logical features of the ordinary practice of psychological
description and explanation are indeed similar, wholly or in part, to
logical features of causal explanation in other domains. And here, as
elsewhere, focusing attention on the semantics of diachronic theory
change is a legitimate and helpful way of recognizing that ordinary de-
scriptive practices can change under the influence of new empirical
discoveries, and of making room in one’s analysis for this possibility.
But the recognition of instructive partial parallels between two discur-
sive practices is obviously far from providing a warrant, by itself, for
assimilating the logic of one of them wholly to the logic of the other;
and to recognize that ordinary explanatory practice often changes un-
der the influence of new empirical results clearly is not, by itself, to
provide reason to believe that it must change in any particular way,
given any particular result. These further general conclusions could
in fact seem justified only in that they seemed obligatory within an
antecedently assumed structuralist picture of explanation, a picture
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that is itself not supported by any particular result of linguistic reflec-
tion. It was only the assumption of such a general picture that could
seem to necessitate that ordinary psychological descriptions must in
fact characterize causal roles, or that the real reference of descrip-
tive sensation-terms must ultimately be revealed to be the contingent
physical occupants of these roles. Both claims trade on considerations
about the meaning of psychological terms of description in ordinary,
intersubjective discursive practice, but they result only from the im-
position upon these considerations of a global picture of explanation
ultimately rooted in structuralist assumptions about meaning.

As we have seen in the preceding chapters, the causal physicalist
picture of the world that Lewis applied in his ultimate solution ulti-
mately arose from semantic structuralism, the doctrine that meaning
is a matter of logical structure. Place and Smart had themselves pre-
supposed physicalism when they appealed, against what they supposed
to be Ryle’s theory, to the referential character of sensation-terms as
establishing the physical nature of their ultimate referents. Each of the
reflective discoveries that led to the development of functionalism out
of the Identity Theory concerned some aspect of the language of psy-
chology. But as had repeatedly happened in the past, these discoveries
of meaning were taken as discoveries of aspects of a general logical
structure. Taken in this way, their real significance could not appear.
Instead, they were interpreted as providing evidence for the structural-
ist theory of functionalism, and the complaint that experience cannot

be explained in these terms remained and reoccurred.



Consciousness, Language, and the Opening
of Philosophical Critique

The contemporary discussion of the problem of consciousness, in-
teresting in itself, conceals what might prove to be the most impor-
tant contribution of analytic philosophy to philosophical history. This
contribution is the explicitly linguistic development of a philosophical
understanding of ourselves through reflection on the language of con-
sciousness. The tradition of analytic philosophy has comprised a set
of characteristically linguistic practices and programs of explanation
and analysis, programs that make sense of and support our ability to
understand the world and ourselves by clarifying the concepts, terms,
and propositions with which we do so. As I have attempted to show
in the last four chapters, the contemporary discussion of the prob-
lem of explaining consciousness manifests an enduring and repeated
problem for these methods as they have ordinarily been understood,
a problem that can be clarified only by examining the methodolog-
ical presuppositions that have dictated the specific forms of analysis
characteristic of analytic philosophy at several moments of its history.
The investigation of philosophical history reveals the genuine sources
of the contemporary problem of consciousness in the analysis of the
language that expresses it. This paves the way, in turn, for a future
discussion that better satisfies the actual needs that have historically
generated and continue to drive the current debates.

In the history I have related, the discussion of conscious experience
has consistently taken the form of a dialectical oscillation between the
explanatory claims of theories of experience, grounded in particular
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analytic projects, and forms of resistance to these projects that cite
it as unexplainable in their terms. The general sources of this resis-
tance have most often been obscure, because the general problem
with explaining consciousness has figured in the philosophical discus-
sion only as an objection to particulartheories and programs of analysis.
But the historical interpretation identifies the more general and un-
derlying form of the problem by focusing attention on the consistent
methodologicalassumptions thatrun through the particular theories and
programs.' The historical analysis reveals the contemporary problem
of explaining consciousness, in particular, as the consistent outcome
of the methodological assumptions that have governed analytic philos-
ophy’s encounter with the human self-image, assumptions that have
portrayed language as a unified structure of meaning and that have
constrained the discussion of the language of consciousness to the
description of structure. Within the ambit of these assumptions, con-
sciousness consistently seems inexplicable. By reopening the question
of the methods of interpretation that have yielded analytic philoso-
phy’sinsights into consciousness, however, the historical analysis allows
these assumptions to be reconsidered, and eventually to be replaced.

As the historical analysis shows, the real philosophical point of in-
sisting on consciousness as insuperable to conceptual or logical ex-
planation is not to manifest some unexplained phenomenon, state,
or process that is part of the objective world, but rather to resist an
assumption that has been implicitly accepted mostly because it has
been obscured: the assumption that structuralist forms of explana-
tion can adequately account for everything that we ordinarily say about
ourselves. The historical investigation conducted here shows how to
develop the contemporary debate into a more reflective discussion
that takes this complaint seriously at its actual level of generality —
in particular, to develop an explicitly critical discussion that recovers
for the philosophical future the underlying meaning and continuing
suggestiveness of the analytic tradition’s century-long investigation of
language and experience.

I

At the center of each of the moments of theoretical change we’ve in-
vestigated in the last four chapters is a single underlying problem: the
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intractability of experience to logical, linguistic, or structural analysis
or description. I have argued that the problem of the intractability of
consciousness to objective explanation — today often discussed as the
most interesting and difficult problem in philosophy of mind —is more
than simply another special problem. Instead, it has been, in its various
forms, the central theoretical impulse driving changes in the investiga-
tive practices that have characterized analytic philosophy of mind. In
this tradition, the attempt to explain the mind has consistently been
the attempt to describe, using the conceptual tools of a linguistically
informed investigation of meaning, the structure of experience. The
philosophical problems involved in doing so have recurred again and
again, even as philosophers of mind have altered their investigative
practices in the attempt to solve or dismiss them. In the history of
analytic philosophy of mind, conscious experience has been both the
recurrent site of an intractability that consistently problematizes the
totality of structuralist explanation and, in structuralism’s various at-
tempts to handle or dissimulate these problems, the most significant
source of its methodological innovations.

The investigations of the preceding four chapters have suggested
that the problems of explaining consciousness, at each important stage
of the analytic project, have been, in the most general terms, problems
of the relationship of content to structure. The forms of explanation and
analysis characteristic of the analytic tradition have consistently been
structural in that they have attempted to explain the nature of the
referents of our terms of self-description by elucidating the logical,
conceptual, or functional structure of those terms or of the claims
that we make with them; and the complaint that consciousness is un-
explainable has recurrently represented a form of protest against the
totality of these structural methods. The close parallels between con-
temporary formulations of the recalcitrance of consciousness to ob-
jective explanation — such as Chalmers’s — and older formulations,
such as Carnap’s, of the relationship of consciousness to structurally
described objectivity already suffice to suggest the existence of a con-
tinuous philosophical problem underlying the debate at each of its
intervening stages.? The four specific historical investigations support
this suggestion by clarifying the nature of the underlying problem and
its role in driving philosophical discussion at each of the moments we
have examined.
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To interrogate structuralism as such is, among other things, to ques-
tion the comprehensiveness of the forms of explanation and analysis
of objectivity that have defined the analytic tradition. The special link
between the analysis of linguistic structure and the description of ob-
jectivity, generally characteristic of the analytic tradition’s approaches
to explanation, has taken various forms over the course of the history
investigated here. We have seen that the link first figured in the logi-
cal positivists” attempt to explain the possibility of locating a basis of
objectively articulated knowledge in subjective experience. The investi-
gation of Husserl’s and Schlick’s different attempts to characterize the
logical structure of experience considered the philosophical sources
of a related structuralist idea: that conceptual analysis of the structure
of our experience ought to be able to clarify the way in which the a
priori possibilities of experience constrain the possibilities of mean-
ing for objectively descriptive language. Ryle’s project of conceptual
analysis took the nature of our public and intersubjective concepts of
mind to be characterizable in terms of the grammatical structure of
interrelationships allowed by ordinary language and description for
our claims about mental life. Finally, the functionalism of Putnam,
Fodor, and Lewis explains our language of mentalistic description as
specifying functional roles in virtue of the relational logic of ordinary
psychological description, roles that are themselves characterizable as
causal roles in the context of a total description of the causal struc-
ture of nature. Over the course of these developments, the claim of
structural forms of analysis to elucidate has consistently resulted from
the inclination to make the structure of objectivity intelligible through
an investigation of the logical or conceptual structure of objectively
meaningful language. This inclination has itself been one of the most
central and continuous methodological tendencies of analytic philoso-
phy, subsuming both the older reductive and atomistic forms of logical
analysis and today’s broader and more holistic investigative practices.
The recognition of conscious experience as posing a constant and
recurring problem for the methodologies of analysis that share this
tendency, however, recommends that structuralism be reconsidered
on the ground of the theory of language that it presupposes and de-
pends on, even where its explanatory conception of objectivity takes
forms that are not explicitly linguistic, but ontological or metaphysical
in character.
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II

Because it identifies the conceptual determinants of the contempo-
rary problem on the level of permanent methodological features of
the practices of analytic philosophy, the historical analysis developed
here does more than just exhibit the continuity of these practices and
the recurrence of the underlying problem. It additionally suggests a
consistent historical dynamic that reveals the philosophical sources of
some of the most important historical positions in the philosophy of
mind.

We have seen that a structuralist conception of meaning has sup-
ported a variety of analytical projects and approaches throughout the
course of the history here investigated. In each case, this conception
of meaning additionally has implied a structuralist conception of ex-
planation. For all of these approaches, to explain is to describe logical,
conceptual, causal, or functional structure, and the promise of analysis
is that our concepts of mentality and consciousness can be elucidated
in just this way. But this invites a very general and comprehensive kind
of protest to the explanatory project: the objection that consciousness
will involve some feature or set of features that must be left out by any
structural explanation of meaning or objectivity.3 So far, the protestisa
general one: experience has its essential meaning for us, notin virtue of
the structure of objectively descriptive language, but on its own terms
and somehow prior to such structure. Accordingly, it is tempting to
conclude, there will be some aspect or feature of experience left out
of even the best description of the logical structure of objectivity. But
the protestor will soon, naturally enough, face the demand to describe
the recalcitrant feature or property that he cites. He will be asked, in
other words, to say which particular feature or property of conscious-
ness it is that he thinks makes it resistant to forms of explanation that
seem otherwise exhaustive. To satisfy the demand, the protestor can
cite some range of facts, or some bit of ordinary description of the
mental, that is left out of the current structuralist explanation.

Butitis clear that once the protestor can cite such a fact or piece of
language, it will itself be subject to the explanatory powers of a (pos-
sibly expanded) structuralist form of analysis. For it will itself be cited
and described in effable terms of public discourse, exhibiting the very
kinds of logical structure and interrelationships that generally make
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structuralist explanation possible. Under the admitted pressure of the
demand to explain the recalcitrant phenomena of consciousness, the
structuralist explanatory project has several times undergone extensive
alterations in its specific character, transforming itself from the logical
analysis of Carnap and Schlick, to the “logical geography” project of
Ryle, to the functionalism of today. At each stage, the new form of
analysis accommodates some of the facts of consciousness that could
be cited as problems for its predecessor. But each transformation in
the nature of structural analysis eventually prompts a renewed version
of the general complaint that consciousness must escape it, and hence
another iteration of the dynamic.

Thus it is not surprising that Schlick’s foundationalism about expe-
rience was replaced by Neurath’s coherentism, or that the failure of
Ryle’s project in the description of sensation reports led to the Iden-
tity Theory, or that questions about the Identity Theory’s explanation
of conscious states suggested functionalism as a successor theory (see
Figure 1.1, page 23). In the recent discussion of consciousness, the di-
alectic has tended to repeat itself again. Functionalist theories of mind
offer structuralist descriptions of consciousness that treat it as a set of
information-processing capacities, prompting, naturally enough, the
antistructuralist response that they leave out or disregard conscious-
ness itself. But the positive concepts with which what has been left outis
then characterized — concepts such as “quale” and “phenomenal con-
tent” — leave themselves open to a familiar objection. These concepts
remain fundamentally unclear, the functionalist objector can point
out, unless their advocates can point to the features or phenomena
that they refer to.*

But if these features or phenomena are just objective properties of
conscious beings, then the functionalist has already, at least in prin-
ciple, explained them. Since the functionalist can account for any
positive phenomenon that the antistructuralist cites, the positive char-
acterization of consciousness as involving subjective qualia or phenom-
enal contents misses its mark and falls into incoherence. But since the
protest is actually, at its basis, a more general one, against the totality
of structuralist explanation itself rather than against any of its specific
versions, its underlying philosophical sources remain in place.

It is important to understand the underlying form of the recur-
rent critique at its real level of philosophical generality. In each case,
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FIGURE 6.1. The form of the discussion. The form that the discussion of ex-
perience in philosophy of mind has taken in (A) its normal moments and
(B) some of the extraordinary moments of methodological change that I have
discussed.

the complaint against structuralist explanation cites some particular
feature or phenomenon of experience that the particular structural-
ist projects currently on offer leave out. But the enduring motivation
of the critique does not depend on any particular feature or phe-
nomenon of experience. Most generally, the complaint is just that
structuralist forms of explanation fail to explain everything that figures
in our ordinary linguistic practices.

The historical dynamic that I have described has been possible only
because critical attention to specific philosophical results has usually
rendered invisible the determination of those results by the presuppo-
sitions of particular programs of analysis. Specific programs of analysis
have ordinarily insulated the general views of meaning that underlie
them from the particular philosophical results that they determine
(Figure 6.1a). Even at the exceptional moments (some of which I
have examined in Chapters 2—5) when the recalcitrance to expla-
nation of phenomena of experience and consciousness has caused
new programs of analysis to arise, they have not done so by putting
any direct pressure on the views about meaning that they presuppose
(Figure 6.1b). With the continuity of structuralist forms of explana-
tion in the analytic tradition revealed as such, however, the programs
of analysis that they have supported can be explicitly reconsidered on
the ground of the conceptions of meaning that those programs have
presupposed. In this way, the exposure of structuralism to philosoph-
ical critique makes possible an explicit discussion of the way in which
the language of consciousness problematizes or contests the totality of
structuralist methods.
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III

Although the historical investigation thus supports the notion of a
systematic elusiveness of consciousness to the forms of objective char-
acterization developed in the analytic tradition, it provides no support
for any of the standard positive accounts of consciousness as a phe-
nomenon recalcitrant to forms of explanation that work for most of
the natural world. The most usual of these accounts remains dualism,
and among those who take seriously the thought that consciousness
cannot be explained in the usual structuralist ways, a historically ret-
rograde dualism has sometimes seemed the only way to accommodate
this failure of explanation. Thus Chalmers, for instance, after devel-
oping the “hard problem” in a comprehensive and compelling form,
argues that it might be solved by a “naturalistic dualism” that seeks
new natural laws, perhaps at a basic level, linking nonphysical con-
sciousness with physical states and events.5 But by missing the critical
level of reflection on methodology that the historical investigation
suggests, these attempts repeat the perennial theoretical failure of du-
alism. Seeking to accommodate the thought that subjectivity cannot
straightforwardly fit into the objective physical, spatial world — but
missing that the underlying reason for this lies in the distinctiveness of
our ways of talking about subjectivity itself — the dualist makes the ex-
periencing subject a nonphysical, nonspatial entity that is nonetheless,
ontologically and semantically, as much an objective constituent of the
world as any spatial and physical state, process, or event.’®

There is little reason, therefore, to suppose that a dualist solution
can solve the problem of explaining consciousness, for any such so-
lution simply invites a recurrence of the underlying complaint that
originally prompted it. The dualist’s nonphysical subject of experience
would participate in the same network of causal and explanatory rela-
tions that support physicalist explanation. If the problem of explaining
consciousness is, as has been argued, the problem that no explanation
of this relational form can suffice, then the dualist “explanation” of
consciousness is no better off than the physicalist one.

More generally, the historical investigation suggests that the debate
about the explanation of consciousness has been possible only because
both sides of the debate — both structuralists who assert the explainabil-
ity of consciousness and their opponents who deny it — have adhered
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in their philosophical practice to a common assumption, one that the
historical investigation exposes and shows us how to resist. The as-
sumption is that our ability to talk about experience, if it is legitimate,
must be supported by a philosophical or scientific description of con-
sciousness as a state, phenomenon, or process. This assumption has
supported both the structuralist’s reductive and deflationary analyses
of consciousness and the usual antistructuralist responses that point
to positive features and phenomena supposedly left out of the struc-
turalist’s analysis, leading to the consistent historical dynamic already
discussed. But the historical investigation shows that, if we want to es-
cape this dynamic and understand the real form of the problem, we
ought to avoid the assumption. We should not think that, in order to
legitimate or understand consciousness, we need to theorize it as a state,
phenomenon, or process. We should, instead, recognize that any posi-
tive antistructuralist theory of consciousness —for instance, any positive
theory of qualia or “raw feels” — will fail to preserve the complaint that
motivates it. By articulating a positive vision of the special nature of
consciousness that supposedly accounts for its unexplainability, it will
invite rather than resist structuralist critique, inviting appropriation
by structuralist methods where it points to facts of the familiar, struc-
turally comprehensible kinds, and lapsing into incoherence where it
points to facts of other supposed kinds.

