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The topic of this thesis is how different phenomena, commonly regarded as "psychological" 
or "mental", are or can be apprehended in the first person. The aim is to show that a number of 
influential texts of contemporary philosophy display a particular type of oversight on this 
topic. The texts in question display, I argue, an insufficient appreciation of the case for 
holding that "non-qualitative" psychological phenomena are apprehended in an exclusive way 
in the first person. 

To make this case, I begin by isolating a limited class of phenomena. The class, which is 
called the class of 'occurrent psychological doings', includes performances such as searching 
for a flower and adding two numbers. In chapter 2, I submit a case for holding that it is 
logically necessary that if an agent is performing an occurrent psychological doing, then he 
has a certain apprehension of what he is doing. This claim is called The First-Person Thesis'. 

In chapter 3, I su bmit a case for holding that the type of apprehension mentioned in The 
First-Person Thesis is logically exclusive: it is an apprehension which an agent who is doing 
so-and-so can have of the fact that he is doing so-and-so but which it is logically impossible 
for someone else to have of this fact. This claim is called 'The Exclusiveness Thesis'. 

In chapters 4 and 5, the two theses are used in critical discussions of some influential texts 
of contemporary philosophy. In chapter 4,1 examine two arguments of Wittgenstein's to the 
effect that one may perform some selected actions without having a particular type of 
"experience", or "sensation". I try to show that these arguments, while valid, have rather 
limited implications. I use The First-Person Thesis to illustrate the limited scope of these 
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obscured by commentators of Wittgenstein. 

In chapter 5, I examine a position commonly held in contemporary philosophy of mind, 
and often associated with Nagel. The position is that "qualitative" phenomena such as 
perceptual experiences and bodily sensations are, because of the appearances they present in 
the first person, particularly difficult to explain in physical terms. An implication of this view 
is the claim that other phenomena do not present appearances to subjects in the allegedly 
problematic way that "qualitative" phenomena do. The First-Person Thesis and The 
Exclusiveness Thesis are used to argue that this position, as exemplified in the writings of 
McGinn and Chalmers, involve controversial assumptions for which insufficient justification 
is provided. 
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1 Introduction1 

1.1 Psychological phenomena and first-person perspectives in past and 
contemporary philosophy 

Many different predications can be made of hum an agents. Using the term 
'property' broadly - as I shall do throughout - we may put this in the 
material mode by saying that human agents can have many different 
properties. To mention a few, a human agent can be anxious, learn 
German, add numbers, weigh 80 kilograms, catch a cold, and digest food. 

We also talk about aspects or parts of ourselves as some kind of objects 
which we possess in a peculiarly intimate way. Thus we talk about "our 
experiences", "our beliefs", "our feet" and "our elbows". When I talk about 
"objects" below, I shall have such intimately possessed objects in mind, 
and not objects such as, say, my bicycle. 

1 I wish to present some of the conventions adopted in the text. The following have at 
least been the ideas which I have tried to adhere to. (1) Single quotes have been used to 
announce the mentioning, as opposed to the use, of linguistic expressions. (2) Italics 
have been used to announce the mentioning, as opposed to the use, of concepts. (But 
italics have of course been used for emphasis as well.) (3) Double quotes have been 
used for at least three different purposes: (a) to quote; (b) to draw attention to 
expressions while yet using them (as in: 'When I talk about "objects" below, I shall have 
in mind ...'); and (c) to mark some uncertainty about the exact interpretation of 
expressions used (as in: 'It has been common to count some properties of human agents 
as "psychological", or "mental", or "belonging to the mind'"). (4) The mentioning of a 
proposition has sometimes but not always been announced by italics. (5) Single quotes 
and double quotes occurring in expressions which I have quoted, have been kept as they 
occur in the original. (6) Terms such as 'he', 'his' and 'himself have been used as 
abbreviations for 'he or she', 'his or her' and 'himself or herself. 
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Among the properties and objects which human agents can have, it is, at 
least in philosophy, common to distinguish between those which are 
"psychological" or "mental" or "belong to the mind", and those which are 
not "psychological" or "mental" or do not "belong to the mind".2 While the 
content of such distinction may vary, it is probably widely if not univer
sally agreed that, say, being anxious, learning German, and adding 
numbers are psychological properties whereas weighing 80 kilograms, 
catching a cold, and digesting food are not, and that experiences and 
beliefs are objects of a psychological kind whereas feet and elbows are not. 

I shall here use 'psychological phenomenon' both to talk about the fact 
that an agent has a property which is (on some account) psychological, and 
to talk about objects which are (on some account) psychological. I shall 
also use 'apprehend a phenomenon' in a broad sense, to stand for the 
relation which an agent has to a fact or object when that fact or object can 
be said to, in some ordinarily recognised sense, "show itself' to him, or 
"reach his consciousness", or be "witnessed" by him. 

On this broad understanding of 'phenomenon' and 'apprehend a 
phenomenon', we may formulate a view which has been rather commonly 
held, at least in philosophy since Descartes, thus: the class of psychologi
cal phenomena can be characterised or defined in terms of how its 
members are or can be apprehended in the first person, that is, by the agent 
who has a psychological property or object. The following passages from, 
in turn, Descartes, Hume and Brentano seem to express various versions of 
this type of view. 

I know plainly that I can achieve an easier and more evident perception of my 
own mind than of anything else. (Descartes, p. 22-3.) 

2 I take this formulation to be consistent with both a substance dualist view and with a 
non-substance dualist view. There is, of course, the following difference between these 
two types of view. On the latter view, it is one and the same "thing" which has 
psychological properties or objects and non-psychological properties or objects. On the 
former view, in contrast, two different things have the different types of property or 
object. I assume, though, that even a substance dualist could grant that a human agent, if 
by this we mean the unit of a mind and body, has properties or objects some of which 
are psychological while others are not. One may also notice that even an eliminativist 
about the mental may accept the practise of grouping the commonly recognised 
properties and objects of human agents into the broad classes in question. The 
eliminativist predicts, only, that the properties and objects which are classified as 
psychological, or mental, will eventually be "eliminated" from our accepted ontology. 
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[S]ince all actions and sensations of the mind are known to us by conscious
ness, they must necessarily appear in every particular what they are, and be 
what they appear. (Hume, p. 190.) 

Another characteristic which all mental phenomena have in common is the fact 
that they are only perceived in inner consciousness. ... [I]nner perception 
possesses another distinguishing characteristic: its immediate, infallible self-
evidence. Of all the types of knowledge of the objects of experience, inner 
perceptions alone possesses this characteristic. Consequently, when we say that 
mental phenomena are those which are apprehended by means of inner 
perception, we say that their perception is immediately evident. (Brentano, p. 
91.) 

I emphasise that the class of psychological phenomena is in each case 
characterised or defined by how its members are or can be apprehended in 
the first person. Not all the passages express the view that each psycho
logical phenomenon is actually apprehended in the first person. While 
Hume seems to hold such a view, it is less clear that Brentano does; and 
Descartes clearly says only that I "can" achieve a certain kind of 
"perception" of my own mind. 

If we reserve the term 'perspective' for the relation which holds between 
a phenomenon and a subject when that subject apprehends or can appre
hend the phenomenon, then we may say that, on the views proposed, 
psychological phenomena are available from a certain kind of perspective 
in the first person. 

The perspective from which psychological phenomena are held to be 
available in the first person seems to be, further, in each case a perspective 
which is in a sense "exclusive": it is a perspective which an agent has on 
some objects of his, or on the facts that he has certain properties, but which 
no other agent can have on these object or facts.3 Thus, it is supposedly 
Descartes' view that I can achieve an easier and more evident perception of 
my mind than the perception that somebody else can achieve of my mind ; 
it is supposedly Hume's view that the sensations of my mind are known to 
me, but not to others, "by consciousness"; and it is supposedly Brentano's 

3 The term 'exclusive' is more carefully defined in section 3.1 below. 
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view that I know my mental phenomena by "inner perception", but that 
others do not know my mental phenomena in this way. 

It should be noticed that 'exclusive perspective', as used here, is not 
synonymous with 'first-person perspective' as that term is naturally used. 
The latter term is naturally used to refer to any perspective that I have on 
myself, or on my properties or objects. That is, at any rate, how I shall use 
'first-person perspective' here. Not everything which is in this sense a first-
person perspective is an exclusive perspective. For example, I am normally 
in a position to see what the colour of my hand is. But though the type of 
perspective I thereby have is a first-person perspective, it is not an 
exclusive perspective. Just as I can see what the colour of my hand is, so 
somebody other than me can see what the colour of my hand is.4 

The interest in characterising or defining psychological phenomena in 
terms of some (exclusive) first-person perspective has varied through 
history, as has the confidence in the possibility of doing so. 

Some authors have suggested that the philosophising about the mind 
was, up until some point during the first half of this century, "dominated" 
by some Cartesian first-person view. Thereafter things changed. Thus for 
example, Lycan says: 

Until nearly midway through the present century, the philosophy of mind was 
dominated by a "first-person" perspective. Throughout history (though with a 
few signal exceptions), most philosophers have accepted the idea, made 
fiercely explicit by Descartes, that the mind is both better known than the body 
and metaphysically in the body's driver's-seat. ... All this changed very sud
denly in the 1930s. (Lycan, p. 3.)5 

While some details of this historical account may be debatable - for 
example, whether Descartes made it "fierc ely explicit" that the mind is, or 
that it can be, better known than the body - I think it is uncontroversial 
that there is some truth in it. One thing which is surely right, for example, 
is that many influential philosophers in the past accepted some idea to the 
effect we have an exclusive perspective on our own minds. We have seen a 
few examples of this above. Another thing which is surely right in Lycan's 
claim is that the idea of characterising or defining psychological phenom-

4 For some qualification to, and specification of, this, see section 3.1. 
5 For similar historical claims, see e.g. Chalmers 1996, p. 12-3, and Ryle, p. 155. 
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ena in terms of the first-person perspective has reached some rather low 
levels of appreciation during this century. In particular, this is true of some 
of the century's thinkers, known as "behaviourists" (of different strands), 
who often met the idea with suspicion. Thus for example, Watson claimed 
that "[t]he behaviorist, who has been trained always as an experimentalist, 
holds, further, that belief in the existence of consciousness goes back to the 
ancient days of superstition and magic" (p. 2) - a claim which may 
naturally be understood as expressing suspicion of th e idea that there are 
phenomena which are available in an exclusive way in the first person. 
Ryle's claim that "the sorts of things that I can find out about myself are 
the same as the sorts of things I can find out about other people, and the 
methods of finding them out are much the same" (p. 155) is naturally read 
in the same way.6 

As far as contemporary philosophy goes, there is a greater appreciation 
of at least the existence of one, or more than one, exclusive first-person 
perspective than one finds with Watson and Ryle. I , at any rate, do not 
know of any contemporary philosopher who would subscribe to the rather 
extreme denials on the matter expressed by these philosophers. 

But this does not mean that th e philosophising about the mind i s again 
"dominated" by some "Cartesian" first-person view. Such a claim would 
be, at least, very far from the whole truth of the matter. 

While one does find, in contemporary philosophy, characterisations or 
definitions of psychological phenomena in terms of an exclusive first-
person perspective,7 there is also a strong tendency to caution against 

6 For further discussion of Ryle, see section 3.3. 
It may be noticed that other thinkers, also known as "behaviourists", did not share 

this suspicion of the existence of an exclusive first-person perspective. Thus, Carnap for 
example, in "Psychology in physical language", considers the idea that one can 
"introspect one's own mind", and does not direct any criticism against it. Carnap wishes 
to insist only on the insignificance of this idea. Specifically, he maintains that the idea 
does not conflict with his view that "every sentence of psychology may be formulated in 
physical language", (p. 165.) Stresses Carnap: "Sentences about one's own mind -
whether one takes these to be inter-subjective system sentences or so-called introspec
tive protocol sentences - are ... in each case translatable into sentences of the physical 
language", (p. 194.) Skinner as well, although less clear than Carnap, may be taken to, 
not deny, but only emphasise the insignificance of, the claim that some phenomena are 
or can be apprehended in an exclusive way in the first person. (See Skinner, chapter 1, 
and especially p. 15-6.) 
7 The following view of Davidson's could perhaps be taken as an example of this: "I 
know, for the most part, what I think, want, and intend, and what my sensations are. In 
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generalisations in this matter. The tendency is exemplified in the 
following passages from, in turn, Davies and Humphreys, and Gallois. 

This subjective character of experience is, intuitively, something that is acces
sible in a privileged way 'from the inside'. The subject of perceptual and sensa
tional experience is in a peculiarly authoritative position to make judgements 
about those experiences. But, privileged first-person introspective access does 
not seem to be restricted to experiences. Many philosophers hold that we are 
also in an especially authoritative positions to pronounce upon our own 
thoughts - our beliefs and intentions, for example. ... However, this tempting 
assimilation has an unattractive consequence; namely, that the idea of an 
unconscious belief or intention becomes just as problematic as the idea of an 
unconscious pain or tickle. ... Arguably, the classification of experiences and 
thoughts together is, in any case, too simple. (Davies and Humphreys 1993b, 
p. 9-10.) 

[Psychological features include: 
(a) moods such as depression, euphoria, anxiety, and despair. 
(b) character traits such as being lazy, generous, happy, vicious, cruel, 
callous, kind, tolerant or insightful. 
(c) emotions such as love, hatred, anger, and fear. 
(d) propositional attitudes such as believing, fearing, intending, desiring, 
hoping, knowing, regretting, realizing, understanding. 
(e) sensations and experiences (visual, auditory, tactile). 

(d) and (e) are the most plausible illustrations of first-person authority. In 
contrast, none of (b) appear to qualify for the first-person authority. ... Items in 
(e) have a distinctive phenomenology, are episodic, and are not plausibly 
construed as dispositional states. ... On the other hand, items in (b) lack a 
distinctive phenomenology, are non-episodic, and are plausibly construed as 
dispositional states. (Gallois, p. 17-8.) 

If there is any view that could fairly be said to "dominate" the contem
porary philosophising concerning psychological phenomena and first-

addition, I know a great deal about the world around me. I also sometimes know what 
goes on in other people's minds. Each of these three kinds of empirical knowledge has 
its distinctive characteristics. What I know about the contents of my own mind I 
generally know without investigation or appeal to evidence". (Davidson 1991, p. 153.) 
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person perspective, it may well be this one, that different psychological 
phenomena are or can be apprehended in different ways in the first person. 
To be sure, there is no necessary conflict between this view and the view 
that psychological phenomena can be characterised or defined in terms of 
how they are or can be apprehended in the first person. 8 But the two types 
of claim display, at least, a marked difference in emphasis. And the 
emphasis on variety makes up at least one strong tendency in contempo
rary philosophising about the mind. It is emphases of this kind that I will 
discuss in this work. 

1.2 The aim of this work 

I think there can be no serious doubt that, generally speaking, the kind of 
view described by the end of the last section, that different psychological 
phenomena are or can be apprehended in different ways in the first person, 
is a defensible one. If it is agreed — as it seems widely to be — that the class 
of psychological phenomena includes objects such as experiences and 
beliefs, as well as facts such as the facts that an agent is anxious, learns 
German, and adds numbers, then it seems clear that there is a variety of 
ways in which such phenomena are or can be apprehended in the first 
person. To mention a few possible differences, some of these phenomena 
may be out of some kind of necessity apprehended in an exclusive way in 
the first person (that is perhaps true of experiences); other phenomena may 
be but occasionally apprehended in an exclusive way in the first person 
(that may be true of beliefs); and yet other phenomena may be occasionally 
apprehended in the first person, but not in any exclusive way, or, if in an 
exclusive way, not in a way which is in some sense necessarily exclusive 
(that may be true of the fact that an agent learns German). 

If, however, there can be no serious doubt that, generally speaking, 
there is a variety of ways in which different psychologica l phenomena are 

8 The mere claim that we have different types of perspective on different psychological 
phenomena in the first person, does not imply the negation of the claim that there is also 
some common and specific type of perspective that we have on all such phenomena. 
Nor does the latter claim imply the negation of the former. To appreciate this, one may 
notice that the following three claims may all be true. (1) There is a phenomenon type 
PI which is available in a way W1 in the first person but not in a way W2. (2) There is a 
phenomenon type P2 which is available in way W2 but not in way Wl. (3) PI and P2 
are both available in a way W3. 
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or can be apprehended in the first person, I think there is reason to 
critically examine the details of how this variety is depicted in contempo
rary philosophy. The, somewhat modest, ambition of this work is to 
contribute to that critical examination. 

I will try to show that a number of influential texts of contemporary 
philosophy display a particular type of oversight when it comes to the 
perspective which we have in the first person on different psychological 
phenomena. In each case, the oversight has to do with some phenomenon, 
or class of phenomena, which is not what I shall call a 'qualitative 
phenomenon', or a class of such phenomena. By 'qualitative phenomena', I 
mean to refer to a class of phenomena including (1) perceptual experi
ences, (2) what is often regarded as "bodily sensations", where this is a 
class of phenomena which is rarely defined but often exemplified by 
tickles and pains, and (3) facts that agents have perceptual experiences and 
bodily sensations. While it is, in many of the texts examined, maintained 
that some or all qualitative phenomena are (necessarily) apprehended in a 
(necessarily) exclusive way in the first person, the texts display - or so I 
will argue - an insufficient appreciation of the case for making similar 
claims about psychological phenomena other than these. 

1.3 Promissory note 

Before proceeding to describe the outline of my enterprise, I wish to make 
a promissory note about its execution. The note is intended to nip a certain 
suspicion about the enterprise in the bud. 

One could perhaps suspect, at this point, that I (perhaps secretly) favour 
some definition of 'psychological phenomenon' (or 'mental phenomenon') 
which I shall employ in a critical reading of philosophers who may mean 
something other by 'psychological' (or 'mental') than I do - with a 
confusion of tongues as a result. In view of this potential suspicion, I wish 
to make the note that my critical discussion will, at no point, rely on 
favouring any particular definition of 'psychological phenomenon'. I shall 
on occasion assume that when some philosopher has made a claim about 
"the mental" or "the psychological" or "the mind", he should be understood 
as making some general claim which is supposed to hold true of, amongst 
other things, beliefs and thoughts, or facts that an agent has a belief or 
thought. Those assumptions will be defended to the extent that I judge that 
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such defence is called for. Apart from interpretative assumptions of that 
kind, I shall at no point insist that some object or fact "should" or "must" 
be counted as "psychological" or "mental" or "belonging to the mind". 

1.4 Outline 

To make my case - that influential texts of contemporary philosophy 
display an insufficient appreciation of the case for holding that 
(psychological) phenomena other than qualitative ones are apprehended in 
an exclusive way in the first person - I shall focus on a limited class of 
phenomena. I delimit, in chapter 2, a class of what I shall call 'occurrent 
psychological doings'. The class includes such doings as searching for a 
flower, comparing objects with a sample, adding two numbers, reading a 
text and writing a letter to so-and-so. 

In chapter 2, I submit a case for holding that it is logically necessary 
that if an agent is doing any of these things, he has a certain apprehension 
of what he is doing. I call this claim 'The First-Person Thesis'. 

In chapter 3,1 submit a case for holding that the type of apprehension 
mentioned in The First-Person Thesis is what I shall call 'logically 
exclusive': it is an apprehension which the agent who is doing so-and-so 
can have of the fact that he is doing so-and-so, but which i t is logically 
impossible that someone else has of this fact. I call this claim 'The 
Exclusiveness Thesis'. 

I shall not insist that these two theses are in all respect indubitably true.9 

But I shall claim that they make up, at least, a non-neglectable case. 
In chapters 4 and 5, I then use The First-Person Thesis and The 

Exclusiveness Thesis in the critical discussions of some influential texts of 
contemporary philosophy. 

In chapter 4,1 consider some texts from the Wittgensteinian "tradition". 
I consider, to begin with, a couple of passages of Wittgenstein's. In the 
first, Wittgenstein discusses what comparing objects with a sample 
"consists" in. In the second, he discusses what the "criterion" is for reading 
a text. In both cases, he debates a proposal to the effect that in order to do 
the things in question, the agent of the doing must have a characteristic 
"experience", or "sensation". This proposal is, in both cases, rejected. 

9 Indeed, I shall in the course of the discussion admit that one or two modifications of at 
least The First-Person Thesis may be called for. See sections 4.2 and 5.5. 
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These rejections appear to me to be justified. However, they also appear to 
have rather limited implications. I use The First-Person Thesis to illustrate 
the limited scope of these implications. I then discuss whether the limited 
scope of the implications has been duly appreciated. While I do not deliver 
any verdict on Wittgenstein in particular, I try to show that the limited 
scope of what the passages show has often been obscured by commenta
tors of Wittgenstein. In particular, Wittgenstein has been taken to justify 
some rather general conclusion about what "goes on in the mind" when an 
agent is performing selected doings. Presenting Kripke's exposition of 
Wittgenstein in 4.3, I provide one lengthy illustration of this understand
ing. I try to show that part of what is obscured in such expositions, is the 
case for holding that it is logically necessary that if an agent performs the 
doings in question, then he apprehends what he is doing. 

In chapter 5, I consider a position, commonly held in contemporary 
philosophy of mind. The position is that phenomena which belong to a 
certain limited class are, because of the appearances they present in the 
first person, particularly difficult to explain in physical terms. Perceptual 
experiences, bodily sensations, and perhaps facts about these, are held to 
be either the only, or the "paradigm" cases of, phenomena of this class. An 
implication of this view is the claim that phenomena which do not belong 
to this class do not present appearances to subjects in the allegedly 
problematic way that perceptual experiences and bodily sensations do. I 
start out by considering Nagel's argument against the possibility of 
providing a physical explanation of conscious mental phenomena, an 
argument which is commonly referred to when the position I am interested 
in is elaborated. I do not try to evaluate the argument, but only discuss 
what implications it has, if valid. I do not dispute that perceptual experi
ences, bodily sensations, and facts about these are among the phenomena 
which are, if the argument is valid, beyond the scope of physical explana
tion. However, in contrast to many readers of Nagel, it seems to me that a 
rather wide range of phenomena besides these may well be, if the argument 
is valid, beyond the scope of physical explanation as well. I illustrate this 
by focusing on the fact that an agent is performing an occurrent psycho
logical doing. Partly by exploiting The First-Person Thesis and The 
Exclusiveness Thesis, I make a case for holding that this fact is, by Nagel's 
argument, beyond the scope of physical explanation. The fact that an agent 
is performing an occurrent psychological doing is arguably apprehended in 
the first person in just the way that, by the argument, makes a phenomenon 
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physically unexplainable. Having made this case, I turn to consider the 
position of McGinn's. Here I find the case I have made contested. McGinn 
seems to agree with Nagel regarding the conditions under which some
thing cannot be physically explained. But it seems that McGinn would not 
subscribe to the implications I trace from this position. I argue that 
McGinn's view on the implications of his diagnosis of the mind-body 
problem commits him to controversial claims. He is, I think, committed to 
deny an implication of The Exclusiveness Thesis. In addition, there is 
some reason to understand him as denying The First-Person Thesis. I argue 
that McGinn's position is, in the respects examined, undersupported. I then 
try to indicate, by looking at some passages of Chalmers', tha t McGinn's 
position is in many respects representative of a strand of contemporary 
philosophy of mind. 

The two sets of case studies in chapters 4 and 5 show, I shall maintain, 
that influential texts of contemporary philosophy display an insufficient 
appreciation of the case for holding that (psychological) phenomena other 
than qualitative ones are apprehended in an exclusive way in the first 
person. 

1.5 An open end of this work 

If my readings of the texts in question are defensible, an d the texts do 
display an insufficient appreciation of the case for holding that 
(psychological) phenomena other than qualitative ones are apprehended in 
an exclusive way in the first person, then the present topic invites further 
inquiry. It would be of interest to examine why the case for making such a 
claim is insufficiently appreciated by influential contemporary philoso
phers. While this work will contain some answers t o this, these answers 
will not be, by themselves, very satisfying. They will leave the insufficient 
appreciation that I shall claim to have uncovered relatively unexplained. 

I shall, by way of conclusion, air some speculations about where one 
might look for the explanation of this insufficient appreciation of the case 
for holding that (psychological) phenomena other than qualitative ones are 
apprehended in an exclusive way in the first person. That speculation 
aside, however, the present work will provide but (or at best) some data 
for that further explanatory task. 



2 The First-Person Thesis 

In this chapter and the next, I shall submit two theses. I shall not insist that 
the theses are in all respects indisputable. I shall only claim that there is a 
non-neglectable case to be made for both of them. The theses, as defended 
in these chapters, will then, in chapters 4 and 5, be employed in the critical 
examination of some arguments concerning psychological phenomena and 
first-person perspectives. Specifically, I shall use them to argue that there 
is, in influential texts of contemporary philosophy, an insufficient 
appreciation of the case for holding that psychological phenomena other 
than qualitative ones are apprehended in an exclusive way in the first 
person. 

In this chapter, I submit what I shall call 'The First-Person Thesis'. The 
thesis bears the following formulation. 

The First-Person Thesis: 
It is logically necessary that: If an agent, at a time t, is doing so-
and-so, where this doing is an occurrent psychological one, then he 
takes it at t, not on the basis of evidence (NBE), that he is doing so-
and-so. 

When I judge that ambiguity can be tolerated in the exposition, I shall 
for stylistic reasons allow myself to not spell out all the specifications 
employed in the thesis. Thus, I shall sometimes say that an agent "does so-
and-so" instead of spelling out that he "does so-and-so where this doing an 
occurrent psychological one". I shall sometimes speak of "agents" where I 
mean "human agents". And I shall sometimes say that an agent "takes 
himself to do so-and-so" or "takes it that he is doing so-and-so" instead of 
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saying that he "takes it, at the time of doing so-and-so, that he is doing so-
and-so". 

In the remainder of this chapter, I shall explain and comment on the key 
terms of the thesis. I will also make clear what case I think can be made for 
the thesis. The thesis expresses a condition of performing an occurrent 
psychological doing. In section 2.1,1 explain what I mean by understand
ing this condition to be a "logical" condition. In 2.2,1 emphasise that the 
thesis expresses only a (logically) necessary condition of doing so-and-so. 
In 2.3,1 explain what I mean by 'occurrent doing'. In 2.4,1 explain what I 
mean by 'human agent'. I also emphasise here that it is neither asserted in, 
nor excluded by the thesis, that what is (necessarily) true of a human agent 
who is doing so-and-so is (necessarily) true also of other than human 
agents who are doing so-and-so. In 2.5,1 explain what I mean by 'taking it 
that one is doing so-and-so', and I remark that to thus take it is something 
which falls under a broad concept of apprehending a fact or object. In 2.6, 
I explain what I mean by taking it 'not on the basis of evidence' - or TSTBE' 
- that things are so. Finally, in 2.7,1 explain what I mean by 'psychological 
doing'. I also try to make clear here what case I think can be made for The 
First-Person Thesis. While I find it difficult to present any argument in 
favour of the thesis, I will attempt to illustrate that there are at least no 
immediate counter-examples to it. 

2.1 A logical condition 

To understand the thesis as (purportedly) expressing a logical condition is 
to understand it as (purportedly) expressing a condition under which we 
count a human agent as performing an "occurrent psychological doing". 
Such doings include searching for a flower, comparing objects with a 
sample, adding two numbers, reading a text and writing a letter to so-and-
so. 

I shall also say that the thesis (purportedly) expresses, or articulates, 
certain "concepts" o f ours, viz. "psychological doing" concepts - such as 
searching for a flower and adding two numbers — which we employ to 
represent occurrent doings of human agents. And I shall say that the thesis 
(purportedly) expresses the "sense", or the "meaning", or the "correct use" 
of "psychological doing" predicates - such as 'adds two numbers' and 
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'searches for a flower' - which we employ to ascribe occurrent doings to 
human agents. 

In the last two paragraphs, I have made use of the terms 'we' and 'ours'. I 
have talked about what "we" count as being such-and-such, and about 
concepts of "ours". I shall not attempt to define 'we', and related terms. I 
shall use them in the loose sense that they have in many everyday 
situations, and with no more (nor less) presuppositions about concepts and 
meanings remaining the same across contexts and agents than they carry in 
such situations. I have in mind an everyday situation like the following. 
Somebody is found to indiscriminately refer to glasses and mugs as 'mugs'. 
It is now a legitimate use of language to correct that person with remarks 
such as: "this is what we in English call 'mug'" (said while pointing to a 
mug); "this we don't count as a mug; this we call 'glass'" (said while 
pointing to a glass). In the same loose sense of 'we', the thesis makes a 
claim about a condition under which we count somebody as, say, searching 
for a flower. 

As the thesis expresses (or purports to express) a condition under which 
we count somebody as, say, searching for a flower, it is a thesis which 
(purportedly) cannot be refuted by empirical examination into instances of 
psychological doings, such as searching for a flower and adding two 
numbers. I do not know of a better way of illustrating this (purported) fact 
than by analogy. The thesis should be understood as a claim analogous 
with, e.g., the claim that if an agent is a bachelor, then he is a man; and the 
claim that if something is red, then it has extension. We could not 
discover, by empirical examination into bachelors, that some of them were 
in fact not men. For if a given agent is not a man, then we do not count that 
agent as a bachelor. Similarly, we could not discover that some things are 
red though they are not extended. For if something (say, a fallacious 
inference) lacks extension, then we do not count it as coloured, and hence 
not as red. It is, analogously, the claim of The First-Person Thesis that we 
could not discover, by empirical examination into human agents who are 
searching for flowers (in the occurrent sense), that some of them do not, 
during the time of the performance, take it that they are searching for a 
flower. For the claim of the thesis is that if a given agent does n ot take it 
that he is searching for a flower, then we do not count him as doing so (in 
the occurrent sense). 

There is at least one potentially debatable philosophical assumption 
involved in understanding the thesis in the way described. But though 
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potentially debatable, I think the assumption is innocent in the present 
context, and it is therefore not crucial to debate it here. 

The potentially debatable assumption is that claims which express what 
we count as being such-and-such cannot be refuted by empirical examina
tion into instances of what is such-and-such. One might wish to debate this 
assumption by drawing on Quine's position that it is "folly" to seek a 
boundary between statements which "hold contingently on experience", 
and statements which "hold come what may". (Quine, p. 43.) Or again, one 
might wish to debate the assumption by drawing on Putnam's claim that 
scientific empirical research can reveal that we have been wrong in using 
certain criteria for counting something as being such-and-such. (Putnam, 
especially p. 235-6.) 

But though potentially debatable, the assumption is, I think, innocent in 
the present context. The assumption plays no controversial role, so far as I 
can see, in the use of The First-Person Thesis in the critical discussions of 
chapters 4 and 5. It is not crucial, therefore, to debate the assumption here. 

2.2 A necessary condition 

I wish to emphasise that the claim of the thesis is only that taking it that 
one is doing so-and-so is a (logically) necessary condition of doing so-
and-so (where this is an occurrent psychological doing), and not a 
sufficient condition. As far as the claim of the thesis goes, it is logically 
impossible that an agent is doing so-and-so without taking it NBE tha t he 
is doing so-and-so. However, it is logically possible that he thus takes it 
that he is doing so-and-so without doing so-and-so. This happens as an 
actual fact as well. When an agent dreams that he is searching for a flower, 
he sometimes or often takes it NBE that he is searching for a flower. But 
normally at least, the dreaming agent does not in fact search for a flower. 

2.3 Occurrent, and other than occurrent, doings 

I have said that The First-Person Thesis purports to articulate certain 
concepts of ours - including searching for a flower and adding two 
numbers — which we employ to represent occurrent doings of human 
agents. I shall, in this section, explain what I mean by saying that a doing 
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is "occurrent". Before doing that, however, I wish to make explicit by what 
standard I judge concepts, or correct uses of a predicate, to be different. 

I shall say that we can distinguish different concepts, or different 
correct uses of a predicate, when and only when we can distinguish 
different logical conditions of applying the concept or predicate. For 
example, if there were a use of 'is a bachelor1 such that we could correctly 
apply this predicate to a woman with a certain property (say, the property 
of being unmarried), this use would be different from the one we are 
familiar with, and the concept employed would differ correspondingly. 
The use would be different, because following the use with which we are 
familiar, it is a logically impossible that a woman is a bachelor. 

It seems clear now that we are familiar with at least two different uses 
of the predicates 'adds two numbers' and 'searches for a flower', as well as 
other doing predicates. We can use such predicates to ascribe what I shall 
call 'occurrent doings' as well as 'other than occurrent doings' to agents. 

One way of distinguishing the two uses of the predicates is the 
following. The ascription of a doing predicate in its occurrent sense to an 
agent A implies that A is now busy doing whatever is ascribed to him. By 
contrast, the ascription of a doing predicate in its other than occurrent 
sense to an agent A does not imply (although it allows) that A is now busy 
doing whatever is ascribed to him. 