The structuralist theories and pictures that we have examined
here share more than just the commitment to a common style of
linguistic analysis. They additionally make for this style a claim of
comprehensiveness: a claim that all meaningful linguistic utterances are
explicable by structuralist means. This structuralist claim of explana-
tory totality originates in the structuralist’s claim to capture the nec-
essary preconditions for the possibility of linguistic meaning overall,
but it survives in each of the particular structuralist attempts to theo-
rize consciousness examined here. Its totalizing character is evident in
each theoretical appeal to a totalizing structure that we have examined:
it shows up, for instance, in each of the Vienna positivists’ charac-
teristic appeals to the logical structure of language as the necessary
form of communication; in Schlick’s claim to theorize language as the
total structure of conventional rules of use; in Ryle’s occasional refer-
ences to the “logical geography” of our concepts; in Place’s and Smart’s
conception of the “physical world,” later developed as the physicalist
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worldview; and in the early functionalists’ references to “the logic of
psychology.” Even those philosophers in the tradition, such as Schlick
and the early Carnap, who think of consciousness as ineffable con-
tent “outside” the total field of structuralizable language presuppose
the claim to explanatory totality in their conception of the ineffability
of whatever lies outside this field and in their analyses of our refer-
ence to experience as involving ostension or bare presence. The claim
to explanatory totality, indeed, provides the only significant warrant
there is for subjecting the language of consciousness to structuralist
analysis. Without it, there would be little or no reason to think that
the ordinary language of consciousness requires or even admits of
such an analysis. Indeed, in the absence of the claim of explanatory
totality, it seems singularly implausible that the specific kind of self-
understanding that we want out of our investigations of conscious-
ness, an investigation of the language in which we express what is
in each case idiosyncratic, particular, and self-reflexive, can be pro-
duced by reference to a structure of relations that is itself universal and
objective.

Even aside from the specific kinds of resistance that philosophical
descriptions of consciousness have offered to it, the structuralist claim
to explanatory totality ought to seem dubious as soon as it is exposed
by methodologically sensitive analysis. It amounts to the assertion that
particular forms of explanation and analysis that have been clarifi-
catory for some areas of language are in fact applicable to all areas
and, moreover, that their explanatory abilities in each of these areas
are comprehensive, that they leave out nothing that we should want to
understand about why we talk in the ways that we do. Only this lat-
ter claim of comprehensiveness could issue in the suggestion that a
structuralist analysis can show that some or all of our ordinary talk of
consciousness is, in itself, illegitimate. For only this claim could imply
that there is no point in talking about consciousness as something that
remains unexplained even when all of the possible structuralist analy-
ses of particular states, processes, and phenomena are completed. But
this suggestion of comprehensiveness is not earned by any particular
explanatory success or set of successes that structuralist analyses can
claim. Nothing about the actual successes of analytical methods of anal-
ysis and clarification in explaining particular phenomena and pieces of
language implies that these methods are comprehensively applicable
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to allmeaningful language or to all phenomena that we can meaning-
fully discuss.

In the recent discussion of explaining consciousness, even where
the legitimacy and priority of explicitly linguistic methods for under-
standing consciousness have been recognized, this recognition has
most often coexisted with a continued maintenance of the structural-
ist assumption of explanatory totality that continues to falsify the real
character and potential of these methods. A prominent recent exam-
ple of this coexistence is Dennett’s (1991) defense of what he calls the
method of heterophenomenology. Doubting the reliability of purely first-
person methods such as introspection, Dennett argues that progress
in understanding consciousness requires a method that, even in mak-
ing sense of the purely phenomenal elements of individual conscious-
ness, respects the objectivity and third-personal character of scientific
inquiry.” The right way to reconcile these commitments, Dennett sug-
gests, is to adopt a method that is explicitly interpretive: in particular,
to treat a subject’s descriptions of her own conscious states and phe-
nomena as a stable, interpretable, and potentially unifiable text. At
this stage, Dennett suggests, the investigator maintains a constitutive
neutrality with respect to the existence of the phenomena reported
in the subject’s text.® He suggests conceiving of the status of the het-
erophenomenological text by analogy with the status of a fictional text:
as defining a “heterophenomenological world” open to questions of
consistency and internal coherence, but not necessarily a real world in
which the entities reported actually exist.9 Once the heterophenomo-
logical text has been completely assembled and understood, however,
it becomes possible to inquire into the reality of its objects:

My suggestion, then, is that if we were to find real goings-on in people’s brains
that had enough of the “defining” properties of the items that populate their
heterophenomenological worlds, we could reasonably propose that we had
discovered what they were really talking about — even if they initially resisted
the identifications. And if we discovered that the real goings-on bore only a mi-
nor resemblance to the heterophenomenological items, we could reasonably
declare that people were just mistaken in the beliefs they expressed, in spite
of their sincerity.'®

Dennett’s argument for an explicitly interpretive method of under-
standing consciousness manifests his recognition of the limitations of
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purely first-personal methods and his appreciation of the linguistic
character of the methods that have defined the analytic inquiry into
consciousness. The investigation of consciousness is, as Dennett rec-
ognizes, always also an investigation into the meaning of the language
by which we make claims about consciousness. But like his physicalist
predecessors in the analytic tradition, Dennett situates this method-
ological insight within the ambit of the assumption that our talk about
consciousness, if it is to be valid, must be supported or supportable
by a general structuralist account of its significance. This assumption
is evident, in particular, in Dennett’s construal of the interpreted re-
marks of a subject about his own consciousness as “data” for a phys-
icalistic theory of consciousness, and in his suggestion that the reality
of the entities in a subject’s heterophenomenological world can ulti-
mately be settled only by discovering their similarity to physical brain
events. The suggestion amounts to the methodological assumption of
an unargued physicalism, and it threatens to falsify the results of the
very interpretive method that Dennett defends.

The assumption provides the basis for most of the rest of Dennett’s
explanatory project in Consciousness Explained, a project that conceives
of itself as providing a physicalistically respectable and scientifically
grounded alternative to a Cartesian conception of mind that is still,
according to Dennett, prominent in both ordinary and philosophi-
cal discussions. In his defense of a method that refutes the Cartesian
theory by interpreting the ordinary utterances of untutored subjects
about their own conscious experience, Dennett presupposes (with-
out rehearsing) the “ordinary language” methodology of his teacher
Ryle. But to subject the language of consciousness to the assumption
that its legitimacy and truth depend on its reference to physical events,
causally described, is to break essentially with the method defended by
Ryle, limiting and modifying the practice of interpretation just where
it might prove most revealing. The assumption is licensed only by
the general structuralist claim that every describable event or phe-
nomenon is analyzable in structuralist terms, a claim that the dualist
shares insofar as he purports to give a positive theoretical description
of the nature of the events referred to in our ordinary language of
consciousness. The third alternative, ungrasped by Dennett and his
dualist opponent alike but actually diagnostic of the debate in which
they both participate, is to practice the interpretation of the language
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of consciousness outside the ambit of any such general assumption,
looking for the distinctive kind of intelligibility that it can produce with-
out subjecting this intelligibility to an antecedently held structuralist
theory of language.

1A%

The present historical analysis locates the origin of the problem of ex-
plaining consciousness in the structuralist theory of meaning and in
the characteristic structuralist assumption of explanatory totality. This
does not suffice, admittedly, to provide any direct solution to the prob-
lem as it is currently discussed. But it does show how historical and
methodological critique can substantially resolve the problem nev-
ertheless. It does this by exposing the methodological assumptions
that have organized the problem in a way that is directly diagnostic
of it; and it can subsequently provide the basis for a reconsideration
and replacement of these assumptions that moves beyond diagnosis
to substantial cure.

The structuralist claim to explanatory totality has seemed plausi-
ble, in large part, because of its connection to the characteristic
interpretive methods of analytic philosophy, methods that aim to
produce philosophical insight by clarifying the meaning of ordinary
locutions and sentences. A general structuralist theory of meaning has
seemed to offer the only possible way of understanding the possibility
and force of these methods, and has accordingly seemed to offer the
only plausible account of the nature of meaning itself. At a later stage
in the dialectic, what was initially the structuralist theory of mean-
ing became the unified physicalist account of the world, obscuring
the original connection of structuralist theory with linguistic reflec-
tion, even as this connection remained determinative of the distinctive
methods of analytic philosophy. Exposing the structuralist assumption
that has underlain the analytic discussion of consciousness through-
out its history, however, has the effect of reexposing this assumption to
criticism on the level of the methodological grounds that provide its
ultimate basis.

In this way, philosophical history provides the basis on which the
structuralist claim to explanatory totality can be extracted from ob-
scurity and explicitly reconsidered. The historical analysis cannot
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demonstrate, by itself, the falseness or incoherence of this claim; to
purport to do so would be to offer a kind of theory, even if only a
negative one, that historical reflection itself cannot support. But even
the exposure of the structuralist claim to explanatory totality has the
effect of transforming the debate, opening the logical and rhetorical
space for resistance, on the basis of a reconsideration of the method
of linguistic analysis itself, to the assumptions that have led to the con-
temporary discussion of the problem and locked it in the pattern of
theoretical oscillation that continues to characterize it today.
Without the structuralist claim to explanatory totality, the prob-
lem of explaining consciousness, as it is currently discussed, cannot
even arise. For without the structuralist claim to explanatory totality,
the comprehensive explanatory claims of structuralism — physicalism’s
claim to explain every real phenomenon in physical terms, and func-
tionalism’s claim to explain every mental phenomenon in functional
terms — are themselves unformulable. These claims to explanatory to-
tality have appeared, in recent stages of the dialectic, to be supported
by general metaphysical theses about the nature of events and phe-
nomena in the world, but I have argued that they remain decisively
grounded in a particular conception of the nature of meaning. It is
only because they have seemed to be metaphysical theses, rather than
semantic ones, that they have seemed to demand that any consistent
resistance to them take the form of the introduction of new processes,
states, or events inexplicable in physicalist or functionalist terms. Shift-
ing the rhetorical ground of the discussion back to its real basis in the
methods of linguistic insight allows the objection to structuralism to
be reformulated, in more self-conscious and revealing terms, as an
objection to the totality of the structuralist view of language itself.
Does there not remain, all linguistic and methodological questions
aside, a deep and basic mystery about the place of consciousness in
nature? The abiding sense of such a mystery has provided the usual
backdrop of discussions of consciousness, not just in the analytic tra-
dition but throughout discussions of the metaphysics of mind since
Descartes, and itis impossible to deny that the feeling of a mystery here
has driven some of the most significant developments in the history
of modern philosophical thinking about subjectivity and its relation
to the objective world. The response of the historical analysis is not to
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deny the sense of mystery, but to relocate it by critically questioning
the semantic grounds of the terms of its contemporary formulation.
For as the historical analysis points out, the place of consciousness in
nature can, at any moment of the philosophical dialogue, seem to be
the particular problem that it is only against the backdrop of a partic-
ular conception of nature. Just as Descartes’ conception of matter as
res extensa set the terms in which he was able to portray the mind as
nonphysical, the structuralist conception of the unity of nature as the
unity of physical law has set the terms in virtue of which consciousness
has seemed to be an explanatory problem. But this structuralist con-
ception itself, as I have argued, rests ultimately on semantic reasoning
about the overall nature of meaning, and it is eminently question-
able on this ground. To expose it to this questioning on the level of
philosophical method is not only to recover, for the debate, the most
decisive innovation of the analytic tradition — its turn toward a specifi-
cally linguistic method of investigation — but also to gesture toward the
real depth of the mystery of the meaning of consciousness, a mystery
that subsumes all of the projects and developments of the analytic dis-
cussion of consciousness but has not even generally been recognized
as such in the most recent stages of this discussion.

Contrary to appearances, consciousness is not the “last frontier,”
the only important phenomenon still left out of a comprehensive and
ever-expanding web of scientific explanation, awaiting only a new dis-
covery or breakthrough to make it tractable. It is, however, the core
of some of the deepest concerns and most enduring problems of our
human selfunderstanding. Recognizing the ultimately linguistic ori-
gins of the problem of explaining consciousness allows us to see these
concerns and mysteries as they exist and have figured, through the
twentieth century, in the philosophical practices that have themselves
made the structuralist conception of nature possible. That the mystery
of consciousness reveals itself, in the twentieth century, as the mystery
of the language of consciousness shows that the question about the
place of consciousness in the world is decisively linked to the ques-
tion of meaning, of the precipitous and elusive configuration of the
self-consciousness with which we pose the question of the significance
of our own kind of existence, reflected in the meaning of our language
of it.
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In the history discussed here, beginning with the Vienna Circle, the
structuralist view of language has consistently and repeatedly seemed
to analytic philosophers to be both a necessary precondition for the
possibility of their various practices of logical, conceptual, and gram-
matical analysis and insight, and the most significant result of these
practices. Structuralism has been, as we have seen in the preceding
chapters, the determinative faith of the analytic inquiry into conscious-
ness, held throughout the history we’ve considered with a tenacity
that must be considered remarkable. The remarkable endurance of
structuralism within the analytic inquiry into consciousness traces not
to any particular result of analysis about language or the mind, but
rather to the methodological unity of the tradition of specifically lin-
guistic inquiry itself, across the decades of the twentieth century and
the diversity of practices of linguistic analysis. But in fact the historical
reconsideration of these practices and their real implications shows
that nothing about the specific forms of insight that they allow de-
mands structuralism as an interpretation of or precondition for them.
Examined in the new light of historical and methodological reconsid-
eration, structuralism emerges as both the most characteristic temp-
tation of linguistic analysis and the source of its greatest failures with
respect to our self-understanding. Understanding the characteristic
kinds of insight that linguistic reflection yields about consciousness,
then, requires that we reconsider the methodological warrant of struc-
turalism by reflecting on its basis, or lack thereof, in the practice of
analysis.

At first, we have seen, the practice of linguistic analysis seems to
require a structuralist view of language in that it operates by exposing,
describing, or capturing the genuinelogical form of an utterance, over
against the tendency of ordinary language to conceal or obscure it. Be-
ginning with Frege’s innovation in Begriffschrift, the analysis of meaning
seemed to be the identification of the underlying logical laws that de-
termine the inferential and semantic relations of sentences. The work
of analysis is, then, the determination of logical form as the structure
of abstract rules that govern the significant interrelations of senses and
contents in the language; and the analysis of the logical content (as
opposed to the psychological content) of sentences in the language
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seems to be wholly exhausted by the elaboration of these rules. Promi-
nent misinterpretations of the early Wittgenstein’s conception of “log-
ical form” gave further support to this understanding of analysis. The
practice of analysis seemed, in the Tractatus as well, to result in the
demonstration of the ineffable, crystalline logical structure of the rules
of language, accordance with which was always a precondition for the
possibility of meaningfulness.'' And we have seen, in Chapter 2, how
the logical positivists’ conception of structure as the essential precon-
dition for the possibility of objective meaningfulness supported their
understanding of epistemologically reconstructive analysis as account-
ing, via structuralization, for the meaning of scientific claims. For each
of these projects, the practice of logical analysis seemed to be the reve-
lation of the transcendent, objective structure that makes meaningful
language itself possible. The elucidation of this structure was to ab-
stract from the ambiguities and infelicities of ordinary language, re-
vealing the hard core of rule-governed meaning behind the obscuring
vestments of ordinary speech.

For these early projects, then, the analysis of meaning, aided by the
formal tools of symbolic logic, is the exposure of the real logical form
of a proposition, comprehensible as its place in the total, formally
defined network of logically possible contents. The demonstration of
the logical significance of the proposition is at the same time the de-
scription of its place in the total logical structure of language; and
it is in virtue of its place in this structure that the proposition has
the logically relevant meaning that it does. That language overall has
a determinate, describable logical structure seems, then, to be both a
necessary precondition for the possibility of elucidatory analysis and a
necessary upshot of its practice. Both in general and in specific areas of
traditional philosophical puzzlements, analysis moves from the partic-
ular sentence toward the increasing revelation of the supra-particular
and unified structure that bestows upon itits specific, logically defined
and objective, meaning.

The temptation of structuralism arises, then, in the first instance
as part of strongly revisionary projects that see the logical structure
of language as something entirely distinct from, and comprehensible
only by way of abstraction from, the ordinary intersubjective use of
language. But it survives, almost as robustly, even in later conceptions
of analysis that aim to do nothing more than to expose the logical



212 Philosophical History and the Problem of Consciousness

structure of ordinary linguistic practice. Here, as in Schlick’s conven-
tionalism (Chapter g) and — at least sometimes — in Ryle’s conception
of his own method (Chapter 4), the logical structure of language, to be
revealed by analysis, is no longer located in a super-empirical Platonic
realm or as the transcendent structure of the world itself. But the
temptation to construe analysis as revealing the logical structure of lan-
guage remains. Logical structure now figures as “implicit” in practice,
as a matter of the stipulative or conventional rules that language users,
qualanguage users, follow and agree upon, as a matter of sociological
or pragmatic fact, in order to make communication possible. Even if
they do not explicitly grasp what they implicitly follow, the real mean-
ings of language users within a concrete, specific practice are to be
shown by reflecting on the underlying structure of rules that in fact
govern usage in that practice. Here, the methodological warrant for
analysis is no longer the thought that meaning must be guaranteed
by a set of abstract logical rules, sublimely independent of the actual
practice of language. But the now-guiding conception of meaning as
use or usage produces a structuralism about the underlying rules of
use that is just as robust, and just as potentially misleading in relation
to the language of consciousness.'*

The methodological temptation to structuralism survives, and con-
tinues to have the determinative theoretical consequences that we’ve
seen, even within theoretical projects that see themselves as the par-
tially or wholly empirical analysis of patterns of intersubjective use,
meaning, or reference. As we saw in Chapter 5, at the moment at which
the identity theory cedes to functionalism, the authority of function-
alist claims about the real meaning or reference of the claims of our
ordinary mentalistic discourse comes to depend on the philosopher’s
insight into the dynamics of semantic changes in the meaning and
reference of theoretical terms. And the possibility of this insight it-
self depends on a structuralist conception of meaning. The ultimate
theory of causal-role functionalism depends on the structuralist con-
strual of the logic of ordinary terms of mentalistic description as, at
least implicitly or essentially, a causal logic. And it hangs its ultimate
description of the meaning of ordinary mentalistic terms of descrip-
tion on its preconception that they must, in order to mean what they
do, ultimately say something about the causal structure of the world.
Their analysis is then the discovery of occupants of the causal roles that
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define them, a practice that is empirical in the form of its discoveries
but thoroughly structuralist in its theory of meaning.

At each of these stages of the analytic tradition, then, structuralism
about meaning, in various forms, has seemed to be both the precondi-
tion and the result of each of the various concrete practices of logical
and conceptual analysis, insight, and reflection that we’ve considered.
Butat the same time, the analysis of consciousness has repeatedly man-
ifested a deep resistance to the structuralist theory of meaning and its
associated claim to explanatory totality. Understanding, in historical
detail, the reasons for this resistance allows us to begin to see an al-
ternative to the structuralist interpretation of the method of analysis
itself, an alternative that begins to reveal the language of conscious-
ness as subject to a specific kind of nonstructuralist and self-reflexive
intelligibility that is distinctively appropriate to it. This kind of intelli-
gibility emerges, repeatedly and at definitive but isolated moments in
the history of the analytic tradition, as the result of linguistic analysis
of the language of consciousness, but it is always in imminent danger
of being lost again when this analysis is subjected to a structuralist
interpretation.

VI

From the beginning of its discussion in the analytic tradition, con-
scious experience has figured as that field of interiority, subjectivity,
or privacy that must be set off against the structural totality of objec-
tively descriptive language, reduced by the progress of scientific struc-
turalization or unspeakable in its vocabulary, its positive implications
of resistance to the structuralist order assimilated or dissimulated by
the progress of explanation itself. But as we have seen, the successive
theoretical projects of structuralism also drew decisive and positive
theoretical support, at each moment of their development, from the
insights of linguistic reflection about the language of consciousness,
even when this support was only the paradoxical one of defining the
margin or boundary of explanation that must, at each stage of progress,
be successively reduced. It is the suggestion of this work that analytic
philosophy’s encounter with consciousness has been the locus of its
consideration of the human selfimage, an encounter that has been
as decisive for the development of analytic philosophy as its object is
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significant in itself, even when (as has typically been the case) this in-
quiry has operated in the obscuring explanatory modes of assimilation
and self-denial. The interpretive investigations of the preceding four
chapters read the history of analytic philosophy of mind in terms of
its paradoxical, sometimes self-obscuring concern with the image of
the human, producing the story of this concern as the story of the
unself-aware struggle of distinctively linguistic insight into conscious-
nesswith the ever-present theoretical temptation to make the language
that relates it the unified description of an objectively present natural
phenomenon.

The most significant interpretive result of the historical investiga-
tion is its exposure of the historical dynamic of opposition that links
and opposes the language of consciousness to structuralism in each of
its versions in the history of analytic philosophy of mind. The analytic
tradition’s concern with the human self-image has, according to the
historical analysis conducted here, unfolded in the terms of this op-
position and still remains, in the form of the contemporary problem
of explaining consciousness, locked within it.

Structuralism subsumes practices of analysis that are as general as
the view of language that it formulates. The language of consciousness
resists the structuralist picture, not by demonstrating the falseness or
incoherence of this picture, but by demanding for its own intelligibil-
ity an alternative construal and practice of the work of analysis. This
alternative resists the generality of structuralist explanations and the
analytic practice that delivers them, on the ground of the language of
consciousness itself. The language of consciousness, as we have seen,
is the language with which we express (among other things) what is
in each case our own: that core of sensations, impressions, memories,
and beliefs that we typically think of as most interior to us, even in the
publicity of their linguistic expression. And even without proposing or
implying a tendentious view of the implications of this interiority, the
ordinary language of consciousness, in its very dialectical movement,
recognizes and confirms it. The claim that the language of conscious-
ness expresses, and that seeks the recognition of another, in the report
of a pain or the articulation of a mental image is immediately miscon-
strued, in each case, by the structuralism that sees the locutions of
these expressions only as descriptions meaningful in that they occupy
a position in the total logical structure of language. Reflection on the
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language of consciousness in its intersubjective, dialectical situation,
by contrast, offers to remind us of the inadequacy of structuralism for
its comprehension, furthering the expression of consciousness itself as
the linguistic articulation, in doctrine and practice, of the self-image
that it defines.

As the philosophical tradition since Descartes amply testifies, what
is in each case one’s own, the privilege of the self, has multiple di-
mensions and significances, as manifold and far-ranging as the being
of the human subject itself. And it is no historical accident that the
philosophical self-reflection on subjective experience that once or-
ganized a whole metaphysics of Absolute Idealism could be, by the
beginning of the twentieth century in the analytic tradition, narrowed
down to the merely sensory and phenomenal conception of “experi-
ence” that the first analytic philosophers already presupposed. For as
we have seen since the first chapter, this narrowing supplements and
responds to the widening of a reflection on language that expands to
include within the universality and objectivity of concepts everything
thatis linguistically expressible, seemingly leaving the meaning of bare
phenomenal consciousness inexpressible or mute, the last remnant of
subjectivity that cannot be reduced by the universality of successive
definition. Interrogated as an objectively present phenomenon of na-
ture, phenomenal experience becomes the unarticulated, indefinable
presupposition for all articulated awareness or the core of a concep-
tual illusion that must be explained or explained away by means of
an expanding science. Reading the dialectic of consciousness in the
analytic tradition as that tradition’s way of figuring, and responding
to, the human self-conception, however, opens a passage to an alterna-
tive conception of the joined significance of the analysis of language
and the understanding of consciousness, within a future philosophical
practice that would recover the founding and constitutive insights of
the analytic inquiry into the mind as revealing, rather than obscuring,
the self-consciousness of the language they invoke.

VII

Since Kant, a ¢ritical philosophical discussion is one that explicitly
and centrally considers and evaluates its own method of producing
intelligibility, the form and credentials of its own distinctive kind of
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philosophical insight. The turn to criticism endows philosophical un-
derstanding with the self-conscious movement of the articulation of
its own limits, expanding and enriching the dialectic of its relation to
that which is beyond it. Throughout the twentieth century, structural-
ism has figured the limits of language as the limits of an objectively
present and describable logical structure, reducing conscious experi-
ence as mutely exterior to it. In all of its theoretical assumptions and
movements, structuralism has presupposed a conception of the limits
of philosophical insight and linguistic intelligibility without in general
making this conception explicit as an object of investigation. But at-
tention to the language of consciousness already suffices to contest,
as it has implicitly at several moments of the analytic inquiry, the con-
ception of all that can be said as the display of a unified, objective
logical structure of language. Understanding this contestation at the
level of its real generality and methodological implication, historical
inquiry recovers the problem of consciousness as the motivation for
an explicitly critical discussion of the relation of language to expe-
rience. Inflecting the debate critically yields the suggestion that the
distinctively linguistic forms of interpretation characteristic of the an-
alytic tradition, read outside the structuralist assumptions to which
they have constantly submitted, can bring the joint intelligibility of
language and consciousness to view, in a dialectic that does not rest in
any stable, theoretical solution but may nevertheless find satisfaction.'3

The kind of critical limit-fixing work I am suggesting for a descen-
dent of the contemporary debate has, of course, distinguished philo-
sophical ancestors. The idea of a critical fixing of the limits of knowledge
traces to Kant and results from his concern to limit reason’s preten-
sions to knowledge beyond the bounds of experience. An even more
complete parallel is Wittgenstein’s limit-fixing project in the Tracta-
tus, a project of defining the boundaries of meaningful language in
order to gesture at that which is outside them, what can be shown
but not said. For Wittgenstein, there is no possibility of a theoretical
description of that which is outside the boundaries of theoretically
descriptive language. We can only gesture at the showable by showing
that any proposition that attempts to describe it is nonsense. The spe-
cial work of philosophical criticism is to allow the formulation of what
appear to be positive theoretical claims about the showable, and then
to embarrass them by exposing their nonsensicality. The consistent
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historical complaint in favor of consciousness, I have argued, has ex-
emplified just such a gesturing, and a future version of the current
debate could give it a critical turn by developing structuralist methods
into just this sort of practice. The attempt to give a positive philosoph-
ical characterization of the nature of consciousness or subjectivity has
consistently yielded what must be, by the lights of structuralist analy-
sis, nonsense. But in the light of historical reflection, it is possible to
see the significance of this historically important kind of nonsense in
terms of its ability to define the limits of a kind of explanation that is
otherwise quite general.

The work of criticism, in its self-consciousness about philosophical
practice, is immediately the fixation of the limits and boundaries of
the specific methods of philosophical insight. But beyond simply fix-
ing their limits, criticism can also sharpen and expand these methods
by making them aware of themselves. In the case of the analytic in-
vestigation of the mind, we have already seen how attention to the
language of consciousness contests the structuralist interpretation of
the method of linguistic analysis, suggesting that the question of this
method be raised again. An improved, more critical form of the discus-
sion of language and consciousness, dedicated to confronting rather
than obscuring the questions of method that the history of analytic
inquiry into the mind displays, could bring the practice of linguis-
tic analysis to a new understanding of its own implications, revealing
the fateful configuration of self-understanding in which language and
consciousness are linked.

VIII

The analysis of language, in each of its moments and methodolog-
ical versions throughout the twentieth century, aims to produce in-
telligibility by clarifying meaning, by showing us more clearly what
we mean in the various forms of description, explanation, interpreta-
tion, and expression that comprise our ordinary discursive practices.
Under the sway of the structuralist picture, the clarification of meaning
consistently seems to be the description of a unified and total logical
structure, underlying the practice of language in each of its instances,
accounting from behind the scenes for the possibility of meaningful-
ness everywhere it occurs. But the language of consciousness, in each
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of the moments we’ve considered here, problematizes this picture on
the ground of the specific inappropriateness of structuralist forms of
explanation to the kind of intelligibility that the language of conscious-
ness, in its ordinary uses, is felt to have. The historical investigation of
the problem of explaining consciousness, by taking seriously the intu-
ition that consciousness resists structuralist explanation, provides the
basis for an alternative understanding of the method of analysis that
construes its capability of clarifying meaning otherwise than as the elu-
cidation of logical structure. The alternative construal reveals analysis,
instead, as capable of producing the kind of linguistic understanding
appropriate to the intelligibility of consciousness, an understanding
that is most elucidatory when it is not the description of a structure
of meaning explanatory of the language of consciousness, but rather
moves in the self-reflexive element of this language itself.

With an antistructuralist construal of the method of analysis in view,
the insights of each of the specific moments of theoretical innovation
that we’ve discussed can be recast in terms that elucidate, in each case,
some aspect of the meaning of the language of consciousness. The
analyses, recast in the antistructuralist form of a self-reflexive practice
of linguistic insight, are in each case partial and specific, responsive
to particular philosophical needs rather than instances of a general,
self-standing theoretical structure. But collectively, they define the real
progress of philosophy of mind, in its joint inquiry into experience and
language, over the twentieth century.

The Vienna Circle’s protocol sentence debate, as we saw in the first
chapter, arose when the structuralist analysis of the meaning of scien-
tific and objective terms of description threatened to render unintelli-
gible the intuition that empirical claims must ultimately be grounded
in experience, an intuition upon which structuralism had also in fact
relied in the formulation of its central opposition between structure
and content. When the question of protocol sentences arose, we saw,
the only consistent way to maintain their epistemological primacy
given structuralism was to misleadingly assimilate their meaning to an
ostensive or demonstrative act of gesturing at contents conceived as in
themselves ineffable. Neurath took the alternative route of upholding
physicalism while abandoning the kind of epistemological reconstruc-
tion that structuralism had originally aimed to facilitate. But despite
its misconstrual by all parties to the debate, the underlying insight
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that objective claims are responsive and responsible to claims about our
own conscious experience summarizes a significant and real aspect of
our ordinary discursive practices. The insight that Schlick and Carnap
sought to capture in their original project of epistemological recon-
struction, and that Neurath subsequently abandoned, was that on each
particular occasion on which the credentials of an empirical claim are
at issue, a selfreflexive appeal to one’s own experience can always
play a role in justification, and this role is not simply that of a further
empirical description of one’s cognitive state. Set outside structural-
ism, within an alternative conception of analysis, the insight that con-
sciousness is ultimately determinative for empirical claims need not
license any general description of the structure of science as an ed-
ifice founded on empirical claims, or indeed any positioning of these
claims within a more general network of meaningful propositions at
all. But it nevertheless calls attention to a definitive feature of both
our ordinary and our scientific discourse, without which the ordinary
practice of giving justifications for empirical claims that terminate in
statements about experience would be impossible.

In the third chapter, we saw that Husserl and Schlick shared, despite
their substantial methodological differences, an essential insight into
the necessity of the general statements about experience that Husserl
called “phenomenological laws,” a necessity rooted in the specific na-
ture of our experience in a way that, as both Husserl and Schlick
recognized, is falsified and obscured by any conception of the basis of
phenomenological laws as simply factual. Schlick’s description of the
phenomenological laws included the additional insight that this ne-
cessity is perspicuous as a feature of the meaning of the terms involved,
and accordingly that their nonfactual character additionally excludes
any material analysis of their content. But Schlick’s further descrip-
tion of meaning generally as grounded in conventional and stipulative
rules of use already misconstrued his underlying insight into the lan-
guage of experience by interpreting its description as the elucidation
of a general logical structure of rules responsible for, and explanatory
of, meaning. Meanwhile, Husserl’s account of phenomenological laws
preserved the insight that the only possible epistemic basis for the es-
tablishment of these laws is an appeal that adverts in each case to the
first-personal form of one’s own experience rather than to the objective
institution of conventional rules. But missing the semantic character of
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this appeal, Husserl had to resort to a complex and epistemologically
problematic account of the necessity of phenomenological laws as aris-
ing from abstractive synthesis, an account that Schlick rightly rejected.
In this way, both philosophers gestured at, but ultimately failed to cap-
ture, the insight that our form of experience has a necessity for us that
is intelligible in terms of the semantic possibilities of meaning open
to us, possibilities that can be shown in each case only by appealing to
our ordinary, first-personal insight in practice into the meaningfulness
of our own language of experience and that do not rest, in any such
appeal, on any further description of their basis or ground.

Ryle’s project of conceptual geography represents perhaps the most
complete and self-consistent application, within the analytic tradition,
of an essentially nonstructuralist project of analysis that methodologi-
cally recognizes the essentially linguistic character of our insight into
consciousness and locates this insight at its own level of epistemologi-
cal self-reflexiveness and generality. His insight, for instance, into the
dispositional logic of many mentalistic terms expresses a recognition
unimpeachable on the level of the kind of pre-theoretical reflection on
our own meanings of which we are all capable as users of the English
language, but eminently useful in dispelling the falsifications of
grammar that philosophical theories such as Descartes’ dualism are
apt to produce. But the suggestion that analysis rectifies the logical
grammar of our language by illuminating category mistakes can all
too easily, as we have seen, appear to invite a conception of analysis as
elucidating the categorical structure of language as a whole. And the
specific Rylean analysis of mentalistic terms as having a dispositional
grammar can easily seem to support the view that these terms in fact
refer to substantial dispositions or their microstructural bases. In any
case, in the specific case of sensations, Ryle was led by his anxiety to
dispel the sense-datum theory to exceed the warrant of his own self-
reflexive method and to offer a positive, essentially structuralist theory
of the meaning of sensation-language. In this excess, Ryle misunder-
stood the essential character and limits of his own method, yielding an
analysis whose infelicity he himself recognized and that made possible
the Identity Theory’s criticism of what was subsequently taken to be
the Rylean project.

Significantly, the central insight that provided the basis for the early
identity theorists’ criticism of Ryle was itself a piece of reflection about
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the meaning of the language of consciousness. Place’s and Smart’s
essential insight against what they took to be Ryle’s theory was that or-
dinary instances of sensation-language, for example the language by
means of which we describe our own present perceptual experiences,
pains, or after-images, present themselves in intersubjective discourse
notas mere expressions, but as genuine reports, conceived as describing
the objects or events that cause them and accordingly implying the ex-
istence of these objects or events. Ryle’s failure to grasp this fact about
the ordinary grammar of sensation-reports had been, as he himself
recognized, the source of the errors and obfuscations of his reductive
account of sensation-language, and it was the ultimate source of Place’s
and Smart’s misunderstanding of his project. But to say (what is true)
that sensation-reports present themselves in discourse as genuine re-
ports and so imply the existence of their objects, is not yet to imply
any particular view of the nature of these objects. Place’s and Smart’s
own physicalism led them to slide from the first kind of claim, licensed
by ordinary reflection on the language of experience, to the second
kind of claim, which is ungrounded in any such reflection and was in
fact produced only by the structuralist assumption that any positive
reference to the elements of consciousness, in order to be meaning-
ful at all, must be supported by an explanation of this reference in
terms of its logical structure. This led, almost inevitably, to new ques-
tions about the theoretical grammar of reference to what were now
supposed to be physical brain states or events, as this reference fig-
ures in ordinary language and in the specialized practice of empirical
science.