Here is one scenario which illustrates the distinction. Suppose I am 
walking about a meadow intensely searching for a flower. It is evidently 
true of me, at this point in time, that I am searching for a flower. Next, 
suppose that not finding a flower, I decide to go and have lunch before I 
continue my search, which I now suspect will be at least a one-day project. 
As I sit down to have my lunch, is it still true that I am searching for a 
flower? In one sense - in the occurrent sense of'is searching for a flower' -
it is evidently not. If somebody wants to know what I am busy doing right 
now, I cannot at this point truthfully reply: 'I am searching for a flower'. In 
another sense however - in the other than occurrent sense of the predicate 
- it is true of me at this point in time that I am searching for a flower. If 
somebody wants to know what I am in general up t o today, I can at this 
point truthfully reply: 'I am searching for a flower'. In this latter case, the 
reply 'I am searching for a flower' means only that I am engaged in a 
longer-term project of searching for a flower, and does not imply that I am 
now busy doing so. 
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2.4 Human, and other than human, agents 

I have said that The First-Person Thesis purports to articulate certain 
concepts of ours - including searching for a flower and adding two 
numbers - which we employ to represent occurrent doings of human 
agents. In this section, I shall explain what I mean by saying that an agent 
is a "human" agent. 

I shall - and this is admittedly vague - understand an agent to be a 
"human" agent if and only if the agent has the rational capacities of a 
normal human adult. I mean to convey by this that the thesis does not 
purport to necessarily articulate the concept of, say, searching for a flower 
which is employed when we say that, e.g., a robot or an animal or a human 
infant is searching for a flower. 

To say that the thesis does not purport to necessarily articulate the 
concept of searching for a flower which is employed when we describe 
agents other than "human" agents is to say that it is neither asserted in, nor 
excluded by, the thesis that one and the same concept is employed in 
applying 'searches for a flower' to different agents. The claim of the thesis 
is that, whether one and the same concept is used in the different cases or 
not, at least a "human" agent counts as searching for a flower only if he 
takes it NBE that he is searching for a flower. 

It may be noticed though, tha t if The First-Person Thesis adequately 
articulates the concept of searching for a flower which we employ in 
describing "human" agents as understood here, this may by itself be a 
reason to doubt that the same concept of searching for a flower is 
employed in describing robots, animals, and human infants. For one may 
doubt (in the case of some or all of them) that agents of these types can 
take it, NBE, that they are doing so-and-so, in the sense to be described 
below. Alternatively or complementarily, one may d oubt (in the case of 
some or all of them) that it is logically necessary that if these agents are 
doing so-and-so, then they thus take it that they are doing so-and-so. 

Though it is neither asserted in, nor excluded by, the thesis that one and 
the same concept is employed in applying 'searches for a flower' to agents 
of different types, I wish to make one remark pertaining to this issue. I 
wish to point out that there is, so far as I can see, no reason to think that it 
must be that we are using predicates in the same sense when we apply 
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them to agents of different types. I wish to point this out, because it seems 
to me that the point is too often and too easily overlooked.10 

I believe, indeed, that we may imagine as striking a similarity as we 
please between (say) the performances of a robot and of a human agent 
respectively, both of which we describe in terms of (say) 'searching for a 
flower1; it still does not follow that we employ the same concept of 
searching for a flower in the two cases. We can imagine, for example, a 
robot which, in order to be of assistance to florists and gardeners, is 
constructed and programmed to detect, grab and deliver plants of different 
kinds upon request. There is, to be sure, a striking similarity between what 
this robot does whenever i ts program for detecting flowers is activated, 
and what a human assistant to a florist or gardener does when he searches 
for flowers. But this does not exclude that there are logical conditions of 
applying the predicate 'is searching for a flower' to one subject which are 
not logical conditions of applying it to the other. As an illustration of this, 
consider the following analogy. Suppose that an employer (perhaps a 
florist or gardener) has hired a number of human agents as well as invested 
in a number of robots. He refers to the human agents as well as the robots 
as 'my employees'. He can say, for example, of a robot: "This employee 
needs to be fixed"; or: "This employee has had a busy day". It seems that 
over and above the fact that the employer applies the same term to them 
all, there are striking similarities between the human employees and the 
robots. They are, for example, all involved in the production of the 
company, and contribute to its flourishing; they all have busy days and less 
busy days; and so on. Despite these similarities though, it turns out (or so 
we may suppose) that there are different logical conditions of the 
employer's calling a human agent and a robot, respectively, 'employee'. We 
may suppose, for example, that he calls a human agent 'employee' only if 

10 Here is one example of the point being overlooked (this is Armstrong debating the 
implications of an account of knowing which he has just proposed): "[I]t is clear that, if 
our account of knowledge is correct, A may know p but not know that he knows p. This 
is not a paradoxical result, although it does conflict with the prejudices of many 
philosophers. To find such cases in ordinary life, we do best to go to animals and 
smaller children. They know many things, but, since they lack self-consciousness, they 
do not know that they know", (p. 205.) It seems that Armstrong assumes, here - without 
supporting this assumption, or even reflecting on the possible need for supporting it -
that the predicate 'knows p' is used in one and the same sense when applied to a self-
conscious agent, and when applied to a non-self-conscious agent, respectively. I am not 
insisting that this assumption is wrong, but only that it should not be made so swiftly. 
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the agent is on his pay-roll. (We may suppose that the employer has a 
number of friends and relatives helping him out on a regular basis. They 
participate in the production, contribute to the flourishing of the company, 
have busy and less busy days, just like the robots and the hired human 
workers. Yet the employer reserves the term 'employee' for those human 
agents who are on his pay-roll.) Since (let us assume) no robot is on his 
pay-roll, this would mean that there are different logical conditions 
involved in his calling a human agent 'employee' and his calling a robot 
'employee', and thus that he employs different concepts of employee in the 
respective cases. Analogously, it might be that, despite striking similarities 
between their performances, we use different logical conditions in 
predicating 'is searching for a flower' of a human agent and of a robot, and 
hence, that we employ different concepts of searching for a flower in the 
two cases. For example, it might be that we predicate ' is searching for a 
flower' of a human agent only if the agent takes it NBE that he is searching 
for a flower, while we predicate 'is searching for a flower' of a robot even 
if it does not take it NBE that it searches for flower. 

2.5 Taking it that one is doing so-and-so and apprehending that one is 
doing so-and-so 

In the sense employed in the thesis, an agent "takes it", at a certain time t , 
that he is doing so-and-so, if and only if the proposition I am doing so-
and-so is one of the propositions that the agent might, at t, without 
prompting or reflection, sincerely express in reply to the question 'What 
are you now doing?'. By 'prompting', I have in mind here the case where an 
agent is offered, by somebody else, to reflect on a certain proposition. 
Such prompting could take the form of the question: 'Are you doing so-
and-so?'. By 'reflection', I have in mind the case where an agent conjures 
up a proposition for himself to ponder. Such reflection could take the form 
of the question: 'Am I doing so-and-so?'. There are perhaps those who wish 
to insist that some reflection is engaged, on part of an agent, as soon as he 
is confronted with the question 'What are you now doing?'. If thus 
insisting, one may substitute 'more than a moment's reflection' for 
'reflection', in the above definition of'taking it'. And a moment should then 
be understood (vaguely) to be very short. 
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Let me illustrate this use of 'taking it that one is doing so-and-so'. 
Suppose that I am, at a certain time t, performing the occurrent doing of 
adding two numbers. Suppose further that the question 'What are you now 
doing?' is posed at t. There will in this case be a set of propositions that I 
might at t sincerely express in reply to this question without prompting or 
reflection. There will be another set of propositions that I might at t 
sincerely express in reply to this question only given prompting or 
reflection. (I am not assuming that these sets will be clearly distinguished 
from each other.) Let us suppose that the first set of propositions includes I 
am adding; I am doing my homework; and I am trying to learn mathemat
ics. And let us suppose that the second set includes I am exerting pressure 
on the pen I am holding in my hand', I am (thereby) slightly compressing 
the pen; I am drumming the fingers of my left-hand against the table; I am 
knitting my brows; I am suppressing an urge to run out and play football; 
and I am (thereby) practising not only addition, but also self-discipline. In 
this imagined case, I count as, in the present sense, taking it at t , that I am 
adding, that I am doing my homework, and that I am practising my 
mathematical skills. In contrast, I do not count as taking it at t, that I am 
exerting pressure on the pen I am holding in my hand; that I am (thereby) 
slightly compressing the pen; or that I am drumming the fingers of my left-
hand against the table. 

To take it, in the specified sense, that one is doing so-and-so, is 
something which falls under a broad concept of apprehending a fact or 
object, which I introduced in section 1.1, and shall employ later in this 
text. I shall say that an agent apprehends a fact or object, or has an 
apprehension of a fact or object, whenever that fact or object can in some 
ordinarily recognised sense be said to "show itself' to him, or "reach his 
consciousness", or be "witnessed" by the agent. Thus for example, when I 
feel a pain, that pain can be said to show itself to me, or reach my con
sciousness. In that sense, I apprehend the pain. Again, when I see that a 
train passes by on the railway in front of me, the fact that a train passes by 
on the railway in front of me can be said to show itself to me, or reach my 
consciousness, or be witnessed by me. In that sense, I apprehend that the 
train passes by. Similarly, when I take it, in the specified sense, that I am 
doing so-and-so, it seems that the fact that I am doing so-and-so may be 
said to show itself to me, or reach my consciousness, or be witnessed by 
me. Consider for example, the imagined case where I take it that I am 
adding, but do not take it that I am exerting pressure on the pen I am 
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holding in my hand; that is, where I am adding is, but I am exerting 
pressure on the pen I am holding in my hand is not, one of the propositions 
that I might, without prompting or reflection, sincerely express in reply to 
the question 'What are you now doing?'. In this case, there is perhaps no 
familiar sense in which the fact that I am exerting pressure on the pen I am 
holding in my hand can be said to show itself to me, or reach my con
sciousness, or be witnessed by me. It is perhaps fair to say that I am merely 
"potentially aware" of this fact. In contrast, it seems that the fact that I am 
adding can in this case be said to show itself to me, or reach my con
sciousness, or be witnessed by me. In that sense, I apprehend that fact. 

I also wish to emphasise that in order to take it that things are so, in the 
intended sense, I have to understand what counts a s things being so. For 
example, only if I know the rules of addition, can I take it that I add. The 
child that utters, without an understanding of these rules: 'eight, nine, 
twelve', and asserts: 'I am adding!' does not, in the intended sense, take it 
that it adds. 

2.6 Taking it not on the basis of evidence (NBE) that things are so 

I shall count an agent as taking things to be so NBE if and only if the agent 
takes things to be so not being prepared to appeal to anything in support of 
the judgment that things are so. To thus take it that things are so requires, 
to begin with, not being prepared to appeal to anything that has been seen, 
heard, smelled, tasted, or to uched. But it also requires not being prepared 
to appeal to any other sensation or feeling the presence of which could 
support the judgment that things are so. One should notice that an agent 
may take things to be so NBE even if evidence that things are so is 
available to him. It does not allow, only, that the agent is prepared to 
appeal to such evidence.11 

11 So far as I can see, this concept of taking it not on the basis of evidence is closely 
related to the concept famously employed by Anscombe, and which she expresses in 
terms of 'knowing without observation'. (I discuss the relation between taking it NBE 
that things are so, and knowing NBE that things are so, in chapter 3.) Here is how 
Anscombe introduces her concept: "[W]e first point out a particular class of things 
which are true of a man: namely the class of things which he knows without observa
tion. E.g. a man usually knows the position of his limbs without observation. It is 
without observation, because nothing shews him the position of his limbs; it is not as if 
he were going by a tingle in his knee, which is the sign that it is bent and not straight. 
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To illustrate what it is to take it that things are so NBE, as specified 
here, let us first consider a case where I take things to be so on the basis of 
evidence. When I take it that some agent other than me - call that agent 'A' 
- is searching for a flower, I normally take things to be so on the basis of 
evidence; specifically on the basis of perceptual evidence. (Normally this 
is so, but not always. On occasion, I may have merely a hunch, not 
supported by any evidence, that an agent A searches for a flower.) I may, 
for example, take it that A is searching for a flower on the basis of what I 
see or have seen. I might see A's performance with my own eyes, or I 
might have read something which indicates that A is searching for a 
flower. Again, I may take it that A is searching for a flower on the basis of 
what I hear or have heard. I might hear A himself say, 'I am searching for a 
flower', or I might hear some third person say, 'A searches for a flower'. In 
contrast, when I take it that I am searching for a flower, I normally or 
always take it that things are so NBE. To be sure, the kind o f evidence on 
the basis of which other people judge that I am searching for a flower, is 
often available to me as well. I can, for example, hear my own voice as I 
say, 'I am searching for a flower'; or I may hear one agent tell another that I 
am searching for a flower. However, I am rarely, if ever, prepared to 
appeal to such evidence in support of my judgment that I am searching for 
a flower. 

2.7 Psychological doings 

I have so far enumerated a number of doings which I count as 
"psychological doings". I have mentioned searching for a flower, compar
ing objects with a sample, adding two numbers, reading a text and writing 
a letter to so-and-so. I shall in this section provide at least a vague general 
definition of the class of psychological doings. In doing so, I shall also 
attempt to illustrate that there are no immediate counter-examples to The 
First-Person Thesis. 

Where we can speak of separately describable sensations, having which is in some sense 
our criterion for saying something, then we can speak of observing that thing; but that is 
not generally so when we know the position of our limbs". (§8.) For similar ideas, see 
Wittgenstein 1997, §377; Strawson, p. 344ff.; Ayer, p. 61ff.; Alston, p. 233ff.; and 
Davidson 1987, p. 441, and 1991, p. 153. 
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Before submitting the definition, however, I wish to make clear that it is 
not crucial for my purposes to provide a precise general definition of 
'psychological doing'. Indeed, it is not crucial for me to at all provide a 
general definition of 'psychological doing'. The only purpose of submitting 
such a definition is to satisfy potential curiosity about how broadly t he 
claim of The First-Person Thesis might be made to extend. 

Submitting The First-Person Thesis is, as I have mentioned, part o f an 
argument to the effect that influential texts of contemporary philosophy 
display an insufficient appreciation of the case for holding that psycho
logical phenomena other than qualitative ones are apprehended in an 
exclusive way in the first person. The thesis is used, in chapters 4 and 5, to 
illustrate oversights which I shall claim can be found in the texts which I 
examine. It will turn out that, for this critical purpose, one could regard 
'perform a psychological doing' as an abbreviation for the enumeration of 
doings that I have so far given; that is, as an abbreviation for 'searching for 
a flower, comparing objects with a sample, adding two numbers, reading a 
text or writing a letter to so-and-so'. For this reason, it is not crucial for me 
to provide a general definition of'psychological doing'. 

With this caveat, here is the definition of'psychological doing': A doing 
is psychological if and only if it is such that The First-Person Thesis , as 
clarified in this chapter, arguably expresses a condition for performing it. 

This definition might appear to make The First-Person Thesis circular. 
But there is no formal circularity here at least. Given this definition of 
'psychological doing', what The First-Person Thesis says is (roughly) this: 
For any type of doing D such that it is arguably true that one counts as D-
ing only if one takes oneself to D, it is true that one counts as D-ing only if 
one takes oneself to D. And this is not circular, although it is clear why 
there might have been a first impression to that effect. 

The definition is of course vague. It is not specified what it takes for the 
term 'arguably' to be satisfied: just how strong must the case be for saying 
that taking oneself to do so-and-so i s a condition of do ing so-and-so, for 
this doing to be psychological? And it may be difficult to specify this 
without ending up with a circular thesis. 

Despite this problem, it seems to me that the definition can at least 
serve the purpose of (to some degree) satisfying potential curiosity about 
how broadly the claim of The First-Person Thesis might be made to 
extend. This is because there is a large class of things which we can do and 
which are, even by this vague definition, immediately excluded from the 
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class of psychological doings. The class of psychological doings can be 
brought into view by considering those doings which are, by the definition 
given, immediately excluded from it. 

Thus, in the case of many things I can do, it is immediately clear that I 
can do them regardless of what I take myself to do, and even whether I 
take myself to do anything. Breaking a window is a case in point. It is clear 
that I can take it that I am breaking a window while I do so. We then 
sometimes say that I break the window "intentionally". But it is also 
immediately clear that I need not so take it, in order to count as breaking a 
window. I may accidentally break a window while I try to climb up to the 
roof, for example. I might even happen to break a window as I am falling 
out of bed at night. In such cases, we sometimes say that I break a window 
"unintentionally". Other examples of such doings which may be inten
tional or unintentional include moving eastwards, and touching wet paint. 

In the case of other things I can do, it might be that it is (logically) 
necessary that when I do them, I take myself to do something; and there 
may even be (logical) constraints on what I take myself to do when I do 
them; but it is, nevertheless, again immediately clear, in these cases, that it 
is not necessary that when I am doing so-and-so, I take it that I am doing 
so-and-so, in particular. Consider, for example, displaying one's generosity 
towards a certain person. It seems that it is (logically) impossible to 
display one's generosity towards someone without taking oneself to do 
anything. For example, if I hand something over to someone while I am 
asleep, this is not by itself a display of my generosity towards that person. 
Further, there seems to be constraints on what one takes oneself to do, if 
one is to count as displaying one's generosity towards someone. If I hand 
something over to someone, while taking myself to thereby ensure that he 
is indebted to me, which I in turn take to be to my long-term benefit, I do 
not display my generosity towards that person. Nevertheless, it is 
immediately clear that I need not take it that I display my generosity 
towards so-and-so, in particular, to count as doing so. (Indeed, if I do so 
take it, that may, in some cases, be a reason to not count me as displaying 
my generosity towards the person in question.) Thus, suppose that while I 
plant flowers in my own garden, I take the opportunity to plant flowers in 
my neighbour's garden too, just because I care about my neighbour, and 
find that his garden looks bare. This may count as a display of my 
generosity towards my neighbour even if I do not take myself to display 
generosity, but take myself, only, to plant the flowers, and thereby make 
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my neighbour's garden look nicer. Analogous examples include proceed
ing brutally, and showing humility. 

In many cases then, it is immediately clear that I may count as doing so-
and-so although I do not, during the time of doing so-and-so, take it that I 
am doing so-and-so. 

In contrast, it is at least not immediately clear that I may count as 
searching for a flower although I do not take it that I am searching for a 
flower. To appreciate this, it is crucial to not confuse searching for a 
flower with performances often associated with this one, such as, e.g., 
picking a flower. It is immediately clear that I can pick a flower without 
taking myself to do so (and indeed without taking myself to do anything). 
It is far less clear that I can search for a flower without taking it that I am 
searching for a flower. If we find that an agent might not, at a certain time 
t, without prompting or reflection, sincerely express the proposition I am 
searching for a flower in reply to 'What are you now doing?', that appears 
to be a strong reason to withdraw or contest any judgment to the effect the 
agent is, at t, doing so. That is true not only if we conceive of an agent 
from a third-person perspective, but also if we regard ourselves in the first 
person. If I might not, at a certain time t, without prompting or reflection, 
sincerely express the proposition I am searching for a flower in reply to 
'What are you now doing?', that appears to be a strong reason for me to 
contest any judgment to the effect that I am, at t, searching for a flower. If 
somebody else has judged that I have been searching for a flower, on the 
ground that I have walked about a meadow, looked around, and eventually 
picked a flower, it seems that I have reason to contest this judgment so 
long as I did not take it that I was searching for a flower. Contesting the 
judgment, I might reply, for example, that I searched for (and found), not a 
flower, but a plant exceeding five centimetres in length. Alternatively, I 
might reply that I was just walking about absent-mindedly, and by chance 
picked a flower. If some such report of mine is sincere, it is at least not 
immediately clear what grounds another agent could have for persisting 
that I was, despite what I think, searching for a flower. 

Analogous reflections over the other enumerated cases of psychological 
doings will reveal that it is at least not immediately clear that I can perform 
them without taking myself to do so. While it is immediately clear that I 
can, for instance, utter what is in fact the sum of a certain addition without 
taking it that I am doing so, it is not immediately clear that I can add two 
numbers without taking it that I am doing so. And while it i s immediately 
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clear that I may pick what is in fact an object which agrees with a certain 
sample, without taking it that I am doing so, it is not immediately clear that 
I can compare an object with a sample without taking it that I am doing so. 
Again, while it is immediately clear that I may utter what is in fact the 
words of a text which is before my eyes without taking it that I am doing 
so, it is not immediately clear that I can read a text without taking it that I 
am doing so. 

Other doings for which it seems not immediately clear that I can 
perform them without taking myself to do so, and which are in that case 
"psychological doings", include counting the pens on my desk, thinking 
about a philosophical problem, painting someone's portrait, and fleeing 
from danger.12 I suspect, further, that all intentional doings - such as 
intentionally breaking a window, intentionally touching wet paint, and 
intentionally proceeding brutally - should count as "psychological 
doings". While it is, as remarked above, immediately clear that I can break 
a window without taking myself to break a window, it is not immediately 

12 As this list might reveal, my attention to the class of doings which I here call 
'psychological' originates with reflection on some discussions of Wittgenstein's. In The 
Blue and Brown Books, Wittgenstein discusses searching for a red flower, painting 
someone's portrait, counting objects, and comparing objects with a sample (p. 4, 32, 85, 
149); In Zettel (§7), he discusses writing a letter to so-and-so; in Philosophical 
Investigations (§156ff.), he discusses reading; and Kripke, in his exposition of 
Wittgenstein, discusses adding numbers (or "meaning plus by 'plus"'). Some of these 
passages are critically discussed in chapter 4. 
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clear that I can break a window intentionally without taking myself to 
break a window (intentionally).13 

13 One might wish to call psychological doings, as characterised in this section, 
'intentional doings' or 'intentional actions'. I would have no quarrel with that terminol
ogy as such. However, one may notice that the terminology would be potentially 
misleading in that it would give a term of everyday life a non-standard use. In everyday 
life, it seems that we do not qualify doings such as searching for a flower and adding 
two numbers as intentional or unintentional. We find no more use for the predicate 
'intentionally searches for a flower' than for the predicate 'unintentionally searches for a 
flower'. For this reason, I have preferred 'psychological doing', which is more likely to 
be recognised as the technical term that it is. 



3 The Exclusiveness Thesis 

In this chapter, I shall submit what I call 'The Exclusiveness Thesis'. This 
thesis and The First-Person Thesis of the preceding chapter will, in 
chapters 4 and 5, be employed in the critical examination of some 
arguments in contemporary philosophy concerning psychological 
phenomena and first-person perspectives. 

The Exclusiveness Thesis is the conjunction of the following two 
theses. 

The Exclusiveness Thesis: 
(a) It is logically necessary that: If an agent takes it NBE that he is 
doing so-and-so, where this doing is an occurrent psychological 
one, then he takes it that he is doing so-and-so with two-fold epis-
temic justification. 
(b) It is logically necessary that: If an agent A takes it NBE, and 
with two-fold epistemic justification, that an agent B is doing so-
and-so, where this doing is an occurrent psychological one, then 
A=BM 

Let me make two preliminary remarks about the thesis. First, it might 
appear that part (a ) of the thesis contains a contradiction in terms, since it 

14 It seems likely that there is some relation between the (purported) truth of The First-
Person Thesis and the (purported) truth of The Exclusiveness Thesis. It seems likely, 
that is, that there is some relation between the (purported) fact that taking it that one is 
doing so-and-so is a logically necessary condition of doing so-and-so, and the 
(purported) fact that the agent who is doing so-and-so has a unique epistemic 
perspective on what he is doing. I will not, however, attempt to clarify this relation. The 
issue is not entirely clear to me, and it is not important for any of my concerns to enter 
into it. 
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states that I can, at one and the same time, take something to be so not on 
the basis of "evidence", but yet with a certain "justification". I deplore that 
my choice of words may give this impression. When I turn to clarify the 
thesis below, it will become clear, I hope, that it contains no contradiction. 

Second, there is a qualification to make of the thesis. I shall mention it 
here, but allow myself to ignore it in the remainder of the exposition. The 
qualification is this: In the case of some types of doing, which may count 
as occurrent psychological doings, an agent will need to appeal to evidence 
to take it with two-fold epistemic justification that he succeeds in doing 
what he attempts to do. This is so for some or all doings which can 
ordinarily be qualified as "intentional". An agent who intentionally breaks 
a window, for example, can take it with two-fold epistemic justification 
that he has successfully carried out his intention only on the basis of 
evidence. Not on the basis of evidence (NBE), he can take it, with two-fold 
epistemic justification, only that he is attempting to, or intending to, break 
a window. I emphasise that this is so only for some psychological doings. 
As I will try to show, an agent who, say, searches for a flower, or adds two 
numbers can take it NBE and with two-fold epistemic justification, that he 
is doing so-and-so, and not only that he is attempting to do so-and-so. 

To accommodate this fact about intentional doings, one should append 
some expression like the following to the (a) part of the thesis: 'or at least, 
he has two-fold epistemic justification for that part of his belief which 
concerns his attempting to do so-and-so'. Similarly, one should append 
some expression like the following to the antecedent of the (b) part of the 
thesis: 'or has at least two-fold epistemic justification for that part of his 
belief which concerns B's attempting to do so-and-so'. 

I choose, however, the above formulation of the thesis. And I shall 
ignore the just-mentioned qualification in the remainder of the exposition. 
I will focus on psychological doings, such as searching for a flower and 
adding two numbers, for which the thesis is - or so I will try to show -
defensible as it stands. And I shall be satisfied with having, here, intimated 
the possibility of defending a slightly modified thesis for other psycho
logical doings, such as intentionally breaking a window. Doing so will 
simplify my exposition while not affecting any of my central claims.15 

15 For the purposes of the critical discussions of chapters 4 and 5, one could - as I 
pointed out in section 2.7 - regard 'perform a psychological doing' as an abbreviation for 
'searching for a flower, comparing objects with a sample, adding two numbers, reading a 
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With these preliminary remarks, I now turn to clarify and defend The 
Exclusiveness Thesis. In 3.1, I clarify the following, for the present 
purposes, important implication of the thesis: If an agent takes it NBE that 
he is doing so-and-so, then he takes it that he is doing so-and-so in what I 
shall call a 'logically exclusive' way. In 3.2,1 try to make clear what the 
two parts of the thesis state and do not state. I shall not have any positive 
argument to offer in support of the respective parts. I believe that they are 
rather plausible as they stand, and that to clarify what they state and do not 
state is, therefore, to expose a rather strong case. I will, however, in later 
sections, try to consolidate this case. In 3.3,1 consider The Exclusiveness 
Thesis in view of a conflicting position held by Ryle. In 3.4,1 consider it 
in view of a conflicting position held by Armstrong. I argue that neither 
Ryle, nor Armstrong, has provided any reason to think that the thesis 
should be rejected. And I suggest that the resistance to the thesis displayed 
by Ryle and Armstrong might, in whole or in part, be explained by the fact 
that they do not sufficiently distinguish the claim that I can have a 
(logically) exclusive awareness that I am so from a number of other 
historically influential views regarding self-knowledge and psychological 
phenomena. 

3.1 Exclusive and logically exclusive properties 

I shall say that a property is exclusive if and only if the following is true of 
the predicate ascribing the property: (1) there is a possible agent A to 
whom the predicate can be ascribed, and (2) if there is an agent B to whom 
the predicate can be ascribed, then A=B . And I shall say that a property is 
logically exclusive if and only if the following i s true of the predicate 
ascribing the property: (1) there is a possible agent A to whom the 
predicate can be ascribed, and (2) it is logically necessary that if there is an 
agent B to whom the predicate can be ascribed, then A=B. 

If a (logically) exclusive property is the property of having a certain 
type of apprehension or of apprehending something in a certain type of 
way, then I shall also say that this type of apprehension is (logically) 
exclusive, and that the way of apprehending something is (logically) 
exclusive. Similarly, if a (logically) exclusive property is the property of 

text or writing a letter to so-and-so'. I hope to illustrate that The Exclusiveness Thesis is 
defensible as far as the doings mentioned in this enumeration are concerned. 
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having a certain type of knowledge or belief or awareness, or of knowing, 
believing, or being aware of something in a certain type of way, then I 
shall say that this type of knowledge, or belief, or awareness, is (logically) 
exclusive, and that the way of knowing, believing, or being aware of 
something is (logically) exclusive. 

The Exclusiveness Thesis states that if an agent A takes it NBE that he 
is doing so-and-so, then he takes it that he is doing so-and-so in a logically 
exclusive way. By part (a) of the thesis, the predicate 'takes it NBE and 
with two-fold epistemic justification that A is doing so-and-so1 can be 
ascribed to A in this case. By part (b), it is logically necessary that, if there 
is an agent B to whom 'takes it NBE and with two-fold epistemic justifica
tion that A is doing so-and-so' can be ascribed, then B=A. 

I wish to make two remarks about the (purported) fact that 'takes it NBE 
and with two-fold epistemic justification that A is doing so-and-so' ascribes 
a logically exclusive property. 

First, one may notice that the predicate 'takes it NBE and with two-fold 
epistemic justification that A is doing so-and-so' does not contain any 
explicit specification to the effect that the property it ascribes belongs to A. 
A trivial consequence of this is that the fact that the predicate can be 
ascribed to A and only to A does not depend on the fact that it contains any 
such specification. This is in contrast with, say, the predicate 'has a visual 
experience of A's that A's hand is blue'. This predicate too, arguably 
ascribes an exclusive property. It can be ascribed to A and, arguably, only 
to A. But the fact that this predicate can be ascribed to A and only to A 
depends on the fact that the predicate contains a specification to the effect 
that the property it ascribes belongs to A. If one removes this specification 
in favour of an indeterminate construction, one gets the predicate 'has a 
visual experience that A's hand is blue'. And this predicate does not ascribe 
an exclusive property. Obviously, more than one agent can have a visual 
experience that A's hand is blue. In contrast, there is no such specification 
to remove from 'takes it NBE and with two-fold epistemic justification that 
A is doing so-and-so'. Even though it does not contain any explicit 
specification to the effect that the property it ascribes belongs to A, this 
predicate can be ascribed to A and only to A. 

Second, the predicate 'takes it NBE and with two-fold epistemic 
justification that A is doing so-and-so' does, of course, contain an explicit 
specification to the effect that the awareness or apprehension it ascribes is 
of the fact that A, in particular, is doing so-and-so. And the fact that the 
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predicate can be ascribed to A and only to A does depend on the fact that it 
contains this specification. If one removes this specification in favour of an 
indeterminate construction, one gets the predicate 'takes it NBE and with 
two-fold epistemic justification that someone is doing so-and-so1. And this 
predicate can be ascribed to more than one agent. Just as A can take it NBE 
and with two-fold epistemic justification that A, and hence someone, is 
doing so-and-so, so an agent B can take it NBE and with two-fold 
epistemic justification that B, and hence someone, is doing so-and-so. But 
then, it seems not easy to find any predicate which ascribes a logically 
exclusive property, and which does not contain either a specification that 
the property which it ascribes belongs to a certain agent, or a specification 
that it ascribes an apprehension or awareness which is of some property or 
object of a certain agent. 

With this, I turn to try to make clear what the two parts of the thesis 
state and do not state. 

3.2 Presentation of The Exclusiveness Thesis 

In this section, I first define what I mean by 'two-fold epistemic justifica
tion'. I then try to illustrate the two parts of the thesis. Last, I make some 
things explicit about the character of the thesis. 

Two-fold epistemic justification 
I shall say that an agent takes things to be so with two-fold epistemic 
justification if and only if he takes things to be so with both sufficient and 
saturated justification. 

I shall, in turn, say that an agent takes things to be so with sufficient 
justification if and only if the agent takes things to be so in such a way 
that, if he is or were right that things are so, then he counts or would count, 
by our ordinary standards, as knowing that things are so. To take things to 
be so with sufficient justification is, thus, no guarantee that one is right 
about things being so. It is to count as knowing that things are so provided 
that things are so. An agent who correctly takes things to be so with 
sufficient justification need not adduce any further evidence to count as 
knowing that things are so. 

I shall further say that an agent takes things to be so with saturated 
justification if and only if the agent takes things to be so, and does not 
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count, by our ordinary standards, as further justified by adducing further 
evidence for this judgment. Taking things to be so with saturated justifica
tion is, again, compatible with suffering an illusion, and being mistaken in 
taking things to be so. To say that an agent takes things to be so with 
saturated justification is only to say that there is no further evidence that he 
could adduce in support of his judgment. 

Illustration ofpart (a) of the thesis 
An agent who takes it NBE that he is performing an occurrent psychologi
cal doing (say, searching for a flower), is not guaranteed to be right. As I 
pointed out in section 2.2, he may suffer an illusion that he is doing so-
and-so. He may, for example, dream that he is doing so-and-so. However, 
when he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so, it seems clear that the 
agent still has sufficient justification. Provided that he is right, he counts as 
knowing what he is doing. We do not demand that an agent who searches 
for a flower adduces any evidence in support of his judgment that he is 
searching for a flower, to count him as a knower in this regard. 