As we saw in Chapter 4, these questions provided the immediate
impetus for the development of functionalism. But the detailed in-
tuitions and considerations about mentalistic language and its rela-
tionship to the empirical description of mechanical brain states upon
which functionalism relied depended, in each case, on insights into
the suggestions and implications of our ordinary language of con-
sciousness. That these suggestions and implications are largely dis-
tinct from those of any straightforwardly descriptive or empirical
discourse posed, throughout the early history of functionalism, sig-
nificant problems for the unification of functional-level descriptions
with the mechanical-level descriptions that were supposed to under-
lie them. These problems led to the abandonment of the structuralist
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model of intertheoretic reduction that Putnam and Oppenheim had
originally proposed, and were in the end solved only by Lewis’s force-
ful insistence, at variance with the pre-theoretic result of reflection on
the ordinary language of consciousness, that this language is actually
primarily descriptive of states and events linked by a causal logic of
relation. At this moment, as at so many others in the history of analytic
philosophy of mind, immanent insights into the meaning of the lan-
guage of consciousness, significant and decisive in their elucidation
of the specific intelligibility of consciousness and in their elaboration
of the underlying reasons for the methodological difference between
the intelligibility of consciousness and that of any objectively present
phenomenon, were lost and obscured almost as soon as they were
formulated by their misinterpretation as insights into the special posi-
tion of consciousness within the thematized totality of the structure of
language and the objectivity that it describes and delimits.

The insights that have driven the progress of analytic philosophy
of mind, then, have arisen in each case from reflection on the mean-
ing of some aspect of our language of consciousness, reflection that
clarifies some aspect of the significance or grammar of our multiple
and diverse practices of self-description, reporting, and mutual under-
standing. Each of these insights into the working of the language with
which we describe and analyze consciousness could be interpreted as
contributions to a structuralist picture of language and the mind, ele-
ments of a complete or essentially completeable account of the logical
structure of the language of experience, an account that would itself
define the conceptual form of consciousness without remainder. The
preceding chapters portray the theoretical costs and historical effects
of doing so. For the positive insights of the analysis of language about
consciousness have again and again, as we have seen, been interpreted
as results of a structuralist method and components of a structuralist
theory. But if it is right that no form of structuralist project offers
a suitable account of consciousness, it nevertheless remains possible
that these insights can be interpreted otherwise, as illustrative of a
distinct method of linguistic insight into consciousness that does not
seek, and does not produce, a unified account of the logical structure
of language. The results of analytic philosophy’s specifically linguis-
tic inquiry into the nature of consciousness are evident in the decisive
moments of the historical debate. But the question of the nature of the
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method that produced them remains an open question for historical
inquiry. At each stage in the dialectic, we have seen how a structuralist
interpretation of the method of analytic philosophy has assimilated
and misconstrued results that can in each case also be read alterna-
tively, as problematizing, in the name of consciousness, structuralism’s
claim to explanatory totality. Reading their claims otherwise than as
structural ones means reopening the question of the character of their
specifically linguistic provenance, posing again the question of the na-
ture of the method that produced them in order to challenge the
structuralist interpretation of their significance.

This immanent critique of structuralism on methodological
grounds should nevertheless not fail to give structuralism its due. For
as we have seen, it is impossible to understand the history of the ana-
Iytic inquiry into the mind without recognizing that structuralism has
in fact played a decisive role within it, not only in obscuring the resis-
tance of consciousness but also in facilitating positive insights about
it. The positive insights that linguistic analysis and reflection can pro-
duce into particular propositions will often seem to have the form
of elaborations of their underlying grammar, over against standing
temptations to misconstrue it, and there is no reason to suppose that
general logical or grammatical principles, demonstrable by analysis,
do notindeed govern the grammatical workings of large regions of the
intersubjective practice of language. Even if replaced by an alternative
interpretation of the method of analysis, structuralization might legit-
imately remain a normative ideal for this method, an end to which,
among others, we expect our partial analyses to aspire. The point of re-
placing the structuralist interpretation of the practice of analysis with
another, more situated one is just to resist the structuralist assumption
of totality that holds that every piece of meaningful language must be
structuralizable if it is meaningful at all. Analysis outside the influence
of structuralism might, in many cases, actually coincide in method and
result with successful structuralist analysis, especially with those analy-
ses that have comprised the best insights of the analytic tradition. The
difference is just that an alternative interpretation of the method of
analysis removes the assumption that such analyses must lead to, or
converge upon, a single, comprehensive account of the logical struc-
ture of language and thereby contests the univocal goal of structuralist
theory that that assumption has seemed to sanction.
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IX

If the suggestion of the historical analysis is right, analytic philosophy’s
distinctive turn toward the analysis of language and the clarification of
meaning yields a far-reaching and historically decisive source of insight
into the nature of consciousness. The identification of the genuine
insights of analytic philosophy with respect to consciousness reveals
its linguistic turn, if taken consistently and with methodological self-
awareness, as definitive of an alternative, nonstructuralist method of
analytic reflection that recognizably produces a kind of intelligibility that
is appropriate to consciousness, and to the kinds of understanding of
it that can satisfy our underlying philosophical needs. In the course
of the history we’ve considered, this method of analytic reflection has
never been completely and explicitly described, butitis responsible for
each of the moments of theoretical insight that we have discussed. The
methodological analysis of the history of philosophy of mind provides
the basis for a preliminary characterization of this method, in terms
that show its distinction from the assumptions of structuralism and its
appropriateness for the kind of understanding that we want out of a
theory of consciousness.

As we have seen in the preceding chapters, structuralist interpre-
tations of language and of the work of analysis are pervasive and all
but exhaustive in the history of analytic philosophy. Nevertheless, we
have seen how the language of consciousness repeatedly and decisively
provides grounds for resistance to structuralism; and in fact in isolated
moments, tentatively and without complete self-clarity, philosophers
have begun to understand how the methods of analytic philosophy can
produce the intelligibility we seek from an understanding of conscious-
ness, outside the ambit of structuralist assumptions. In this way, certain
distinctive moments in the critical history of the tradition intimate an
alternative conception of its methods, offering to sensitive interpreta-
tion the beginnings of a reading of them against the prevailing grain
of structuralism.

One of the most significant such moments is the complicated and
critical response of the late Wittgenstein to his own earlier concep-
tion of philosophical analysis and method. The response reacts most
centrally to a conception of language, one that Wittgenstein says he
himself once held, according to which “if anyone utters a sentence and
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means or understands it he is operating a calculus according to defi-
nite rules.”'4 This fairly characterizes what I have called “structuralism”
in this work; and Wittgenstein’s detailed response to it returns to the
deepest ground of the consideration of specifically linguistic forms of
insight, as these operate in the dialectic of everyday discourse, in or-
der to problematize and complicate the very conceptions of structure,
systematicity, and rules that this philosophical conception of language
presupposes.’5

Wittgenstein’s partial and situated remarks on the conception of
philosophy embodied in the critique do not define anything amount-
ing to a single, general technique of philosophical practice. Neverthe-
less, they characterize in outline a therapeutic practice of the analysis
and interpretation of language that can inflect the traditional methods
of analytic philosophy in order to find in them the kind of intelligi-
bility of ourselves that our theories of consciousness desperately and
perennially seek. The writing of the Investigations, with its multiple and
different voices, its various forms of interlocutory exchange (not only
the statement of claims but also their immanent problematization,
questioning, contestation, and deferral, typically without resolution),
its dialectic of the everrenewed temptations of philosophy and their
linguistic deflation, itself practices (I take it) such a method of linguis-
tic analysis, a method in each case ineliminably particular, specific,
and situated in the concrete reality of discourse. The method of the
Investigations produces the intelligibility we seek, not through a general
thesis or a single technique, but in particular and situated sketches of
journeys that “criss-cross in every direction” through the landscapes of
our ordinary language in multiple modes of interpretation, analysis,
and critique.'® Here I enumerate, sketchily and preliminarily, some of
the characteristics of this variety of practices that recommend them
particularly, against the backdrop of the history here considered, as
capable of producing, in a way that s strictly continuous with the meth-
ods of analysis and linguistic reflection that have defined the analytic
tradition, the intelligibility of ourselves to ourselves that we seek in our
attempts to understand conscious experience.

The method of analytic reflection is a method of self-reflection. The clari-
fication of meaning, when conceived and practiced outside the guid-
ance of structuralist assumptions, produces insight by means of an
interrogation of self. The ordinary question, posed to a speaker, about
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the meaning of an utterance, asks after something that that speaker,
uniquely, can clarify. And the derivation of insight about what one
oneself means contributes, in the various situations of self-inquiry and
self-discovery in which we raise the question, to the authenticity and
transparency that the philosophical tradition since antiquity has fig-
ured as self-knowledge. Structuralism hides the possibility that linguis-
tic reflection can produce self-knowledge, because it figures language
as a structure in itself alien to the particularity of its speakers. The
method of analytic reflection, however, recognizes language as an es-
sentially intersubjective practice, real and substantial only in the relation-
ship between two interlocutors, something not reducible to any kind
of objective structure. Failing to situate itself explicitly in this relation-
ship, structuralist analysis cannot be self-reflection. For even when it
discusses human experience or selthood, it treats this selfhood as sim-
ply another objective phenomenon or process, thereby missing the
decisive significance of the unique dialectical kind of relationality —
wherein elucidatory understanding of the self by self is neither sim-
ple self-identity nor the relation of one object to another, but rather
the essentially intersubjective recognition of self in other and other in
self — definitive of any practice of inquiry capable of producing self-
knowledge.'” The method of analytic reflection, by contrast, produces
the intelligibility it offers within the intersubjectivity of language itself,
appealing in each case to the knowledge that speakers already pos-
sess, implicitly or explicitly, as this knowledge can be revealed in the
intersubjective dialectic of inquiry into meaning.

The conception of philosophical insight as self-discovery, antici-
pated by philosophical articulations of method since Plato, plays a
definitive role in the late Wittgenstein’s conception of the nature of
philosophical problems and their resolution, and accordingly in the
practice of philosophy that he displays. There can be little doubt that
Wittgenstein, throughout his life, conceived of philosophical work, in-
cluding logical and linguistic analysis, as a means of working on oneself,
and that he conceived of the clarification of philosophical problems
as of a piece with the clarification of the problems of life.'® And the
thought that linguistic reflection can be selfreflection plays a deter-
minative role in his late conception of philosophical insight, as ex-
pressed in the Investigations. Wittgenstein here says, for instance, that
the philosopher’s task is not to expose unknown facts or beliefs, but
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only to clarify what we already know, what already lies before us in-
sofar as we speak a language.' This is evidently connected, more-
over, with Wittgenstein’s bold suggestion that there can be no theses
in philosophy, that the purpose of philosophy is indeed not the ad-
vancement of theses or claims but the assembly of reminders of what
we already know.?® This assembly produces the kind of clarity that
we lack when we become confused, especially under the influence
of philosophical theory, about the grammar that we already know: it
reveals, not hidden or obscure facts, but those simple and familiar “as-
pects of things” that are in fact “always before one’s eyes” but missed
in our philosophical analyses precisely because of their familiarity and
ordinariness.*!

Without the support of a structuralist picture of language, it can
seem puzzling that this kind of immanent reflection on meaning can
produce philosophical insight at all. For how can an inquiry that
can reveal only what the inquirers already knew, insofar as they are
competent speakers of the language at all, produce any new informa-
tion or knowledge? Reflection on meaning does not introduce new
facts or data. It is no part of its task to contribute to the fund of sci-
entific knowledge or information about any object or phenomenon,
even about language itself. But it works by deriving from illustrative
examples and particular reminders the kind of insight into our own
concepts whose loss threatens us with obscurity before ourselves.** We
are all, insofar as we are competent speakers of English, more or less
competent users of the ordinary repertoire of mentalistic locutions
of self-description and reporting; but it is one thing to be able to use
the language, and quite another to understand the significance of the
concepts that it represents with some degree of perspicuity. Where re-
flection on the meaning of our self-descriptive language fails, we can
be tempted to inaccurate and inappropriate pictures of ourselves.?3
Reflection on the meaning of the language of consciousness reme-
dies this temptation by bringing to our awareness the grammar that
underlies our ordinary self-conception in each case. Though it does
not thereby produce a single and unified explanatory structure of its
own, it delivers the intelligibility that we need, in the particular but
also decisive contexts in which the human self-image is in question.

The method of analytic reflection is not a “third-person” method. Struc-
turalism understands the analysis of meaning as the elucidation of
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the logical structure of language, figuring this structure as a totality,
responsible for the possibility of shared, objective meaning in a lan-
guage, fixed in itself and accessible to theoretical investigation by
means and methods that do not essentially involve the subjectivity of
the investigator. The elucidation of the logical structure of language is,
for structuralism, either the demonstration of the fixed logical rules
of inference and derivation sublimely definitive of reason itself, or
the empirical description of social patterns and practices of linguis-
tic behavior current in a speech community. But the elucidation of
meaning, in the specific, concrete contexts in which we ordinarily re-
quire it, never in fact consists solely, or even primarily, in reference to
a system or totality of rules of language. The kind of knowledge that is
decisive for ordinary inquiries into meaning, outside specialized con-
texts, is not theoretically derived knowledge of the rules or structure
definitive of meaning, but the everyday, lived knowledge of meanings
that we gain simply in becoming competent speakers of a language.
The “know-how” that we exhibit in using a language, and that is the
object of reflective inquiry into meaning, is not reducible to or elim-
inable, in its actual discursive life, in favor of any item or totality of
theoretical “knowledge-that.” Instead, the inquiry into the meaning of
a particular word or phrase, on a particular occasion, always asks after
something that is only accessible from within, and will be displayed as
part of, the lived, experienced practice of a language, and never as a
component of a total, theoretical description of the preconditions for
the possibility of that practice.

The much-discussed but little-understood Wittgensteinian concep-
tions of “forms of life” and “language games” aim to reveal the kinds
of intelligibility possible for, and appropriate to, this lived practice, as
it shows itself in the forms of understanding that philosophy is capable
of. In employing these heuristic concepts to explain the kind of insight
that linguistic investigations can produce, Wittgenstein gestures at the
grounding of our linguistic inquiry in the “bedrock” of practices, cri-
teria, and attunements that we share as speakers of a language. The
point of this gesture is not to provide, or to provide warrant for, a theory
of the beliefs or practices that must be shared in order for the inter-
subjective practice of language to be possible, but rather to gesture at
the sort of inexplicable agreement that shows itself in our practice of
language itself.*4
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The attempt to explain consciousness as a natural phenomenon,
comprehensible and explainable by means of the essentially third-
person and objective methods of empirical science, naturally produces
the complaint that these means and methods are inappropriate for the
understanding of consciousness. The complaint grasps that any project
of explanation that applies to consciousness the empirical methodol-
ogy of the experimental sciences risks falsifying or omitting entirely
the interpretive kind of access that we have to our own consciousness,
a kind of access that is unique and practically definitive of the special
problems of explaining it. It can seem difficult, however, to support this
complaint with any phenomenologically accurate linguistic account.
The linguistic analysis of the first-person utterances and locutions with
which we describe our own consciousness can all too easily seem to
amount simply to the description of conventionally established and
socially enforced speech behavior, leaving the special character of our
access to consciousness mysterious. If, on the other hand, the analy-
sis of the language of consciousness is never the third-person, empirical
description of speech behavior, but rather the essentially intersubjec-
tive clarification of meanings between practitioners who mobilize their
knowledge of the language in the very practice that explicates it, then
the analysis of the language of consciousness can bring out its phe-
nomenology in a way that does not falsify it by subjecting it to essentially
third-person means. If the nature of consciousness is misunderstood
whenever it is subjected to the methods of third-person description,
misconstrued in its essence by means of an inquiry that takes the lan-
guage of consciousness to exemplify a structure objectively present
for all inquirers, the method of analytic reflection offers the alterna-
tive thought that the language of consciousness, like consciousness
itself, always essentially eludes any such inquiry. For its genuine anal-
ysis essentially involves the position and situation of the analyst in a
discursive movement that cannot be reduced to the description of,
or inquiry into, an objectively present structure. Instead, any possible
analysis unfolds in the intersubjective discourse that makes sense of
claims about consciousness by staking these claims themselves on the
possibility of mutual understanding that defines their meaningfulness.

The method of analytic reflection is not a “first-person” method. Even
though the analysis of the language of consciousness, purged of the
structuralist picture, never demonstrates an objective logical structure
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of language, independent from or explanatory of its practice, each
specific analysis it offers nevertheless elucidates meanings that are
transcendent to the individual in being shared. In intersubjective dis-
course, the analysis of language remains the analysis of a language
that is, to the extent that it is meaningful, normative for a speech
community; and even if this analysis in each case depends on an ap-
peal to one’s own meaning or intention, still it can clarify the meaning
of alocution only insofar as this meaning is shared. The method of an-
alytic reflection thus integrates the realization that one’s meaning is,
in each case, one’s own with the recognition that meaning something
by something one says is always a social act, an act that presupposes, or
stakes, the mutual attunement that makes meaning possible to begin
with. Analytic reflection therefore appeals in each case to something
that is one’s own, but also, at the same time, to something that is what
it is only in its essential publicity. The analysis of a particular word or
phrase, on a particular occasion, reflects what its user meant by using
that locution on that occasion, but it also essentially presupposes, and
helps to reveal, what the locution itself means, in the intersubjective
practice of the community. The appeal of linguistic reflection is in
each case to an individual, but it appeals in a decisive and singular way
to the individual’s sociality in asking after her meanings.*5

In the recentdiscussion of the problem of explaining consciousness,
discomfort with third-person methods often produces a recoil to first-
person methods such as phenomenology and introspection. As we saw
in the third chapter, phenomenology aims to describe consciousness
by means of a self-reflection thatis always individual. Butintrospection-
ism, even in its sophisticated phenomenological version, fails in that it
dissimulates and obscures the essentially intersubjective character of
the language that necessarily frames any statement of its own process
or results. The method of linguistic reflection, by contrast, figures this
sociality inherently, as part of what is involved in the individuality that
is displayed by the language of consciousness. Rather than rest its ap-
peal to the individual on items or contents that are inherently private,
essentially hidden from the view of any inquisitive other, and therefore
in themselves unsayable, the method of linguistic reflection necessar-
ily depends upon the very relational situation of communication that
is the medium of the individual language of consciousness in each
case. Again, though, this “social order” never figures in the method
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of analytic reflection as the thematizable totality of a set of beliefs,
practices, or empirical behaviors. Reference to it gestures, instead, to
the ungrounded ground of inexplicable agreement or attunement that
makes possible the practice of language itself. Rather than reducing
objectivity or trying to account for it subsequently as a construction of
subjectivities, the method of linguistic reflection already moves within
the linguistic consensus among subjectivities, deeper than any thema-
tizable agreement on facts, behaviors, or practices, that in fact defines
objectivity in each case of successful intersubjective recognition.

The method of analytic reflection produces clarifications, not accounts. Out-
side the structuralist picture of language, there is no reason to suppose
that the clarification of the meaning of ordinary locutions and propo-
sitions will illuminate a fixed and self-consistent structure of meaning.
Indeed, the method of analytic reflection provides no reason to be-
lieve that our ordinary conceptual scheme, insofar as it is thematiz-
able at all, is not fragmentary, ill-defined, and internally contradictory.
The method of analytic reflection operates, in each case, to clarify the
meaning of an expression or a proposition, answering to a doubt or ob-
scurity thatitselfis, in each case, specific and situated. As far as it goes —
and reflection on meaning can go no further without falsifying itself —
it provides no reason, moreover, to believe that it ought to be possi-
ble to provide the unique or final analysis of any term or expression.
The analyses it offers are, by contrast, situated and partial, applicable
within the contexts in which the need for them arises, but not neces-
sarily generalizable. It follows that the method of analytic reflection,
in application to the language of consciousness, cannot produce any-
thing like a unified and general account of the nature of consciousness.
Its conclusions are not proofs of a theory, but clarificatory reminders,
partial and situated, of what we ourselves mean.

One of the most central methodological insights of Wittgenstein’s
late critique of his own earlier conception of philosophy s that the rela-
tionship of linguistic investigation to philosophical theoryisnot one of
direct support, but rather one of diagnosis, therapy, and unavoidable
dialectical self-contestation. In these modes of interpretation, the
method of analytic reflection produces the intelligibility of ourselves
to ourselves by assembling, in the particular cases where such intelligi-
bility is needed, specific reminders of the forms of our language, what

is already before us in the everyday life of our linguistic practice.?
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The aim of the assemblage of particular reminders is to produce a
“perspicuous representation” of the grammar of our language, a kind
of clarity that we sometimes lack about which way to go on among the
many branching paths of our language.*” But the perspicuity it pro-
duces is not that of a unified, general, or total representation of the
language as a whole. Itis, rather, simply the complete clarity that means
the complete dissolution of the philosophical problem.=

The method of analytic reflection answers to specific philosophical needs. The
project of structuralism presents itself as the necessary precondition
for any possible clarification of meaning, and in so doing obscures the
alternative kind of clarification that operates nontheoretically in the
practice of a language itself, responsive to the specific demands and
needs in pursuit of the satisfaction of which we inquire into mean-
ing. Refusing to recognize their own origin as anything other than
the neutrality of a pure inquiry, structuralist theories of consciousness
hide and dissimulate the specific theoretical needs that they in fact aim
to satisfy. The method of analytic reflection, by contrast, responds in
each case of its application to a specific need for clarification, a desire to
make the significance and import of some piece of ordinary language
clearer or more obvious. Its yield is not a general theory; instead, its
“reminders for a particular purpose” answer in each particular case
to a specific ambiguity or obscurity that threatens the intelligibility
of consciousness. Responding in each case to the specific needs for
which we inquire into meanings, the method of analytic reflection
allows these needs themselves to be described and examined rather
than obscured. In this way, it raises anew the question of our own in-
volvement in our theoretical activities with respect to consciousness.
In response to the “preconceived idea of crystalline purity” — the idea
that organized the structuralist picture of language — the specific ther-
apies of linguistic reflection remind us of our real reasons for wanting
to understand ourselves. In this way, it turns our investigation around
the “fixed point of our real need,” our need for the kind of mutual
intelligibility that the language of consciousness incessantly seeks, and
only sometimes finds, in the ordinary practice of its speech.?9

In the course of the ordinary discourse with which we express claims
about our own experience, willingness to clarify what we mean by our
particular, contextual utterances is often the essential prerequisite for
our being understood, for our own experience to be made intelligible
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to the other. In the theoretical context where our goal is not the in-
telligibility of an individual’s experience but the intelligibility of con-
sciousness itself, philosophical analysis of the meaning of the language
of consciousness produces this intelligibility in the medium of linguis-
tic self-reflection. But even if the latter kind of reflection yields results
that are more general and require a greater development of special-
ized practice for their derivation, it would be wrong to suppose that
the clarification of meaning can ever lend insight except as a response
to a specific kind of obfuscation or unclarity. As we saw in Chapter 4,
one significant source of a kind of obfuscation that philosophical
reflection on language can aptly remedy is philosophical theory itself.
Here, philosophical analysis derives its purpose and import from that
of the particular conceptions of the human being that it confronts.
Ryle’s practice of ordinary-language analysis operated by detecting, by
means of reflection on the meaning of our ordinary concepts of con-
sciousness, the infelicities and absurdities of the Cartesian theory, a
theory that falsified the concepts of mind by obscuring their ordinary
grammar. But philosophical theory is not the only general source of
the kind of confusion that reflection on the meaning of the language
of consciousness can address. These confusions are possible, and of-
ten tempting, wherever a general image of the nature of the human
self is offered or contested. They provide ample ground for the work
of analytic clarification in domains ranging from the scientific to the
cultural and political. In these wide-ranging domains, the stakes of
the interpretation of the language of consciousness are as manifold
and significant as its ordinary and specialized uses. Responsive to our
particular needs in understanding ourselves in each case, analysis prac-
tices this interpretation as a linguistic self-consciousness that reveals
our needs by illuminating their source.

These heuristic specifications, partial and impressionistic, gesture
toward a practice of linguistic interpretation that contests some of the
most pervasive theoretical assumptions definitive of the tradition of
analytic philosophy. But the practice toward which they point s, at the
same time, not distinct, in general or in detail, from the one that has
produced some of analytic philosophy’s best results. Methodologically,
rereading these results as instances of the practice of analytic reflection
rather than within the matrix of structuralism allows them to be read as
distinctively linguistic contributions to self-knowledge, to the ongoing
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development of our ways of understanding and defining ourselves as
human. So read, the real method of analytic interpretation allows the
exploration of language to clarify the meaning of consciousness as it is
shown in our concrete, everyday speaking. The movement of linguistic
interpretation then occurs as a mode of, rather than in opposition
to, the intelligibility of what the language of consciousness in each
case aims to say. Its very practice, thought and applied outside the
interpretation of saying as the description of contents indifferently
present to the sayers, reveals and furthers the situated, irreducibly
relational linguistic intelligibility of other to self or of self to self that
the language of consciousness always, from its simplest cries to its most
complicated and articulated self-examinations, aims to produce.

What I have called the method of analytic reflection is not the def-
inition of the logical structure of language or the adumbration of the
implicit rules of our language games. But its immanent reflection on
meaning recovers the tradition’s methods of logical and grammati-
cal analysis as specialized modes of a practice of interpretation whose
significance is as comprehensive as our needs for self-understanding.
The analytic tradition has often, in recent years and decades, been
declared dead or moribund, consigned to an irrelevance and sterility
resulting from the exhaustion of its method. If the argument of the
present analysis is right, however, to abandon the analytic tradition
would be to lose its best linguistic insights by failing to understand the
genuine depth and relevance of its true practice. That this practice
has constantly been obscured by even the best analytic philosophers
should not prevent the historical overview from revealing it, and the
insights that it allows, in the concrete interpretation of the dialectic of
experience and explanation in the analytic tradition over the course
of the twentieth century.

Read historically and methodologically, the best insights of the an-
alytic tradition reveal the understanding of consciousness and the un-
derstanding of language as fatefully linked, mutually dependent in
the ever-emerging dialectic of our self-knowledge. Structuralism would
make this linkage an opposition, figuring consciousness outside the
boundary of a comprehensive totality of structure without considering
the incessant dynamic of the joined movement of language and con-
sciousness toward this boundary, yielding characteristic fantasies of the
privacy, unintelligibility, or insignificance of what is most significant to
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us, the muteness of what is most telling. But the recovery of the true
method of analytic philosophy, against its structuralist misinterpreta-
tion, is the recovery of the mutual implication of consciousness and
language by means of the movement of interpretation that reveals and
furthers it. The result is the most enduring and still unexplored legacy
of the analytic tradition, for our many futures, not only the philosoph-
ical one but the cultural one, and the linguistic one that still gives the
specific being of the human to be heard.






Notes

Chapter 1

Older discussions of consciousness often used Nagel’s memorable phrase
“what it’s like” to gesture at the problematic properties of consciousness;
in particular, Nagel (1974) argued that knowing all of the objective facts
about a bat would not help to establish “whatit’s like” to be a bat. Exceptin
the specialized context of Jackson’s “Knowledge Argument” — where what
is at issue is the cognitive or epistemological status of learning “what it’s
like” to see red (Jackson 1982) — this language has largely ceded to talk
of the “qualitative” character of conscious states. Still, explanation of the
meaning of “qualitative” usually just repeats Nagel’s phrase (e.g., Chalmers
1996, pp. 4-5). The claim that consciousness is “subjective” captures a
different thought; perhaps the clearest formulation in the contemporary
literature — Searle’s (1992, p. 95) — defines the subjectivity of a conscious
state as its property of existing only for a single person or from a single
point of view. (This language, though clearer than most contemporary
descriptions of “subjectivity,” of course demands additional clarification
of the phrase “point of view.”) The notions of states of consciousness as
“ineffable” and “private” are, perhaps, more popular with those who af-
firm the explainability of conscious states than with those who deny it; for
instance, Dennett (1988, p. 639) characterizes the concept of qualia as the
concept of the “ineffable, intrinsic, private, directly apprehensible prop-
erties of experience” in order to show that there are no such properties.
A third set of associations clusters around descriptions of conscious states
in terms of their alleged epistemic properties — for instance, their epistemic
immediacy. For these descriptions, conscious states (or, more often, the
qualitative component or aspect of them) are immediately recognizable
or capable of being grasped in advance of other, more highly structured
items of knowledge. For illuminating discussion of some of these alleged
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properties of qualia and the arguments that they issue in, see Lormand
(1994) and Lycan (199o0). Finally, some discussions of conscious states
as epistemically immediate emphasize their being accessible to awareness
preconceptually or nonconceptually; see, e.g., Peacocke (1984) and Crane
(1992).

See, e.g., Price (1996).

In this study, I use the terms “experience” and “consciousness” more or
less synonymously. The former term is generally more prevalent in older
discussions, while the latter term has largely displaced it in the discussions
of recent decades.

In this study, I always use “structure” and “structural” in this sense, to refer
to a network of relations or to the explanation, definition, or designation
of items in terms of their place in such a network. “Structural properties”
are properties defined by an item’s position in such a network of rela-
tions, as opposed to “intrinsic properties,” which can be attributed to an
item in itself, apart from any consideration of its relations to other items.
There is another sense of “structure” in which it means something like
“composition”; in this latter sense, understanding the “structure” of an
item means understanding what it itself is made of or composed of. When
talking about “structure” in this latter sense, I will refer to it as “microstruc-
ture” or “compositional structure” in order to avoid ambiguity.

What I am calling “structuralism” here has certain suggestive parallels
to the school of thought about language, founded by the semiotics of
Saussure and prominent in European thought throughout the twentieth
century, that also goes by that name; but the two kinds of structuralism
ought in general to be kept separate to the extent that the traditions they
represent are themselves distinct.

Of course, as we shall see in detail in Chapter 5, there are various ways of
conceiving of these relations and their relata, corresponding to the various
versions of functionalism that are still hotly debated today. One prominent
and historically decisive version, the “causal-role” functionalism that traces
to David Lewis, defines these relations, as does physicalism, as causal rela-
tions between physical events. But there are other ways of characterizing
the essential functional relations, and not all versions of functionalism are
(as we shall see) necessarily congenial to physicalism.

For the failure-of-supervenience point, see Chalmers (1996); for the
explanatory gap, see Levine (1983).

Commentators who have drawn (at least cautiously) the conclusion that
qualia are incapable of functionalist or physicalist explanation include
Kim (1998), Chalmers (1996), Levine (1993), and McGinn (1991); com-
mentators who hold that qualia are real but reducible include Shoemaker
(1982), Churchland and Churchland (1982), and Tye (1995). Deniers
of the theoretical utility of the concept of qualia include Dennett (1988)
and, at least implicitly, Rorty (1979).

Peirce sometimes also suggests that, because the experiential given is
complex, qualia are nonrelational abstractions from a sensory manifold
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(e.g., Peirce 1867, p. 4) or even that they are mere logical possibilities.
This appears to sit in some tension with the claim that qualia are the basis
of sensory experience; for more on this tension, see Goudge (1935).
James (1879), pp. 333-7.

Lewis (1929), pp. 124-5.

Ibid., p. 119.

Lewis’s theoretically motivated description of qualia as ineffable should
be compared to Ned Block’s more recent “definition” of qualia: “You ask:
What is it that philosophers have called qualitative states? I answer, only
half in jest: As Louis Armstrong said when asked what jazz is, ‘If you got
to ask, you ain’t never gonna get to know’” (Block 1978, p. 278).

Lewis (1929), pp. 127-8.

Chalmers (1996), p. 107.

For other formulations in the contemporary literature of the thought
that qualia resist structural explanation because they are in some way
nonrelational, see, e.g., Loar (1990), Harman (1990), and Levine (1995).
Chalmers (1996), Chapter 1.

Kim describes the widespread influence of the layered model:

“For much of this century, a layered picture of the world like this has formed
a constant — tacitly assumed if not explicitly stated — backdrop for debates on a
variety of issues in metaphysics and philosophy of science —for example, reduction
and reductionism, the mind-body problem, emergence, the status of the special
sciences, and the possibility of a unified science. In fact this picture has had a strong
and pervasive influence on the way we formulate problems and their possible
solutions in many areas. Sometimes the layered model is couched in terms of
concepts and languages rather than entities and their properties. Talks of levels
of organization, descriptions or languages, of analysis, of explanation, and the
like is encountered everywhere — it has thoroughly permeated primary scientific
literature in many fields, in particular, various areas of psychology and cognitive
science, systems theory, and computer science — as well as philosophical writings
about science.” (Kim 1998, p. 16)

Moreover, it is the same picture to which J. J. C. Smart already appealed
in defending his early articulation of the Identity Theory (see Chapter g
for more on this).

In thisway, the microstructural decomposition of an item thatis notbasicin
the explanatory order itself ultimately requires a structuralist explanation.
Any possible description or explanation of a nonsimple item ultimately
identifies the simple items that make it up by referring to their relational
structure.

Carnap (1928), section 16.

Carnap (1932a).

See, for instance, Hardin (1987, 1988) and van Gulick (199g). These au-
thors differ from Lewis in that they do not explicitly develop a conception
of the intrinsic properties of qualia in order to oppose such a conception
to their relational description; instead, they hold that qualia can be fully
explained structurally and relationally. However, the motivation for this is
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the same as the motivation for Lewis’s argument for the solely structural
identifiability of qualia.

The view traces to Russell (1927). For recent expressions of it, see, e.g.,
Chalmers (1996, pp. 153-5), Lockwood (1989), and Maxwell (1978).
Something like this view is also discussed in Feigl’s influential “The
‘Mental’ and the ‘Physical’” (Feigl 1958).

See, e.g., Frege (1879), Russell (1918), and Wittgenstein (1921).

See, e.g., the highly polemical debate conducted between John Searle
and Daniel Dennett in the New York Review of Books and reprinted in Searle
(1997)-

See, e.g., Goldman (1993), Harman (1990), and Levine (1995).

Of course, it remains possible to adopt a stable position, even while rec-
ognizing the resistance of consciousness to structuralist explanation, by
refusing to give any positive characterization whatsoever of the content
of consciousness, even any characterization of it as ineffable or inde-
scribable. This position is a stable one and cannot be ruled out by any
structuralist argument, but it puts its adherent in the difficult position of
having nothing to say about his most central object of theoretical con-
cern. Moreover, consistent maintenance of the position that the contents
of consciousness are literally unspeakable threatens to require the theo-
rist to deny the intelligibility of much of our ordinary language of self-
description and explanation.