It again seems clear that when an agent takes it NBE that he is perform
ing an occurrent psychological doing, he takes it that he is doing so with 
saturated justification. As I remarked in section, 2.6, the kind of evidence 
by which other people judge that I am doing so-and-so is often available to 
me as well, when I take it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. For example, if I 
am reading a text, I may see that there is a printed page in front of me, and 
I may hear myself say: "I am reading". However, in contrast to other 
agents, / do not further support my judgment (not based upon evidence) 
that I am reading, by appealing to such evidence. Whatever else I might 
count as by virtue of appealing to such evidence, I would not count as 
having stronger grounds for the judgment that I am reading than I have not 
making this appeal.16 

16 Fricker, in a recent paper, not only makes a claim congenial to the first part of The 
Exclusiveness Thesis, but emphasises, as I wish to do, that the claim by itself constitutes 
a strong case. She says about our self-ascriptions of a certain "range" of mental states, 
that "in everyday social intercourse ... they are taken neither to need nor admit of 
defence". This is naturally understood as saying that the self-ascriptions in question are 
made with, in the present senses, sufficient and saturated justification. Fricker includes 
this fact in "the minimal phenomenon [relating to first-person access], one which 
philosophers and, equally, psychologists of whatever stripe must recognize as 
phenomena in need of explanation", (p. 157; my emphases.) 
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Illustration ofpart (b) of the thesis 
I will now try to illustrate that no agent other than me may count as taking 
it NBE that I am doing so-and-so with two-fold epistemic justification. To 
illustrate this, I wish to begin by saying something about the ways in 
which an agent other than me can take it that I am doing so-and-so. I wish 
to make three remarks about this. 

First, it is evidently logically possible that an agent other than me - call 
this agent A - correctly takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. A can have 
what is sometimes called a 'hunch1 that I am doing so-and-so. And the 
hunch may happen to be correct, even if it is supported by no evidence. In 
such a case, A correctly takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. 

Second, it is evidently logically possible that an agent other than me - A 
- takes it, on the basis of evidence and with sufficient justification, that I 
am performing an occurrent psychological doing. Suppose, for example, 
that I am searching for a flower. Now, if A sees my performance, and 
correctly judges on the basis of what he sees that I am searching for a 
flower, then we normally count him as knowing that I am searching for a 
flower. Again, if A is told by some reliable person that I am searching for a 
flower and correctly judges on the basis of what he is told that I am doing 
so, then we also, normally, count him as knowing that I am searching for a 
flower. A's justification may not be, in either of these cases, saturated. He 
may count, in both cases, as further justified in his judgment if he could 
adduce further evidence for it. But even if not saturated, A's justification is, 
in both cases, sufficient. Provided that he is right, he counts as knowing 
what he takes to be the case. 

It should perhaps also be remarked that, while The Exclusiveness Thesis bears a 
rather specific formulation, claims which resemble it, at least, are not uncommon in 
philosophy. Thus, for example, Anscombe, Ayer, Alston, Davidson, and Gallois (cited 
in the footnote of section 2.6) all formulate some claim (resembling part (a) of the 
thesis) to the effect that a certain range of phenomena or facts about oneself can be 
known "without observation", "without appeal to evidence", or with "epistemic 
immediacy". And at least Davidson, Alston, and Gallois explicitly suggest (along the 
lines of part (b) of the thesis) that such knowledge can be had only in the first person. It 
may be remarked, further, that at least Gallois (see p. 15-6) explicitly dissociates, as I 
try to do below, the claim that there is an exclusive way in which I can know that I am 
so, from any claim to the effect that there is a way in which I know that I am so "better" 
than another agent can know this. 
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Third, I do not want to exclude, at least, that it is logically possible that 
an agent other than me - A - takes it, on the basis of evidence and with 
both sufficient and saturated justification, that I am performing an 
occurrent psychological doing. I do not want to exclude, that is to say, that 
in some situation, A might take it that I am doing so-and-so in such a way 
that he would not count as further justified in his judgment by adducing 
further evidence for it. 

In sum then, it is logically possible that an agent other than me 
correctly takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. It is also logically 
possible that an agent other then me takes it on the basis of evidence and 
with sufficient justification tha t I am doing so-and-so. And it might be 
logically possible that such an agent takes it on the basis of evidence and 
with two-fold epistemic justification that I am doing so-and-so. 

It is not logically possible, however, that an agent other than me takes it 
NBE and with two-fold epistemic justification that I am doing so-and-so. 

There is, to begin with, some reason to doubt that it is logically possible 
that an agent other than me - A — can have sufficient justification when 
taking it that I am doing so-and-so NBE. It seems that we normally do not 
regard it as an empirical question whether the having of a correct hunch 
that things are so amounts to knowing that things are so. If A is prepared to 
adduce no evidence for taking it that I am doing so-and-so, then he does 
not count as knowing this. He does not count as knowing this, even if he is 
right, and even if his assurance that I am doing so-and-so is most firm and 
sincere. 

Moreover, even if we were, under some circumstances, to count A as 
having sufficient justification when taking it NBE that I am doing so-and-
so, I see no circumstance in which we would count him as having 
saturated justification for so taking it. Suppose, for example, that we were 
to grant that a fortune-teller knew NBE that I was reading a text, on a 
certain occasion. It still seems that, as long as the judgment of this fortune
teller is not based on any evidence, it could be further justified. If the 
fortune-teller were offered, say, to see what I was doing, or to hear me 
report what I was doing, and base his judgment on these perceptions too, it 
seems that he would thereby be further justified in taking it that I am 
reading. In this, the fortune-teller differs from me. I do not count as further 
justified in taking it that I am reading by adducing that I see a printed page 
in front of me or that I just heard myself say: "I am reading". That is to say 
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that I count, while the fortune-teller does not count, as having saturated 
justification in taking it NBE that I am reading. 

With this I conclude my illustration of the second part of The Exclu-
siveness Thesis. I will say some more to defend th e thesis in the ensuing 
two sections, when I consider it in view of, in turn, a claim of Ryle's and a 
claim of Armstrong's. Before turning to that discussion though, it will be 
well to make a few things explicit about the character of the thesis.17 

Some remarks about the character of the thesis 
It might perhaps seem that The Exclusiveness Thesis, as presented here, 
expresses at best some arbitrary conventions of ours regarding the 
distribution of epistemic justification. And then it might in turn seem that 
it is, as far as the thesis goes, just as a consequence of these ways of 
distributing epistemic justification that each agent can have, and often does 
have, an exclusive awareness of the fact that he is performing an occurrent 
psychological doing. 

There is something in this impression which is correct, and a couple of 
things which are not correct. This much is correct. The thesis makes no 
claim that there is anything which forces us to divide agents with respect to 
epistemic justification in the ways that we do. It is not claimed that we 
would be mistaken if demanding and allowing (and not demanding or 
allowing) justification in alternative ways. 

But it is incorrect to conclude from this, firstly, that unless we divide 
agents with respect to epistemic justification in the ways we actually do, 
agents do not divide in that way. Even if nobody distributed epistemic 
justification in the ways that we do, it would still be true - provided that 
the facts were roughly what they are at present - that some agents had and 
other agents did not have what we by our current standards regard as 
sufficient and saturated justification. (Just as, even if nobody employed the 
concept red, it would still be true - the facts being roughly what they are at 
present - that some things were and other things were not what we by ou r 
current standards regard as red.) And so, it would also be true that each 
agent could have, and often did have, the above described exclusive 

17 As should be obvious, the remarks below apply equally, if taken generally, to The 
First-Person Thesis. The reason they are emphasised here, and not in chapter 2, is that 
they will be relevant in the critical discussion later in this chapter, specifically in section 
3.4. 
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awareness of what he is doing. This would be so even if nobody in practice 
or in theory paid any attention to this. 

And it is incorrect, secondly, to conclude that because we could have 
divided agents differently, the way we actually divide agents is arbitrary 
in every sense. Even if nothing forces us to divide agents in the ways that 
we do, it might still be that, given what the world is like, doing it th e way 
we are doing it is more purposeful than doing it in some alternative way. It 
is a contingent but very general fact, for example, that what we take to be 
true about other agents is, unless i t is based on evidence, often not true. 
Thus, if one wishes to get things right, it is more purposeful to demand 
justification in the ways we are doing it now than, say, never to demand 
justification but to count all beliefs as equally justified or unjustified, or to 
count beliefs about other agents, held NBE, to be sufficiently justified. 

Suffice this to clarify what is correct and incorrect about the feeling that 
The Exclusiveness Thesis expresses but an arbitrary convention of ours. 

3.3 The Exclusiveness Thesis and Ryle on self-knowledge 

It is my hope that the mere presentation in the previous section has 
displayed The Exclusiveness Thesis as plausible. I will, however, attempt 
in the remainder of this chapter to consolidate the case for the thesis. In 
this section, I consider the thesis in view of a conflicting position held by 
Ryle, in The Concept of Mind. 

Ryle's position 
Ryle, in The Concept of Mind, claimed that, quite generally, we know 
about ourselves just in the ways that we know about other people. 
According to Ryle there may be some difference in the amount of data 
which are available in the two cases. But this does not mean, he says, that 
there is "in principle" any difference between my kno wledge about myself 
and my knowledge about you: 

The sorts of things that I can find out about myself are the same as the sorts of 
things that I can find out about other people, and the methods of finding them 
out are much the same. A residual difference in the supplies of the requisite 
data makes some differences in degree between what I can know about myself 
and what I can know about you, but these differences are not all in favour of 
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self-knowledge. In certain quite important respects it is easier for me to find out 
what I want to know about you than it is for me to find out the same sorts of 
things about myself. In certain other important respects it is harder. But in 
principle, as distinct from practice, John Doe's ways of finding about John Doe 
are the same as John Doe's ways of finding out about Richard Roe. (p. 155-6.) 

This is a position which, it seems, must be understood to be in conflict 
with The Exclusiveness Thesis. Following The Exclusiveness Thesis, it is 
not in general true that John Doe's ways of finding out about John Doe are 
the same as John Doe's ways of finding out about Richard Roe. When John 
Doe knows NBE that he is searching for a flower, he knows this in way in 
which it is logically impossible for him to know that Richard Roe is 
searching for a flower. If John Doe can at all know NBE that Richard Roe 
is searching for a flower, he cannot, at least, not know this with the 
saturated justification that he has when he knows about himself NBE that 
he is searching for a flower. 

It turns out that it is difficult to provide any reasons, beyond what I 
have already done in the previous section, for thinking that Ryle's position 
is wrong and The Exclusiveness Thesis right. This is because, at least so 
far as I have been able to find, Ryle adduces no observation, consideration 
or argument fo r which even a claim could be made that it supports his 
denial of this thesis.18 What we find with Ryle are observations, consid
erations and arguments directed against a number of theses, pertaining to 
self-knowledge and "the mind", other than the one under discussion. 

This does not mean, however, that it might not be instructive to 
consider Ryle's position. Though there is no observation, consideration or 
argument to debate, I think there is a diagnosis to be made of Ryle's 
position, which is of some interest. I will offer a possible explanation of 
why Ryle is led to think that he has argued against the claim that there is a 
way in which I know, and in which only I can know, that I am so, although 
no such argument occurs in his text. I shall propose that Ryle is led to 
think so by not having sufficiently distinguished the claim in question 
from a number of other theses. As he (for good or bad reasons) finds those 

18 There is, of course, no way of demonstrating this other than by commenting on the 
whole of Ryle's text. I will not do so here. I leave it to the critical reader to test whether 
any observation or consideration or argument of the kind in question can be found with 
Ryle. The text to examine is chapter VI of The Concept of Mind. 
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other theses to be false, Ryle concludes that it is also false that there is a 
way in which I know, and in which only I can know, that I am so. The 
theses are, however, distinct in ways not acknowledged by Ryle. It is easy 
to see that refuting any of the other theses does not amount to refuting the 
claim that there is a way in which I know, and in which only I can know, 
that I am so. 

Diagnosis of Ryle's position 
Already at the outset of the discussion of self-knowledge in The Concept 
of Mind, it is clear that Ryle intends to discuss an intellectual hybrid 
containing within itself multiple theses. Ryle presents here what he takes 
to be a received, but mistaken, view of self-knowledge. Let me quote at 
some length. 

[I]t has been thought necessary to show that minds possess powers of appre
hending their own states and operations superior to those they possess of appre
hending facts of the external world. If I am to know, believe, guess or even 
wonder anything about the things and happenings that are outside me, I must, it 
has been supposed, enjoy constant and mistake-proof apprehension of these 
selfsame cognitive operations of mine. 

It is often held therefore (1) that a mind cannot help being constantly aware 
of all the supposed occupants of its private stage, and (2) that it can also delib
erately scrutinise by a species of non-sensuous perception at least some of its 
own states and operations. Moreover both this constant awareness (generally 
called 'consciousness'), and this non-sensuous inner perception (generally 
called 'introspection') have been supposed to be exempt from error. A mind has 
a twofold Privileged Access to its own doings, which makes its self-knowledge 
superior in quality, as well as prior in genesis, to its grasp of other things. I may 
doubt the evidence of my senses but not the deliverances of consciousness or 
introspection. 

One limitation has always been conceded to the mind's power of finding 
mental states and operations, namely that while I can have direct knowledge of 
my own states and operations, I cannot have it of yours. I am conscious of all 
my own feelings, volitions, emotions and thinkings, and I introspectively scru
tinise some of them. But I cannot introspectively observe, or be conscious of, 
the workings of your mind. I can satisfy myself that you have a mind at all only 
by complex and frail inferences from what your body does. (p. 154-5.) 
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This passage mentions a number of very roughly outlined theses 
pertaining to self-knowledge and "the mind". Though rather unclearly 
distinguished from other theses, we can recognise, by the end of the quote, 
some version of the thesis presently under discussion, that there is a way in 
which I know, and in which only I can know, that I am so. Ryle says that I 
can have "direct knowledge" of the states and operations of my own mind, 
but not of yours. Besides this thesis, it is possible to distinguish at the very 
least three different theses. 

First, the passage mentions some thesis to the effect that my apprehen
sions of my mental states are or can be "mistake-proof', or "exempt from 
error". 

Second, the passage mentions the thesis that I have a "constant" 
apprehension of all my mental states; that I "cannot help" being aware of 
them. 

As Ryle indicates, the theses of "mistake-proofness" and of "constant 
apprehension" can be regarded a s different (and independent) specifica
tions of the idea that we possess a knowledge of our of minds which is 
"superior" to the knowledge we have of other things. 

Third, the passage mentions the thesis that there is something "private" 
about the mental. It is said that self-knowledge is of "occupants" of a 
"private stage". And it is said that while I can have direct knowledge of my 
own occupants, I can satisfy myself that another agent hosts such occu
pants only by " complex and frail inferences" from what another body 
does. 

Ryle thinks that this cluster of theses, which h e refers to by various 
names, is indefensible. He says, for example, that "consciousness and 
introspection cannot be what they are officially described as being, since 
their supposed objects are myths". Again, he claims that "the official 
theories of consciousness and introspection are logical muddles". Self-
knowledge, he goes on, "is not attained by consciousness or introspection, 
as these supposed Privileged Accesses are normally described", (p. 155.) 

The indiscriminateness of these claims suggests that, if Ryle distin
guishes them at all, the theses collectively referred to by these various 
names, are also, on his view, to be rejected collectively. This diagnosis is 
confirmed by the following passage, where again the claim that there is a 
"difference in kind" between how I know about myself and how I know 
about other people, is grouped with and rejected in one breath with, a 
thesis of privacy (here described in terms of a "metaphysical Iron Curtain") 
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as well as some thesis of the superiority of self-knowledge (here described 
in terms of "complete disclosedness"). 

[I]n none of the senses in which we ordinarily consider whether a person does 
or does not know something about himself, is the postulate of Privileged 
Access necessary or helpful for the explanation of how he has achieved, or 
might have achieved, this knowledge. There are respects in which it is easier 
for me to get such knowledge about myself than to get it about someone else; 
there are other respects in which it is harder. But these differences of facility do 
not derive from, or lead to, a difference in kind between a person's knowledge 
about himself and his knowledge about other people. No metaphysical Iron 
Curtain exists compelling us to be for ever absolute strangers to one another, 
though ordinary circumstances, together with some deliberate management, 
serve to maintain a reasonable aloofness. Similarly no metaphysical looking-
glass exists compelling us to be for ever completely disclosed and explained to 
ourselves, (p. 180-1.) 

I propose that the passages quoted can explain why Ryle thinks that he 
has refuted the claim that there is a way in which I know, and in which 
only I can know, that I am so, despite the fact that he has adduced nothing 
for which even a claim could be made that it supports that denial. In the 
passages quoted, Ryle evaluates a number of different theses, including the 
one presently under discussion, collectively. If Ryle did not distinguish the 
theses, or if he assumed that they could and should be evaluated collec
tively, that explains why he takes arguments directed against other theses 
to support his denial of the idea that there is a way in which I know, and in 
which only I can know, that I am so. 

In fact though, Ryle presents us, at best, with reasons to doubt theses 
other than the one presently under discussion, for the theses are distinct in 
ways not acknowledged by Ryle. The claim that there is a way in which I 
know and in which only I can know that I am so does not imply anything 
like the thesis of "mistake-proofness" of self-apprehensions, nor any thesis 
of "constant" self-apprehension, nor anything like the thesis of privacy. 
Hence, to refute any of these other theses is not to refute the claim that 
there is a way in which I know, and in which only I can know, that I am so. 
This is indeed, in each case, very easy to see. 

To begin with, it should be clear already from the preceding section that 
the claim that there is a way in which I know and in which only I can know 
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that I am so does not imply anything like the thesis of "mistake-proofness" 
mentioned by Ryle.19 Even if I can take it, and know, that I am so in a way 
in which only I can take it or know that I am so, i t does not follow that I 
cannot be mistaken in taking it, in this way, that I am so. (For that to 
follow, it would have to be demonstrated that my exclusive way of taking 
myself to be so is, precisely, mistake-proof.) 

Again, it is easy to see that the claim that there is a way in which I 
know and in which only I can know that I am so does not imply anything 
like the thesis of "constant" apprehension spelled out by Ryle. Even if 
there is a way in which I (and only I) can and sometimes do know that I am 
so, it does not follow that there are any phenomena that I always appre
hend when I have them. (For tha t to follow, it would have to be demon
strated that my exclusive access to myself amounted, precisely, to a 
constant surveillance of some range of phenomena.) 

True, I have submitted a "constant apprehension" claim elsewhere in 
this text. The First-Person Thesis, presented in the previous chapter, 
amounts precisely to the claim that (out of logical necessity) if an agent 
performs an occurrent psychological doing, then he apprehends that he is 
doing so. So, Ryle's rejection of the thesis of constant apprehension might 
indeed amount to a rejection of The First-Person Thesis. I discuss this 
issue in the footnote at the end of this paragraph. I wish, however, to retain 
the focus on The Exclusiveness Thesis. Specifically, I wish to emphasise 
that, contrary to the rhetoric of Ryle's text, the rejection of the constant 
apprehension thesis which he spells out, does not entail or support his 
claim that my way of finding out about myself is, quite generally, the same 
as your way of finding out about me.20 

19 See the remark that an agent who has the logically exclusive awareness ascribed by 
'takes it NBE and with two-fold epistemic justification that A is doing so-and-so' may 
still suffer an illusion that he is doing so-and-so. 
20 On pages 161-3, Ryle adduces five different arguments, or considerations, each of 
which seems to be directed against some roughly outlined "constant apprehension" 
view. Most of the arguments or considerations, however, do not seem to conflict with 
The First-Person Thesis, at least. 

The first thing Ryle says is this: "The radical objection to the theory that minds must 
know what they are about, because mental happenings are by definition conscious, or 
metaphorically luminous, is that there are no such happenings; there are no occurrences 
taking place in a second-status world". This is not an objection to The First-Person 
Thesis unless Ryle wishes to hold that there is no such thing as, say, searching for a 
flower. 
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Secondly, Ryle says that "no one who is uncommitted to a philosophical theory ever 
tries to vindicate any of his assertions of fact by saying that he found it out 'from 
consciousness', or 'as a direct deliverance of consciousness' or 'from immediate 
awareness'". This remark again does not seem to conflict with The First-Person Thesis. 
The thesis makes no use of any of the expressions in question, nor does it make any 
claim about the ordinary use of them. 

Third, Ryle argues that to talk about knowing one's mental states and operations, is 
"to abuse the logic and even the grammar of the verb 'to know'. It is nonsense to speak 
of knowing, or not knowing, this clap of thunder or that twinge of pain, this coloured 
surface or that act of drawing a conclusion or seeing a joke; these are accusatives of the 
wrong types to follow the verb 'to know'. To know and to be ignorant are to know and 
not to know that something is the case". This is again a complaint which cannot be 
directed against The First-Person Thesis, nor, incidentally, against The Exclusiveness 
Thesis. In the exposition of these theses, I have not talked about knowing mental states 
and operations, but instead, consistently talked about knowing that something is the 
case; for example, knowing that I am searching for a flower. 

Fourth, Ryle argues that "there is no contradiction in asserting that someone might 
fail to recognise his frame of mind for what it is; indeed, it is notorious that people 
constantly do so. They mistakenly suppose themselves to know things which are 
actually false; they deceive themselves about their own motives; they are surprised to 
notice the clock stopping ticking, without their having, as they think, been aware that it 
had been ticking; they do not know that they are dreaming, when they are dreaming, and 
sometimes they are not sure that they are not dreaming, when they are awake; and they 
deny, in good faith, that they are irritated or excited, when they are flustered in one or 
other of those ways". Again, I do not find anything in these observations which 
necessarily conflicts with The First-Person Thesis. The thesis obviously does not 
exclude that we may fail to recognise which of our beliefs are true; what are motives 
are; that we in some sense are aware of a clock's ticking; that we are dreaming as 
opposed to being awake and vice versa; or that we are irritated or excited. 

Fifth and finally, Ryle outlines an argument to the effect that a doctrine of constant 
apprehension implies an unacceptable regress of self-apprehensions. Discussing the 
example of inferring, Ryle says that, if I am always conscious of inferring, "it would 
seem to make sense to ask whether, according to the doctrine, I am not also conscious of 
being conscious of inferring, that is, in a position to say 'Here I am spotting the fact that 
here I am deducing such and such from so and so'. And then there would be no 
stopping-place; there would have to be an infinite number of onion-skins of conscious
ness embedding any mental state or process whatsoever". Ryle goes on to suggest that 
this implication is unacceptable. 

This is, at last, an argument which presents a challenge to The First-Person Thesis, 
and perhaps to any doctrine of constant apprehension. But I think Ryle is wrong to think 
that any such doctrine must imply an unacceptable infinite regress of self-apprehen-
sions. I can only outline here one reason why I think so. I can only outline this because I 
have defined 'taking it', as employed in the thesis, only in the context of 'taking it that I 
am doing so-and-so' (see section 2.5), and to formulate the answer precisely would 
require a more general definition of the expression. But here is, at any rate, an outline of 
an answer to Ryle. In the sense of 'taking it' employed in the thesis, it seems not true 
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Finally, it should again be clear from the preceding section that the 
claim that there is a way in which I know and in which only I can know 
that I am so does not imply anything like the thesis of privacy outlined by 
Ryle.21 It does not follow from the claim that there is a way in which I and 
only I can know that I am so, that other agents can know that same thing 
only in complex and less than reliable ways. (For that to follow, it would 
have to be demonstrated that the ways in which other agents can know that 
I am so are, precisely, complex and less than reliable.) 

It should be clear then, that the claim that there is a way in which I 
know and in which only I can know that I am so does not imply anything 
like the thesis of "mistake-proofness" of self-apprehensions, nor any thesis 
of "constant" self-apprehension, nor anything like the thesis of privacy. 
The assumption, expressed in Ryle's text, that these different theses can, or 
even should, be evaluated collectively, is unjustified. Even if these other 
"official theories of consciousness and int rospection" are false, it may still 
be true that there is a way in which I know, and in which only I can know, 

(out of logical necessity, or even in general) that if an agent takes it that he is doing so-
and-so, then he takes it that he takes it that he is doing so-and-so. I have said that an 
agent takes it that he is doing so-and-so, in the present sense, if and only if the 
proposition I am doing so-and-so is one of the propositions that he might, without 
prompting or reflection, sincerely express in reply to the question 'What are you now 
doing?'. Now, it is not true (out of logical necessity, or even in general) that if the 
proposition I am doing so-and-so is one of the propositions which an agent might, 
without prompting or reflection, sincerely express in reply to the question 'What are you 
now doing?', then the proposition I take it that I am doing so-and-so is one of the 
propositions that this agent might, without prompting or reflection, sincerely express in 
reply to the question 'What are you now doing?' - or in reply to questions such as 'What 
do you now take to be true?', or 'What are you now thinking about?'. This fact should 
intimate, at least, that in the sense of 'taking it' employed in the thesis, it is not true (out 
of logical necessity, or even in general) that if an agent takes it that he is doing so-and-
so, then he takes it that he takes it that he is doing so-and-so. What might be true is that, 
if an agent takes it, in the sense employed in the thesis, that he is doing so-and-so, then 
he "takes it", in a different sense of 'taking it', that he takes it that he is doing so-and-so. 
This may again be the start of a regress of course. But this regress might not be (even by 
Ryle's lights) unacceptable. Whether or not it is depends on whether it is unacceptable to 
claim that an agent, in this latter sense of 'taking it' (whatever it might be), might take it 
that an infinite number of things are true. 
21 See the remarks that an agent other than me can have sufficient justification, and 
possibly even saturated justification, when he takes it on the basis of evidence that I am 
doing so-and-so. 
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that I am so. Ryle has presented no reason to think that that particular 
claim is indefensible. 

With this I close the discussion of Ryle, and turn to consider The 
Exclusiveness Thesis in view of another position which is in conflict with 
it. 

3.4 The Exclusiveness Thesis and Armstrong on self-knowledge 

In this section, I consider The Exclusiveness Thesis in view of a position 
of Armstrong's, held in A Materialist Theory of the Mind. 

Armstrong's position 
In contrast to Ryle, Armstrong grants that, as a fact, there are ways in 
which I take it, and know, that I am so, and in which nobody but I takes it, 
or knows, that I am so. Armstrong mentions two such ways. One is by way 
of what he calls 'introspection' or 'introspective awareness'. Says Arm
strong: "In introspection we are aware only of states of our own mind, not 
of other people's minds". And he makes clear, in this context, that while 
'introspection' is sometimes reserved for a particular sort of self-inspection 
conducted "under the direction of an old-fashioned psychologist", he uses 
the term "to cover all consciousness of mental state, however little 'self-
consciousness' is involved". The second way in which I, according to 
Armstrong, occasionally take it, and know, that I am so, and in which 
nobody but I takes it, or knows, that I am so, is by way of what he calls 
'bodily perception': "In bodily perception we are aware only of states of 
our own body, and not of other people's bodies". Bodily perception is 
exemplified by becoming aware that one is hot, and that one's limbs are 
moving, (p. 95-6.) 

Armstrong denies, however, that there is any logical necessity about the 
facts that only I can introspect my mind, and only I bodily perceive the 
states of my body. These facts are, he insists, but empirical facts. Thus, he 
says about introspection: 

[0]ur introspective awareness is confined to our own minds. It was argued 
elsewhere that it is only an empirical fact that our direct awareness of mental 
states is confined to our own mind. We could conceive of a power of acquiring 
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non-verbal non-inferential knowledge of current states of the minds of others, 
(p. 325-6.) 

And about bodily perception, he says: 

I can become aware of some of the things that are currently going on in my 
own body without the aid of touch, sight, hearing, taste or smell. I have no such 
perceptual power with respect to another person's body. This privacy is purely 
empirical. If my nervous system were suitably connected with other bodies, 
and theirs with mine, the privacy would vanish, (p. 307.) 

These two passages concerning introspection and bodily perception 
respectively, should be understood, I think, as expressing a position which 
contradicts The Exclusiveness Thesis. Specifically, they contradict the 
claim of the thesis, that when I take it NBE that I am performing an 
occurrent psychological doing, I take it that I am doing so in a way in 
which it is logically impossible that an agent other than me takes it that I 
am doing so. 

The reason for understanding the passages in this way is given by the 
following three points. First, it seems to be Armstrong's view that, together 
with the use of touch, sight, hearing, taste and smell, the use of introspec
tion and of bodily perception exhaust the ways in which I can be aware 
that I am so. (I choose to document the evidence for t his interpretation in 
the footnote at the end of this sentence, since I shall shortly offer a back-up 
reason for understanding Armstrong in the way proposed. 22) Second, the 

22 Here is the evidence for ascribing to Armstrong the view that the use of introspection 
and of bodily perception, together with the use of touch, sight, hearing, taste and smell, 
exhaust the ways in which I can be aware that I am so. 

(1) It is rather clear that, according to Armstrong, the properties of human agents 
belong to, at most, two basic kinds, the physical, and the mental. (And by the 
qualification 'basic', I mean here to indicate that Armstrong might allow that some 
ordinarily recognised properties of human agents amount to combinations of properties, 
some of which are physical, and others mental.) That Armstrong thinks there are, 
basically, no other properties than these is clear literally from page 1 of A Materialist 
Theory of the Mind. Armstrong here launches his discussion by remarking that one 
"obvious thing to say" is that a man "is a certain sort of material object". Having said 
this, he poses the questions for himself: "Is man nothing but his material body? Can we 
give a complete account of man in purely physical terms?" Armstrong goes on to say 
that in the past there were "two great objections" to giving a purely physical account of 
man: "In the first place, man had a property which he shared with animals and plants, 
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two passages just quoted express the view that when I am aware that I am 
so by the use of either introspection or bodily percepti on, then I am aware 
that I am so in a way in which it is logically possible that somebody other 
than me is aware that I am so as well. And third, if holding this view of 
introspection and bodily perception, we may assume that Armstrong 
would hold that when I see, hear, taste, smell or feel (by touch) that I am 
so, then I am also aware that I am so in a way in which it is logically 
possible that somebody other than me is aware that I am so. From these 
three points, it can be inferred that there is, according to Armstrong, no 
way in which I can be aware that I am so, and in which it is logically 
impossible that somebody other than me is aware that I am so. And this 
view is, obviously, in conflict with the claim that when I take it NBE that I 
am performing an occurrent psychologica l doing, I take it that I am doing 

but which ordinary material objects lacked: he was alive. Could life be nothing but a 
purely physical property? In the second place, man had a property which he shared with 
many animals, but with nothing else in the physical world: he had a mind. He perceived, 
felt, thought and had purposes. Could mentality be nothing but a purely physical 
property?" According to Armstrong, "[increasing scientific knowledge has largely 
answered the first objection". Less progress has been made on the second one, though 
Armstrong predicts - or, as he says, "I conceive, or guess" - that the second objection 
too, will be answered in time. (p. 2.) One can gather, from this, that human agents (or 
instances of "man") have physical properties. In addition, human agents might, although 
that is deemed unlikely, have (irreducible) mental properties. But there are no further 
basic kinds of properties of human agents. Apart from the claim that man has mental 
properties, there are no "great objections" to giving a "purely physical account" of man. 

(2) Armstrong emphasises, as we have seen, that he uses the term 'introspection' to 
"cover all consciousness of mental state", and not only, say, the peculiar sort of self-
inspection conducted under "the direction of an old-fashioned psychologist". 

(3) Though there is no place (that I have found) in which he similarly emphasises 
that 'bodily perception' covers all consciousness or immediate awareness of physical 
state, it seems reasonable to assume that it does. There is, at least, no place (that I have 
found) in which he talks about any way other than by the use of bodily perception in 
which one can be conscious, or immediately aware, of one's physical states. 

(1) through (3) give us reason to ascribe to Armstrong the view that the use of 
introspection and of bodily perception, together with the use of touch, sight, hearing, 
taste and smell, exhaust the ways in which I can be aware that I am so. I can obviously 
become aware that I am so by the use of the five senses touch, sight, hearing, taste, 
smell. Further, we obviously have some more immediate ways of becoming aware of 
some of our properties. Now (2) tells us that it is Armstrong's view that if I am aware of 
having a mental property in an immediate way, then I introspect that I am so. (3) tells us 
that it is his view that if I am aware of having a physical property in an immediate way, 
then I bodily perceive that I am so. And (1) tells us that it is his view that there are no 
further properties that I could possibly be aware of having. 
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so in a way in which it is logically impossible that an agent other than me 
takes it that I am doing so. 