Shoemaker (1982) made the inverted spectrum case newly relevant to the
question of qualia by suggesting that a modified form of functionalism can
provide for the possibility of inverted spectra after all. Ned Block’s (1978)
fairly early article “Troubles with Functionalism” developed the famous
case of the “Chinese Nation,” the hypothetical scenario in which the citi-
zens of China are wired into a functional web mirroring the functional or-
ganization of abrain. Other variations on this are Searle’s “Chinese Room”
argument (under some interpretations), Bogen’s (1979), and Searle’s
(1992) thought experiment involving the replacement of brain parts with
functional duplicates. The absent qualia or zombie thought experiment,
central to Chalmers’s argumentation, seems to have appeared as early as
Kirk and Squires (1974); see also Kirk’s (1994) recent discussion. Finally,
Jackson’s so-called knowledge argument first appears in Jackson (1982),
with responses by Lewis (199o), Nemirow (199o), Churchland (1989),
and Loar (1990), among others. Other recently influential thought exper-
iments have focused on the relationship between qualitative content and
intentional content; for two representative examples, see Block (1990)
and Tye (1995).

Chapter 2

. The roots of the interpretation of the protocol sentence debate as a de-

bate between the correspondence theory and the coherence theory ex-
tend to the late suggestions of the debaters themselves and especially to
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the contemporary reconstruction of Hempel (19g5a). Subsequently, this
interpretation was influentially formulated by Ayer (19g6a) and has been
followed up by Davidson (1982).

2. See, e.g., Quine (1951, 1960).
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See, e.g., Uebel (1992b), Oberdan (1996), Coffa (1991), and Friedman
(1999). Interpreters who connect structuralism with the debate include
Turner (1996), Coffa (1991), Richardson (19g6), and Uebel (19g2a).
Uebel (1992a), p. 288; Oberdan (1996), p. 270.

Carnap (1928) (henceforth Aufbau), section 1.

Aufbau, section 2, section 120.

Aufbau section 67, section 78.

See, e.g., Friedman (19gg), Chapters 5 and 6.

Aufbau, section 59, section 62.

Aufbau, sections 71-3.

For instance (section 71), the musical chord produced by striking c, e,
and g on the piano might be quasi-analyzed by determining its acoustic
similarity and difference relations with other chords. This would provide
the basis for our grouping this chord in “similarity circles” along with
other chords “containing” c, e, and g. But we can still treat each of the
chords as basic and undecomposable: the grouping into similarity circles
does notanalyze the chord into constituent parts but rather quasi-analyzes
it by adumbrating the structure of resemblance relations into which it fits.
Quasi-analysis, rather than proper analysis, is appropriate, Carnap argues,
when, as in the case of basic experiences, the elements to be analyzed are
in fact basic and undecomposable.

For more on the importance to the Aufbau of structural definite de-
scriptions, and on the way that appreciation of their role undermines a
traditional “empiricist” interpretation of Carnap’s project, see Friedman
(1999), Chapters 5 and 6.

Aufbau, section 2.

Aufbau, section 16.

Ibid.

Aufbau, section 14.

Aufbau, section 15.

The idea of the purely structural nature of logic already had a rich history
when Carnap picked it up. As Friedman (2000) illuminatingly discusses,
in 1910 Cassirer had already described formal logic in terms of Russell’s
theory of relations in The Principles of Mathematics; this conception became
the key to Cassirer’s sophisticated use of modern logic in developing the
Marburg school’s neo-Kantianism, which was itself a decisive influence
on the young Carnap. For more detail, see Friedman (2000), Chapters g
and 5. See also Richardson (19g8) for an illuminating account of the
development of Carnap’s philosophical concerns prior to, and leading
up to, the Aufbau.

Russell (1927). According to Russell, all physical descriptions are struc-
tural descriptions; the ultimate elements of the structures described are
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elementary experiences or basic units of experience. And like Carnap,
Russell held the doctrine of the structural nature of physical description
for broadly logicalreasons; it was the possibility of an analysis of the entities
of physical description as logical constructions from more basic entities
that licensed treating propositions of physical description as structural
(Russell 1927, pp. 2—4). For more on Russell’s own development toward
structuralism and its relation to the developing method of “construction
theory,” see Hylton (1990).

Aufbau, section 14.

Aufbau, section 16.

Aufbau, section ;9.

Aufbau, section 64.

Aufbau, section 54.

Aufbau, sections 15-16.

Schlick (1925) (henceforth AE), section 6.

Hilbert (1899).

AE, section 11.

AL, section p, section 11.

AE, section 7.

AE, section 12.

Here I partially follow the instructive reconstruction given by Turner
(1996).

Following Wittgenstein, Schlick held that a proposition could not express
or designate the logical or relational form of an object; rather, the logical
form of the object shows up in the language in the possibilities established
by the language’s grammar for the formation of meaningful propositions
about it.

Schlick (1932) (henceforth “Form and Content”), p. 295.

“Form and Content” p. 296.

“Form and Content,” pp. 296—7.

“Form and Content,” p. g10.

. Quoted in Uebel (1992a), p. 71.

Ibid., p. 87.

Neurath (1932a), p. 62.

Interestingly, then, Neurath’s official argument for the claim that all ex-
pressible states of affairs are physicalistic derives from his claim that lin-
guistic signs are themselves physical.

Uebel (1992a), p. 123.

Neurath (1931a), pp. 54—5.

Neurath (1932a), p. 63.

Schlick (1934), p. 215.

Ibid.

Ibid., pp. 212-13.

. Ibid., pp. 220-1.

Ibid., pp. 221-2.
Ibid., p. 225.
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Neurath (1934).

Neurath (1932b).

This interpretation is suggested, anyway, by Neurath (1933, p. 2) and
developed by Thomas Uebel (1992a, pp. 272-3).

Neurath (1934), p. 111.

Schlick suggests this interpretation especially when he says that the
demonstratives he uses in describing the content of affirmations have
“rules of usage [that] provide that in making the statements in which
they occur some experience is had” (Schlick 1934, p. 225).

Oberdan (1996) has also recently argued that the location of Schlick’s
theory of affirmations as demonstrative within his general theory of mean-
ing based on application rules gives him a defensible account of their
content.

It must be admitted that Schlick often talked as if he meant his affirma-
tions to be linguistically formulable propositions employing demonstra-
tive terms like “here” and “now,” and that the attempt to make sense of
such formulations leads to notorious difficulties. Some of these difficul-
ties are instructively developed by Chisholm (1982); for instance, because
of the problems involved in explaining just what is described as yellow
in the affirmation “yellow here now,” Chisholm suggests an “adverbial”
construal employing a first-personal pronoun and a specially constructed
predicate: “I sense-yellowly.” As becomes evident under consideration of
the meaning of such adverbial predicates, this suggestion tends in the
direction of replacing the propositional form of an affirmation with the
description of an otherwise indescribable action. But since this may have
been Schlick’s intent anyway, it is not clear that we need any description
of the propositional form of an affirmation at all. Coffa (1991, p. 3462) has
similarly argued that Schlick’s account of affirmations must be considered
incoherent because it holds that an affirmation can be understood only
in the course of verifying it.

But the philosophical distance between the two positions was by no means
very great; for instance, as Haller (1985, p. 29o) has noted, Schlick’s ac-
count of the connection between verification and sense is already present,
at least in outline, in the General Theory of Knowledge.

Thomas Uebel (1996, 1999) and Thomas Oberdan (1998, 1999) have
recently debated whether Schlick’s conception of affirmations and pro-
tocols made him a foundationalist. According to Uebel (1996, p. 423),
affirmations are primarily semantic media for the connection of the ab-
stract symbols of language with the world. As such, Uebel argues, their
epistemic function is secondary and dependent upon their general se-
mantic function of connecting language and the world, even in partic-
ular cases of verification and falsification. Against this, Oberdan (19g8,
PpP- 305-6) objects that the construal of affirmations as semantic media
void of empirical content fails to account for the role of affirmations in
connecting observation to scientific claims. Oberdan concludes that the
psychological function of affirmations was to provide empirical content
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for a special set of intersubjective claims — the protocol sentences —which
could then, in turn, provide the foundation of knowledge.

But whether or not Schlick should be considered a “foundational-
ist,” it is clear that he intended affirmations to do more than provide
psychological support for protocol sentences. Because the empirical con-
tent of protocol sentences itself derives from affirmations, affirmations
must have empirical content even if they do not stand in straightforward
derivational relationships with protocol sentences. Owing to its essential
subjectivity, the empirical content of an affirmation remains inexpress-
ible (as on the “Form and Content” model); but it can be the occasion
for the formulation of a protocol that bears empirical content that is at
least structurally similar to the content of the affirmation (i.e., content that
occupies the same place in the abstract, intersubjectively communicable
relational structure of experience).

. Hempel (1935).

. Schlick (1935a), p. 403.

. Schlick (1935b), pp. 407-8.
. Carnap (1932a), p. 52.

. Ibid., p. 49.

. Ibid., p. 0.

Ibid., p. 61.

. Ibid., p. 64.

. Ibid., p. 88.

. Ibid., pp. 89—91.

. Ibid., p. 92.

. Ibid., p. 93.

. Ibid., p. 86.

. Ibid., p. 459.

. Ibid., pp. 460-1.

. Carnap (1932b), p. 465; Popper made the suggestion in conversation

with Carnap.
Ibid., p. 467.

. Ibid., pp. 459-60.
. Philosophical interpretation and description of the Vienna Circle has, of

course, often collapsed these distinctions by construing logical empiri-
cism as committed to a “verification theory of meaning.” But the verifica-
tion theory was Wittgenstein’s suggestion, and when used by members of
the Circle it most often simply expressed the demand that all meaningful
sentences be verifiable, rather than any theory of meaning articulated in
its own right.

Perhaps the first expression in the analytic tradition of something like the
doctrine of the incommunicability of content can be found in a somewhat
similar argument given by Frege (1918) in “The Thought™:

My companion and I are convinced that we both see the same field; but each of
us has a particular sense impression of green. I glimpse a strawberry among the
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green strawberry leaves. My companion cannot find it, he is colour-blind. The
colour impression he gets from the strawberry is not noticeably different from the
one he gets from the leaf. Now does my companion see the green leaf as red, or
does he see the red berry as green, or does he see both with one colour which I
am not acquainted with at all? These are unanswerable, indeed really nonsensical,
questions. For when the word ‘red’ is meant not to state a property of things but to
characterize sense impressions belonging to my consciousness, it is only applicable
within the realm of my consciousness. For it is impossible to compare my sense
impression with someone else’s. For that, it would be necessary to bring together
in one consciousness a sense impression belonging to one consciousness and a
sense impression belonging to another consciousness. Now even if it were possible
to make an idea disappear from one consciousness and at the same time make
an idea appear in another consciousness, the question whether it is the same idea
would still remain unanswerable. It is so much of the essence of any one of my
ideas to be a content of my consciousness, that any idea someone else has is, just
as such, different from mine. (pp. 334-5)

Although Frege seems to suggest that it is the essential difference between
my ideas and another’s that makes questions about the qualitative charac-
ter of ideas unanswerable, he also seems to agree with Schlick in holding
that, because of the impossibility of comparison between qualitative con-
tents in distinct minds, talk of their similarity is itself unintelligible. But if
similarity is unintelligible, then presumably difference is, too; so Frege’s
argument, like Carnap’s, seems to undermine itself by taking as a premise
a distinction that, by its own conclusion, is nonsensical.

It was this feature of Carnap’s argument that Neurath, for instance, re-
acted most favorably to in his endorsement of the Aufbau project; the elim-
ination of individual and idiosyncratic differences of perspective seemed
to Neurath an essential prerequisite for the furtherance of communal
scientific inquiry.

Schlick (1932), pp. 296-7.

Following Kaplan (19%%7), I use “indexical” to designate any term (such
as “here,” “I,” “now,” “this,” and “that”) whose referent, in each case of
its use, depends on the context of that use; within the category of index-
icals, “demonstratives” are those terms (such as “that” but not “I”’) whose
referent, in each case, depends not only on the context of use but also
on an act of demonstration or pointing. In the context of the present
discussion, where what is at issue is the indication of experiences or states
of affairs, all of the relevant indexicals are also demonstratives.

For instance, in “Physical Language” he describes even ostensive defini-
tions as translational:

A translation is a rule for transforming a word from one language to another, (e.g.
‘cheval’ = ‘horse’); a definition is a rule for mutual transformation of words in the
same language. This is true both of so-called nominal definitions (e.g. ‘Elephant’ =
animal with such and such distinguishing characteristics) and also, a fact usually
forgotten, for so-called ostensive definitions (e.g. ‘Elephant’ = animal of the same
kind as the animal in this or that position in space-time); both definitions are
translations of words. (Carnap 1932a, p. 39)
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This notion of private ostension, understood as something like the
demonstrative tokening of an experience before oneself, would become
one of the targets of Wittgenstein’s private language argument.

In the sense that Schlick suggests, a proposition is self-verifying if under-
standing its meaning suffices to establish its truth. Demonstrative propo-
sitions are not ordinarily self-verifying in this sense, although certain
propositions combining two or more demonstratives (“I am here now”;
“This thing is here before me”) might be thought to be self-verifying
though nontautological. Because of the possibility of error or falsehood
in what one says about an object even when it is indicated demonstra-
tively, demonstrative propositions can be construed as self-verifying only
if they are construed as including the objects that they indicate. Keith
Lehrer (1982, pp. 54—5) objects to Schlick’s account of self-verifying os-
tensive affirmations along these lines. To say that an affirmation has partly
demonstrative content, Lehrer points out, is not to say that its content is
exhausted by its ostensive or demonstrative character. It follows that, even if
affirmations are necessarily partly demonstrative, they may be understood
butstill be incorrect, owing to inaccuracies in the part of their content that
is not demonstrative; therefore, Lehrer maintains, affirmations cannot be
self-verifying, as Schlick claims. Schlick might have answered the objec-
tion by holding that the content of an affirmation is purely demonstrative —
amounting, for instance, to something like “this here now”; and it might
seem impossible to understand this content without having the experi-
ence that it indicates. Correctly put, then, an affirmation would not have
the form of a demonstrative term attached to an empirical description,
but would rather essentially involve the tokening of a particular experi-
ence. (Schlick suggests this interpretation especially when he says that
the demonstratives he uses in describing the content of affirmations have
“rules of usage [that] provide that in making the statements in which
they occur some experience is had” [Schlick 1934, p. 225].) But since
a purely demonstrative utterance is not a proposition, it is impossible
to construe this involvement as a matter of self-verification. Indeed, if
affirmations essentially involve the experiences that they indicate, then
they are not expressible in demonstrative or any other terms; the loose
propositional expression of an affirmation employs a demonstrative term
only to allude to (without really capturing) its essential dependence on
experience.

Consider, for instance, Quine’s description of the role of consciousness
in the program that he recommends in “Epistemology Naturalized”:

This attitude is .. . . one that Neurath was already urging in Vienna Circle days. . . . In
the old epistemological context the conscious form had priority, for we were out to
justify our knowledge of the external world by rational reconstruction. Awareness
ceased to be demanded when we gave up trying to justify our knowledge of the
external world by rational reconstruction. What to count as observation now can
be settled in terms of the stimulation of sensory receptors, let consciousness fall
where it may. (Quine 1969, p. 231)
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For the classic exposition of the “deductive-nomological” model of expla-
nation, according to which a theory explains particular events causally
by subsuming them deductively under general causal laws, see Hempel
(1948); see also Hempel (1942). For Nagel’s conception of theories at
different levels as linked by relations of biconditional, definitional reduc-
tion, see Nagel (1960). Nagel (1974) distinguishes between homogeneous
intertheoretic reductions licensed by definitions and inhomogeneousreduc-
tions between theories with terms that are not mutually definable, hold-
ing that inhomogeneous reductions require additional empirical “bridge
laws” to mediate between the reducing theory and the reduced one; see
also Nagel (1960).

Feigl (1958).

Of course, it remains possible to affirm ontological physicalism — the
doctrine thatall processes and events are ultimately physical or material in
nature —while nevertheless denying the semantic reducibility of all claims
to claims in the physical language. Exposing the origin of physicalism
in the analytic method of structuralism does not render this position
untenable in principle, butit does expose its theoretical sterility. Given the
methods of analytic philosophy, any theoretical application of ontological
physicalism in order to produce the intelligibility or explanation of some
hitherto mysterious phenomenon will in fact amount to the semantic
reduction of claims about that phenomenon to claims in the physical
language.

Chapter g

Husserl (1929), sections 1 and 2.

Ibid., section 11.

Ibid.

Ibid., section 12.

See, e.g., Depraz (1999g), Varela and Shear (1999), and many of the essays
collected in Petitot et al. (1999). Chalmers (1997, p. 36) holds that “[a
phenomenological] approach must be absolutely central to an adequate
science of consciousness.”

Schlick (1910), pp. 51-61, where Schlick somewhat misleadingly
understands Husserl’s antipsychologism as committing him to an
“independence” theory of truth whereby the truth of a proposition is
conceived in complete independence of any concrete act of judgment or
comprehension.

Schlick (1910), pp. 59-61.

Schlick (1913), pp. 146-7.

Ibid., p. 149.

Schlick (1925) (henceforth AE), section 5.

. AE, section 18, p. 130.
. AL, section 18, pp. 138—41.
. Husserl (19goo) (henceforth LI), pp. 663—4.
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AL, section 18, p. 139.

Schlick (1930).

Ibid., p. 166.

Ibid., p. 167.

Ibid., p. 169.

Schlick (1930), p. 168. Wittgenstein himself had rejected Husserl’s ac-
count of phenomenological propositions as synthetic a priori in re-
sponse to a query from Schlick. For a description of the reason for
Wittgenstein’s rejection in the context of the “phenomenological” fo-
cus of Wittgenstein’s own project, see Hintikka and Hintikka (1986),
Pp- 1514

Ibid., p. 165, p. 169.

Ibid., p. 169.

Schlick’s article was entitled “Gibt es ein materiales apriori?”; Wilfred
Sellars’ translation of this title as “Is there a factual a priori?” somewhat
obscures the relevance of the formal/material distinction to the basis of
Schlick’s critique.

Van de Pitte (1984), p. 202.

Husserl (1913) (henceforth Ideas), section 22, p. 41.

Van de Pitte (1984), p. 211.

Shelton (1988), p. 559.

LI, section 67.

This interpretation is outlined in Smith (2000).

LI, pp. 237-8.

LI p. 238.

LI, Investigation II, section $8, pp. 394—5; section 31, pp. 399—401.

LI, Investigation II, Chapter 1, section 1, pp. $38-9; section 4, p. 345.

LI, section 63, p. 825.

In LI, Investigation IV, sections 12—14, Husserl gives this example in con-
nection with the “grammatical” distinction between nonsense and absur-
dity. This distinction, too, depends on the formal/material distinction:
nonsensical propositions violate the formal, categorial laws of the possi-
bility of meaning, whereas absurd propositions violate synthetic a priori
laws grounded in nonformal concepts. Thus, “There is a round square”
violates none of the formal laws governing the combination of parts of
speech to form a meaningful proposition, but runs afoul of specific, phe-
nomenological laws governing the particular material region involved.
Ideas, vol. 1, section 5.

Ideas, vol. 1, section 11.

Husserl (1948) (henceforth E&), PartII, Chapter 1, section 477, pp. 198—
9, 238—9.

E&J, Part 111, Chapter 1, pp. 317-18.

E&, Part II1, Chapter 3, pp. $74—5.

E&, Part 111, Chapter 1, pp. 332-3.

Ibid., p. g42.

J-N.Mohanty (1989, pp. 25—35) illuminatingly explains Husserl’s method
of imaginative free variation in detail, and considers the relationship
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of arbitrariness to the universality of the results. Mohanty suggests that
Husserl conceives of the arbitrariness of examples in free variation on
analogy with the arbitrariness of the concrete example used for a mathe-
matical (for instance, a geometrical) proof, and that this analogy is mis-
leading. For there is little reason to suppose that the realm of phenomeno-
logically discoverable essences is constituted or defined by underlying laws,
principles, and regularities such as those that allow us to be assured of the
genuine arbitrariness of an example in mathematics. Mohanty also con-
siders possible objections to Husserl’s method on the ground of its simi-
larity to induction, its apparent assimilation of possibility to conceivability,
and its circular presumption of already existing knowledge of categorial
types.

E&J, 1111, pp. 321-3.

E&J 1111, pp. 321-3.

In Wittgenstein (1929), p. 31, he claims only that magnitudes are part of
logical form, so that the logical form of the simplest propositions de-
scribing colors or spatial relations in the visual field ineleminably refers
to numerical quantities. In Philosophical Remarks, he seems to go further,
considering that the logical form of, e.g., a proposition attributing color
already contains the whole system of color relations.

Wittgenstein (1921), 3.327-3.328.

Hintikka and Hintikka (1986, pp. 116—36) consider atlength the relation-
ship between the exclusionary structure of color terms and the Tractatus
picture of meaning. They conclude that, contra such interpretations as
Anscombe’s (1959, pp. 25-8), the incompatibility of color terms does
not vitiate the Tractatus thesis of the independence and truth function-
ality of simple propositions. For, Hintikka and Hintikka (p. 122) point
out, there is no reason to suppose that a color ascription such as “This is
red” has the subject-predicate form that it superficially appears to have.
This leaves open the possibility — which Wittgenstein himself appears to
have considered — of a more complex analysis of the relations among
such propositions that would reveal them as reducible to genuinely log-
ical relations; for instance, the mutual exclusivity of color terms might
simply reflect that color discourse represents each color with a differ-
ent name because the function ascribing colors to visual field points is
essentially one-valued. Hintikka and Hintikka in fact recommend such
a possibility as a legitimate extension of the Tractatus picture. Whatever
the extent of the consistency of the Tractatus with such a picture, how-
ever, it was (as Hintikka and Hintikka themselves explain [p. 131]) the
question of color attributions that, at least in part, led Wittgenstein to
abandon the Tractarian doctrine that propositions can be compared to
reality individually in favor of the alternative picture that Schlick now
recommended.

See, e.g., Philosophical Remarks (henceforth PR), pp. 1—4, where Wittgen-
stein speaks of phenomenology as establishing grammatical possibilities,
and considers the possibility of establishing the “grammatical” structure
of color space. See also the comprehensive and enlightening treatment of
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Wittgenstein’s move from considering a “phenomenological” language to
favoring a “physical” one in Hintikka and Hintikka (1986), pp. 145—60.
One sort of problem that Wittgenstein thematizes in the Philosophical
Remarks (Wittgenstein 19g0) traces to the Tractarian doctrine of the un-
representability of logical form. If the structure of experience is part of
logical form, then it, too, must be unrepresentable:

If I could describe the point of grammatical conventions by saying they are made
necessary by certain properties of the colours (say), then that would make the con-
ventions superfluous, since in that case I would be able to say precisely that which
the conventions exclude my saying. Conversely, if the conventions were necessary,
i.e. if certain combinations of words had to be excluded as nonsensical, then for
that very reason I cannot cite a property of colours that makes the conventions
necessary, since it would then be conceivable that the colours should not have
this property, and I could only express that by violating the conventions.” (PR,
section 4, p. 53)

See, e.g., PR, section 82: “It isn’t a proposition which I put against re-
ality as a yardstick, it’s a system of propositions.” Waissman’s notes of
Wittgenstein’s discussion with the Circle on December 25, 1929, give a
fuller explanation of this:

I once wrote: “a proposition is laid like a yardstick against reality. Only the out-
ermost tips of the graduation marks touch the object to be measured.” I should
now prefer to say: a system of propositions is laid like a yardstick against reality. It’s
not the individual graduation marks that are applied, it’s the whole scale. .. .If,
for instance, I say that such and such a point in the visual field is blue, I not only
know that, I also know that the point isn’t green, isn’t red, isn’t yellow etc. I have
simultaneously applied the whole colour scale. This is also the reason why a point
can’t have different colours simultaneously; why there is a syntactical rule against
fx being true for more than one value of x. For if I apply a system of propositions
to reality, that of itself already implies — as in the spatial case — that in every case
only one state of affairs can obtain, never several. (PR, p. $17)

I have argued elsewhere that structuralism originates, in each case, from
totalizing theoretical reflection on the nature of linguistic meaning.
Though Husserl does not make the specific consideration of language
the basis of his phenomenological method — and indeed misses much of
the specific insight of the linguistic turn in failing to do so — the struc-
turalism of his method should not be seen as an exception to this claim.
We have seen how Husserl’s method of abstractive reflection essentially
parallels Schlick’s favored, linguistically informed method of conceptual
analysis. And the metaphysical picture underlying Husserl’s conception
of the logical structure of meaning and logical insight is not different, in
any way essential to the current analysis, from Frege’s roughly contem-
poraneous Platonist conception, even if it does not as explicitly develop
tools of specifically linguistic analysis.

Wittgenstein already had this idea — a descendent of the Tractarian doc-
trine of the unrepresentability of logical form —in the Philosophical Remarks
(see note 44).
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Chapter 4

Some of the philosophers who emigrated were Carnap, Neurath (to
Holland and then to England), Hempel, Goédel, Feigl, and Reichenbach.
For a detailed personal recollection of the reception of these philosophers
in the United States, see Feigl (1969). For a supplementary account, see
also Hacker (1996), Chapter 7.

American philosophers sympathetic to the Vienna Circle, even before the
emigration of many of its members, included C. I. Lewis, Charles Morris,
and Ernest Nagel. In 1929, Schlick made the first substantial contact
with American philosophers, by visiting at Stanford. Following this, in
1931, Herbert Feigl and Albert Blumberg published “Logical Positivism:
A New Movement in European Philosophy” in the jJournal of Philosophy,
making the principles and methods of logical positivism accessible to a
wide audience. The spread of logical positivism at this time was further
aided by the visits of young foreign scholars to the meetings of the Vienna
Circle, including the visits of A. J. Ayer and W. V. O. Quine in 1932 and
1933. For more, see Hacker (19g6).

The most decisive link between these two strands of philosophical analysis
was, of course, Wittgenstein. Since the mid-1920s, Wittgenstein had been
intermittently present in the discussions of the Vienna Circle, and in 1929
he returned to Cambridge. Beginning at this time, he sought to extend
and reconceive the ideas expressed in the Tractatus, communicating his
new ideas at first only to a close circle of disciples and students. Never-
theless, the influence of Wittgenstein’s ideas through the 19g0s and into
the 1940s quickly and decisively altered the philosophical landscape, in-
forming the methods and procedures of a host of Cambridge and Oxford
philosophers, including Austin, Ryle, von Wright, Hampshire, Wisdom,
and Strawson.

Instructive examples are Norman Jacobs’s “Physicalism and Sensation
Sentences” (1987), which theorized the Vienna Circle’s problems with
protocols as arising from the “linguo-centric predicament” of “using lan-
guage to try to communicate the non-linguistic” (p. 603), and “Quality,
Physicalism, and the Material Mode,” by Bertram Morris (1941). The lat-
ter article includes a lengthy discussion of Schlick’s original “Form and
Content” picture of the relationship between the elements of experience
and their logical structure, and argues that sensory qualities must ulti-
mately be defined as lying beyond any communicable logical structure.
Ryle (1970), p. 12.

Ryle (1962), p. 188.

Ryle (1949), p. 16.

Ibid., pp. 16-17.

Ibid., pp. 18-19.

Ryle (1932).

Ryle (1949), p. 19. In the analytic tradition, the idea that ordinary lan-
guage has a superficial grammatical form that is misleading with re-
spect to the real logical form of the underlying states of affairs traces,
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of course, to Frege’s analytic project and connects closely with his idea
of an improved language that more perspicuously exhibits the logic of
the facts. In Ryle’s work, by contrast, there is no suggestion that an anal-
ysis that exhibits the real logical form of the facts should yield a new
notation or language to replace the ordinary-language expression. Still,
the consistent dependence of Ryle’s analytic program on the idea of the
possible misleadingness of the grammar of ordinary language should be
borne in mind when considering the meaning of his “ordinary language
philosophy.”

Ibid., p. 23.

Ryle (1949), p- 37-

Ryle (1938).

Ibid., p. 281.

Ibid., p. 291.

Ryle (1949), pp. 204-5.

For a methodologically sensitive treatment of this point, see also Urmson
(1956), p. 167.

Ryle (1949), p. 29.

Ibid., pp. 31-32.

Ibid., p. 117.

Ryle’s notion of the background of the use of a dispositionalist mental
concept invites comparison to Husserl’s notion of the phenomenological
“horizon,” an idea of which Ryle was well aware, having written and lec-
tured on Husserl early in his career (Ryle 1970, pp. 8—9g). This similarity
and others show that there is no particular tension between Ryle’s pro-
gram and phenomenological explanations of mental terms. Ryle wrote in
1962 that The Concept of Mind “could be described as a sustained essay in
phenomenology, if you are at home with that label” (Ryle 1962, p. 188).
Cf. Thomasson (forthcoming), which points out many of the detailed and
instructive connections between Ryle’s program and phenomenology.
Ryle (1949), p. 117.

Ibid., p. 118.

“Dispositional statements are neither reports of observed or observable
states of affairs, nor yet reports of unobserved or unobservable states of
affairs. They narrate no incidents” (ibid., p. 125).

Ibid., p. 124.

Ibid., p. 123.

Ibid., p. 124.

Ibid., pp. 124-5.

Ibid., pp. 327-30.

In this, Ryle’s position differs sharply from a behaviorist doctrine such
as that of Carnap (1931) and Hempel (1935b), who advanced a version
of dispositionalist behaviorism on epistemological grounds. For Carnap,
psychological terms must really describe behavioral dispositions, since
all we know of another’s inner mental states is shown in behavior. Ryle’s
analytic project, by contrast, aimed to clarify logical grammar and had
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no special relationship to epistemology. The term “logical behaviorism”
itself appears to originate in Hempel (1935b).

The only book-length study of Ryle gets this point only partly right. Lyons
(1980, pp. 43—9) sketches Ryle’s nonfactual, semantic account of disposi-
tional language as licensing inferences, but concludes that Ryle’s doctrine
also requires, or implies, a “genetic” account of the origin and nature of
dispositions, and that it is inadequate on this count. For, Lyons takes it,
Ryle is, at least in part, using his account of disposition to argue for “on-
tological conclusions.” For instance, Lyons says, Ryle “was accusing the
Cartesian dualists of thinking mind was one sort of ontological category,
substance, when in fact it was another, a disposition” (p. 50). Lyons fur-
ther concludes that, despite Ryle’s official refusal of a structural or causal
explanation of dispositions, his account might usefully be augmented by
such an explanation. But this gets Ryle wrong in two ways. First, if Ryle’s
account of disposition-language is genuinely nonfactual in the way I have
sketched, it cannot be any part of Ryle’s analysis to show that the objects of
mental concepts are in fact dispositions. To say of knowledge, for instance,
that it is a disposition is just to say that it is an ability or habit. These terms
get their meanings from their logical relationship to, not their standing
for, particular things and events, and it would be wrong to suppose that
this construal involves one in commitment to any such ontological items
as “abilities” or “habits.” For dispositional terms do not refer to any facts,
events, states, or processes (even, as Lyons [p. 55] supposes, hypothetical
ones); instead, they have the logical job of licensing certain inferential
movements among facts. Ryle’s “ontological conclusions” with respect to
the Cartesian theory are strictly negative, tending to show that we need
not believe in the sorts of things the Cartesian theorist says there are, not
that we should believe in other sorts of things. Second, it is misleading to
construe Ryle as offering an account congenial to, or even on the same
level as, an “explanation” of the referents of mentalistic terms as shown
in ordinary use. For given Ryle’s sense of category mistakes as absurdities
displayed in ordinary language, the remedy to a category mistake can,
at best, be a descriptive reminder of its tendency to lead to such absur-
dities. Such reminders rest on our recognition that we speak as we do,
and do not rely on, presuppose, or even invite an “explanation” for our
doing so.

Ryle (1949), pp. 210—-11. Though Ryle does notrefer by name to any actual
adherent of the sense-datum theory, his considerable care in sketching
the theory reveals his sensitivity to the variety of versions of it that had
been suggested. For instance, he distinguishes between those sense-datum
theorists who hold that sense-data are ultimately physiological and those
who hold them to be irreducibly mental, and also between those who
use ordinary-language verbs such as “see” or “taste” to characterize our
relationship to sense-data and those who, perhaps particularly concerned
with the special epistemological characteristics of sensation, replace these
ordinary verbs with specialized ones such as “intuit” or with verb phrases
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such as “have direct acquaintance with” that suggest an objectual (rather
than factual) relationship to sensed sense-data.

. Ibid., p. 214.
. Ibid., pp. 220-30.
. Examples include Sellars (1956) and Austin (1962).

Ryle (1949), pp. 202—3. This observation about the origin of sensory
language has sometimes been discussed as the “topic-neutrality” of some
mental terms.

. The idea of attacking sense-datum theory on the ground that sense-data

are defined in terms drawn from public language traces at least to Paul
(1936), who argued on various grounds that sentences describing sense-
data are logically equivalent to public sentences about how things seem,
and who disputed, on that ground, the claim that sense-data exist as fur-
ther entities, over and above physical objects. On Paul’s article, see also
Urmson (1956), pp. 183—7.

Ryle (1949), pp. 219—20.

Ryle’s story about the origin of sensation-language should be compared
to Wilfred Sellars’ (1956) influential and similar (but somewhat more de-
veloped) account in “Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind.” Like Ryle,
Sellars points out the constitutive dependence of sensation-language on
public language. And like Ryle, Sellars concludes from this (and on other
grounds) that sensation-language originates in the recognition of the
possible nonveridicality of some instances of observing and experienc-
ing, as this recognition is internalized and deployed in reports of one’s
own experience.

Place (1956), pp. 29-30.

Whatever warrant there is for ascribing this view to Wittgenstein is based
on Philosophical Investigations, section 244, where Wittgenstein considers
the suggestion that, in the process of a child’s adoption of language,
“words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the
sensation and used in their place.” But even here, the suggestion is explic-
itly offered only as a “possibility,” and the context shows that Wittgenstein
does not mean to definitively adopt or defend this suggestion.

Smart (1959), p. 141.

Ibid., p. 144.

Already, then, the beginnings of an important consideration of the his-
torical dynamics of theoretical identification in science visibly influences
Smart’s thinking. See Chapter 5 for more discussion of this.

It would be another decade before Kripke and others would begin to
suggest that a posteriori theoretical identifications might after all be
necessary.