I believe the above represents a correct understanding of Armstrong. 
But I also offer the following supplementary reason for the proposed 
interpretation: to assume that there is a conflict between Armstrong's 
position and The Exclusiveness Thesis provides us with an opportunity to 
examine whether Armstrong has provided any reasons why we should 
doubt the thesis. 

It turns out that it is not entirely easy to find, in Armstrong's text, 
reasons which support the claims of the two passages above concerning 
introspection and bodily perception. The latter of the passages contains 
within itself, so far as I have been able to see, the entire motivation for the 
claim, expressed there, that the "privacy" of bodily perception is "purely 
empirical". The former passage promises something more. Armstrong says 
that he has "argued elsewhere" for the claim that he submits there. 
However, this is a slight overstatement, so far as I have been able to see. I 
have found but one passage in which Armstrong launches some kind of 
defence of the claim in question. This passage does not constitute an 
argument really, but more like a hint at an argument. I shall shortly present 
that passage, and discuss the arguments which one can extract from 
Armstrong, for the claims regarding introspection and bodily perception. 
But before doing that, I wish to make, and elaborate somewhat on, the 
following remark: 

It might be that a diagnostic approach, similar to the one taken to Ryle 
above, is appropriate in the case of Armstrong as well. One may possibly 
explain the relative lack of justification given for the claims regarding 
introspection and bodily perception by the fact that Armstrong does not 
sufficiently distinguish these claims from the (in his view justified) denials 
of a number of other theses concerning self-knowledge. 

A possible, diagnostic approach to Armstrong 
Like Ryle, Armstrong considers a number of historically influential 
assumptions about our introspective awareness of our current mental 
states. Thus, Armstrong mentions the thesis that the verdicts of our 
introspective awareness are what he calls 'logica lly indubitable'. He has in 
mind here the thesis that, if A is an agent and p a proposition about A's 
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current state of mind, then "(A's belief that p) logically implies (p)".23 

Again, Armstrong mentions the thesis that our current mental states are 
"self-intimating" to us. He has in mind here the thesis that if A is an agent 
and p a proposition about Äs current state of mind, then: "(p) logically 
implies (A believes that p)". (p. 101) Finally, he mentions the thesis that 
each of us has "logically privileged access" to our current mental states. 
This is the view that: 

Behavioural and physiological evidence logically cannot prevail against intro
spective awareness. ... I could be wrong in thinking that I seem to be seeing 
something green now, but if I am wrong, correction could only come, if it came 
at all, from my further introspective awareness, (p. 102) 

Armstrong goes on to elaborate, at length, why he thinks these three 
views are false, (p. 104-13.) 

It is possible that Armstrong, though much more conscientious than 
Ryle in this regard, does not sufficiently distinguish these views from the 
claim that I have a logically exclusive awareness of myself when I 
introspect myself, and that he therefore takes the reasons he finds for 
rejecting the three views examined to be reasons, also, for denying that 
latter claim. That would, at least, explain why Armstrong does not say 
more than he does to defend the claim that introspection does not amount 
to a logically exclusive awareness. 

23 It is clear, I think, that this is the view Armstrong has in mind. This is clear despite 
the fact that he, at one point (p. 101), says that those who accept the indubitability of 
introspective awareness accept that the following two conditions are satisfied when A is 
an agent and p a proposition about A's current state of mind: "(i) A believes p, (ii) (A's 
belief that p) logically implies (p)". I think we should, for the following two reasons, not 
take this statement seriously. First, it is hard to see that anyone would accept that the 
first of these conditions is satisfied whenever A is an agent and p a proposition about A's 
current state of mind. And second, what Armstrong says in the context of this remark 
leaves little doubt that to accept the view that introspective is logically indubitable, it is 
sufficient that one accepts the second of the conditions. 

One can also notice, in this context, that the choice of the term 'indubitable' for the 
doctrine in question is not obviously the best choice that Armstrong could have made. 
The doctrine evidently does not state that if A is an agent and p a proposition about A's 
current state of mind, then A cannot doubt that p. The doctrine states, instead, that A 
cannot be mistaken in believing that p. And so far as one can see, the claim that A 
cannot be mistaken in believing that p, does not imply, nor is it implied by, the claim 
that A cannot doubt that p. 
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We should appreciate though, that to the extent that this interpretation 
of Armstrong i s correct, his rejection of the claim that there is a logically 
exclusive way in which I can be aware that I am so lacks justification. The 
claim that there is a logically exclusive way in which I can be aware that I 
am so is entirely compatible with rejecting the theses which Armstrong 
criticises at length. This should be clear from what I have already said in 
the preceding sections of this chapter. I t has been remarked (sections 3.2 
and 3.3) that I may have a logically exclusive way of believing that I am 
so, without there being any guarantee that when I believe in this way that I 
am so, I am right. It has also been remarked (section 3.3) that I may have a 
logically exclusive way of believing that I am so, without there being any 
guarantee that I believe (in this way) that I am so, whenever I am so. 
Finally, it should be clear that even i f I have a logically exclusive way of 
believing that I am so, it does not follow that the beliefs had in this way are 
immune to correction by evidence gathered in other ways. (For that to 
follow, it would have to be demonstrated that my exclusive way of 
believing that I am so is, precisely, immune to correction by evidence 
gathered in other ways.) 

With this remark about the possibility of explaining the relative lack of 
justification given for the claim that there is no logically exclusive way in 
which I can be aware that I am so, I now turn to consider what Armstrong 
does, after all, say to defend this claim. 

Armstrong's arguments 
I have found, as I said, only one passage in which Armstrong launches 
some kind of defence of the claim that "it is only an empirical fact that our 
direct awareness of mental states is confined to our own mind".24 It is this: 

In introspection we have direct, non-inferential, awareness of our own mental 
states. We have no such direct, non-inferential, awareness of the mental states 
of other people. It is, however, perfectly conceivable that we should have direct 
awareness of the mental states of others. In Materialist terms, we have scanners 
that can scan some of our own inner states, but no scanners that can scan the 

241 have, per email, asked Professor Armstrong whether there are other passages which 
are supposed to support the claim in question. Professor Armstrong regretted, with 
reference to the time that has passed since writing the work, that he could not tell for 
sure whether there were such passages. 
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inner states of others. However, I take the claim that telepathic knowledge 
exists to be the claim that we do in fact have some direct awareness of the 
mental states of others. Ignoring pedants who might accuse us of self-contra
diction, we can say that telepathic knowledge is introspective awareness of 
other people's mental states, or, if preferred, that introspection is telepathic 
knowledge of our own mental states, (p. 124.) 

This passage, it seems to me, hints at a certain argument for the claim 
that when I introspect that I am so, I am aware that I am so in a way in 
which it is logically possible that an agent other than me is aware that I am 
so as well. We recognise the general idea of this hint from the passage 
where Armstrong provides his - so far as I can see, one and only - attempt 
at defending the claim that when I bodily perceive that I am so, I am aware 
that I am so in a way in which it is logically possible that an agent other 
than me is aware that I am so too. He says here, to repeat: 

I can become aware of some of the things that are currently going on in my 
own body without the aid of touch, sight, hearing, taste or smell. I have no such 
perceptual power with respect to another person's body. This privacy is purely 
empirical. If my nervous system were suitably connected with other bodies, 
and theirs with mine, the privacy would vanish, (p. 307.) 

The general line of argument hinted at in the two passages seems to be 
this. First, both passages remind us that empirical circumstance s might be 
rather different from the ones we are familiar with. In particular, we are 
reminded that our nervous systems, or "scanning mechanisms", might have 
some contrary to fact connections with the states of other agents. It is then 
suggested, in the two passages, that under the outlined empirical circum
stances, an agent other than me could or would be aware that I am so just 
in the ways that I am when I introspect that I am so, and when I bodily 
perceive that I am so, respectively. On this basis, it is claimed that the 
"privacy" of introspection and of bodily perception is "purely empirical". 
This conclusion, I have argued above, should be understood as saying that 
an agent other than me could be aware that I am so in whatever way I can 
be aware that I am so. 

I now turn to discuss whether this conclusion is warranted. 
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Critical discussion of Armstrong's arguments 
If Armstrong's conclusion is correct, then either of the two parts of The 
Exclusiveness Thesis must be false. For if these two parts are both correct, 
then there is, as we have seen, a t least one way in which I can be aware 
that I am so, and in which it is logically impossible that somebody other 
than me is aware that I am so. 

Now, I shall assume that part (a) of The Exclusiveness Thesis is, in the 
present context, uncontested. I shall assume, that is, that when I take it 
NBE that I am doing so-and-so, I count as taking it that I am doing so with 
two-fold epistemic justification. In trying to make his case, Armstrong 
adduces nothing, so far as I can see, which could be regarded as a 
challenge of this claim. He is solely concerned with trying to show that, in 
whatever way I can be aware that I am so, somebody other than me could 
also (under other circumstances) be aware that I am so. 

Granting the (a) part of the thesis then, Armstrong will have succeeded 
in defending his position only if, in the circumstances he has outlined, an 
agent other than me could count as taking it NBE and with two-fold 
epistemic justification that I am doing so-and-so. 

But as I will now try to show, there is no way o f understanding th e 
argument hinted at by Armstrong such that it supports this conclusion. I 
will consider two different ways of understanding the argument, where the 
first way of understanding it can in turn be taken in two ways. 

(1) First, Armstrong could be understood as arguing that alternative 
empirical circumstances would provide the ground for applying standards 
for the distribution of epistemic justification different from the ones we 
now apply. This approach could be elaborated in at least two different 
ways. 

(a) Armstrong could be understood a s arguing that, in the imagined 
empirical situation, we would have the option, and it would for some 
purposes be beneficial for us, to distribute epistemic justification differ
ently than we now do. It might, for example, be beneficial in this situation 
to count me, as well as an agent other than me, as having the same 
justification when we both take it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. 

This suggestion can hardly be questioned so far as it goes. In empirical 
circumstances significantly different from the present ones, it might be 
beneficial for us to employ standards, differing from those that we employ 
at present, for the correct use of expressions such as 'know', 'aware', 'mere 
hunch', 'how do you know?', and 'are you sure?'. 
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But this suggestion does nothing to show that it is logically possible 
that somebody other than me takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so with 
two-fold epistemic justification. Even if it would be beneficial under 
different circumstances to demand and allow (and not demand or allow) 
epistemic justification in other ways, this does not change the fact that, 
even in these circumstances, I and only I can take it NBE that I am doing 
so-and-so with two-fold epistemic justification. The point is analogous to 
this one: Even if, given other empirical circumstances and/or other 
interests, there would be no point in using colour predicates in the way that 
we do, this does not change the fact that, even under such circumstances, 
only extended things can be red. 

(b) Alternatively, Armstrong could be understood as arguing that, in the 
imagined empirical situation, it would in some sense be correct to 
distribute epistemic justification differently than we now do. It might, for 
example, be correct in this situation, to count me, as well as an agent other 
than me, as having the same justification when we both take it NBE that I 
am doing so-and-so. 

To thus argue would be to say that empirical circumstances could falsify 
our current practice of demanding and allowing (and not demanding or 
allowing) epistemic justification. Even though we act on the assumption 
that there is a way in which I can be aware that I am so and in which it is 
logically impossible that somebody other than me is aware that I am so, 
empirical facts could show us to be wrong. 

But even if we grant, for the sake of the argument, that empirical facts 
could thus show our concept employment to be correct or incorrect, I do 
not see how this could support Armstrong's position. By the hypothesis 
which we then work under, it is not enough for Armstrong to demonstrate 
that hypothetical facts would show us to be wrong (say, in granting too 
little justification to an agent other than me who takes it NBE that I am 
doing so-and-so). If the correctness of our ways of demanding and 
allowing (and not demanding or allowing) justification depends upon 
empirical facts, he would have to demonstrate that actual facts showed 
these practices to be mistaken. And it is difficult to see how Armstrong 
could do that. After all, Armstrong does not dispute that as a matter of 
empirical fact, I have ways of being aware that I am so - or "scanners that 
can scan some of my inner states" - which other agents do not have. 

I conclude that even if it were right that we would or should, under 
other empirical circumstances, distribute epistemic justification in ways 
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different from the ones we are familiar with, this does not show that it is 
logically possible that somebody other than me takes it NBE and with two
fold epistemic justification that I am doing so-and-so. 

(2) In order then, for Armstrong to show that it is logically possible that 
somebody other than me takes it NBE and with two-fold epistemic 
justification that I am doing so-and-so, he would have to show that, under 
alternative empirical circumstances, we would by our current standards 
count an agent other than me as taking it NBE and with two-fold epistemic 
justification that I am doing so-and-so. 

But if we understand Armstrong as trying to show this, then I think we 
must judge that his case is weak. It seems that we would not by our current 
standards, even in the circumstances outlined by Armstrong, count an 
agent other than me as taking it NBE and with two-fold epistemic 
justification that I am doing so-and-so. 

To begin with, there is at least some reason to doubt that it is logically 
possible that an agent other than me can have suff icient justification, when 
he takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. 

True, there would probably be a strong temptation, in circumstances 
such as those hinted at by Armstrong, to grant some epistemic justification 
to an agent who correctly takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. Thus 
suppose - for the sake of argument, and for the sake of making the 
circumstances hinted at somewhat concrete - that the "scanning mecha
nisms" of two agents, A and B, could be connected in this way: Whenever 
B is doing so-and-so, A takes it that B is doing so-and-so, regardless of 
whether any evidence is available to A that B is doing so-and-so. When A 
in this circumstance correctly takes it NBE that B is doing so-and-so, it 
seems that there would be a strong temptation to count A as a "knower" of 
the fact that B is doing so-and-so.25 

But the question is whether one would be so tempted because A is by 
our current standards a knower, or because the new circumstances strongly 
call for a slight shift in the standards for distinguishing between knowers 
and non-knowers. I am not sure that there is a clear answer to this 

25 At least, there would probably be this temptation as long as the interconnecting of 
scanning mechanisms in question did not have the side-effect of producing, in A, too 
many illusions of B doing so-and-so. If A was very liable to be mistaken in taking it 
NBE that B is doing so-and-so, the temptation to call him a knower when right, would 
presumably be less strong. 
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question.26 The question is equivalent to the question of whether we could 
discover somebody who, not only correctly took it NBE, that another agent 
was doing so-and-so, but who knew NBE that another agent was doing so-
and-so. And it seems to me to be possible to arrive a t different verdicts 
about this. On the one hand, when one engages in reflection upon the 
issue, it seems that, if some agent rather reliably displayed the capacity to 
truly tell that another agent was doing so-and-so NBE, we might deem that 
we had discovered an agent who could, and occasionally did, know NBE 
that another agent was doing so-and-so. But on the other hand, if we 
consult the non-reflected attitude which we display in everyday situations, 
it seems that, often or always, we do not regard it as an empirical question 
whether an agent can lcnow NBE that another agent is doing so-and-so. If 
somebody, with apparent sincerity, claimed to "know" that another agent 
was doing so-and-so while not being prepared to adduce any evidence in 
support of this judgment, I suspect that, commonly, we would not regard 
this as a possibly true claim. A common reaction might be, instead, that the 
agent has an unclear view of what kind of justification it takes to count as 
knowing that things are so. Alternatively, we may interpret the agent as 
using 'know' in some sense other than the one we are most familiar with 
from philosophy, where the term is used to confer or claim epistemic 
justification.27 We would react, that is to say, as we do towards an agent 
who claims, say, that a fallacious inference is red, or that a mug is a 
bachelor. 

The two conflicting observations might be taken to indicate that it 
would not be obvious how to apply our concept of knowing in the new 
circumstance imagined. Different criteria for its application, which in 
present circumstances always yield one and the same verdict may turn out 
to not do so in other circumstances. 

26 To allow that there need not be a clear answer to a question such as this, is probably 
to say that there is some important respect, at least, in which the assumptions presently 
made regarding logical necessities need not conflict with the views of Quine's. (Cf. the 
remark regarding Quine in 2.1.) 
27 Reflection, as well as any dictionary, reveals that this is but one familiar use of 
'know1. Thus, for example, we sometimes exclaim 'I knew it!', when we have made a 
correct guess, or 'I know it!', when we have a strong hunch. Sometimes we use the word 
in the past tense even when already proved wrong: 'I can't believe we lost. I knew we 
would win'. 
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Suffice this to provide some reason for doubt, at least, that it is logically 
possible that an agent other than me can have sufficient justification, when 
he takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so. 

Even if we were, however, t o grant to Armstrong that, in the circum
stances outlined, an agent other than me could count as having sufficient 
justification when he takes it NBE that I am doing so-and-so, I think it is 
clear that such an agent could not, even in those circumstances, count as 
having saturated justification when taking it NBE that I am doing so-and-
so. 

To illustrate this, consider again two agents - A and B - who are 
connected thus: Whenever B is doing so-and-so, A takes i t that B is doing 
so-and-so, regardless of whether any evidence is available to A that B is 
doing so-and-so. We may suppose that, in this circumstance, A would often 
take it NBE that B is doing so-and-so. But on occasion, there might of 
course be observational evidence available to A that B is doing so-and-so. 
Let us consider such a situation. Suppose, for example, that B reads a text, 
and that A hears B report: "I am reading". Now suppose that A appeals to 
what he has just heard in support of his judgment that B is reading. A says, 
let us suppose: 

A: "B is reading; I base this claim in part on the fact that I just 
heard B report that he was reading". 

It seems that by adducing this evidence, A will (by our present standards) 
count as somewhat further justified in his judgment that B is reading than 
he would be if not adducing this evidence. Even in the kind of circum
stance imagined, it does not seem to be pointless for A to adduce this 
evidence, in the way that it is pointless for B to say: 

B: "I am reading; I base this claim in part on the fact that I just 
heard myself report that I was reading". 

And that, in turn, is to say that, even in the imagined situation, B has, but A 
does not have, saturated justification in taking it NBE that B is doing so-
and-so. 

Indeed, if one considers the imagined claims of A and B above, I think 
one may appreciate the case for holding that there is no circumstance in 
which one agent could take it NBE and with saturated justification that 
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another agent is doing so-and-so. To count an agent A as having saturated 
justification in taking it NBE that another agent B is doing so-and-so, is to 
regard the former of the claims above to be as pointless as the latter. It 
seems, to me, that any circumstance in which one could regard the two 
claims as equally pointless, will be a circumstance in which it is unclear 
that A is what we would count as an agent other than B. 

I conclude, at least, that Armstrong has not provided us with any reason 
to think otherwise. 

3.5 Summary 

I have in this chapter submitted what I have called 'The Exclusiveness 
Thesis'. This thesis states that if an agent A takes it NBE that he is 
performing an occurrent psychological doing, then he takes it that he is 
doing so in a logically exclusive way. This is to say that it is logically 
impossible that anybody but A takes it in the same way that A is doing so. I 
tried to illustrate that The Exclusiveness Thesis is plausible as it stands, 
once it is clear what it states and does not state. I then tried to consolidate 
the case for the thesis by considering it in view of two positions, both in 
conflict with it. First, I discussed the thesis in view of Ryle 's position that 
we, quite generally, know about ourselves in the same ways that we know 
about other people. Second, I discussed the thesis in view of Armstrong's 
position that, though there are, as an empirical fact, ways in which I and 
only I can be aware that I am so, there is no logical necessity about this. I 
argued that neither Ryle, nor Armstrong, provides any reason why the 
thesis should be rejected. I tried to show that the resistance to the thesis 
displayed by Ryle and Armstrong might, in whole or in part, be explained 
by the fact that they do not sufficiently distinguish the claim of th e thesis 
from a number of other historically influential views regarding self-
knowledge and psychological phenomena. 



4 Wittgenstein and experience, mind, and selected doings 

In this chapter and the next, I will critically examine a number of influen
tial texts of contemporary philosophy. I shall suggest that many of them 
display an insufficient appreciation of the case for holding that psycho
logical phenomena other than qualitative ones are apprehended in an 
exclusive way in the first person. The particular class of phenomena which 
I will focus on in trying to show this is the class of what I have called 
'occurrent psychological doings'. In this chapter, I consider some texts 
from the Wittgensteinian "tradition". 

In several passages of Wittgenstein's, it is discussed what performing a 
certain doing "consists" in; or what "constitutes" performing it; or what the 
"criterion" is f or performing it. I will consider a couple of those passages 
here. In 4.1, I consider Wittgenstein's discussion, in The Brown Book, of 
comparing objects with a sample. In 4.2, I consider the discussion, in 
Philosophical Investigations, of reading. In both cases, Wittgenstein 
debates a proposal to the effect that in order to do the things in question, 
the agent of the doing must have a characteristic "experience", or 
"sensation". This proposal is in both cases rejected. These rejections 
appear to me to be justified. However, they also appear to have rather 
limited implications. I use The First-Person Thesis to illustrate the limited 
scope of these implications. I then discuss whether the limited scope of 
these implications has been duly appreciated. While I do not deliver any 
verdict on Wittgenstein in particular, I try to show that the limited 
significance of passages such as the ones examined has often been 
obscured by commentators of Wittgenstein. In particular, Wittgenstein has 
been taken to justify some rather general conclusion about what "goes on 
in the mind" when an agent is performing selected doings. Presenting 
Kripke's exposition of Wittgenstein, in 4.3, I provide one lengthy 
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illustration of this understanding. I try to show that part of what is 
obscured in such expositions, i s the case for holding that it is logically 
necessary that if an agent performs the doings in question, then he 
apprehends what he is doing. 

4.1 Wittgenstein on comparing 

In The Brown Book (p. 85ff.), Wittgenstein discusses a situation in which 
an agent A shows a sample to another agent B whereupon B goes and 
fetches an object which agrees with the sample, using his memory of the 
sample. The situation is supposed to exemplify what we call 'comparing 
from memory'. 

Wittgenstein remarks that "what might happen in such a case of 
comparing 'from memory' is of the greatest variety". We are invited to 
imagine three different cases. Wittgenstein remarks, first, that B may 
compare by having "a memory image before hi s mind's eye", which he 
uses as a standard. Second, B may compare without having a memory 
image before the mind's eye. He may feel just "some sort of mental 
tension" when looking at some objects, and a relaxation of this tension 
when finding an object which agrees with the sample. Third, the following 
may be the case when B compares from memory: "B goes to the shelf 
without a memory image, looks at five bolts one after the other, takes the 
fifth bolt from the shelf', (p. 85.) 

At this point, an imaginary interlocutor protests: "'But this can't be all 
comparing consists in'", (p. 86.) One of the things insisted on by this 
interlocutor is that in the third case, B surely acted "entirely automati
cally". (p. 87.) 

Wittgenstein proceeds to reflect on the reaction of this interlocutor. 
According to Wittgenstein, the interlocutor expresses our inclination to say 
that an "essential feature" of comparing from memory is a "specific 
experience": 

When we call these three preceding cases, cases of comparing from memory, 
we feel that their description is in a sense unsatisfactory, or incomplete. We are 
inclined to say that the description has left out the essential feature of such a 
process and given us accessory features only. The essential feature it seems 
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would be what one might call a specific experience of comparing and 
recognizing, (p. 86.) 

Wittgenstein thinks we should resist this inclination to say that an 
essential feature of comparing from memory is a specific experience. Here 
is part of what he says about this. 

[0]n closely looking at cases of comparing, it is very easy to see a great 
number of activities and states of mind, all more or less characteristic of the act 
of comparing. This in fact is so, whether we speak of comparing from memory 
or of comparing by means of a sample before our eyes. We know a vast 
number of such processes, processes similar to each other in a vast number of 
different ways. We hold pieces whose colours we want to compare together or 
near each other for a longer or shorter period, look at them alternately or simul
taneously, place them under different lights, say different things while we do 
so, have memory images, feelings of tension and relaxation, satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction, the various feelings of strain in and around our eyes accompa
nying prolonged gazing at the same object, and all possible combinations of 
these and many other experiences. The more such cases we observe and the 
closer we look at them, the more doubtful we feel about finding one particular 
mental experience characteristic of comparing. In fact, if after you had scruti
nized a number of such closely, I admitted that there existed a peculiar mental 
experience which you might call the experience of comparing, and that if you 
insisted, I should be willing to adopt the word "comparing" only for cases in 
which this peculiar feeling had occurred, you would now feel that the assump
tion of such peculiar experience had lost its point, because this experience was 
placed side by side with a vast number of other experiences which after we 
have scrutinized the cases seems to be that which really constitutes what con
nects all the cases of comparing, (p. 86.) 

This is a rather condensed consideration directed against the inclination 
to say that a specific experience is an "essential feature" of comparing 
from memory. Let me try to clarify the structure that I see in the passage. 

The passage begins with a consideration which we may call 'factual'. 
Wittgenstein wants to see what we can find out about comparing from 
memory - which I shall henceforth, following Wittgenstein, simply call 
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'comparing'28 - by "closely looking" at cases of this type of performance. 
The conclusion of this consideration is that, if we look at a larger number 
of cases, it is "doubtful" that we shall find "one particular mental experi
ence characteristic of comparing". 

After concluding the factual consideration, Wittgenstein turns to a 
consideration which we may call 'logical'. It is considered what one would 
say, or "feel", if there were an experience which we might call 'the 
experience of comparing', and if we would in fact have applied the word 
'compare' only to cases where this experience had been present. Wittgen
stein claims that we would now "feel that the assumption of such a peculiar 
experience had lost its point". 'Point' may here, presumably, be understood 
as 'point for the purpose of stating what comparing consists in'. And so, 
what we are supposed to "feel" is this: To assume that an experience, 
called 'the experience of comparing', had been present in all cases of 
comparing, has no point for the purpose of stating what comparing consists 
in.29 

Finally, in the last clause of the quoted passage, Wittgenstein turns to 
intimate what seems to be some alternative, positive view on what 
"constitutes what connects" cases of comparing. It is not part of my present 
interest, however, to consider this positive suggestion in any detail. I will 
focus, in the following, on the (factual and logical) negative remarks tha t 
Wittgenstein makes to combat our inclination t o say that an "essential 
feature" of comparing is a specific experience. 

Suffice this to clarify the structure that I take the quoted passage to 
display. 

28 Wittgenstein says, in the second sentence of the quoted passage, that we shall reach a 
certain conclusion whether we consider "comparing from memory", or "comparing by 
means of a sample before our eyes". He then goes on to talk simply in terms of 
'comparing'. 
29 One may notice that the factual and the logical remarks might not be independent of 
each other. They should arguably be understood such that the factual remark implies the 
logical remark. To see this, suppose that the logical remark were false. Suppose, that is, 
that there were a "point", for the purpose of stating what comparing consists in, in the 
supposition that some experience has been present on all examined cases of comparing. 
In that case, we could supposedly conclude that comparing consisted - in some sense 
and at least in part - in having a specific experience. And if comparing consisted - in 
some sense and at least in part - in having a specific experience, then we could in turn 
supposedly conclude that any number of cases of comparing would (necessarily) display 
"one particular mental experience characteristic of comparing". And that would be to 
find the factual claim to be (necessarily) false. 
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I now turn to critically discuss the remarks made by Wittgenstein in the 
passage. I first try to clarify, at least to some extent, the concept of 
experience which appears to be employed in the passage. Once this is 
done, I think it will emerge that the negative remarks made by Wittgen
stein in the passage are, or appear to be, at least reasonable. But while 
granting that the remarks are reasonable, they seem to have rather limited 
implications. I shall illustrate this, and then go on to debate whether the 
limited scope of the implications has been duly appreciated. 

I should point out that I shall present here one reading, or outline of a 
reading, of the passage under consideration. I shall not consider alterna
tives to the reading proposed. While I hope that the outlined reading will 
emerge as comparatively uncontroversial, I shall later, to some degree, 
make up for not cohsidering alternatives to it. In section 4.2, I discuss a 
passage which displays many similarities with the passage presently under 
discussion, and I present a way of understanding Wittgenstein which is 
rather different from the reading submitted here. 

The concept of experience employed in the passage 
The passage under discussion appears to employ a concept of experience 
which is restricted at least to this extent: So long as this concept is 
employed, there is a certain sense in which nothing could count as an 
experience of comparing. 

To appreciate this, it may be helpful to suppose that the question had 
been raised, not whether comparing consists in having a specific experi
ence, but whether, say, being tense consisted in having a specific experi
ence. In that case, our attention would supposedly have been directed 
towards a type of experience identified in terms of, precisely, 'tension'. 
One natural question - or even the most natural question - to consider 
would have been, it seems, whether being tense consisted (in part) in 
having an experience of tension. Indeed, there would not obviously have 
been any reason to consider whether being tense consisted in having any 
experience other than this one. For if being tense in some sense consists in 
having a certain experience, one would naturally suspect that experience to 
be, precisely, the experience of tension. 

Now, in the passage under discussion, the question concerns what 
comparing consists in. However - and this is a fact which we may allow to 
strike us - our attention is not directed towards any experience identified 
in terms of 'comparing'. While a number of experiences are mentioned as 
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"more or less characteristic" of comparing, none of them is identified in 
terms of 'comparing'. We are told, as we have seen, that it is "more or less 
characteristic" of comparing to 

have memory images, feelings of tension and relaxation, satisfaction and dis
satisfaction, the various feelings of strain in and around our eyes accompanying 
prolonged gazing at the same object, and all possible combinations of these and 
many other experiences. 

This attention given to experiences identified in terms other than 
'comparing' is difficult to understand, I think, unless one concludes that, as 
'experience' is used in the passage, there is some sense in which there can 
be an experience of tension, or of strain, or of satisfaction, but not an 
experience of comparing. Had the concept of experience allowed the 
possible existence o f an experience of comparing just in the sense that it 
allows the possible existence of an experience of tension, it seems one 
could not fail to attend to that former experience when debating whether 
comparing consists in having a specific experience. Indeed, had that been 
the case, there would not obviously have been any reason to consider any 
type of experience other than this one. 

I say that there is "some sense" in which there can be an experience of 
tension, or of strain, or of satisfaction, but not an experience of comparing. 
It is not true, one may notice, that there cannot be an experience of 
comparing, period. The passage allows, as we have seen, that we "might 
call" a certain type of experience 'the experience of comparing'. 

I think it is possible to arrive at least at a rough understanding o f the 
concept of experience employed by Wittgenstein in the passage under 
discussion. One rough way of understanding it is suggested by the 
following analogy. 

There are many different types of sound. For example, there is the 
sound of a trumpet, the sound of traffic, and the sound of typing. Now, in 
addition, we might call a certain type of sound 'the sound of great 
philosophy'. If, for example, we admire a certain professor, we might call 
the sound of his typing 'the sound of great philosophy'. 

However, there is an obvious disanalogy between identifying a type of 
sound as, say, 'the sound of the typing of so-and-so' and 'the sound of great 
philosophy'. At least this much is disanalogous. The expression 'the sound 
of great philosophy' does not, by itself, pick out any audible quality - or, 
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perhaps we might want to say, "intrinsic" quality - of any type of sound. 
By this I mean that even an ideally competent user of language could not, 
from this expression alone, tell anything about what the type of sound 
which the expression refers to sounds like. This is in contrast to the 
expression 'the sound of the typing of so-and-so'. This expression does by 
itself pick out, at least roughly, a type of audible quality (or combination 
of such qualities). An ideally competent user of language can, from this 
expression alone, tell something about what the intended type of sound 
sounds like. For this reason, we might wish to say that there is ("really") 
such a thing as a sound of typing, but not ("really") such a thing as a sound 
of great philosophy, although we "might call" a type of sound 'the sound of 
great philosophy'. 

We may notice that it would not be correct to say that 'the sound of 
great philosophy' reveals nothing about any type of sound. Because it 
might (by itself) reveal that it is a type of sound, or perhaps the unique 
type of sound which is somehow correlated with great philosophy. We 
may also notice that it would not be correct t o say that the expression 
simply does not pick out any audible qualities. In certain circumstances, it 
does. It only does not do so by itself. 'The sound of great philosophy' can 
pick out a type of audible quality only if the quality has already been 
identified in other terms (such as 'the sound of the typing of so-and-so'). 

This example suggests one way in which the concept of experience 
employed in the passage above might be, at least roughly, understood. The 
suggestion is this (and here the expressions mentioned should be take n to 
employ the concept of experience under discussion). 'The experience of 
tension', 'the experience of strain' and 'the experience of satisfaction' all 
pick out, at least roughly, types of experiential quality (or experiential 
quality combination). In contrast, 'the experience of comparing' does not. 
'The experience of comparing' can pick out an experiential quality only if 
the quality has first been identified in other terms, such as 'the experience 
of tension'. By itself, 'the experience of comparing' can reveal only that the 
experience in question is somehow correlated with the activity of compar
ing. For this reason, we might again want to say that there is ("really") 
such a thing as an experience of tension, but not ("really") such a thing as 
an experience of comparing, although we "might call" a type of experience 
'the experience of comparing'. 