The attempt to preserve some elements of the “conceptual analysis” ap-
proach alongside the physicalist’s claim to exorcize irreducibly mentalistic
entities soon issued, however, in the doctrine and program of eliminative
materialism (see, e.g., Rorty 1965; Churchland 1979), which promised that
mentalistic terms, whatever unreal entities they refer to today, would one
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day, under the influence of advancing science, come to refer to physiolog-
ical states and processes or simply be dropped from ordinary language.
But from the perspective of the history here sketched, this attempted
reconciliation of the Rylean’s conceptual and the physicalist’s empirical
analysis combines the worst features of both. As a bet on the influence
of future science, the doctrine puts the semantic horse before the em-
pirical cart, demanding — what has seldom in the history of science been
possible — an account of how ordinary concepts will change under the
weight of new scientific results; and as a description of present meaning,
the doctrine can only construe contemporary speakers as grossly in error
about the reference of their language.

The best Smart can do is to suggest defining the reference of sensation-
reports on terms of public description, so that a sensation-report like “I
see a yellowish-orange after-image” means “There is something going on
which is like what is going on when I have my eyes open, am awake, and
there is an orange illuminated in good light in front of me, that is when
I really see an orange” (p. 149).

Smart (1970), p. 304.

The point would be made again, much later (if more perspicuously),
by “externalist” philosophers of mind who pointed out the many and
complex ways in which the identities of the referents of mentalistic terms
depend on relations between the subject and the world.

Ryle makes this clear at several points in The Concept of Mind. Discussing
skills, he says that a skill “is not a happening at all. It is a disposition, or
complex of dispositions, and a disposition is a factor of the wrong logical
type to be seen or unseen, recorded or unrecorded” (p. g3). Of dispo-
sitional statements, he says that they are “neither reports of observed or
observable states of affairs, nor yet reports of unobserved or unobservable
states of affairs. They narrate no incidents” (p. 125).

Ryle (1949), p. 240.

Ibid., pp. 241-2.

Ibid., p. 243.

Ibid.

Ryle (1956), pp- 195-6.

Hampshire (1950), pp. 20-1.

Chapter 5
Smart (1959), pp. 144-5.

2. Ibid.
3. Ibid., p. 146. To show this, Smart uses both Frege’s classic example of the

terms “Morning Star” and “Evening Star,” which are conceptually differ-
ent but refer to the same object, and the lightning/electrical discharge
example.

Ibid., p. 151.
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Ibid., p. 152.

Black’s objection, made in discussion at a conference, is reported in
Putnam (1960), pp. 376-7.

Brandt and Kim, p. 531.

Ibid., p. 537.

Putnam (1957), p. 100.

Ibid., pp. 98—9.

. Putnam (1957), p. 95. Aswe have seen (Chapter 4), itis unlikely that many

of the figures usually identified with “logical behaviorism” actually held
this view. Ryle certainly did not, and Wittgenstein would have disavowed
both this behaviorist outlook and the reductive program it implies. Only
Carnap believed — for a time — that psychological states are in any sense
“logical constructions” from behaviors, and even then he treated their
grammar as akin to the grammar of dispositional terms, which ultimately,
he thought, refer to nondispositional internal structures that underlie
and explain them. The term “logical behaviorism” itself originates with
Hempel’s (1935b) defense of this view.

Putnam (1960), p. 375.

Ibid.

Ibid., p. 376.

“[W]ith the development of new scientific theories it is constantly oc-
curring that sentences that did not previously ‘have a use’, that were
previously ‘deviant’, acquire a use — not because the words acquire new
meanings, but because the old meanings as fixed by the core of stock uses,
determine a new use given the new context” (Putnam 1960, p. 377).
Ibid., p. 38o0.

Oppenheim and Putnam (1958).

Putnam (1960), p. $79.

Turing (1936).

Turing (1950).

Putnam (1960), p. 363.

Ibid., p. 372.

Ibid., pp. 372-3.

Ibid., p. g62.

Putnam (1963), p. 337

Fodor’s doctrine thus has motivations that parallel, and somewhat over-
lap, those of Davidson’s “anomalous monism” about the mental: the view
that although each (token) mental state is in fact identical with a to-
ken physical state, there are no strict psychophysical laws connecting the
two types of states. The classic expression of this view is Davidson (1970),
and the “type-token” distinction suggested there would soon give philoso-
phers a natural language in which to express and investigate the insights
of functionalism. It is not clear to what extent Davidson’s thinking about
the anomalous character of the mental, growing from his investigations
of the ontology of events and the logical form of actions, influenced
the thinking of Fodor and Putnam in the 1960s. But it should be noted
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that Davidson’s 1969 article “Actions, Reasons, and Causes,” in which
he defends the traditional view that rationalizations are a kind of causal
explanation, already contains a statement of the anomaly of the mental:

The laws whose existence is required if reasons are causes of actions do not, we may
be sure, deal in the concepts in which rationalizations must deal. If the causes of a
class of events (actions) fall in a certain class (reasons) and there is a law to back
each singular causal statement, it does not follow that there is any law connecting
events classified as reasons with events classified as actions — the classifications may
even be neurological, chemical, or physical. (p. 699)

The position thereby defined agrees with Fodor’s in holding that psycho-
logical explanation is both genuinely causal explanation and irreducible
to purely physical terms of explanation. Fodor draws many of the conse-
quences of this antireductionist picture of psychology in Fodor (1974).
Unlike Davidson, however, Fodor continues to construe psychological ex-
planation as dependent on genuine causal laws (though these laws will
be irreducible to physical laws and, owing to the absence of strict psy-
chophysical bridge laws, will not have the strictness and exceptionlessness
of physical laws).

27. Fodor (1964), p. 168.

28. A visible influence on Fodor’s thinking here is Chomsky’s (1959) review
of Skinner’s Verbal Behavior. In it, Chomsky argues that the Skinnerian
notions of stimulus, response, and reinforcement, however well defined
they may be in the context of particular experiments, resist extension to
real-life behavior:

The notions stimulus, response, reinforcement are relatively well defined with re-
spect to the bar-pressing experiments and others similarly restricted. Before we can
extend them to real-life behavior, however, certain difficulties must be faced. We
must decide, first of all, whether any physical event to which the organism is capa-
ble of reacting is to be called a stimulus on a given occasion, or only one to which
the organism in fact reacts; and correspondingly, we must decide whether any part
of behavior is to be called a response, or only one connected with stimuli in lawful
ways. Questions of this sort pose something of a dilemma for the experimental
psychologist. If he accepts the broad definitions, characterizing any physical event
impinging on the organism as a stimulus and any part of the organism’s behavior
as a response, he must conclude that behavior has not been demonstrated to be
lawful. ... If we accept the narrower definitions, then behavior is lawful by defini-
tion (if it consists of responses); but this fact is of limited significance, since most
of what the animal does will simply not be considered behavior. (p. 51)

Like Fodor, Chomsky argues that there is no helpful reduction of the Skin-
nerian notions to physicalistic terms. Fodor supplements this realization,
however, with the suggestion that the Skinnerian notions do characterize
the organism under consideration on an autonomous level of functional
description.

29. Fodor (1964), pp. 171—4.

go. Ibid,, pp. 173—4.

g1 Ibid,, p. 174.
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Ibid., p. 176.

See, e.g., Putnam (1964), p. 391.

Putnam (196+7a), pp. 421—2; a similar argument is suggested in Putnam
(1967b), pp. 438-9.

Putnam (1967b), p. 437.

Its most usually cited version is ibid., pp. 436—7; compare Putnam (1964),
pPpP- 392-3 (quoted later), and Putnam (1969), p. 451

Putnam (1967a), pp. 414-15.

Ibid., p. 418.

Lewis (1966), p. 21.

Ibid., p. 22.

Lewis (1969).

Armstrong (1968), p. 83.

Lewis (1969), p. 116.

It is worth noting, though, one slight difference of emphasis between
Armstrong’s and Lewis’s ways of putting the point. Lewis draws more
clearly than Armstrong does the distinction between causal roles and
their contingent occupiers. This allows him to envision a program com-
prising two clearly distinct levels of analysis: first, the logical description of
causal roles, and second, the empirical identification of their occupiers.
Armstrong, by contrast, does not draw the role/occupier distinction and
therefore often seems to consider the causal relationship between a phys-
icalistically described brain state and a mental state to be logically on
a par with the causal relationships among mental states. Although this
leads to a less well-defined distinction between the two components of
the suggested analysis, it also allows Armstrong’s analysis more room to
exploit the suggestion that the logic of many of our concepts of mental
phenomena - for instance, the concepts of sensation — already implies
that they are caused by internal brain states, even before empirical results
are available to verify this implication.

For more on the logic of Lewis’s suggestion for the nature of theoreti-
cal identifications and comments on its relation to Putnam’s developing
account, see Lewis (1972).

. Fodor (1968), pp. 108—9.

Over the last three decades, various versions and inflections of function-
alism have taken different perspectives with respect to the central issue
of the conceptual nature of a “functional” description. Subsequent litera-
ture often distinguishes between Putnam’s original “machine functional-
ism,” which takes functional descriptions to be computational ones, and
Lewis’s “causal-role” functionalism. “Teleological” functionalism (Sober
1985) explicitly affirms the irreducibly teleological character of the func-
tional description of a system. “Biological” functionalism (e.g., Millikan
1984) further specifies the teleological functions involved as, in the case
of humans at least, biological functions that have developed adaptively
through natural selection. Finally, Dennett’s “homuncular” functional-
ism (Dennett 1978; Lycan 1987) begins with intentionally characterized,



48.
49-
50.
5L

SN

—_
i

e L »3

Notes to Pages 187—211 259

fully teleological functions but seeks to “discharge” the teleology involved
in functional description by reducing these functions to the mechanisms
that realize them. These approaches have led to a rich and interesting
discussion of teleology and function in biological explanation (see also
Dennett 1995); butitis interesting to see the way in which the conceptual
space for all of these positions is opened by Lewis’s original invocation of
the “normal” causal role of an experience.

See Block and Fodor (1972).

Ramsey (1929).

Lewis (1970), p. 207.

Lewis writes: “Yet the principle that experiences are defined by their causal
roles is itself behaviorist in origin, in that it inherits the behaviorist discov-
ery that the (ostensibly) causal connections between an experience and
its typical occasions and manifestations somehow contain a component
of analytic necessity” (pp. 20-1).

Chapter 6
For an illuminating defense of the idea that reflection on the history of
analytic philosophy can inform contemporary philosophy by exposing its
methodological determinants, see Hylton (1990), Chapter 1.

. See Chapter 1 of this volume.

The form of protest can be supported by the natural-enough thought,
clearly operative in Carnap’s and Schlick’s original description of the an-
alytic project, that explanations of linguistic structure must after all advert
to the structure of something, in itself unstructured; analysis cannot yield
structure “all the way down,” so it seems compelling to suppose that the
unstructured elements revealed by a completed analysis are themselves
primitive or immediate experiences. Nevertheless, I do not think that the
underlying protest, at least once the explanation of objectivity in terms
of structure is standardized, necessarily requires this further thought.

A typical attack on the concept of “qualia” is found in Dennett (1988).
For its setting within Dennett’s own theory of consciousness, see Dennett
(1991).

Chalmers (1996), Chapter 4.

Much the same objection applies to other traditional theories, such as
epiphenomenalism and some versions of panpsychism, that also attempt
to solve the problem by adding consciousness to the physical world as an
additional constituent of objective reality.

Dennett (1991), pp. 70-2.

Ibid., pp. 74-8.

Ibid., pp. 78-81.

Ibid., p. 85.

. Recent literature on the Tractatus, however, challenges this traditional

interpretation by questioning, on the ground of Wittgenstein’s own de-
scription of his method, the assumption that the book presents a theory
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of language at all. See the essays collected in Crary and Read (2000),
especially Conant (2000).

As we saw in Chapter g, the kind of structuralism that adumbrates an
implicit structure of conventional rules of use is at times even more mis-
leading than the kind thatlooks to Platonic rules; for insofar as it accounts
for the logical structure of language as conventional or stipulative, it fails
almost inevitably to capture the necessity of forms of language that are
grounded in our specific character.

In a series of publications, Colin McGinn has recently argued that the
problem of consciousness is insoluble for us because of our own cognitive
limitations: our minds are simply not constituted in the right sort of way to
understand consciousness. McGinn suggests that the special difficulty of
the problem results from the inadequacy of our current concepts for solv-
ing it. He goes on to argue that this inadequacy is a matter of our being
cognitively closed to the explanation of consciousness, of our simply lacking
the cognitive capacities which would be needed to explain it (McGinn
1991, 1999). For instance, McGinn argues, we are able to understand
many elements of the objective world because they are spatial in nature.
But consciousness does not present itself to us as having a determinate
spatial character. The conditions for the possibility of our understand-
ing empirical phenomena are not fulfilled in the case of consciousness;
barring a radical change in our cognitive capacities, McGinn concludes,
consciousness is destined to remain a mystery. The limit-fixing sugges-
tion offered by the historical analysis resembles McGinn’s conclusion in
certain respects. But it attributes the intractability of the problem of con-
sciousness not to our fixed cognitive constitution, butrather to the history
of the concepts and methods in terms of which it has been discussed.
Philosophical Investigations (henceforth PI') 81.

I do not offer, here, anything like an interpretation of the Investigations’
most important arguments or results overall; nor do I even claim a com-
prehensive understanding of its method. I aim only to relate certain
methodological suggestions present in it to parallel ones that emerge
from the reading of philosophical history undertaken here. What is im-
portant for the current discussion, accordingly, is not so much the sub-
stance of Wittgenstein’s critiques of rule following and “private language”
as the method of philosophical understanding that these critiques em-
body and practice. Of course, in taking Wittgenstein’s partial articula-
tions of method to coincide with the best prospects for a practice of
analysis that could resist structuralism by producing the kind of intelli-
gibility at which our ordinary language of consciousness aims, I do not
construe the so-called private language argument as criticizing anything
that this language should like to say. (Rather, it contests a particular, and
ultimately incoherent, conception of this language as private, a concep-
tion to which philosophers are prone, and which is in fact evident, as we
have seen, in the projects of philosophers such as Russell, Carnap, and
Schlick.)
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PI, Preface.

Cf. Moran (2001),who argues that self-knowledge is unintelligible outside
the specific possibilities of self-alienation that specify its meaning for us,
particularly as these emerge from the commitments we can make before
one another; and also Cavell (1969, Chapter g), who argues that the
language of consciousness — for instance an avowal of pain — does not so
much formulate a claim inviting endorsement or dispute as an item of
knowledge as seek the acknowledgment of another, the recognition of one’s
suffering.

See, e.g., Monk (1991).

“[Logical investigation] takes its rise, not from an interest in the facts of
nature, nor from a need to grasp causal connexions: but from an urge to
understand the basis, or essence, of everything empirical. Not, however,
as if to this end we had to hunt out new facts; it is, rather, of the essence
of our investigation that we do not seek to learn anything new by it. We
want to understand something that is already in plain view. For this is what
we seem in some sense not to understand.” (PI 89g).

PI127,128. Compare the penetrating discussion of Wittgenstein’s remark
about theses in Cavell (1979), pp. $3—4-

PI129.

The essays collected in Cavell (1969), especially the title essay “Must We
Mean What We Say?” and “Knowing and Acknowledging,” develop, at
length and in detail, the thought that the forms of analysis and inves-
tigation definitive of Oxford “ordinary language” philosophy embody
a distinctive form of linguistic insight as self-knowledge, grounded on
the authority of what is in each case one’s own knowledge as a speaker
of language. I am deeply indebted to Cavell’s groundbreaking work on
ordinary-language philosophy in what I say about the method of analytic
reflection here.

“For we can avoid ineptness or emptiness only by presenting the model
as what it is, as an object of comparison — as, so to speak, a measuring-
rod; not as a preconceived idea to which reality must correspond. (The
dogmatism into which we fall so easily in doing philosophy.)” (Pl 131)
“241. ‘So you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and
what is false?’ — It is what human beings say that is true and false; and they
agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in opinions but in
form of life.

242. If language is to be a means of communication there must be agree-
ment not only in definitions but also (queer as this may sound) in judg-
ments. This seems to abolish logic, but does not do so.” (Pl 241-2)

Cf. Cavell’s remarkable description of the appeal of ordinary language
philosophy in The Claim of Reason:

In philosophizing, I have to bring my own language and life into imagination.
What I require is a convening of my culture’s criteria, in order to confront them
with my words and life as I pursue them and as I may imagine them; and at the
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same time to confront my words and life as I pursue them with the life my culture’s
words may imagine for me: to confront the culture with itself, along the lines in
which it meets in me. (Cavell 1979, p. 125)

26. “Philosophy simply puts everything before us, and neither explains nor
deduces anything. — Since everything lies open to view there is nothing
to explain. For what is hidden, for example, is of no interest to us. . .. The
work of the philosopher consists in assembling reminders for a particular
purpose.” (P 126, 127)

27. Pl122,123.

28. “For the clarity that we are aiming at is indeed complete clarity. But this
simply means that the philosophical problems should completely disap-
pear. The real discovery is the one that makes me capable of stopping
doing philosophy when I want to. — The one that gives philosophy peace,
so that it is no longer tormented by questions which bring itself into
question. — Instead, we now demonstrate a method, by examples; and the
series of examples can be broken off. — Problems are solved (difficulties
eliminated), not a single problem.

There is not a philosophical method, though there are indeed meth-
ods, like different therapies.” (Pl 133)
29. Pl108.
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