I conclude this attempt at clarifying the concept of experience in 
question with three remarks. 
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First, it is, of course, difficult to say whether Wittgenstein would accept 
the details of the suggested clarification. It is difficult to say, for example, 
whether he would be happy with the terminology of'experiential qualities'. 
But whether or not the details are entirely appropriate, it seems clear that 
there is some sense in which there can be, as 'experience' is used in the 
passage above, an experience of tension, or of strain, or of satisfaction, but 
not an experience of comparing. The above suggestion is intended only to 
illustrate one way of arriving at least at a rough understanding of this 
concept of experience. 

Second, to arrive at a clear understanding, along the suggested lines, of 
the concept in question, one would have to clarify, in turn, the concept of 
experiential quality. I do not, however, find any guidelines for such a task 
in Wittgenstein's passage. Nor do I see any obvious suggestions for how to 
carry it out.30 I shall therefore not attempt to further clarify the concept. I 
shall be content with having suggested one way of roughly understanding 
it. This will suffice to say some general things, at least, about th e validity 
and implications of the remarks made by Wittgenstein in the passage. 

Third, one might feel that the concept of experience which has been 
extracted is not a peculiar concept in any way. We do not employ a 
peculiar concept of sound when we say that there is such a thing as a sound 
of typing, but not such a thing as a sound of great philosophy. Nor, one 
might feel, do we employ a peculiar concept of experience when we say 
that there is such a thing as an experience of tension, but not such a thing 
as an experience of comparing. 

I would have no quarrel with this reaction. As far as I am concerned, it 
might be that the present concept of experience is entirely familiar. I am 
solely interested in examining the validity and implications of Wittgen
stein's remarks, understood as employing this (familiar or unfamiliar) 
concept. 

30 It is easier, it seems to me, to find a suggestion for how to clarify the concept of 
audible quality used in the illustration above. An obvious, initial suggestion at least, 
would be that something is an audible quality if and only if it is better apprehended by 
the sense of hearing than by any other sense. I, at least, fail to see any analogous, 
obvious suggestion for the clarification of the concept of experiential quality. One might 
wish to suggest that something is an experiential quality if and only if it is exclusively 
apprehended in the first person. But as I think will emerge (if it has not already), the 
concept of experiential quality called for must be more narrow than that. 
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The validity and implications of Wittgenstein's remarks 
Given that the concept of experience employed in the passage is restricted 
in the way that I have tried to bring out, the negative remarks made by 
Wittgenstein appear to me to be at least reasonable. It does indeed appear 
"doubtful" that a larger number of cases of comparing will display "one 
particular mental experience characteristic of comparing"; there seems to 
be no "point" for the purpose of stating what comparing consists in, to 
assume that an experience has been present in a number of examined cases 
of comparing; and there appears to be reason to resist an inclination to say 
that an "essential feature" of comparing is a specific experience. It will be 
of value to motivate at some length that these remarks are reasonable. 

To appreciate that the remarks are reasonable, we may begin by 
considering the "various feelings of strain in and around our eyes", which 
Wittgenstein mentions as "more or less characteristic" of comparing. If one 
examines a larger number of cases of comparing, picked at random, it is 
indeed "doubtful" that there is one type of strain in and around the eyes 
which each case will display. It is even doubtful that one will find, for each 
case, some strain or other in and around the eyes. While it is possible that 
some cases will display some strain in and around the eyes, it is likely that 
many of them will not display any such strain. And once this is appreci
ated, it will be difficult to see any "point", for the purpose of stating what 
comparing "consists" in, in supposing that the examined cases had 
displayed a peculiar strain in and around the eyes. Since in fact many cases 
of comparing take place without the presence of any strain in and around 
the eyes, having such an experience cannot be what comparing, in any 
sense, "consists" in. For the same reason, it i s difficult to see any sense in 
which having this experience could be an "essential" feature of comparing. 

It seems that analogous results will be reached no matter which type of 
experience (or combination of experiences) out of the ones mentioned in 
the passage, we choose to consider. If we try to construct, out of the 
enumerated experiences, the case most characteristic of comparing, we 
shall perhaps come up with something like the following combination: a 
peculiar experience of tension eventually transformed into an equally 
peculiar experience of either satisfaction (in those cases where something 
is found which agrees with the sample) or dissatisfaction (in those cases 
where nothing is found which agrees with the sample). But again, if one 
examines a larger number of cases of comparing, picked at random, it is 
"doubtful" that they will all display a peculiar experience of tension 
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transformed into a peculiar experience of either satisfaction or dissatisfac
tion. One may well find, for example, some agent who compares feeling 
just a solid confidence that he will find something which agrees with his 
sample, or some agent who compares just as a matter of tedious routine. In 
these cases - as well as in many others where agents do not compare very 
passionately - it is unlikely that comparing will display a peculiar 
experience of tension transformed into a peculiar experience of either 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. This being so, it is again difficult to see any 
"point", for the purpose of stating what comparing "consists" in, in 
supposing that the examined cases had displayed the combination of 
experiences in question; and it is also difficult to see any sense in which 
having this combination of experiences could be an "essential" feature of 
comparing. 

To be sure, these considerations do not conclusively show that 
Wittgenstein's remarks are justified. They leave unexplored many f urther 
types of experience and combination of experiences, potentially "essential" 
to comparing. {Exactly which types of experience are left to explore, one 
can of course know, only given a clear understanding of the concept of 
experience in question.) 

One may reasonably suspect, however, that analogous results will be 
reached no matter which experience or combination of experiences o ne 
considers. Here is why. (1) There is some reason to suspect that, in general, 
an experience of so-and-so can at most be an "essential" feature of being, 
precisely, so-and-so. Thus, the experience of tension is, it seems, at most 
an "essential" feature of being tense. And the experience of satisfaction is, 
it seems, at most an "essential" feature of being satisfied. (2) We know that 
the concept of experience in question is restricted at least to the extent that, 
in a sense that I have tried to bring into view, nothing can count as an 
experience of comparing. On the grounds of (1) and (2), one may 
reasonably suspect that, no matter which experience or combination of 
experiences we choose to consider, there will be possible, and even actual 
cases of comparing which do not display the experience or combination of 
experiences in question. 

But while thus granting that Wittgenstein's negative remarks appear to 
be reasonable, the remarks also appear to have rather limited implications. 
The First-Person Thesis, submitted in chapter 2, can be drawn upon to 
illustrate one respect in which these implications are limited. 
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Whatever exactly the concept of experience is which Wittgenstein 
employs in the passage under discussion, it seems clear that to take it that 
one is doing so-and-so, even in the sense specified in section 2.5, is not 
something which falls under the concept. For example, to take it that one is 
comparing is not to have, in the sense of 'experience' in question, an 
experience of comparing. Had the concept been that wide, it seems one 
could not fail to consider this type of "experience", when debating whether 
comparing consists in having a specific experience. And it would, in 
particular, be a mystery why one instead attended to experiences of 
tension, strain, and satisfaction. Taking oneself to compare is surely more 
likely to be an "essential" feature of comparing, than is having an 
experience of tension. 

If it is clear then, that to take it that one is comparing does not fall under 
the present concept of experience, then it is clear that the implications of 
Wittgenstein's remarks are rather limited. The remarks are compatible, 
first, with the claim that an agent who compares wi ll in fact take it, and in 
that sense apprehend that he compares; they are compatible, second, with 
the claim that comparing - in some sense, and in part - "consists" in thus 
apprehending that one compares; and t hey are compatible, third, with the 
claim that thus apprehending that one compares is, in some sense, an 
"essential" feature of comparing. (And the remarks are also compatible 
with the conjunction of these three claims). 

It should a lso be noticed that these claims about the relation between 
comparing and taking oneself to compare appear to be, not only consistent 
with Wittgenstein's remarks, but relevant to consider in the context where 
the remarks occur. The passage I have discussed issues, to repeat, from 
Wittgenstein's suggestion that an agent's comparing may consist in going 
to a shelf, looking at five objects one after the other, and taking the fifth 
object from the shelf. An imaginary interlocutor protests against this 
suggestion. The interlocutor insists, for one thing, that the agent in the case 
described must have acted "entirely automatically". It appears relevant, in 
this context, to consider whether it is, in some sense, necessary th at an 
agent who compares takes himself to compare, and in that sense appre
hends that he compares. This appears relevant, because that idea may 
articulate the instinct of the interlocutor at least as well as the idea that a 
specific experience is essential to comparing. 

I now turn to discuss whether the limited scope of the remarks made by 
Wittgenstein has been duly appreciated. While leaving it open how 
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Wittgenstein should ultimately be understood, I will show that he at least 
makes a gesture towards some strong conclusion, which goes far beyond 
what the remarks establish. Moreover, I will try to show that something 
like the message of this strong conclusion has often been received, with 
appreciation, by Wittgenstein's readers. In particular, Wittgenstein has 
been taken to justify, in passages such as the one examined, some rather 
general conclusion about what "goes on in the mind" when an agent is 
performing selected doings. As a consequence, the limited scope o f what 
Wittgenstein has demonstrated has often been obscured. 

Some proposed implications of Wittgenstein's remarks 
After making his negative remarks, and submitting his alternative, positive 
view on what "constitutes what connects" cases of comparing, Wittgen
stein goes on to say: 

We find that what connects all the cases of comparing is a vast number of 
overlapping similarities, and as soon as we see this, we feel no longer com
pelled to say that there must be some one feature common to them all. (p. 87.) 

I think it is fair to say that Wittgenstein, here, at least gestures towards 
some rather strong conclusion. One may read the passage as expressing the 
view that nothing - or no "one feature" - must be common to all cases of 
comparing. 

^Wittgenstein is read as proposing th is strong conclusion, he could 
obviously not be said to duly appreciate the limited implications of the 
remarks made about comparing and experience. On the contrary, it must be 
judged that he draws a vastly undersupported conclusion from his 
reflections. For, as I have illustrated above, even if it is true that no one 
experience is common to all cases of comparing, it may still be true that 
something is necessarily common to all cases of comparing. 

One may find reasons for and against reading Wittgenstein as proposing 
this strong conclusion. On the one hand, one could notice that the kind of 
gesture is not uncommon to find with Wittgenstein. It recurs, for example, 
later in The Brown Book. Discussing the difference between counting a 
number of objects, and naming their colours, Wittgenstein says: 

[I]t is in no way necessary that certain peculiar experiences more or less 
characteristic for counting take place while we are counting, nor that the 
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peculiar phenomenon of gazing at the colour takes place when we look at the 
object and name its colour. It is true that the processes of counting four objects 
and of naming their colours will, in most cases at any rate, be different taken as 
a whole, and this is what strikes us; but that doesn't mean at all that we know 
that something different happens every time in these two cases when we pro
nounce a numeral on the one hand and a name of a colour on the other, 
(p. 150.) 

Here again, Wittgenstein first makes a remark about "certain peculiar 
experiences", and "the peculiar phenomenon of gazing", and then moves 
on to suggest - it may seem - that there need be nothing which is common 
and specific to the respective activities under discussion. The fact that this 
gesture towards a strong conclusion recurs could be taken to indicate that 
Wittgenstein should be read as proposing that his considerations regarding 
"experiences" have far-reaching implications. But one may, on the other 
hand, find reason to understand these passages as not proposing the strong 
claims in question. For example, one may read the former of the two 
passages with an emphasis on the word 'compelled', and so understand 
Wittgenstein here as resisting but a compulsion to say a certain thing when 
debating a certain issue. Thus understood, Wittgenstein may well duly 
appreciate the limited implications of the remarks discussed. He may grant, 
for example, that there is (perhaps "essentially") some "feature" which is 
common to all cases of comparing, even if he insists that a "compulsion" to 
say so may be philosophically suspicious. 

To avoid the potentially endless controversy over how Wittgenstein in 
particular should be understood, I wish to confine myself to making the 
following, supposedly not too controversial point: What has been received 
from Wittgenstein, often with approval, is something like the strong 
conclusions identified above. For now, I will only provide a sketchy 
documentation of this. I will provide a more thorough documentation in 
section 4.3. 

Thus, Malcolm, for example, refers to Wittgenstein's discussions of 
such things as writing a letter to a person A, and pointing to the colour of a 
flower. We are invited to reflect on what distinguishes writi ng a letter to a 
person A and writing it to another person B, where A and B may have the 
same name, and where the content of the letter fit both; and again on what 
distinguishes pointing to the colour of a flower from pointing to, say, its 
shape. After presenting considerations similar to the ones discussed above, 
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Malcolm, with apparent approval, formulates Wittgenstein's view thus 
(and the view should supposedly be taken to be generalisable to the 
different performance types under discussion): 

We are tempted to think that your meaning the color must have been something 
that went on in your mind. But it might be that what went on in your mind or 
thoughts had nothing to do with what you meant, (p. 15.) 

The formulation echoes the type of strong conclusions which we have seen 
above that Wittgenstein sometimes gestures at. Malcolm thinks, it seems, 
that Wittgenstein has justified some rather general conclusion about what 
goes on in the "mind or thoughts" of an agent who means the colour when 
pointing to a flower. 

One might of course suspect that Malcolm here employs some restricted 
concept o f mind or of going on. But I cannot see any indication to that 
effect in the text. Malcolm appends no reservation of this kind to his 
formulation. On the contrary, there are several formulat ions in the context 
which confirm that, on Malcolm's view, the considerations adduced justify 
far-reaching conclusions. Thus for example, we are told: "We begin to see 
that it was the pattern of circumstances that gave your act of pointing its 
specific meaning. ... Instead of looking inside ourselves we should be 
looking around us, at the context in which our words and pointing are 
located", (p. 15.) 

Budd intimates a conclusion similar to Malcolm's in discussing the 
following sample of predicates: 'grasped (in a flash) the meaning of the 
word', 'meant the formula this way', 'realised how to continue the series', 
'recalled how the tune goes', 'decided to play chess', (p . 22ff.) Budd too 
presents considerations similar to the ones discussed above, and then he 
says, also, as it seems, with approval: 

[I]n the case of each member of the class of predicates we are considering 
Wittgenstein reaches the same negative conclusion: the concept of the kind of 
thing signified by the predicate is not the concept of any particular event or 
process that takes place in a person's mind when the predicate becomes true of 
him. The predicate does not stand for some happening in his consciousness, 
(p. 25.) 
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Here again, Wittgenstein is presented as having taught us something to the 
rather general effect that a concept such as meaning the formula this way, 
or deciding to play chess "is not the concept of any particular event or 
process that takes place in a person's mind" when he means the formula 
one way or decides to play chess. 

This may suffice, for now, to document that Wittgenstein has often 
been taken, in passages such as the one regarding comparing, to justify 
some rather general conclusion about what "goes on", or "takes place", in 
"the mind" when an agent is performing selected doings. I hope to have 
provided some reason to think that this understanding of Wittgenstein 
obscures the limited scope of his considerations. The passage examined 
here, at least, has been shown not to justify any such conclusion. Unless 
some uncommonly restricted concept of mind or of going on is employed, 
this passage does not rule out that something (necessarily) "goes on in the 
mind" whenever an agent compares. 

Before I proceed on this topic of Wittgenstein's reception, I wish to 
consider whether there may be other passages of Wittgenstein's which 
justify the type of strong conclusion that Wittgenstein gestures at, and that 
seems to have been picked up by readers such as Malcolm and Budd. In 
the next section, I shall consider Wittgenstein's discussion of reading in the 
Investigations. While there are strong similarities between this discussion 
and the discussion of comparing, I shall remark that Wittgenstein may be 
read as pursuing rather different kinds of considerations in the two 
passages. And I shall grant that the passage of the Investigations indeed 
justifies some conclusion to the effect that an agent may read independ
ently of what "goes on in his mind". However, I will argue that this 
conclusion is restricted in a crucial respect. And so, even if we take the 
kind of discussion pursued in the Investigations into account, the claims 
from Malcolm and Budd still seem to obscure the limited significance of 
the considerations on which they rest. I intimate, in conclusion, that while 
the two kinds of considerations extracted from Wittgenstein do not justify 
the strong claims in question, the possibility of extracting the two may 
contribute to explain why the limited scope of the passages has tended to 
be obscured. 
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4.2 Wittgenstein on reading 

In the Investigations (§156ff.) Wittgenstein considers the performance of 
reading. He specifies that he does not count "the understanding of what is 
read" as part of the performance he is interested in. Instead: "reading is 
here the activity of rendering out loud what is written or printed; and als o 
of writing from dictation, writing out something printed, playing from 
score, and so on". (§156.) 

Discussing this performance, Wittgenstein eventually arrives at the 
following consideration: 

But when we think the matter over we are tempted to say: the one real criterion 
for anybody's reading is the conscious act of reading, the act of reading the 
sounds off from the letters. "A man surely knows whether he is reading or only 
pretending to read!" - Suppose A wants to make B believe he can read Cyrillic 
script. He learns a Russian sentence by heart and says it while looking at the 
printed words as if he were reading them. Here we shall certainly say that A 
knows he is not reading, and he has a sense of just this while pretending to 
read. For there are of course many more or less characteristic sensations in 
reading a printed sentence; it is not difficult to call such sensations to mind: 
think of sensations of hesitating, of looking closer, of misreading, of words 
following on one another more or less smoothly, and so on. And equally there 
are characteristic sensations in reciting something one has learned by heart. In 
our example, A will have none of the sensations that are characteristic of read
ing, and will perhaps have a set of sensations characteristic of cheating. 

But imagine the following case: We give someone who can read fluently a 
text that he never saw before. He reads it to us - but with the sensation of 
saying something he has learnt by heart (this might be the effect of some drug). 
Should we say in such a case that he was not really reading the passage? 
Should we here allow his sensations to count as the criterion for his reading or 
not reading? (§159-60.) 

There are obvious similarities between this passage and the passage 
previously quoted from The Brown Book. In both cases, Wittgenstein 
debates something which he thinks we are "inclined", or "tempted", to say. 
In both cases, the inclination or temptation is to say something abo ut what 
we, in the broad sense outlined in section 2.5, apprehend when we are 
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doing the thing under discussion. And in both cases, finally, it is urged that 
we should resist the inclination or temptation in question. 

Despite these similarities, Wittgenstein may be understood as submit
ting a rather different kind of consideration in the present passage than in 
the one previously discussed. I wish to submit an interpretation of the 
passage which I think is at least a possibly defensible one. I will later 
discuss whether the consideration pursued by Wittgenstein on the 
proposed interpretation can support the type of strong conclusion that 
Wittgenstein gestures at, and that seems to have been picked up by readers 
such as Malcolm and Budd. 

A possible interpretation of the present passage 
To see that Wittgenstein may be understood as submitting a rather 
different kind of consideration in the present passage than in the one 
concerning comparing, one should take note of two differences between 
the passages. 

To begin with, there is a difference in the characterisations of the 
apprehensions which are under discussion in the respective cases. In The 
Brown Book, the discussion was conducted, rather consistently, in terms of 
'experience'. In the present passage, the apprehension is given various 
characterisations. That some apprehension is discussed is first intimated by 
the word 'conscious' (in German 'bewußte') in the proposal: "the one real 
criterion for anybody's reading is the conscious act of reading". Then 
Wittgenstein turns to use the word 'knows' ('weiß'). It is proposed that an 
agent "surely knows" whether he i s reading or doing something else. And 
then, finally, there is a shift to the use of'sense' ('empfinde') and 'sensation' 
('Empfindung'). The shift occurs in the statement: "Here we shall certainly 
say that A knows he is not reading, and he has a sense of just this while 
pretending to read".31 

A second difference between the passages pertains to the way in which 
the respective temptations are resisted. In The Brown Book, we are invited 
to reflect on a larger number of cases of comparing. And the consideration 
has the character of an appeal to us to recognise (or "feel") the obvious 
truth of some claims which need not, and perhaps cannot be further 
justified; viz. that it is "doubtful" that a number of cases of comparing will 

31 The Brown Book being originally published in English, there is no (published) 
German original for its use of'experience'. 
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all display one particular experience, and that the assumption that s uch an 
experience had been displayed in all cases has no "point". In the present 
case, in contrast, the temptation i s met with one, somewhat elaborated, 
example. We are offered to reflect on a case of reading in a certain, rather 
extraordinary, empirical circumstance. It is specified, first, that a certain 
agent "can read fluently"; second, that the agent is offered to read a text he 
"never saw before"; third, that he utters the words of the text; but, fourth, 
does so "with the sensation of saying something he has learnt by heart". It 
is asked, rhetorically, whether we would in such a case say that the person 
was not really reading; whether we should here allow his "sensations" to 
count as the criterion for his reading or not reading. 

If one reflects on these two differences between the passages, one can 
find some reason to think that the passages debate rather different types of 
apprehension. That is to say, when Wittgenstein suggests, in The Brown 
Book, that having a specific "experience" is not essential to comparing, and 
when he suggests, in the present passage, that there is a circumstance in 
which we would not count an agent's "sensations" as the criterion for his 
reading or not reading, he might talk about rather different things. Let me 
elaborate. 

In section 4.1, I tried to bring into view the concept of experience 
employed in The Brown Book. While I outlined but a rough understanding 
of this concept, it was rather clear that to take it that one is doing so-and-so 
is, at least, not something which falls under this concept. For example, to 
take it that one is comparing is not to have, in the sense in question, an 
experience of comparing. (To repeat, had the concept been that wide, it 
seems one could not fail to consider this type of "experience", when 
debating whether comparing consists in having a specific experience.) 

In contrast, there is some reason to think that to take it that one is doing 
so-and-so may be a case of the type of apprehension Wittgenstein 
discusses in the present section. This interpretation is most obviously 
suggested by the use of the word 'know' in the passage. To say that an 
agent "surely knows" whether he is reading or is doing something else, is 
supposedly to say that an agent in some sense "takes it" that he reads 
whenever he reads. To be sure, the use of the words 'sense' and 'sensation' 
does not, as such, suggest that to take it that things are so is a case of the 
type of apprehension under consideration. But then one should appreciate 
that these words are, in the passage, closely tied to the word 'know' (and 
thus to 'taking it'). To see this, consider the second paragraph in the quote 
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above. As far as one can see, the example elaborated here, in terms of 
'sensation', is meant to cast doubt on the proposal of the preceding section, 
including the interlocutor's statement: "A man surely knows whether he is 
reading or only pretending to read!". And while (1) it is easy to see that the 
example casts doubt on this statement, if the sentence 'He reads it to us -
but with the sensation of saying something he has learnt by heart' is 
understood as 'He reads it to us - but takes himself to say something he has 
learnt by heart read' (or something close to this) it is (2) not easy to see that 
the example casts doubt on this statement if th e sentence is understood in 
some very different way. (1) Here is why it is easy, on the understanding 
proposed, to see that the example casts doubt on the interlocutor's 
statement: if an agent takes it that he recites something he has learned by 
heart, then he presumably does not take it that he reads; and if he does not 
take it that he reads, then he does not know that he reads; and if he reads 
without knowing that he is reading (taking himself, instead, to recite), then 
we have a counter-example to the claim that an agent "surely knows" 
whether he is reading or reciting. (2) It is, in contrast, not easy to see that 
the example casts doubt on the interlocutor's statement if one understands 
the paragraph in some way very different from the one proposed. Suppose, 
for example, that one understands 'the sensation of saying something he 
has learnt by heart' as employing something like the concept of experience 
employed in The Brown Book. On that interpretation, we are offered the 
example of an agent who reads without having some sensation, or 
"experience", of tension, or of strain, or of satisfaction. And it is not clear 
that such an example could cast any doubt on the statement that an agent 
"surely knows" whether he is reading or doing something else. 

The suggestion that the two passages debate different types of appre
hension is to some degree confirmed by the second difference between 
them taken notice of above. In the case of the restricted class of 
"experiences" discussed in The Brown Book, one may indeed just appeal to 
a "feeling" that having a particular type of experience is not "essential" to 
comparing. But Wittgenstein proceeds in a different manner in the present 
passage. He invites us, as we have seen, to reflect on one, somewhat 
elaborated, and empirically extraordinary, case of reading. And that 
procedure makes good sense if one understands the passage as debating (in 
part) the relation between reading and taking oneself to read. In order to 
reject the idea that taking oneself to read is a criterion for reading, it does 
not seem enough to appeal to any "feeling" that that idea is obviously 
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flawed. Rather, it seems necessary, precisely, to elaborate in some detail a 
circumstance, perhaps an extraordinary circumstance, in which we would 
count somebody as reading even though he does not take himself to read. 

One may, to be sure, debate the interpretation I am offering of the 
present passage. One may, for example, emphasise that Wittgenstein, when 
he lists sensations characteristic of reading and of reciting respectively, 
draws our attention to types of sensation identified in terms other than 
'reading' and 'reciting', such as the sensations of hesitating, of looking 
closer, and of misreading. And one may perhaps argue, on the basis of this 
observation, that the interpretation of the present passage ought to be 
assimilated to the understanding of the passage of The Brown Book. 
Alternatively, one may argue that the present passage should be under
stood as hinting at two, unclearly distinguished but different lines of 
reasoning. 

But though debatable, I hope to have shown that there is some reason to 
interpret the passage in the way proposed. And to do so provides an 
opportunity to examine whether this other kind of consideration, which can 
be extracted from the Investigations, might justify the type of strong 
conclusion that Wittgenstein gestures at, and that seems to have been 
picked up by readers such as Malcolm and Budd. I now turn to that 
examination. 

The validity and implications of the position extracted 
I am again willing to grant that Wittgenstein, in the present passage, as it 
has been interpreted here, makes a reasonable suggestion. In the circum
stances described, it seems we would say t hat an agent is reading, in the 
sense specified by Wittgenstein. We should not here allow his 
"sensations", or the fact that he takes himself to recite, "to count as the 
criterion for his reading or not reading". 

Turning to the implications of th is suggestion, they seem to be, in one 
respect, less restricted than the implications of the remarks of The Brown 
Book. Indeed, I am willing to grant that the present passage justifies 
something like the strong claims formulated by Malcolm and Budd. Thus, 
consider the following sentence, derived from Malcolm's claim, quoted 
above: 'it might be that what goes on in an agent's mind or thoughts has 
nothing to do with whether he reads or does something else'. I am willing 
to grant that the present passage provides some support for this sentence, at 
least on one interpretation of it. The passage provides some support for the 
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sentence because, if there is anything which "goes on in one's mind or 
thoughts" which is a criterion for reading, one may suspect this to be, 
precisely, some apprehension of oneself as reading. But the passage seems 
to show that we may count somebody as reading even if he does not have 
any such apprehension. Hence, the passage to some degree supports the 
sentence 'it might be that what goes on in an agent's mind or thoughts has 
nothing to do with whether he reads or does something else'. And possibly 
- I am willing to grant this too, at least for the sake of argument -
analogous sentences can be defended regarding all or many of the other 
performances which have been mentioned in thi s chapter; i.e. comparing, 
writing a letter to so-and-so, "meaning the color", and deciding to play 
chess. 

But one should appreciate that the support for such sentences, provided 
by the kind of consideration under discussion, is restricted to one rather 
narrow interpretation of them. The passage concerning reading, for 
example, shows at most this: there is some circumstance in which we 
might count an agent as reading even if he does not take himself to read. 
And even if that is true, it may still be the case that we would, in other 
circumstances, count an agent as reading only if he takes himself to read. 
Indeed, it may still be that we would, in all but empirically extraordinary 
circumstances, count an agent as reading even if he does not take himself 
to read. So, the passage above supports at most this specification of the 
sentence derived from Malcolm's: 'in some empirically extraordinary 
circumstance, it might be that what goes on in an agent's mind or thoughts 
has nothing to do with whether he reads or does something else'. 

Malcolm, however, does not submit his claim, about "meaning the 
color", with any such specification. There is no indication in his text that 
he intends to say something only about what may be the case under 
empirically extraordinary circumstances. On the contrary, the circum
stances evoked by Malcolm appear to be perfectly ordinary. 

Thus, Malcolm's claim can still be judged to obscure the limited 
significance of the considerations on which it rests. That is so, even if we 
take it to rest both on a consideration of the kind pursued in The Brown 
Book, and on some consideration of the kind extracted from the Investiga
tions. These two considerations do not support the sentence 'i t might be 
that what went on in your mind or thoughts had nothing to do with what 
you meant' - at least not on any interpretation we are likely to give of it. 
The first kind of consideration shows, at most, that having a specific 
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experience is not essential for "meaning the color". But unless some 
uncommonly restricted concept of mind or of going on is employed, this 
conclusion allows that something (necessarily) "goes on in the mind or 
thoughts" of an agent who "means the color". For example, the conclusion 
allows that such an agent (necessarily) takes it that, or apprehends th at he 
"means the color". The second kind of consideration shows at most that 
there may be an exception to this in empirically extraordinary circum
stances. 

I conclude then, that even taken together, the two kinds of consideration 
extracted from Wittgenstein do not justify Malcolm's proposal (at least not 
on any interpretation we are likely to give of it). However, the possibility 
of extracting the two considerations may perhaps contribute to explain 
why the limited scope of Wittgenstein's reflections over selected doings 
has tended to be obscured by conclusions such as this one. I close this 
section by outlining such an explanation. 

As we have seen, the two passages examined above display striking 
similarities. For example, each of them justifies some conclusion which 
could be formulated thus: 'An agent may do so-and-so without having a 
specific experience E. As we have seen, this conclusion could be taken in 
at least two different ways. First, it could be taken to employ the concept 
of experience of The Brown Book. In that case, one may take the conclu
sion to be valid for any case of doing so-and-so: in any case where an 
agent is doing so-and-so and has the experience E, he would still count as 
doing so-and-so in the absence of E. But the conclusion could also, second, 
be understood to be about a broader, or different, class of apprehensions, 
including, e.g., taking it that things are so. In that case, the conclusion 
arguably shows that no apprehension of any kind is necessary for doing 
so-and-so. Now, unless one distinguishes the se two interpretations, one 
may, of course, take the conclusion in both ways at once. That is, one may 
take the conclusion to say that for any type of apprehension A, and for any 
case of doing so-and-so, if an agent is doing so-and-so having the 
apprehension A, he would still count as doing so-and-so in the absence of 
A. And then, one may come to express unqualified conclusions of the kind: 
'it might be that what goes on in one's mind or thoughts has nothing to do 
with what one does'. But this kind of unqualified conclusion obscures, to 
repeat, the fact that the first kind of consideration allows that something 
necessarily "goes on in the mind or thoughts" of an agent who does so-
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and-so, and that the second kind of consideration applies only to some 
(empirically extraordinary) cases of doing so-and-so. 

So far then, I hope to have shown that Wittgenstein's considerations 
regarding comparing and reading both have rather limited implications. 
And I have, at least to some degree, documented that the limited scope of 
the considerations has been obscured. In particular, Wittgenstein has -
wrongly, I have tried to show - been taken to justify, in passages such as 
those examined, some rather general conclusion about what "goes on in the 
mind" when an agent is performing selected doings. In the final section of 
this chapter, I will try to improve the documentation of how the limited 
scope of Wittgenstein's consideration has been obscured. 

4.3 Kripke's Wittgenstein on meaning plus by 'plus' 

In his exposition Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language, Kripke 
develops, in his own way, what he calls the "Wittgensteinian paradox" of 
rule-following. He does so by considering a specific example, and a certain 
sceptical question raised about it. The sceptical question is whether a given 
English speaking agent has really meant plus, and not something other 
than plus, by 'plus'. In the course of examining possible answers to this 
question, it i s considered whether an agent who means plus has a charac
teristic "experience" of doing so. It is claimed that there is in fact no 
experience of this kind, and that, even there were, citing it would not 
provide a satisfactory account of what distinguishes meaning plus, and 
meaning something other than plus, by 'plus'. I will not question these 
claims. But I will try to show that they have a limited significance, which 
ends up being obscured in the text. 

The formulation of the sceptical challenge 
Formulating the sceptical challenge, Kripke sets out by remarking that 
almost all English speaking agents have used "the word 'plus' and the 
symbol '+'" on many occasions. Obviously, the average English speaker 
has in general meant plus by 'plus', and by '+'. (p. 7.) But Kripke believes 
that significant philosophical output can be gained by pressing a certain 
question about this fact. 

For the purpose of pressing his question, Kripke invokes the proposal 
from a "bizarre sceptic". This sceptic claims - or, as Kripke says, "feigns 
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to claim" - that some representative English speaker, say I, have in fact not 
meant plus by 'plus', but instead meant some other mathematical operation 
by 'plus'. 

The sceptic's case can be reconstructed in three steps. First, it is 
emphasised that I, like everybody else, have used 'plus' only finitely many 
times. We can suppose that I have used the term only when computing 
numbers smaller than 57. The precise content of this supposition does, of 
course, not matter. As long as I have used 'plus' on only finitely many 
occasions, there will be some supposition of this kind to make. Second, it 
is pointed out that the results I have reached when (correctly) using 'plus' 
are all consistent not only with the claim that I have meant plus by 'plus', 
but with infinitely many other claims about what I have meant. The results 
I have reached are, to take one example, consistent with the claim that I 
have meant quus by 'plus', where quus is a mathematical function which 
yields the same number as addition when applied to pairs of numbers such 
that both are smaller than 57; otherwise it yields 5. Third and finally, the 
sceptic claims - or feigns to claim - that I have in fact meant quus, not 
plus, by 'plus', (p. 8-9.) 

Kripke raises the question, now, of how this sceptic should be 
answered. Given that the sceptic is wrong in suggesting that I have meant 
quus by 'plus', it seems there must be some fact about my usage of 'plus' 
which can be cited to refute him. Kripke goes on to consider possible 
attempts at providing such a fact. 

Before turning to Kripke's discussion of these attempts, I want to make 
two reflections on how the sceptical challenge should be understood. (1)1 
wish to discuss what the example under discussion is, and make explicit 
what I shall take it to be. (2) I wish to discuss what the task of answering 
the sceptic more precisely amounts to. 

Two reflections on the sceptical challenge 
(1) First then, I wish to discuss what the example under discussion is. The 
performance under discussion is characterised, by Kripke, in two different 
ways. There is, first, the linguistic formulation of it. The performance is, 
for the most part, referred to by terms such as 'meaning plus by 'plus", 
'meaning plus by '+", and 'meaning addition by 'plus". Besides the 
linguistic formulation, there are also descriptions of circumstances in 
which this performance occurs. 
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The two characterisations seem to not carry quite the same message. 
The first characterisation suggests that Kripke discusses the use of a 
certain word (viz. 'plus') or symbol ('+'). The second type of characterisa
tion suggests that he discusses the performance of adding numbers. And 
these seem not to be the same things. While there are cases where we add 
numbers by using 'plus' or there seem to be cases where we add without 
using either 'plus' or '+'. For example, when I add numbers without the use 
of any external symbolism, I arguably often do so without using either 
'plus' or '+'. And there are surely cases where we use 'plus' or '+', but do not 
add. For example, if I write down the sentence 'Kripke's discussion of what 
it is to compute 68 plus 57 is very interesting', then I mean plus by 'plus', 
but I do not add. 

It seems to me that the characterisation to be taken most seriously is the 
second one, and that we should understand the example under discussion 
to be the performance of adding numbers. I do not think this is a very 
controversial reading. But I wish, at any rate, to document the textual 
evidence that can be adduced in its support. 

To begin with, there is reason to believe that the performance type 
under discussion is not exemplified by all cases of meaning plus by 'plus', 
but only by cases where 'plus' is used to add. This is suggested not only by 
the descriptions of the circumstances of t he performance, but also by the 
early announcement that what will be discussed is a "mathematical 
example", (p. 7.) It is quite possible that Kripke has just overseen the use 
of 'plus' in such sentences as 'Kripke's discussion of what it is to compute 
68 plus 57 is very interesting'. Alternatively, he might not have found it 
important enough to make a note about this kind of use. Such lack of 
consideration would be understandable given that the example is intended 
to illustrate something about "all language, all concept formation", (p. 62.) 

Moreover, there are at least three reasons to think that the performance 
type under discussion is exemplified in all instances of adding numbers. 
First, given the focus on adding numbers, one would have expected 
Kripke, had he been interested in only some cases of this performance, to 
tell us so. He does however not. Second, Kripke does include in his 
exposition cases of adding which do not involve any use of external 
symbolism. For example, making t he point that I have computed sums 
only finitely many times in the past, he mentions the computations which I 
have performed "silently to myself', (p. 8.) And third, the text seems 
occasionally to embody a position from the point of view of which 
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expressions such as 'meaning plus by '+" are naturally interpreted as 
referring to all cases of adding. Thus for example, Kripke says that when I 
compute sums, I "'grasp' the rule for addition". I grasp this rule "[b]y 
means of my external symbolic representations and my internal mental 
representations", (p. 7.) These formulations appear to indicate that in all 
cases of adding, I have an external symbolic representation, or a mental 
internal one, or both, "by means of which" I manage to do what I do. And 
if one holds such a view, one may naturally take 'meaning plus by '+" to 
refer to all cases of adding. 

On the adduced grounds, I shall take it that the example under discus
sion, which is most often described in such terms as 'meaning plus by '+", 
is the performance of adding numbers. 

(2) The second reflection concerns what the task of answering the 
sceptic amounts to. While I shall return to this topic later in this section, I 
wish to do two things at this point, (a) I will try to illustrate that an answer 
to the sceptic need not spell out a full set of necessary and sufficient 
conditions of adding, (b) I will then discuss how the task of answering the 
sceptic might be positively specified. 

(a) Kripke tells us that an answer to the sceptic "must give an account of 
what fact it is (about my mental state) that constitutes my meaning plus, 
not quus". (p. 11.) I wish to emphasise the very end of this announcement: 
we are looking for a fact which constitutes my meaning plus, not quus. 

I take this (and the many other similar expressions) to announce that an 
answer to the sceptic need not spell out a full set of necessary and 
sufficient conditions that must be satisfied for an agent to add. There may 
be an indefinite number of properties which an agent - perhaps even out of 
logical necessity - must have in order to add. However, there is not reason 
to cite all of these properties in an answer to the sceptic. Perhaps, as we 
have seen, Kripke holds the view that in order to add, I need to mean 
something by some symbol (such as '+'). But there is no reason to cite this 
property in an answer to the sceptic. This is because an agent who means 
quus may well mean something by some symbol (such as '+') as well. So, 
citing the property of meaning something by some symbol does not 
contribute to "give an account of what fact it is (about my mental state) 
that constitutes my meaning plus, not quus". Or again, one may reasonably 
suppose that in order to add, I need to master some language. But there is 
no reason to cite this property in an answer to the sceptic, either. Just like 
one needs to master some language in order to add, one presumably needs 
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to master some language in order to mean quus a s well. So again, citing 
this property does not contribute to "give an account of what fact it is 
(about my mental state) that constitutes my meaning plus, not quus". 

(b) How then, might the task of answering th e sceptic be positively 
specified? An obvious suggestion is this: a satisfactory answer must be 
capable of showing the sceptic that I, in the kind of circumstance described 
by Kripke (i.e. where I use 'plus' or and arrive at the result determined 
by the rule for addition), mean plus, not quus. 

Let me illuminate this suggestion by indicating one type of answer 
which it rules out as unsatisfactory. Suppose we found some property P 
which, as a nomological fact, always accompanies meaning plus. And 
suppose we became convinced that, again as a nomological fact, an agent 
would not have P if he on some occasion meant quus. (Such a fact could 
have to do, for example, with the amount of energy consumed by some 
part of the human brain during the performances in question.) In this case, 
we could say that P in a sense distinguishes meaning plus from meaning 
quus. However, it is hard to see how citing P could show the sceptic that I 
mean plus, not quus. The sceptic would need some reason to believe that 
we have correlated P with the right performance. Assuming that we 
actually mean quus, not plus, the nomological facts are naturally reinter
preted thus: P always accompanies meaning quus, and an agent would not 
have P if he on some occasion meant plus. 

To be sure, the suggestion that a satisfactory answer needs to show the 
sceptic that I mean plus, not quus, is somewhat vague. It leaves undeter
mined just how strong a case it takes to show the sceptic that I mean plus, 
not quus. 

But I think it is difficult to extract from the text a more precise 
specification of the task of answering the sceptic than this one. After 
telling us that an answer to the sceptic must give an account of what 
constitutes my meaning plus, not quus, Kripke goes on to say: "But 
further, there is a condition that any putative candidate for such a fact must 
satisfy. It must, in some sense, show how I am justified [given that I want 
to accord with my past usage of'+'] in giving the answer '125' to '68+57'". 
(p. 11.) This declaration, it seems, confirms that citing some property 
which as a mere nomological fact distinguishes meaning plus from 
meaning quus would not suffice as an answer to the sceptic. The citing of 
such a property could hardly show the sceptic how I am justified in giving 
the answer '125' to '68+57'. But the declaration does not, so far as I can see, 
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add anything to the suggestion that an answer to the sceptic must show him 
that I meant plus, not quus. It does not, because if I show the sceptic that I 
have meant plus, not quus, then it seems I have thereby showed him that I 
am (given that I want to accord with my past usage of '+') justified in 
giving the answer '125' to '68+57'. 

I return, later in this section, to discuss what it may take to answer the 
sceptic in a satisfactory way. For now, however, I propose that we have to 
be satisfied with this vague instruction: a satisfactory answer must be 
capable of showing the sceptic that I, in the kind of circumstance described 
by Kripke (i.e. where I use 'plus' or '+', and arrive at the result determined 
by the rule for addition), mean plus, not quus. 

With these reflections on the sceptical challenge, I turn to Kripke's 
discussion of possible answers to the challenge. 

Adding and experience 
While Kripke considers a number of possible answers to the sceptical 
challenge, the passage of interest for us emanates from an observation 
about our knowledge of, or "access" to, what we mean by 'plus'. The 
observation is used, initially, to refute one proposed answer to the sceptical 
challenge. Kripke has considered whether the idea that I mean plus by 
'plus' is to be preferred as the simplest of two or more competing hypothe
ses. He notes that on this suggestion, I would lack "direct access" to what I 
mean; an idea he dismisses as "bizarre", (p. 40.) 

If I can only form hypotheses as to whether I now mean plus or quus, if the 
truth of the matter is buried deep in my unconscious and can only be posited as 
a tentative hypothesis, then in the future I can only proceed hesitatingly and 
hypothetically, conjecturing that I probably ought to answer '68+57' with '125' 
rather than '5'. Obviously, this is not an accurate account of the matter. There 
may be some facts about me to which my access is indirect, and about which I 
must form tentative hypotheses: but surely the fact as to what I mean by 'plus' 
is not one of them! (p. 40.) 

Having thus used the observation about our access to what we mean, to 
refute one answer, the observation encourages Kripke to consider a 
different possible answer to the sceptic. He considers whether the sceptic 
could be cited some experiential "quale" which I "introspect" when I mean 
plus. 
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Why not argue that "meaning addition by 'p lus'" denotes an irreducible experi
ence, with its own special quale, known directly to each of us by introspection? 
... [SJince each of us knows immediately and with fair certainty that he means 
addition by 'plus1, presumably the view in question assumes we know this in 
the same way we know that we have headaches - by attending to the 'qualita
tive' character of our own experiences. Presumably the experience of meaning 
addition has its own irreducible quality, as does that of feeling a headache. The 
fact that I mean addition by 'plus' is to be identified with my possession of an 
experience of this quality, (p. 41.) 

Two claims are made about this proposal. First, it is claimed that even if 
there were an experience of meaning addition, citing this experience would 
not amount to a satisfactory answer to the sceptic: 

[T]he proffered theory seems to be off target as an answer to the original chal
lenge of the sceptic. The sceptic wanted to know why I was so sure that I ought 
to say '125', when asked about '68+57'. I had never thought of this particular 
addition before: is not an interpretation of the '+' sign as quus compatible with 
everything I thought? Well, suppose I do in fact feel a certain headache with a 
very special quality whenever I think of the '+' sign. How on earth would this 
headache help me figure out whether I ought to answer '125' or '5' when asked 
about '68+57'? If I think the headache indicates that I ought to say '125', would 
there be anything about it to refute a sceptic's contention that, on the contrary, 
it indicates that I should say '5'? (p. 41-2.) 

In addition to this, it is claimed that, in fact, "the supposed unique special 
experience of meaning (addition by 'plus', etc.) does not exist", (p. 43.) 

I now turn to critically discuss these claims. I will try to make plausible 
that the passage employs a concept of experience similar to the one 
extracted from The Brown Book in section 4.1. Insofar as that is so, I think 
it is clear that the two negative claims are justified. But it also appears that 
the result expressed in these claims has a rather limited significance for the 
project of finding an answer to the sceptic, and I go to discuss whether the 
limited significance of this result is duly appreciated in the text. 



87 

The concept of experience employed in the passage 
It seems that the passage under discussion employs a concept of experi
ence which is restricted at least to this extent: So long as this concept of 
experience is employed, there is a certain sense in which nothing could 
count as an experience of meaning addition. Since bringing this concept of 
experience into view will repeat the kind of reflections pursued in 4.1, I 
shall be rather brief here. 

To appreciate how the present concept of experience is restricted, one 
may imagine that Kripke had been concerned to find an experience 
distinctive of having a headache. In that case, he would presumably have 
turned his attention to the type of experience identified in terms of, 
precisely, 'headache'. If any experience is distinctive of having a headache, 
one might suspect this to be the experience of, precisely, headache. As 
things stand, the discussion concerns whether, as Kripke puts it, ""meaning 
addition by 'plus'" denotes an irreducible experience". Our attention is, 
however, drawn to a type of experience identified in terms other than 
'meaning addition'. Debating the proposal under discussion, Kripke says, 
as we have seen: "Well, suppose I do in fact feel a certain headache with a 
very special quality whenever I think of the '+' sign". The attention given 
to an experience of headache in this context is difficult to understand 
unless one concludes that on the present use of 'experience', there is a 
certain sense in which there cannot be an experience of meaning addition, 
while there can be an experience of headache. Had the concept of 
experience allowed the possible existence of an experience of meaning 
addition just in the sense that it allows the possible existence of an 
experience of headache, it would be very difficult to understand why 
Kripke, in his reply, attends to the latter experience, and not the former. 

One may notice, as we did in 4.1, that there is only some sense in which 
there cannot be an experience of meaning addition, on the present use of 
'experience'. It is not true that there cannot be an experience of meaning 
addition period. Kripke does, indeed, as we have seen, conceive of an 
"experience of meaning addition", which has "its own irreducible quality", 
or "quale". But it appears that the expression 'experience of meaning 
addition' is still insufficient for identifying the "quale" of the conceived 
experience. For when he tries to make concrete sense of what the experi
ence might be, he turns, as we have seen, to conceive of feeling "a certain 
headache w ith a very special quality". Along t he lines of 4.1, one may 
perhaps interpret this move as prompted by the fact that 'experience of 
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meaning addition' can pick out a "quale" only if that "quale" has first been 
identified in other terms, such as 'headache'. 

With this brief attempt to bring into view the present concept of 
experience, I turn to discuss the validity and implications of the negative 
claims which employ this concept. 

The validity and significance of the position reached regarding experience 
Provided that the concept of experience employed in the passage has been 
correctly represented above, I see no reason to question either of the 
replies that Kripke gives to the proposal that ""meaning addition by 'plus'" 
denotes an irreducible experience". To begin with, it seems correct that, 
even if a certain experience of headache had been found to accompany all 
actual cases of adding, this fact would not show the sceptic that the 
performances had been ones of meaning plus, not quus. The presence of a 
certain experience of headache on these occasions would surely be 
compatible with the sceptic's counter-claim that the performances were all 
ones of meaning quus, not plus. 

In addition, there seems to be justification for claiming that "the 
supposed unique special experience of meaning (addition by 'plus', etc.) 
does not exist". If we examine a larger number of cases of adding, it is 
unlikely that we shall find that a certain experience of headache has been 
present on all occasions. 

The same results will no doubt be reached if we consider the other types 
of experience mentioned by Kripke in the context of the quoted passages. 
Kripke mentions, e.g., the experience of tickle; the experience o f nausea; 
the experience of pain; and the experience of a blue after-image. For each 
of these experience types, it seems true, first, that even if it had accompa
nied all actual cases of adding, this fact would not convince the sceptic that 
the performances had been ones of meaning plus, not quus; and second, 
that it is, as a fact, unlikely that we shall find the experience type to be 
present if we examine a larger number of cases of adding. 

But while I grant their correctness, the claims under discussion seem to 
have a rather limited significance for the project of finding an answer to 
the sceptic. I shall again exploit The First-Person Thesis, submitted in 
chapter 2, to illustrate one respect in which the significance of Kripke's 
results appears limited. 

It seems clear that to take it that things are so is not something which 
falls under the present concept of experience. For example, to take it that 
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one means plus is not, in the sense of 'experience' in question, to have an 
experience of meaning plus. To repeat a kind of point made in 4.1 : had the 
concept been that wide, it would be a mystery how one could fail to 
consider this type of "experience", in favour of considering an experience 
of headache, when debating whether some experience could be cited in an 
answer to the sceptic. 

If that much is clear, then Kripke's discussion regarding experience 
leaves unexplored, for one thing, the following, possible answer to the 
sceptic: On the occasions under discussion, where it is agreed that I have 
used '+', and reached the result determined by the rule for addition, I have 
also, with an understanding of what it is to add, taken myself, and in that 
sense apprehended that I have added. I shall refer to this as 'the answer 
from The First-Person Thesis'. 

I tried to illustrate, in 2.7, that there is at least some case to be made for 
thinking that this answer from The First-Person Thesis is true. There is 
some case to be made for thinking that it is true, even out of logical 
necessity, that if I added on those occasions (which by hypothesis I did, 
though the sceptic has yet to be convinced of this, of course), then I also 
took it on those occasions that I added. And I specified in 2.5, that when an 
agent takes it that things are so, in the sense employed here, then he knows 
what counts as things being so. 

And it appears, further, that some case, at least, could be made for 
holding that the answer from The First-Person Thesis, if defensible, could 
show the sceptic that I have meant plus, not quus, on the occasions under 
discussion. Suppose all the following is true of me at a given point in time: 
(1)1 use the '+' sign in performing some transformation on two figures; (2) 
I arrive at the result determined by the rule for addition; (3) I take myself, 
with an understanding of what addition is, that I add. It seems that, in this 
case, the room for pursuing the sceptical doubt has at least shrunken 
considerably. It is not clear that the sceptic could agree with (1) through 
(3) and yet insist that I meant quus by '+'. 

I remarked above that there is some uncertainty about exactly what it 
takes to show the sceptic that I have meant plus, not quus. For this reason, 
I do not want to insist that the answer from The First-Person Thesis would 
be a satisfactory one. But I hope to have illustrated, at least, the limited 
significance of the result regarding experience. Whether entirely satisfac
tory, or ultimately less than satisfactory, the answer from The First-Person 
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Thesis appears to be left to consider, at least, even if one grants that the 
result regarding experience is valid one. 

It seems to me, however, that the limited significance of the result 
regarding experience ends up being obscured i n the text. It seems that 
Kripke's text suggests something like this: The result reached regarding 
experience implies that no fact about what I apprehend when I compute 
numbers can show the sceptic that I mean plus, not quus. 

The proposed significance of the position reached regarding experience 
After concluding that the debated proposal - that "meaning addition by 
'plus1 denotes an irreducible experience" - is "off target" as an answer to 
the sceptic, as well as a false view about what in fact happens when we 
add, Kripke considers one further way of answering the sceptic. It is 
presented, very briefly, thus: 

Perhaps we may recoup, by a rguing that meaning addition by 'p lus' is a state 
even more sui generis than we have argued before. Perhaps it is simply a 
primitive state, not to be assimilated to sensations or headaches or any 'qualita
tive' states, nor to be assimilated to dispositions, but a state of a unique kind of 
its own. (p. 51.) 

Kripke says that this view leaves the state of meaning addition by 'plus' 
"completely mysterious". One of the mysteries about the state thus 
understood is how an agent can have the kind of access that he has to the 
fact that he is adding. 

[The view] leaves the nature of the postulated primitive state - the primitive 
state of 'meaning addition by "plus"' - completely mysterious. It is not sup
posed to be an introspectible state, yet we supposedly are aware of it with some 
fair degree of certainty whenever it occurs. For how else can each of us be 
confident that he does, at present, mean addition by 'plus'? (p. 51.)32 

32 The second mystery (out of two) with which the proposal would allegedly leave us, is 
spelled out by Kripke (roughly) thus. If meaning addition by 'plus' were a "state of 
mind", it would have to be "a finite object, contained in our finite minds". At the same 
time it would have to have the properties that meaning addition has. Kripke alternates 
between saying that it is "logically impossible" for a "finite state" to have these 
properties, and to say that it is "mysterious" how it could. What is logically impossible, 
or mysterious, is that a "finite state" has the consequence that I ought to, given that I 
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While the reasoning behind this passage is hidden in the dark, the 
message of it seems rather clear, as does its role in Kripke's argument. The 
message appears to be roughly this: To present meaning addition as 
something other than a "qualitative state", such as a sensation or headache, 
is to leave it "completely mysterious" how we can have the kind of 
awareness that we in fact have of what we mean by 'plus'. And the role of 
the passage in the argument is, it seems, to close the discussion which was 
opened by the observation that I have "direct access" to what I mean by 
'plus'. The passage seems to declare that the only way in which I can have 
"direct access" to myself is to "introspect" some "quale". Thereby, the 
passage serves as a sort of closure clause, saying that the inquiry into 
introspectible qualia exhausts the possible answers to the sceptic suggested 
by the observation regarding "direct access". 

This passage, it seems to me, obscures the limited significance of the 
result reached regarding experience. The passage dismisses, for one thing, 
the answer to the sceptic from The First-Person Thesis. Indeed, it dis
misses as unsatisfactory any answer to the sceptic which cites what I 
apprehend when I compute numbers. Such an answer must cite either an 
"introspection" of a "quale", or some apprehension which is not an 
"introspection" of a "quale". It has been concluded that citing the first kind 
of apprehension is unsatisfactory because it does not show the sceptic that 
I mean plus, not quus. And the present passage now states that citing any 
apprehension of the latter kind is unsatisfactory because it leaves our 
knowledge of what we mean by 'plus' completely mysterious. However, no 
reason is given for this broad and swift dismissal. It is in no way 
explained, fo r example, why and how the answer from The First-Person 
Thesis leaves our knowledge of what we mean by 'plus' completely 
mysterious.33 

Defending the present reading of Kripke's text 
I conclude this section by defending the reading which I have submitted of 
Kripke's text. I will defend it against two possible objections. I will (1) 

want to accord with my previous use of arrive at 125 when asked to compute 
'68+57'. (p. 51-3.) 
33 See Boghossian, p. 541-2, and McGinn 1984, p. 159ff. for similar remarks about the 
passage. 
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consider an early passage of the text, and a possible objection to my 
reading which could be derived from this passage. Further (2), I will 
consider an interpretation following which Kripke's sceptic is what I shall 
call a 'confessing reductionist1, and a possible objection to my reading 
which can be derived from this interpretation. 

(1) In an early passage, Kripke considers whether the sceptical question 
might be blocked by citing the "rule" for adding which I internalised in the 
process of learning to add. In this process, he says, 

I learned - and internalized instructions for - a rule which determines how 
addition is to be continued. What was the rule? Well, say, to take it in its most 
primitive form: suppose we wish to add x and y. Take a huge bunch of marbles. 
First count out x marbles in the heap. Then count out y marbles in another. Put 
the two heaps together and count out the number of marbles in the union thus 
formed. The result is x+y. This set of directions, I may suppose, I explicitly 
gave myself at some earlier time. It is engraved on my mind as on a slate, 
(p. 15.) 

It might seem that Kripke here wishes to explore the idea that I have, 
engraved on my mind, a meaningful rule for addition which I, in some way 
or other, "access" when I add numbers. And if that had been the idea 
explored in the passage, one might wonder whether I have correctly 
represented Kripke's text above. I have claimed that Kripke considers 
whether the sceptic could be cited some experiential "quale" which I have 
when I compute numbers. Finding this proposal unsatisfactory, he 
proceeds on unclear grounds to dismiss as unsatisfactory any proposal 
which cites what I apprehend when I compute numbers. Attending to the 
present passage, however, one might think that Kripke has, prior to 
discussing experiential qualia, examined a different idea about what I, in 
some sense, apprehend, or access, when I add. One might perhaps even 
think that what Kripke examines in the above passage is not in essence 
different from the answer from The First-Person Thesis presented above. 
The idea that I somehow access a meaningful rule for addition when I add 
seems indeed closely related to the idea that I take it that I add when I add. 
And so, one might think that Kripke has presented a rather well-founded 
case for dismissing as unsatisfactory any proposal which cites what I 
apprehend when I compute numbers; or at least that his case is more well-
founded than I have suggested. 
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It seems clear to me, however, that Kripke, despite appearance, does not 
intend in the present passage to explore the idea that a meaningful rule for 
addition is engraved on my mind. What is supposed to be engraved on my 
mind is, instead, meaningless squiggles only. This seems clear from the 
ensuing discussion of the proposal. 

According to Kripke, the sceptic's reply to the proposal is "all too 
obvious". 

True, if 'count', as I used the word in the past, referred to the act of counting 
(and my other past words are correctly interpreted in the standard way), then 
'plus' must have stood for addition. But I applied 'count', like plus, to only 
finitely many past cases. Thus the sceptic can question my present interpreta
tion of my past usage of'count' as he did with 'plus'. In particular, he can claim 
that by 'count' I formerly meant quount, where to 'quount' a heap is to count it 
in the ordinary sense, unless the heap was formed as the union of two heaps, 
one of which has 57 or more items, in which case one must automatically give 
the answer '5'. (p. 16.) 

The introduction of single quotes in this reply is, of course, crucial. It 
seems clear from this, that what Kripke imagines to be engraved on my 
mind are only squiggles, such as 'count', and not any meaningful instruc
tion to count. 

In fact, I think it is unclear whether the present passage explores 
anything which Kripke does not explore when he later debates experiences 
with "qualia", such as the experience of a headache, tickle, nausea, pain, or 
a blue after-image. It is unclear that the idea that I apprehend squiggles, 
such as 'count', whenever I add, is more than a version of the idea that I 
have an experience with a certain "quale" when I add. This is because it is 
unclear that the idea that I apprehend the squiggle 'count' which is 
engraved on my mind, is anything but the idea that I introspect a certain 
image, viz. the image 'count'. 

(2) Next, I wish to discuss a possible interpretation of Kripke, from the 
point of view of which my reading could be called into doubt. The 
interpretation I have in mind is one following which Kripke's sceptic is 
what we may call a 'confessing reductionist'. Such a reading is, perhaps, 
proposed by McGinn in the following passage. 
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What is very striking about Kripke's sceptic is an assumption he makes. ... 
[T]his assumption both is essential to the argument and is itself unargued for. I 
mean the assumption that if there are semantic facts they will have to be 
reducible to facts specified non-semantically. (1984, p. 150-1.) 

To say that Kripke's sceptic "makes" an assumption is, perhaps, to suggest 
that the assumption in question is explicitly formulated, or at least in some 
way acknowledged in the text. 

From the point of view of such a reading, one might pose the following 
objection to the reading I have submitted. The answer from The First-
Person Thesis, and many other possible answers to the sceptic, are passed 
by in silence in the text, because they are of no relevance to the inquiry. 
They are of no relevance, because they do not meet the demand for a 
reduction of semantic facts which the sceptic has laid down, and hence 
would obviously not count as a satisfactory answer to the sceptic. And 
therefore, one cannot take the lack of consideration of such answers to 
show that Kripke obscures the limited significance of certain results. 

I believe, however, that the interpretation of Kripke on which this 
objection is based is indefensible. Whatever Kripke's sceptic is, he is not a 
confessing reductionist. He has not formulated or laid down any reduc
tionist demand on a satisfactory answer to his challenge. If on e judges by 
what is explicitly said in the text, there is no reason to think that the sceptic 
would reject an answer on the ground that it failed to satisfy some 
reductionist requirement - and there is plenty of reason to think the 
opposite. 

Thus, early in the text, Kripke makes clear that the "rule of the game" -
i.e. the game of trying to answer the sceptic - is such that there are "no 
limitations" on the facts that may be cited, (p. 14.) And at the point where 
he turns to consider experiential "qualia", this non-reductionist "rule of the 
game" is repeated emphatically. Kripke here acknowledges that perhaps 
the wording of the exposition so far has "seduce[d] us towards scepticism 
by encouraging us to look for a reduction of the notions of meaning and 
intention to something else", (p. 41.) It is right after this acknowledgement 
that he goes on to propose: "Why not argue that "meaning addi tion by 
'plus'" denotes an irreducible experience, with its own special quale". 

One might of course still maintain that Kripke's sceptic is a «on-
confessing reductionist. One might observe that some turns of the 
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discussion are defensible or intelligible only if some not acknowledged 
reductionist demand is projected onto the text.34 

But there is not necessarily any conflict between this kind of reading, 
and the reading I have submitted. To say that some not acknowledged 
reductionist demand is at work in the text is to provide one possible 
explanation of why far-reaching conclusions are drawn on the basis of 
limited results, such as the result regarding experience. I have not said 
anything which conflicts with this particular explanation, although I have 
indicated that it is not the only explanation of th e far-reaching conclusion 
drawn from the result reached regarding experience. At the point where 
these conclusions are drawn, one finds the effects of an undefended - and 
just barely stated - view of self-knowledge; viz. the view that the only way 
in which I can have "direct access" to myself is to "introspect" some 
"quale". 

4.4 Summary 

I started this chapter by considering, in 4.1, Wittgenstein's discussion of 
what comparing "consists" in, and then, in 4.2, his discussion of what the 
"criterion" is for reading. A proposal discussed in both cases is that in 
order to do the things in question, the agent of the doing must have a 
characteristic "experience", or "sensation". This proposal is, in both cases, 
rejected. I tried to clarify how these rejections might be understood. While 
they might be understood in rather different ways, I granted that the 
rejections both appear reasonable. But I also argued tha t they both appear 
to have rather limited implications, and I discussed whether the limited 
scope of these implications has been duly appreciated. Leaving it open 
how Wittgenstein should ultimately be understood, I showed that he 
occasionally makes a gesture towards some strong conclusion, which goes 
far beyond what the claims establish. I also tried to show that something 
like the message of this strong conclusion has often been received, with 
appreciation, by Wittgenstein's readers. In particular, Wittgenstein has 
been taken to justify, in passages such as those examined, some rather 
general conclusion about what "goes on in the mind" when an agent 
performs selected doings. I documented this reception of Wittgenstein by 

34 Such readings are proposed by, e.g., Boghossian, and Stroud 1996. 
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presenting a couple of passages from Malcolm and Budd, and then at 
greater length by presenting Kripke's exposition of Wittgenstein. I have 
tried to show that the conclusions formulated by these authors obscure the 
limited scope of what Wittgenstein has demonstrated in passages such as 
those examined. Part of what is thereby obscured is the case for holding 
that it is logically necessary that if an agent performs the doings in 
question, then he apprehends what he is doing. 



5 Nagel, McGinn and Chalmers on psychological 
phenomena and the subjective point of view 

In this chapter, I proceed to critically discuss a further sample of influential 
texts of contemporary philosophy. I will present and critically discuss a 
position, commonly held in contemporary philosophy of mind. The 
position is that phenomena which belong t o a certain limited class are, 
because of the appearances they present in the first person, particularly 
difficult to explain in physical terms. Perceptual experiences, bodily 
sensations, and perhaps facts about these, are held to be either the only, or 
the "paradigm" cases of, phenomena of this class. An implication of this 
view is the claim that phenomena which do not belong to this class do not 
present appearances to subjects in the allegedly problematic way that 
perceptual experiences and bodily sensations do. 

I will look most closely at McGinn's version of this position. By the end 
of the chapter, I will do something to indicate the spread of the position, by 
more briefly presenting how it occurs in the writings of Chalmers. 

To explore the positions of these philosophers, I have found it neces
sary, however, to start out by looking at a work to which they both refer in 
presenting their views, viz. Nagel's argument against the possibility of 
providing a physical explanation of conscious mental phenomena. In 5.1,1 
try to make clear what Nagel's argument is. 

I will not dispute that perceptual experiences, bodily sensations, and 
facts about these are among the phenomena which are, i f the argument is 
valid, beyond the scope of physical explanation. But in contrast to many 
readers of Nagel, it seems to me that a rather wide range of phenomena 
besides these may well be, if the argument is valid, beyond the scope of 
physical explanation as well. I will illustrate this by focusing on the fact 
that an agent is performing an occurrent psychological doing. Partly by 
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exploiting The First-Person Thesis and The Exclusiveness Thesis, 
presented in chapters 2 and 3,1 will make a case for holding that this fact 
is, by Nagel's argument, beyond the scope of physical explanation. The 
fact that an agent is performing an occurrent psychological doing is 
arguably apprehended in the first person in just the way that, by the 
argument, makes a phenomenon physically unexplainable. To make this 
case is the task of 5.2. 

Having made this case, I turn to present and critically discuss the view 
of McGinn's. In 5.3, I try to show that McGinn would agree with Nagel 
regarding the conditions under which something cannot be physically 
explained. But it seems that McGinn would not subscribe to the implica
tions I trace from this position. I argue that McGinn's view on the 
implications of his argument commits him to controversial claims. In 5.4,1 
try to show that McGinn denies or is committed to deny that to take it NBE 
that one is doing so-and-so is to have an apprehension of the kind that 
causes problems for a physical theory. And at least part of what he then 
seems to deny is the implication of The Exclusiveness Thesis that to thus 
take it is to have a logically exclusive apprehension. I will inquire into 
what justification McGinn provides for his position in this regard, and I 
will argue that the position i s undersupported. In 5.5,1 argue that there is 
some reason to understand McGinn as denying, in addition, The First-
Person Thesis, or the claim that i t is logically necessary that if an agent is 
doing so-and-so, then he takes it that he is doing so-and-so. Here aga in, I 
shall find McGinn's position to be undersupported on crucial points. 

In 5.6 through 5.9, I try to indicate, by looking at some passages of 
Chalmers', that McGinn's position is in many respects representative of a 
strand of contemporary philosophy of mind. 

The chapter is intended to provide further evidence that influential texts 
of contemporary philosophy display an insufficient appreciation of the 
case for holding that psychological phenomena other than qualitative ones 
are apprehended in an exclusive way in the first person. 

5.1 Nagel on the mind-body problem 

I this section, I present the position influentially defended by Nagel on the 
mind-body problem. I shall not be interested in evaluating this position. 
The purpose of presenting it is to later discuss which phenomena are, if the 
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position is defensible, beyond the scope of what Nagel calls 'physical 
explanation'. 

The most elaborate and influential formulation of the position is to be 
found in the paper "What is it like to be a bat?". While occasionally taking 
clues from other writings of Nagel's, I shall mainly follow the exposition 
of this paper. (And page references are to this work unless otherwise 
stated.) I begin by considering the introductory passages of the paper. 

The introductory passages of "What is it like to be a bat? " 
Nagel presents his view as opposed to a certain type of philosophical 
enterprise. He never really describes the enterprise. He merely indicates 
that it consists in an attempt to solve the mind-body problem by "reducing" 
or "explaining" "mental phenomena" or "mental states" in "physical" 
terms. The enterprise is referred to with such terms as 'materialism', 
'psychophysical identification', 'psychophysical reduction', and 'physical-
ism'. 

In opposition to this type of enterprise, Nagel sets out to argue that "we 
have at present no conception of what an explanation of the physical 
nature of a mental phenomenon would be", (p. 159.) 

It seems that we should take this claim to express the view that we can 
to no degree provide a physical explanation of mental phenomena. Though 
Nagel is sometimes cautious about what we have by way of physical 
explanations of mental phenomena - at one place, for example, he denies 
only that the available reductive proposals "exhausts" the "analysis" of 
such phenomena (p. 160) - he for the most part expresses an unqualified 
despair on the matter. Thus, for example, he says that "no presently 
available conception gives us a clue" to how a physical theory could 
account for conscious mental phenomena, and that it remains "a mystery" 
how mental processes could be physical processes, (p. 165; my emphases.) 
This kind of despair is repeated in the more recent paper "Consciousness 
and objective reality". Nagel says here that we lack "even the outline" of a 
theory of the requested kind, and that "we know essentially nothing" about 
the place of mind in the natural order. Our knowledge about this is, he 
says, "entirely empirical and ad hoc, not theoretical", (p. 63.) 

It is further my impression that Nagel should be read as saying that the 
obstacles to coming up with a physical explanation of conscious mental 
phenomena are logical obstacles, in the sense of'l ogical' explained in 2.1. 
That is to read him as saying that given our presently available concepts of 
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physical explanation and conscious mental phenomenon, nothing could 
count as making the sentence 'there is a physical explanation of some 
conscious mental phenomenon' true. The formulation t hat we have "no 
conception" of what the explanation in question would be is naturally read 
in this way, I think. The interpretation is to some degree confirmed by 
Nagel's claim, further into the paper, that "it would be a mistake to 
conclude that physicalism must be false. ... It would be truer to say that 
physicalism is a position we cannot understand because we do not at 
present have any conception of how it might be true."35 (p. 165.) But 
nothing in the discussion below will rest on this particular aspect of my 
reading. 

It is debatable whether Nagel wishes to claim that all, or only some, 
mental phenomena are beyond the scope of physical explanation. While he 
sometimes - as in the claim quoted above - talks about "mental phenom
ena" in general, he talks in other passages about "conscious mental 
phenomena", and "conscious mental states". It is also debatable what 
implications Nagel's argument actually has, regardless of what implica
tions Nagel himself takes it to have. I will, however, postpone the 
discussions of these issues until later. Until then, I shall talk about 
"conscious mental phenomena" and "conscious mental states", not trying 
to determine whether these phenomena or states exhaust the classes of 
mental phenomena or states, or make up only proper sub-sets of these 
classes, and if so, which sub-sets. 

As a first indication of why conscious mental phenomena cannot be 
physically explained, Nagel refers us, somewhat opaquely, to 

35 I do not know how Nagel would want to specify the idea, which he seems to make 
use of, of degrees of explainability. But being left with but a rough idea about this, I 
think one can still see that the two respects of despair about the possibility of explaining 
so-and-so which I have distinguished are different and independent of each other. Thus, 
it seems that two persons could agree that so-and-so can be to no degree explained 
while disagreeing with respect to the nature of the obstacle to this explanation. While 
one might think that the obstacle is technological, say, the other might think that it is 
logical. Again, it seems that two persons could agree that there are logical obstacles to 
explaining so-and-so while disagreeing with respect to the degree to which so-and-so is 
beyond the scope of explanation. While one person might think that it is logically 
impossible to provide a "full" explanation of so-and-so, but possible to explain so-and-
so to some degree (something like this seems to be McGinn's position on the 
explainability of intentional directedness, as we shall see below), another person might 
think that it is logically impossible to explain so-and-so even to some degree. 
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"consciousness". "Consciousness", he says, "is what makes the mind-body 
problem really intractable", (p. 159.) And again: 

Without consciousness the mind-body problem would be much less interesting. 
With consciousness it seems hopeless. The most important and characteristic 
feature of conscious mental phenomena is very poorly understood. Most 
reductionist theories do not even try to explain it. And careful examination will 
show that no currently available concept or reduction is applicable to it. (p. 
159.) 

I think there is reason to submit this passage to a somewhat deflationary 
reading. One could take the suggestion that consciousness is "a feature" of 
conscious mental phenomena just to emphasise that conscious mental 
phenomena are conscious, apart from being mental and being phenomena. 
Similarly, one could understand this initial diagnosis of the mind-body 
problem to state that conscious mental phenomena cannot be physically 
explained because they are conscious, and not, say, because they are 
phenomena. It would be difficult, I think, to defend a more substantial 
interpretation of the passage than this one. Nagel does not pursue this 
diagnosis, couched in terms of 'consciousness', further. After the above 
quoted declaration, the term 'consciousness' is used, so far as I have seen, 
only on one further occasion. Already in the ensuing paragraph, it has been 
dropped in favour of the terms 'conscious experience' and 'experience'. 

There is, however, one effect of introducing and relating these different 
terms - 'conscious mental phenomena', 'conscious mental state', 'con
sciousness', 'conscious experience', 'experience'. From this passage and 
onwards, Nagel moves between claims that so-and-so is true of 
"experience" (o r the having of experience) and that so-and-so is true of 
"conscious mental states" (or being in conscious mental states), and that 
so-and-so is true of "conscious mental phenomena" without justifying, or 
even announcing, the transitions. Presenting his views, I will follow this 
practise. 

After the initial diagnosis, Nagel goes on to clarify what it is to have an 
experience, or to be in a conscious mental state. He says that there is 
something "it is like" to have an experience, or to be in a conscious mental 
state, and that experiences and conscious mental states thus have a 
"subjective character". 
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[T]he fact that an organism has conscious experience at all means, basically, 
that there is something it is like to be that organism. There may be further 
implications about the form of the experience; there may even (though I doubt 
it) be implications about the behavior of the organism. But fundamentally an 
organism has conscious mental states if and only if there is something it is like 
to be that organism - something it is like for the organism.... We may call this 
the subjective character of experience, (p. 160.) 

Next, Nagel tells us that it is their subjective character which obstructs a 
physical account of conscious mental states, or experiences. The subjective 
character cannot be "captured", he says, by such a theory, (p. 160) 

Nagel summarises the introductory passages in the following words. 

If physicalism is to be defended, the phenomenological features must them
selves be given a physical account. But when we examine their subjective 
character it seems that such a result is impossible. The reason is that every 
subjective phenomenon is essentially connected with a single point of view, 
and it seems inevitable that an objective, physical theory will abandon that 
point of view. (p. 160.) 

With the entry of'phenomenological features' and 'subjective phenome
non', Nagel here further enriches the terminology of the paper. I am 
assuming that subjective phenomena are those phenomena which have a 
subjective character, and that hence conscious mental states, and experi
ences, are subjective phenomena. I am also assuming that the phenome
nological features mentioned in the passage are features of conscious 
mental phenomena. This seems justified in view of the fact that it is the 
physical unaccountability of, precisely, conscious mental phenomena that 
Nagel has set out to demonstrate. 

Thus understood, the summary repeats the previously made claim that 
conscious mental phenomena cannot be given a physical account. I t also 
repeats the claim that it is the subjective character of such phenomena 
which obstructs a physical explanation of them. Finally, it gives some 
articulation to this claim. Phenomena with subjective character are said to 
be "connected with a single point of view" which a physical, or 
"objective", theory must "abandon". 

It seems to me that in these introductory passages, what Nagel has done 
is to introduce a claim, and outline an argument supporting this claim. The 
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claim, which has been given various formulations, seems to be that we 
cannot, to any degree, provide a physical explanation of conscious mental 
states or phenomena. I shall abbreviate it thus: 

(C): Conscious mental phenomena cannot be physically explained. 

In support of this claim, Nagel has, to begin with, characterised 
conscious mental states or phenomena. He has said that when an agent is in 
a conscious mental state, there is something that "it is like" to be that 
agent; that conscious mental phenomena have a "subjective character"; that 
they have "phenomenological features"; and that they are "essentially 
connected with a single point of view". 

The swiftness with which Nagel moves between these formulations 
suggests that they are supposed to express one single claim. This claim 
can, I propose, be rendered thus: 

(PI): Each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the object 
of an apprehension. 

And here I use 'apprehension' in the broad sense which I explained in 
section 2.5. To say that a phenomenon is the object of a n "apprehension", 
in this sense, is to say that the phenomenon in some commonly recognised 
sense "shows itself' to a subject, or "reaches a subject's consciousness", or 
is "witnessed" by a subject. 

Here are the reasons for projecting (PI) onto Nagel's paper. To begin 
with, all the various formulations given by Nagel can, I think, be read as 
expressing the claim that each conscious mental phenomenon essentially 
engages some apprehension on part of a subject. And it is not easy to see 
what other claim they could all be taken to express. Moreover, at least one 
of the formulations - viz. that conscious mental phenomena have 
"phenomenological features" - positively suggests t hat the object of this 
apprehension is the conscious mental phenomenon itself. T his suggestion 
recurs in other passages of Nagel's as well. For example, Nagel says, later 
in the paper: "It is difficult to understand what could be meant by the 
objective character of an experience, apart from the particular point of 
view from which its subject apprehends it". (p. 163; last emphasis added.) 
Again, in the paper "Subjective and objective", Nagel talks about 
"subjective phenomena" and their "subjectivity - the fact that each is 
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essentially an appearance to someone". (1979, p. 207.) And it seems, 
finally, that the remaining formulations, in terms of 'subjective character1, 
and something that 'it is like1, and 'single point of view1, are at least 
compatible with this claim, that conscious mental phenomena are 
themselves the objects of the apprehensions which they engage. 

Nagel has not, in his introductory passages, said very much to clarify 
why this alleged fact, that each conscious mental phenomenon i s essen
tially the object of an apprehension, should obstruct a physical explanation 
of such phenomena. He has stated that physical theory cannot "capture" the 
subjective character of conscious mental phenomena, and that it must 
"abandon" the single point of view with which they are connected. It has 
been indicated that this is because physical theory is in some sense 
"objective". 

In addition to (PI), Nagel has then, adduced some not very articulated 
premise of the following kind in support of his claim (C). 

(P2): Physical theory, because it is "objective", must "abandon" the 
apprehensions of conscious mental phenomena. 

With this attempt at clarifying the introductory passages of "What is it 
like to be a bat?", I now turn to consider the body of the paper. 

The body of the paper and its two lines of argument 
Throughout the paper, Nagel leaves the impression that he is pursuing one 
single argument for the claim that conscious mental phenomena cannot be 
physically explained. We have seen, to mention one example, that he talks 
about "the reason" - in singular - why subjective phenomena cannot be 
physically explained. 

On a closer look, however, it seems that Nagel's paper is not without 
reservation a single-argument paper. When Nagel, in the body of the paper, 
elaborates the argument which has been outlined in the introduction, one 
finds two very different lines of argument being pursued. One finds Nagel 
emphasising (a) that each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the 
object of an apprehension which is species-specific, and must therefore be 
"abandoned" by physical theory. Further, one finds him emphasising (b) 
that each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the object of an 
apprehension which is exclusive, in the sense defined in section 3.1, and 
that this obstructs a scientific study of conscious mental phenomena. 
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I will try to show how these two elaborations of the argument appear in 
the text. I then discuss possible ways of interpreting Nagel in view of the 
two lines of argument. 

(a) The claim that each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the 
object of an apprehension which is species-specific, is illustrated in a long 
reflection over the experiences of bats, where the focus is on the experi
ences that bats have when they perceive the world through their sonar. 
Nagel says that "bat sonar, though clearly a form of perception, is not 
similar in its operation to any sense that we possess, and there is no reason 
to suppose that it is subjectively like anything we can experience or 
imagine". This in turn, he says, creates difficulties for "the notion of what 
it is like to be a bat". Though we can, according to Nagel, know that there 
is something it is like to be a bat, he argues that we cannot form "more 
than a schematic conception" of what it is like. The experiences of a bat 
"have in each case a specific subjective character, which it is beyond our 
ability to conceive", (p. 161.) 

The example is intended to support the general claim that if two agents 
are radically different from each other, they must fail to conceive of what it 
is like to have each others' experiences. Just as we fail to conceive of what 
it is like to be a bat, so Martians, for example, o r "any extraterrestrial 
beings totally different from us", would fail to conceive of what it is like to 
be us. (p. 162, 167.) 

Again Nagel makes use of a multitude of formulations to express this 
point. As already quoted, he says that we cannot "conceive" of, or cannot 
"imagine", what it is like to have the experiences of a radically different 
agent. He also says that we cannot "comprehend", or cannot "understand", 
such facts, and that we cannot understand them "in the first person"; and 
further that facts of experience are "accessible" only from one point of 
view, and that if two agents are radically different they must fail t o "take 
up", or "adopt", each others' point of view. (p. 162-3.) 

Nagel goes on to argue that because experiences make up such species-
specific appearances to their subjects, they cannot be physically explained. 

This bears directly on the mind-body problem. For if the facts of experience -
facts about what it is like for the experiencing organism - are accessible only 
from one point of view, then it is a mystery how the true character of experi
ences could be revealed in the physical operation of that organism. The latter is 
a domain of objective facts par excellence - the kind that can be observed and 
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understood from many points of view and by individuals with differing percep
tual systems, (p. 163.) 

In such passages, Nagel appears, then, to adduce the following, 
elaborated version of (PI) in support of his claim that conscious mental 
phenomena cannot be physically explained. 

(PI): Each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the object 
of an apprehension, 

(a) which is species-specific. 

And to say that an apprehension of a conscious mental phenomenon P is 
species-specific is, it seems, to make a vague claim that to the extent that 
an agent B can understand "in the first person" what it is like for an agent A 
to apprehend P, to that extent A and B are agents of similar types. 

It should be noticed that, rendering Nagel's reasoning in the above way, 
one should presumably employ some implicit understanding of which type 
of apprehension we are talking about. When an agent A on a given 
occasion apprehends an experience of his, the token apprehension he then 
has belongs to many different types. And it does not seem that Nagel has 
illustrated that all of these types are species-specific. For example, when A 
apprehends an experience of his, then the predicate 'has an apprehension of 
something1 can be ascribed to him. But it does not seem that Nagel has 
illustrated that the type of apprehension ascribed by this predicate is 
species-specific. So far as Nagel's illustration goes, it may well be possible 
for an agent very different from A to understand "in the first person" what 
it is like to apprehend something. What Nagel tries to illustrate is, it seems, 
specifically that the type of apprehension ascribed by 'has an apprehension 
of A's experience' is species-specific. 

Pursuing this line of argument, Nagel exploits a view of physical theory 
which he outlines somewhat more in other passages and in other writings. 
According to Nagel, physical theory describes things as they are "in 
themselves", independently of the appearances they present for agents of 
certain species. But this also means, on Nagel's account, that physical 
theory accomplishes a description of things which can be understood from 
many different types of point of view. Creatures with very different 
endowments for learning about the world could, by abstracting from their 
species-specific contributions to their respective world-views, come to 
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agree on a physical, or objective, description of it. The view is abbreviated 
in the last quote above where Nagel says that physical or objective facts 
"can be observed and understood from many points of view and by 
individuals with differing perceptual systems". (See also p. 164, and Nagel 
1986, p. 14-5.) 

Given this view of physical theory, and (PI) elaborated along (a), Nagel 
finds reason to conclude that conscious mental phenomena cannot be 
physically explained. By (PI) elaborated along (a), each conscious mental 
phenomenon is essentially th e object of a species-specific apprehension. 
And since physical theory strives to describe the world, not as it is viewed 
from a particular type of point of view, but from any point of view, it 
follows, Nagel seems to claim, that conscious mental phenomena cannot 
be physically explained. 

I wish to emphasise that the outlined argument is claimed to be valid 
only given that each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the 
object of a species-specific apprehension. It is not claimed that conscious 
mental phenomena would be physically unexplain able had they been only 
universally, or occasionally, or potentially, thus apprehended. 

Indeed, it seems to be Nagel's view that, had conscious mental 
phenomena been only occasionally thus apprehended, that mere fact would 
not have obstructed a physical explanation of them. Though this is not 
explicitly stated by Nagel, it seems to follow from what he goes on to say 
after having argued that a physical theory must "abandon" t he species-
specific type of point of view with which conscious mental phenomena are 
connected. Nagel clarifies that his argument is not an argument against 
reductions in general. To illustrate this, he considers phenomena of "the 
external world", such as the rainbow, lightning and clouds. These 
phenomena too are witnessed by us, or show themselves to us, though, of 
course, not necessarily, or even universally, but only occasionally. And 
according to Nagel, agents sufficiently different from us could not 
understand what it is like for us to apprehend these phenomena: "A 
Martian scientist with no understanding of visual perception ... would 
never be able to understand the human concepts of rainbow, lightning, or 
cloud, or the place these things occupy in our phenomenal world", (p. 
163.) Nevertheless, Nagel maintains that we could reach a shared physical 
understanding with the Martian about these things. Though the Martian 
could not understand our concepts of rainbow, lightning, or cloud, or the 
place these things occupy in our phenomenal world, he "could understand 
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the rainbow, or lightning, or clouds as physical phenomena". This is 
because, Nagel explains, a phenomenon such as lightning has "an objective 
character that is not exhausted by its visual appearance, and this can be 
investigated by a Martian without vision", (p. 163.) From this, it seems one 
can infer that, had conscious mental phenomena been but occasionally 
apprehended, that mere fact would not have obstructed a physical 
explanation of them. That mere fact would have been compatible with 
conscious mental phenomena having an objective character which could be 
investigated by a radically different type of agent. 

With this, I turn to the second elaboration that Nagel provides of his 
argument for the claim that conscious mental phenomena cannot be 
physically explained. 

(b) In at least one passage, Nagel suggests that each conscious mental 
phenomenon is essentially the object of an apprehension which is, in 
addition to being species-specific, also exclusive, in the sense of 'exclu
sive' defined in 3.1. And it seems clear that this remark is supposed to 
support the claim that conscious mental phenomena cannot be physically 
explained. 

The passage I have in mind follows immediately upon a claim to the 
effect that experience differs from phenomena of the external world, such 
as lightning, in not having an "objective character". Nagel says: "It is 
difficult to understand what could be meant by the objective character of 
an experience, apart from the point of view from which its subject 
apprehends it", (p. 163.) He proceeds to conclude from this that experience 
cannot be "apprehended from many different points of view", a fact which, 
he indicates, obstructs a physical explanation of experience. 

But if experience does not have, in addition to its subjective character, an 
objective nature that can be apprehended from many different points of view, 
then how can it be supposed that a Martian investigating my brain might be 
observing physical processes which were my mental processes (as he might 
observe physical processes which were bolts of lightning), only from a differ
ent point of view? How, for that matter, could a human physiologist observe 
them from another point of view? (p. 164.) 

The argument continues in a footnote to the paragraph. 
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The problem is not just that when I look at the "Mona Lisa", my visual experi
ence has a certain quality, no trace of which is to be found by someone looking 
into my brain. For even if he did observe there a tiny image of the "Mona 
Lisa", he would have no reason to identify it with the experience, (p. 167.) 

Despite the mentioning of a Martian in th is passage, it is clear that the 
failure described here, to apprehend experience from "many different 
points of view", is a different failure than the one illustrated by the 
reflection on the experiences of bats. The failure described in the present 
passage is not the failure on the part of a type of agent to understand the 
experience of a different type of agent. What Nagel describes is, instead, a 
failure on part of a token agent to, as he variously says, "apprehend" or 
"observe" the experience of a different token agent. In fact, the invocation 
of a Martian - that is, a supposedly radically different type of agent - does 
expressly not contribute to the argument pursued in the present passage. 
Nagel himself emphasises that a human scientist could not, any more than 
a Martian, "observe" my mental processes by investigating my brain. 

How should we interpret this inevitable failure on the part of an agent 
other than me to "apprehend" or "observe" my experience? I think Nagel 
must be using 'apprehend' and 'observe' in somewhat extraordinary ways 
here. Ordinarily, we are often justified in saying that we "apprehend" or 
"observe" the experiences of another. I can say, for example, that I 
apprehend your anger, or observe your tension. And when Nagel says that 
one agent cannot "apprehend" or "observe" the experiences of another, I do 
not think he wants to deny the legitimacy of such claims. Such a denial 
would at least not be easy to combine with his announcement, in a 
previous passage, that he does not advert to "the alleged privacy of 
experience to its possessor": 

I am not adverting here to the alleged privacy of experience to its possessor. 
The point of view in question is not one accessible only to a single individual. 
Rather it is a type. It is often possible to take up a point of view other than one's 
own, so the comprehension of such facts is not limited to one's own case. There 
is a sense in which phenomenological facts are perfectly objective: one person 
can know or say of another what the quality of the other's experience is. 
(p. 163.) 
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If then, Nagel is prepared to admit that somebody other than me can, in 
some ordinary senses, "apprehend" and "observe" my experiences, what 
does he want to deny when he says that somebody other than me cannot 
"apprehend" or "observe" my experiences? Assuming that Nagel is 
consistent here, my only guess is that 'apprehend' and 'observe' here stand 
for the type of apprehension that I have of my experiences. What he then 
denies is that somebody other than me can apprehend my experiences in 
the way that I do. Even if somebody other than me looks in to my brain 
when I have a visual experience of t he "Mona Lisa", that person will n ot 
have the type of apprehension that I have of my experience. 

Nagel appears then, in the quoted passage, to adduce the following, 
elaborated version of (PI) in support of his claim tha t conscious mental 
states cannot be physically explained. 

(PI): Each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the object 
of an apprehension, 

(b) which is exclusive. 

Again, rendering Nagel's reasoning thus, one should presumably 
employ some implicit understanding of which type of experience we are 
talking about. It seems that Nagel, in the discussed passage, wants to 
illustrate specifically that the type of apprehension ascribed by 'has an 
apprehension of an experience of mine ' is exclusive. This is not the only 
type of apprehension which can be ascribed to me when I apprehend an 
experience of mine. For example, the predicate 'has an apprehension of an 
experience' can be ascribed to me in this situation. This predicate, 
however, does not ascribe an exclusive apprehension. Or, at least, Nagel 
seems not to have the ambition to show that it does. Again, the predicate 
'has an apprehension which belongs to me, of an experience of mine' can 
be ascribed to me when I apprehend an experience of mine. B ut it seems 
that Nagel does not, or not only, want to make the point that the type of 
experience ascribed by this predicate is exclusive. He seems to make the 
further point that, even if we remove from this predicate the explicit 
specification that the apprehension belongs to me in favour of an indeter
minate construction, then we still have a predicate which ascribes an 
exclusive apprehension. I have tried to bring out that this much seems to 
be expressed by the claim tha t experience cannot be "apprehended from 
many different points of view". 
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So far as I have been able to see, Nagel never articulates why he thinks 
(PI), thus elaborated, implies that conscious mental phenomena cannot be 
physically explained. Since he exploits it in his argument, however, he 
must assume that it does. I will briefly speculate about what might induce 
him to so think, and what he might be committed to insofar as he does. 

The only indication that I can derive from the passage is that Nagel is 
attracted to the view that conscious mental phenomena, because each such 
phenomenon is the object of an exclusive apprehension, are not intersub-
jectively available in the way required for a physical explanation of them 
to be possible. The formulation that "experience does not have, in addition 
to its subjective character, an objective character that can be apprehended 
from many points of view" could be taken to express this view. Insofar as 
Nagel is attracted to this view, I think he is committed to a rather strong 
requirement of intersubjective availability, not shared by all philosophers 
and scientists. As we have seen, Nagel explicitly declares that an agent 
other than me can "know or say" what the quality of my experience is. As 
a consequence, if conscious mental phenomena are not intersubjectively 
available in the way required for a physical explanation of them to be 
possible, that cannot, on Nagel's account, be because competent observers 
are precluded from documenting instances of them. That requirement of 
intersubjective availability is met by conscious mental phenomena, on 
Nagel's account. If conscious mental phenomena are not intersubjectively 
available in the way required for a physical explanation of them to be 
possible, that must instead be because there is in each case one observer 
who can document the occurrence of a conscious mental phenomenon in a 
way in which others cannot. It seems that not all thinkers have understood 
such exclusive access to a phenomenon as implying that the phenomenon 
is not intersubjectively available in the way required for a physical 
explanation of it to be possible.36 But I will not discuss whether such a 
strong requirement could be justified or not. Suffice it to notice that Nagel 
might well employ such a strong requirement, or at least be committed to 

36 Carnap is, arguably, one case in point here. As remarked in a footnote in section 1.1, 
Carnap, in "Psychology in physical language", seemed to accept the idea that one could 
"introspect one's own mind". But he maintained that the object of introspection was 
physical. This may be taken to mean that, according to Carnap, even if so-and-so 
presents an appearance for one observer which it cannot present to other observers, that 
does not constitute an obstacle to the inclusion of so-and-so in physical theory, so long 
as all competent observers can in one way or other document instances of so-and-so. 
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do so. For unless physical explanation requires intersubjective availability 
in this strong sense, it is not clear why the fact that each conscious mental 
phenomenon is apprehended by one subject in a way in which it cannot be 
apprehended by another subject, should obstruct or contribute to obstruct a 
physical explanation of such phenomena. 

With this, I turn to discuss possible ways of interpreting Nagel in view 
of the two lines of argument which appear in the paper. 

The two lines of argument and possible interpretations of Nagel 
In the face of the two lines of argument which appear in the paper, there 
are alternative ways in which Nagel can be understood. One could read 
him as hold ing that the two lines of argument independently of each other 
demonstrate that conscious mental phenomena cannot be physically 
explained. That would be to read him as holding that the following two are 
both valid arguments - and here I take (P2) to abbreviate whatever exactly 
is Nagel's view of physical theory. 

(PI), (a) 
(P2) 
Therefore (C). 

(PlX(b) 
(P2) 
Therefore (C). 

In opposition to this interpretation, one could read Nagel as holding that 
one of these arguments is valid, but not the other (although one would then 
have to provide some account of why both lines of argument appear in the 
text). Again, in opposition to both these interpretations, one could 
understand Nagel as holding that neither of the two arguments represented 
above are valid, but that only the following is. 

(Pl),(a),(b) 
(P2) 
Therefore (C). 

Given the lack of explicitness with which Nagel pursues different lines 
of argument, and given the unclarity regarding what (P2) abbreviates, I 
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cannot see that Nagel's texts provide sufficient information to settle 
controversies between these interpretations. In the following, I shall 
assume only what must be uncontested on any of them, namely this: 
whether or not Nagel holds that either or both of the first two arguments 
represented above are valid, he holds, at least, that the third is. 

Summary 
I have represented Nagel's claim with the sentence 'Conscious mental 
phenomena cannot be physically explained', and I have said the following 
in commenting on how this sentence should be understood. 

First, with the support from numerous passages of Nagel's, I have taken 
the claim to be that we can to no degree explain conscious mental 
phenomena in physical terms. 

Second, I have given some grounds for thinking that it is, according to 
Nagel, logically impossible to come up with a physical explanation of 
conscious mental phenomena. 

Third, I have postponed discussion of whether the conscious mental 
phenomena referred to in the sentence exhaust the class of mental 
phenomena, or make up only a proper sub-set of that class, and if so, 
which sub-set. 

Fourth, while Nagel provides several characterisations of conscious 
mental phenomena, he says less to clarify how 'physically explained' 
should be understood. But he indicates that a physical explanation consists 
in something like a description of the world as it is in itself, regardless of 
whether and how things appear for subjects, which in turn means that it 
can be understood from many different types of point of view. Presumably, 
a physical explanation requires, moreover, that the phenomena to be 
explained are intersubjectively available. And we saw that Nagel might 
subscribe to , or be committed to subscribe to, a rather strong version of 
this requirement. 

Justifying his claim, Nagel presents us with at least two different lines 
of argument. In the face of these, there are alternative ways in which Nagel 
could be understood. I have suggested that, whatever else Nagel might be 
taken to claim, we may at least assume that he thinks the following is a 
valid argument with true premises - and here I again take (P2) to abbrevi
ate whatever exactly is Nagel's view of physical theory. 
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(PI): Each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially t he object 
of an apprehension, which is (a) species-specific, and (b) exclusive. 
(P2): Physical theory, because it is "objective", must "abandon" the 
apprehensions of conscious mental phenomena. 
Therefore (C): Conscious mental phenomena cannot be physically 
explained. 

Like I have said, I will not try to evaluate Nagel's argument here. I am 
interested, instead, in taking up the postponed question of which phenom
ena are, if the argument is valid, beyond the scope of what Nagel calls 
'physical explanation'. In the next section, I present and defend a sugges
tion of my own on this issue. This case will later be used in critical 
discussions of McGinn and Chalmers. 

5.2 A suggestion regarding the implications of Nagel's argument 

It seems to me that if Nagel's argument is valid, then we have reason to 
believe that a somewhat wide range of psychological phenomena are 
beyond the scope of what Nagel calls 'physical explanation'. I will 
illustrate this by focusing on the fact that an agent is performing an 
occurrent psychological doing. I will try to show that this fact is, arguably, 
in each case apprehended in just the way that, by the argument, makes 
conscious mental phenomena physically unexplainable. I will also try to 
show that Nagel has said nothing which prompts a revision of this 
judgment. 

These claims go against what appears to be a rather wide-spread 
understanding of Nagel. It is often held both that Nagel's argument 
actually has more narrow implications than I will suggest that it has, and 
that Nagel makes this judgment. Specifically, it has been held that 
perceptual experiences and bodily sensations - and perhaps, in addition, 
the facts that an agent has a perceptual experience and that an agent has a 
bodily sensation - are the only phenomena which are, by the argument, 
beyond the scope of physical explanation. A somewhat more cautious 
version of this type of view is that these are the "paradigm" cases of 
phenomena which are, by the argument, beyond the scope of physical 
explanation. In this section, I will consider some claims that commentators 
have made about Nagel's judgments about the implications of his own 
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argument. In ensuing sections, I present and critically discuss some views 
which seem to diverge from mine, regarding what implications the 
argument actually has. 

I wish to make two preliminary notes before proceeding. The first 
concerns a limitation in my ambition in t his section. I will not attempt to 
make an indubitable case for the claim that the fact that an agent is doing 
so-and-so is, by Nagel's argument, beyond the scope of physical explana
tion. I will only try to show that there is some reason to thus understand 
the implications of the argument. This will suffice to later put some 
pressure on alternative ways of understanding these implications. 

The second note concerns the possibility of pursuing a line of argument 
which I shall not pursue in this chapter. One of the claims I shall make in 
this section is that facts may be, by Nagel's argument, beyond the scope of 
physical explanation. The note I wish to make is that my critical discus
sions later in the chapter might not stand or fall with this particular claim. 
One could possibly construe an argument to the effect that psychological 
doings (as opposed to the fact that an agent is performing a psychological 
doing) are, by Nagel's argument, beyond the scope of physical explanation. 
From the point of view of such an argument, one could, in turn, possibly 
make many of the critical points that I shall make below. But while this is 
a possible approach to the present issues, it is not the one I shall pursue 
here. 

With these notes, I turn to present my suggestion concerning the 
implications of Nagel's argument. 

Nagel's Principle, its interpretation and implications 
As we have seen in the previous section, Nagel does not always provide us 
with much detail regarding what he takes a physical theory to be. As a 
consequence, it is not always clear why such a theory cannot, on his 
account, "capture" the "subjective character" of conscious mental 
phenomena. 

But to determine which phenomena are, if the argument is valid, 
beyond the scope of physical explanation, we do not need to know why a 
physical theory cannot explain certain things. We need to know only the 
conditions under which something cannot be, on Nagel's account, 
physically explained. And it is comparatively clear what these conditions 
are. On Nagel's view, something cannot be physically explained if it is, in 
each instance, essentially the object of a certain type of apprehension. If 
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we call this type of apprehension an "N-apprehension', then we may 
describe the conditions under which something cannot be physically 
explained, by Nagel's account, thus: 

Nagel's Principle: 
If a type of phenomenon P is such that each instance of P is 
essentially the object of an N-apprehension, then P cannot be 
physically explained. 

As far as this formulation goes, I assume that nothing very controversial 
has been said. Potential controversy does not arise until one tries to state 
more precisely under what interpretation this principle describes the 
conditions under which something cannot, by Nagel's account, be 
physically explained. 

In the remainder of this section, I will make a case that this principle, in 
conjunction with some reasonable premises, implies the claim that the fact 
that an agent performs an occurrent psychological doing cannot be 
physically explained. Making this case, I will submit some claims about 
the interpretation of the above principle. The claims I then submit, I call 
'interpretations'. In addition to these interpretations, I will submit a few 
claims which I call 'premises'. When I later refer to Nagel's Principle, I 
shall take this principle to embody the interpretations submitted. And 
when I talk about "my argument" about what follows from this principle, I 
shall have in mind the argument consisting of the principle th us under
stood, the premises submitted, and the conclusion that the fact that an 
agent is performing an occurrent psychological doing cannot be physically 
explained. 

The interpretations and premises I will submit are the following. 
( 1 )  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n - .  'Phenomenon', as used in the principle, should be 

understood as referring to both facts and objects. 
(2) Premise: It is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, 

where this is an occurrent psychological doing, then he takes it NBE that 
he is doing so-and-so. (This should be recognised as The First-Person 
Thesis presented in chapter 2.) 

(3) Interpretation: If it is, in the sense employed in the premise (2), 
"logically necessary" that an agent who is doing so-and-so apprehends that 
he is doing so-and-so, then each instance of the fact that an agent is doing 
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so-and-so is "essentially" the object of an apprehension, in the sense of 
'essentially' which we should project on the principle. 

(4) Interpretation: It is sufficient for something to count as an "N-
apprehension" that it is a species-specific and exclusive apprehension (and 
in this last use of 'apprehension', the term is used in the broad sense 
explained in section 2.5). 

(5) Premise: To take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so, in the sense 
employed in the premise (2), is to have a species-specific and exclusive 
apprehension. This premise is a consequence of the following three 
premises which I will present and defend separately. 

(5a) Premise: To take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so, in the sense 
employed in the premise (2), is to have an apprehension in the broad sense 
explained in section 2.5. 

(5b) Premise (supported by a brief interpretative remark): This 
apprehension is species-specific. 

(5c) Premise (supported by a brief interpretative remark): This 
apprehension is exclusive. (This premise should be recognised as the 
implication of The Exclusiveness Thesis which I spelled out in section 
3.1.) 

(1) through (5) imply the claim that the fact that an agent is performing 
an occurrent psychological doing is, by Nagel's Principle, physically 
unexplainable. By (4) and (5), to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is 
to have an N-apprehension. By (2) and (3), each instance of the fact that an 
agent is doing so-and-so is essentially the object of this type of apprehen
sion. By (1), we can thereby say that each instance of the phenomenon type 
that an agent is doing so-and-so is essentially the object of this type of 
apprehension. And by Nagel's Principle, this is to say that this phenome
non type cannot be physically explained. 

I now turn to defend (1) through (5) by turns. 
(1) Interpretation-. 'Phenomenon', as used in the principle, should be 

understood as referring to both facts and objects. 
This interpretation can be supported on at least two different grounds. 
First, although Nagel for the most part conducts his discussion in terms 

of'states' and 'experiences', there is a long passage in which he discusses in 
terms of 'facts' - or the more specific 'phenomenological facts', or 'facts of 
experience'. The passage includes the latter half of the reflection over what 
it is like to be a bat, as well as the conclusion drawn from this reflection 
regarding the insolubility of the mind-body problem. Nagel talks here 
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about "facts ... whose exact nature we cannot possibly conceive", (p. 162.) 
And he says such things as: "Whatever may be the status of facts about 
what it is like to be a human being, or a bat, or a Martian, these appear to 
be facts that embody a particular point of view" (p. 162-3); and: 
"Reflection on what it is like to be a bat seems to lead us, therefore, to the 
conclusion that there are facts that do not consist in the truth of proposi
tions expressible in a human language", (p. 162.) 

This passage gives us reason to understand 'phenomenon', as it occurs 
in Nagel's text, in the broad sense proposed. To say that certain facts have 
been shown to "not consist in the truth of propositions expressible in 
human language" is presumably to say (at least) that these facts cannot be 
physically explained. And thus, the argument of the text appears to be not 
only that certain "objects" (such as experiences) are physically unexplain-
able because they are apprehended in a certain way, but also that certain 
facts (such as "facts of experience") are physically unexplainable because 
of how they are apprehended. 

Second, as I have tried to bring out in the previous section, what is 
appealed to by Nagel in his argument for the claim that conscious mental 
phenomena are beyond the scope of physical explanation, is that each such 
phenomenon is essentially the object of a species-specific and exclusive 
apprehension. This emphasis in the argument - on conscious mental 
phenomena being the objects of species-specific and exclusive apprehen
sions - provides further support for understanding 'phenomenon' as used in 
the principle to refer to both facts and objects. In view of this emphasis, it 
is reasonable to read the principle to say both (i) that if some type of object 
is such that each instance of it is essentially apprehended in a species-
specific and exclusive way, then it cannot be physically explained, and (ii) 
if some type of fact is such that each instance of it is essentially appre
hended in a species-specific and exclusive way, then it cannot be physi
cally explained. 

(2) Premise-. It is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, 
where this is an occurrent psychological doing, then he takes it NBE that 
he is doing so-and-so. 

This is The First-Person Thesis, presented in chapter 2. For its clarifi
cation I refer to that chapter. I have claimed for this thesis that there are at 
least no immediate counter-examples to it. 

(3) Interpretation: If it is, in the sense employed in the premise (2), 
"logically necessary" that an agent who is doing so-and-so apprehends that 
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he is doing so-and-so, then each instance of the fact that an agent is doing 
so-and-so is "essentially" the object of an apprehension, in the sense of 
'essentially' which we should project on the principle. 

Since it is not very clear what kind of necessity Nagel has in mind when 
he talks about the inescapable "subjectivity" of conscious mental phenom
ena, this interpretation is admittedly difficult to confirm conclusively. But 
if we weigh the pros and cons of it, then I think this interpretation comes 
out, on balance, supported. 

In opposition to the proposed interpretation, one might perhaps suspect 
something like this: (i) that the "essentiality" which Nagel talks about has 
to do with the nature of the world as opposed to the conditions under 
which we count things to be so-and-so. As a consequence, one might 
perhaps suspect (ii) that even if it is true out of "logical necessity", in the 
sense employed in the premise (2), that an agent who is doing so-and-so 
apprehends that he is doing so-and-so, this does not guarantee that each 
instance of the fact that an agent is doing so-and-so is "essentially" the 
object of an apprehension, in the sense of 'essentially' which we should 
project on the principle. 

Now, I am not quite sure I could understand either (i), or the drawing of 
(ii) on the basis of (i) here. But I will not debate these issues, because I do 
not see strong enough reason to hold anything like a suspicion formulated 
under (i) in the first place. 

As far as I can see, the one thing which could possibly support a 
suspicion such as the one formulated under (i) is, precisely, the occurrence 
of the words 'essentially' and 'essence' in Nagel's text. But the potential 
support for (i) provided by these occurrences is not very strong. I have 
found only three uses of'essentially' or 'essence' in the text. (p. 160, 161, 
164.) In one of them, Nagel says that "the essence o f the belief that bats 
have experiences is that there is something it is like to be a bat", (p. 161; 
emphasis added.) And that formulation does not seem to support the idea 
that the necessity with which each experience is the object of an appre
hension has to do with the nature of the world as opposed to the conditions 
under which we count things to be so-and-so. So, there seem to be two 
occurrences of 'essentially' or 'essence' which could possibly support a 
suspicion such as (i). 

The evidence constituted by these occurrences should, now, be weighed 
against other formulations which Nagel employs to describe the necessity 
which he has in mind. On this weighing, I think suspicion (i) comes out 
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unfounded. Thus Nagel says (as we have already seen) that the fact that an 
agent has conscious experience "means" that there is something that it is 
like to be that organism, and that it is difficult to "understand what could 
be meant" by the objective character of an experience, apart from the point 
of view from which its subject apprehends it. (p. 160, 163, emphases 
added.) Again, when he turns to discuss, in conclusion (p . 165-7), what 
moral should be drawn from the reflections presented, he repeatedly 
returns to the question how we could "understand", or develop a 
"conception" o f, or make "sense" of, how the mind relates to the brain. 
These formulations of Nagel's do not seem to express the view that the 
necessary connection between conscious mental phenomena and a point of 
view has to do with the nature of the world as opposed to the conditions 
under which we count things to be so-and-so. If anything, i t seems to me, 
the formulations express the opposite: the connection does not have to do 
with the nature of the world, at least not as opposed to the conditions under 
which we count things to be so-and-so. 

(4) Interpretation: It is sufficient for something to count as an "N-
apprehension" that it is a species-specific and exclusive apprehension (and 
in this last use of 'apprehension', the term is used in the broad sense 
explained in section 2.5).37 

I will try to show, by considering both (i) the examples that Nagel 
provides of the kind of apprehension essentially engaged by conscious 
mental phenomena, and (ii) what he says in abstractly characterising this 
apprehension, that there is no reason to think that some condition in 
addition to being a species-specific and exclusive apprehension must be 
satisfied for something to count as an "N-apprehension". It will, specifi
cally, prove important for the ensuing discussion in this chapter to make 
explicit that there is no condition on being an N-apprehension such that 
only apprehensions of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations count 
as apprehensions of this kind. (And I will do what I can to indicate that 

371 say that this is sufficient. Being both a species-specific and exclusive apprehension 
might not be necessary for something to count as an N-apprehension. As remarked in 
5.1, Nagel could be read as arguing that if a phenomenon P is such that each instance of 
P is essentially the object of an apprehension which is species-specific, then that is by 
itself enough for P to be physically unexplainable. Alternatively or complementarily, he 
could be read as arguing that if a phenomenon P is such that each instance of P is 
essentially the object of an apprehension which is exclusive, then that is by itself enough 
for P to be physically unexplainable 
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there seems to be no condition on being an N-apprehension which would 
single out apprehensions of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations 
as "paradigm" cases of this kind of apprehension. But this I can only try to 
indicate since I do not know exactly what it might mean to say that 
something is a "paradigm" case of an N-apprehension.) 

(i) I documented, in section 5.1, two of the examples which Nagel 
discusses in making his case that some phenomena are apprehended in 
such a way that they cannot be physically explained. The first example was 
the experience that a bat has when it perceives the world through its sonar; 
the second was a visual experience o f the "Mona Lisa". In addition to 
these, Nagel mentions, in passing, the "pain, fear, hunger and lust" of a bat. 
He says: 

[W]e believe that bats feel some versions of pain, fear, hunger and lust, and 
that they have other, more familiar types of perception besides sonar. But we 
believe that these experiences also have in each case a specific subjective char
acter, which it is beyond our ability to conceive, (p. 161.) 

I do not see that this rather limited stock of examples gives us any 
reason to think that there is some condition, in addition to being a species-
specific and exclusive apprehension, that something must satisfy to count 
as an N-apprehension. The stock of examples would, in fact, not give us 
any such reason even if we were to grant - for the sake of argument - that 
the phenomena mentioned all belong to some limited class; say, the class 
of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations. This is because the fact -
if it is or were one - that the phenomena in question belong to some 
limited such class is not appealed to by Nagel in the argument in which the 
examples feature. Instead, we have seen in 5.1 that he appeals, when he 
discusses the sonar experiences of a bat, to the alleged fact that a bat's 
apprehension of them is species-specific. We now see that he appeals to 
the same alleged fact when he discusses a bat's pain, fear, hunger and lust. 
And we have seen, again in 5.1, that he appeals, when he discusses an 
experience of the "Mona Lisa", to the alleged fact that a subject's appre
hension of this experience is exclusive. That is to say, the examples are, as 
far as one can see, claimed to illustrate precisely that apprehensions which 
are species-specific and exclusive respectively, are difficult to handle from 
the point of view of physical theory. And so, the examples give us no 
reason to impose any condition in addition to being a species-specific and 
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exclusive apprehension that something must satisfy to count as an N-
apprehension. 

(ii) In 5.1, I listed a number of the formulations that Nagel uses to 
express the view that each conscious mental phenomenon is essentially the 
object of an apprehension. In addition to the formulation that I have used 
most frequently - that conscious mental phenomena are "apprehended", he 
says that there is something "it is like" to be in a conscious mental state; 
that conscious mental phenomena have a "subjective character"; that they 
have "phenomenological features"; that they are "connected with a single 
point of view"; and that they are "appearances to someone". 

Again, I do not see that this stock of characterisations gives us any 
reason to think that there is some condition, in addition to being a species-
specific and exclusive apprehension, that something must satisfy to count 
as an N-apprehension. It should be emphasised, in particular, that it does 
not give us reason to impose any condition to the effect that such an 
apprehension must be of perceptual experiences or bodily sensations. As 
far as I can see, there is only one of these formulations which could 
possibly be used to make such a case. It is the formulation in terms of 
"phenomenological features". This is, however, far from Nagel's preferred 
phrase to characterise the fact that conscious mental phenomena are 
essentially apprehended, and its sporadic appearance could not bear the 
burden of justifying any special reading of Nagel's Principle. The 
appearance of this phrase could, at most, be taken to indicate that Nagel 
himself thinks his argument, though formulated in general terms, has only 
limited particular implications - an issue which I will discuss later in this 
section. 

The characterisation in terms of 'what it is like' - which is one of 
Nagel's preferred formulations to describe the apprehension he has in mind 
- deserves special mention in this context. Some philosophers seem indeed 
to find it most natural to use this phrase in the context of describing 
qualities of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations. Nelkin, to 
mention one example, appears to express such an inclination when he 
proposes that "phenomenal states" such as feeling hot water and experienc
ing a red after-image "best exemplify Nagel's slogan about consciousness: 
to be conscious is for there to be something it is like to be in that state", (p. 
225.) I do not know why Nelkin thinks so. To describe "what it is like" to 
feel hot water in terms of the sensation of heat is one, but only one, 
familiar use of the phrase in question. Ordinarily, the phrase is emphati
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cally not used only in the context of describing qualities of perceptual 
experiences and bodily sensations. We can describe, or discuss, or wonder, 
"what it is like" to be rich, or "what it is like" to be tall, or "what it is like" 
to run a marathon, or "what it is like" to be young in the 90's. And when 
we do so, we are normally not looking to describe - at least not exclusively 
- qualities of perceptual experiences or bodily sensations. Describing what 
it is like to be rich, for example, one may say things about one's "sense of 
being in control of one's situation"; one's "feeling comparatively secure 
about one's future"; one's "being suspicious of being taken advantage of "; 
and so on. And I do not see any convincing reason to read the phrase, as 
used by Nagel, to have a more restricted application than it ordinarily has. 
The one thing that Nagel tells us about its meaning does not give us any 
reason to think so. He tells us, in a footnote, that the phrase means 'how it 
is for the subject himself, as opposed to 'what (in our experience) it 
resembles', (p. 167.) 

I conclude that neither (i) the examples that Nagel provides of the kind 
of apprehension essentially engaged by conscious mental phenomena, nor 
(ii) what he says in abstractly characterising this apprehension, gives us 
reason to think that some condition in addition to being a species-specific 
and exclusive apprehension must be satisfied for som ething to count as an 
"N-apprehension". 

(5a) Premise: To take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so, in the sense 
employed in the premise (2), is to have an apprehension in the broad sense 
explained in section 2.5. 

For illustration of this premise, I refer the reader to section 2.5. 
(5b) Premise (supported by a brief interpretative remark): This 

apprehension is species-specific. 
Here is the brief interpretative remark supporting this premise. As 

documented in 5.1, Nagel uses various formulations to express the point 
that each conscious mental phenomenon is the object of an apprehension 
which is species-specific. He says that we cannot "conceive" of, or cannot 
"imagine", what it is like to have the experiences of a radically different 
agent. He also says that we cannot "comprehend", or cannot "understand", 
such facts, and that we cannot understand them "in the first person". 
Further, he says that facts of experience are "accessible" only from one 
point of view, and that if two agents are radically different they must fail to 
"take up", or "adopt", each others' point of view. I shall assume that Nagel 
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uses these expressions in some ordinary, non-technical way. The support 
for this assumption is, simply, that Nagel says nothing to the contrary. 

Given this interpretation, it seems not too controversial to claim that the 
apprehension which an agent has when he takes it NBE that he is doing so-
and-so is a species-specific one.38 This is not too controversial, because it 
seems to be true of a very wide range of apprehensions that they co uld be 
understood only by a limited group of agents. Not only is this true of our 
apprehensions of rainbows, lightning and clouds, and perhaps of a bat's 
apprehension of its own experience. It is also, I suspect, true of many or all 
of our apprehensions of, say, mail-boxes, tables, carpets, and roads.39 

I will, however, be content with trying to show that the apprehension 
which an agent has when he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so is a 
species-specific one. I do not think we have to stretch the imagination 
terribly far to picture an agent who would fail, in some familiar sense, to 
"conceive" of this apprehension, or "understand it in the first person", or 
"adopt the point of view" from which it is had.40 

We may imagine, for example, a society in which predications such as 
'searches for a flower' and 'adds two numbers' are used in situations 
resembling the situations in which we use them, but not used quite in the 
way that we use them. We may imagine that members of this society show 
no signs of holding themselves and each other accountable and responsible 

38 I allow myself here, as I have remarked that we should do when reading Nagel, to 
employ an implicit understanding of which type of apprehension we are talking about. 
When an agent A, on a given occasion, takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so, the 
token apprehension he thereby has belongs to many different types. When I say that this 
apprehension is species-specific, I have in mind, specifically, the type of apprehension 
ascribed by 'takes it NBE that A is doing so-and-so'. (Cf. section 5.1.) 
39 I am inclined, indeed, to think that every apprehension we have is such that only 
agents sufficiently similar to us could understand them. But this claim might be 
somewhat controversial, at least under some specification of it, in view of Nagel's 
position that phenomena recognised by an ideal physical theory are viewed in the same 
way from anywhere. And it is not important for me to defend such a general claim. 

It should be appreciated, though, that to claim that all or a wide range of apprehen
sions are thus species-specific, is not by itself to say that Nagel's argument has certain 
implications. As I emphasised in 5.1, Nagel argues that a phenomenon is beyond the 
scope of physical explanation if each instance of it is essentially the object of a certain 
type of apprehension. He does not argue that a phenomenon is beyond the scope of 
physical explanation if it is only universally, or occasionally, or potentially, appre
hended in this way. 
40 The ensuing illustrations are in part influenced by Stroud 1966, and more indirectly 
by Wittgenstein 1978. 
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for their behaviour in the ways that we do. Thus, if a member of this 
society had just picked up a flower, and we asked him whether he had 
searched for a flower or picked one up by chance, he might reply that he 
had no clue, and that the question required inquiry, where such inquiry 
might involve asking oracles, interpreting signs in nature, or asking some 
other member of the society who had authority on these matters. Alterna
tively, he might reply that he did indeed "search for the flower", but that he 
knew that this was so only because he had already conducted the required 
inquiry. We may imagine similar answers to be given if we asked an agent 
whether he, in coming up with what is in fact the sum of two numbers, had 
added the numbers, or performed some other mathematical operation on 
them, or perhaps had been just struck by the number. When pushed to 
defend their practise, the members of the society might explain that they 
were after all but the loci o f the execution of actions, and that responsi
bility and accountability for the actions lie elsewhere - somewhat as we 
regard our hands as executing actions the responsibility and accountability 
for which lie elsewhere, perhaps. For this reason, they may explain, they 
have to interpret the real locus of agency to know whether they are , on a 
given occasion, "searching" or doing something else. 

Or consider a society the members of which seem to regularly reach the 
results of the operation quus (described in section 4.3) in situations where 
we would find it natural to apply the operation plus, using, we may 
suppose, the terms - 'plus', 'adding', 'sum', 'compute', 'number', and so on -
which we use in the context of applying the operation plus. Thus for 
example, if we asked these agents how many objects there would be on a 
table if, first, two objects were placed on it, and then two more, they would 
say 'four'. But when asked how many objects there would be on the table 
if, first, 68 objects were placed on it and then 57 more, they would say 
'five'. We may imagine the agents defending this practise, and accepting 
the consequences of it, even in the face of indefinitely many challenges to 
it. This can of course be concretely envisaged in various ways. We might 
imagine, for example, that the agents agreed with us when we said, "By 
placing first 68 objects on a table and then another 57, we have added 57 
objects to 68 objects", and also assented to the practical demonstration of 
what thus adding 57 objects to 68 objects amounts to, but nevertheless 
maintain their verdict - 'five' - when asked how many objects there are on 
the table onto which we have assembled what we judge to be 125 objects. 
If we now pointed to another table where we judge that there are five 
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objects, and asked, "Is there an equal number o f objects on that table as 
there is on the table with 68 plus 57 objects?", the agents may say 'yes'. 
Pushed to defend their practise, the agents would perhaps patiently tell us, 
pointing to the table where we judge that there are 125 objects: 'Since this 
bunch was produced by adding a large amount of objects to an already 
large amount, then, patently, the total amount of objects is five'. Consis
tently with this, they might in general refuse to do what they call 'estimate 
amounts', unless told how they are supposed to think of them. They may, 
here again, patiently tell us: 'As should be obvious, if I am supposed to 
think of this amount as a sum, there will be one answer to your question -
that answer may in turn depend on which particular sum I am supposed to 
think of - while if I am supposed to think of i t differently, there will be a 
different answer to your question'. 

We might become convinced, I think, that practises such as the ones 
described above are reasonable given the abilities and interests of the 
agents engaging in them. That is to say, we might become convinced that 
the agents are not simply to be dismissed as so utterly confused that the 
idea of understanding them, and what it is like to be them, could make no 
sense at all. Signs that a community flourishes with respect to individual 
and social harmony as well as material welfare, may be enough to so 
convince us. 

But while feeling that the idea of understanding them makes sense, it 
seems we may nevertheless reach a point where we feel that we could not 
understand what it is like to engage in the above described practises. It is 
difficult to understand what it may be like to be the agent who takes 
himself to do what he calls 'searching' only on the basis of what some 
authority on action has told him. His concept of searching is evidently not 
the one we are familiar with. And to learn his concept, and thus to 
understand what it is to apply it to oneself and others, i t seems we would 
have to "adopt the point of view" of an agent who does not regard himself 
as a locus of action, something that is difficult or impossible for us to 
accomplish. As difficult as this is for us, we may presume that it is difficult 
for this kind of agent to understand what it is like to be us when we take it 
NBE that we are doing what we call 'searching'. To understand what it is 
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like to have the assurance of sufficient and saturated ju stification41 when 
taking it NBE that one is searching, it seems he would have to adopt the 
point of view of an agent who conceives of himself as accountable and 
responsible for his actions. And this may be beyond his powers. 

Again, it is difficult to understand what it is like for those agents who 
arrive at the result called by them 'five' in situations where we would add 
57 and 68. To be sure, we do understand the definition of the operation 
quus, and so in a sense understand the hypothesis that they apply, and take 
themselves to apply, this operation. However, when tracing the implica
tions of applying this operation, it seems that our sense of understanding 
these agents inevitably will gradually fade. When the agents tell us that 
there is what they call an 'equal number' of objects on two tables where we 
judge that there are 125 and 5 objects respectively, and when they explain 
that in general what they call 'amounts of objects' differ if they are 
supposed to think of them as what they call 'sums' or i f they are supposed 
to think of them differently, the resemblance between our operation plus 
and their operation quus starts to look very superficial. It seems one must 
doubt whether quus is at all an operation on numbers, in any sense of 
'number' that we are familiar with, and if it is can be used to estimate 
amounts, in any sense of 'estimate amount' which we are familiar with. 
Doubting all that, it seems we do not really understand what the agents in 
question are doing, or apprehend that they are doing, when they are 
computing 57 and 68. And once more, it seems clear that these agents 
might to a corresponding degree have difficulties in understanding what it 
is like to be us when we add, and take ourselves to add. 

These examples show, I think, that the apprehension which an agent has 
when he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so is an apprehension which 
could be understood "in the first person" only by a limited group of agents. 

Before closing the discussion of this premise, I wish to consider 
whether there may be reason to qualify t he premise in a way of potential 
consequence for the present topic. I wish to consider whether there is 
reason to make the following qualification: Even if it is true of a wide 
range of apprehensions that they are incomprehensible "in the first person" 
across different groups of agents, this is still true to a different degree of 

41 See section 3.2 for definitions of these terms, as well as for a presentation of the case 
for holding that one has the justification in question when taking it NBE that one is 
searching for a flower. 
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apprehensions of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations than it is of 
other apprehensions; apprehensions of perceptual experiences and bodily 
sensations are, that is to say, in general more incomprehensible "in the first 
person" across different groups of agents than are othe r apprehensions. A 
potential consequence of making this qualification might be that percep
tual experiences and bodily sensations do, after all, "best exemplify" the 
(species-specific) kind of apprehension that Nagel is concerned to identify. 

I cannot see that there is reason to make this qualification however. It 
seems plausible, to be sure, that difficulties in understanding the appre
hensions of other agents may come in different degrees. This is what Nagel 
thinks too, and often emphasises. (See, e.g., 1980, p. 163.) But what could 
convince us that apprehensions of perceptual experiences and bodily 
sensations are quite generally more difficult to understand across species 
than are other apprehensions? Take the agents, described above, who seem 
to regularly reach the results of the operation quus in situations where we 
would find it natural to apply to operation plus. Compare one of them with 
one of our human fellows who have (let us imagine), with the help of new 
technology, been equipped with a sonar sense to compensate for his lack of 
vision. There are obvious difficulties in "adopting the point of view" of 
both of them, or of "understanding in the first person" their apprehensions. 
But I do not see what could justify the claim that the difficulties must be 
greater in the latter case than in the former. Neither does there seem to be 
any reason to think that a physical theory could any more explain what we 
do not understand "in the first person" about the former than it could 
explain what we do not thus understand in the case of the latter. Learning 
about the neurophysiological or functional constitution of the t wo agents, 
it does not seem that the puzzles about the agent reaching quus results 
dissolve while the puzzles about the agent equipped with a sonar remain. 

I conclude then, that the apprehension which an agent has when he 
takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so is a species-specific on e. This 
apprehension could be understood only by a limited group of subjects. 
Furthermore, it may well be incomprehensible across species to the same 
degree that an apprehension of a perceptual experience or a bodily 
sensation is. 

(5c) Premise (supported by a brief interpretative remark): The appre
hension which an agent has when he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-
so is exclusive. 
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Here is the brief interpretative remark supporting this premise. If an 
apprehension is logically exclusive, in the sense defined in section 3.1, 
then it satisfies any condition on being an exclusive apprehension which 
can be extracted from Nagel. Had Nagel had a stronger exclusiveness than 
this in mind, he could have been expected to make this explicit. But he 
does not. In the passage where he describes that each conscious mental 
phenomenon is the object of an apprehension which is exclusive, h e says, 
to repeat, only things such as: 

[W]hen I look at the "Mona Lisa", my visual experience has a certain quality 
no trace of which can be found by someone looking into my brain. For even if 
he did observe there a tiny image of the "Mona Lisa", he would have no reason 
to identify it with the experience, (p. 167.) 

It may be reasonable to read this as expressing the view that nobody would 
under any circumstances count as what Nagel in this context variously 
calls 'apprehending' and 'observing' my visual experience. But I can detect 
no reason to understand the alleged impossibility of somebody else 
"apprehending" or "observing" my visual experience to be of a stronger 
kind than that. 

Given this interpretation, the present premise has been supported in 
chapter 3. It was argued there that the apprehension which an agent has 
when he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so is logically exclusive.42 

This concludes my argument for the claim that the fact that an agent is 
doing so-and-so cannot, by Nagel's Principle, be physically explained. I 
now turn to consider whether anything that Nagel says about the implica
tions of his argument provides reason to revise this claim. 

My reason for inquiring into this is that, while Nagel cannot be 
regarded an infallible authority on which phenomena are, if his argument 

42 Here again, I allow myself, as I have remarked that we should do when reading 
Nagel, to employ an implicit understanding of which type of apprehension we are 
talking about. When an agent A ta kes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so, the token 
apprehension he thereby has belongs to many different types. The type I have in mind 
which is exclusive is, specifically, the type ascribed by 'takes it NBE and with two-fold 
epistemic justification that A is doing so-and-so'. I tried to show in chapter 3 that it is 
logically necessary that if an agent takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so, then he has 
the apprehension ascribed by this predicate. (Cf. sections 5.1 and 3.1, and the analogous 
footnote to the discussion of premise (5b) above). 
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is valid, beyond the scope of physical explanation, his opinions must be 
considered relevant if one tries to determine which these phenomena are. 
He cannot be regarded an infallible authority because the argument may 
have particular consequences he has not thought of, and because he may 
assume that it has certain consequences which it turns out on closer 
inspection not to have. But his opinions must be considered relevant if one 
tries to determine what the implications of the argument are. For if there is 
too much discrepancy between the implications of an interpretation of 
Nagel's argument, and what implications Nagel takes his argument to have, 
this may motivate a reconsideration of the interpretation in question. I wish 
to consider whether that is so in the present case. 

Nagel on the implications of his argument 
Nagel sends somewhat diverging messages on which phenomena he thinks 
are beyond the scope of physical explanation. In view of the messages he 
sends, I think one can safely say, at the very least, that he has not sent any 
clear message that he would disagree with the claims I have made about 
which phenomena are, if his argument is valid, beyond the scope of 
physical explanation. In fact, there are a number of passages which suggest 
that he would positively agree with my claims. 

Thus for example, we saw that he opens "What is it like to be a bat?" 
with the quite general claim that "we have at present no conception of what 
an explanation of the physical nature of a mental phenomenon would be", 
(p. 159; emphasis added.) The same or a similar message is given further 
into the paper, where Nagel says: "We appear to be faced with a general 
difficulty about psychophysical reduction", (p. 164; emphases added.) 
Now, one may with some plausibility assume that Nagel would regard the 
fact that an agent is performing what I have called an 'occurrent psycho
logical doing' as a "mental" or "psychological" phenomenon. And if so, 
these passages suggest that he would accept the claim that this fact is 
"essentially connected with a single point of view" and therefore beyond 
the scope of physical explanation. 

A somewhat less general claim, but yet relevant to our concerns, occurs 
in The View from Nowhere. Here Nagel says: 

The subjective features of conscious mental processes - as opposed to their 
physical causes and effects - cannot be captured by the purified form of 
thought suitable for dealing with the physical world that underlies the appear
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ances. Not only raw feels but also intentional mental states - however objective 
their content - must be capable of manifesting themselves in subjective form to 
be in the mind at all. (p. 15-6.) 

It is somewhat puzzling that Nagel here argues that mental processes or 
states cannot be physically explained, on the ground that such processes or 
states must be "capable" of manifesting themselves in subjective form. 
This is puzzling because we have seen that in other passages he argues that 
the problem of explaining mental phenomena is that they essentially so 
manifest themselves. But overlooking this puzzle for the moment, what 
Nagel seems to suggest in the passage is that so-called "intentional mental 
states" are on a par with "raw feels" with respect to how they manifest 
themselves in subjective form, and hence on a par with raw feels also with 
respect to being beyond the scope of physical explanation. 

This is relevant to our present concerns because - unless Nagel is using 
terms in a non-standard way, as nothing indicates that he does - taking 
oneself NBE to do so-and-so is an example of an intentional mental state . 
As ordinarily understood, a state is intentional if and only if i t is about, or 
represents, something. And the state of taking oneself NBE to do so-and-so 
is in this sense about, or represents, oneself doing so-and-so. 

To be sure, Nagel does not, in the quoted passage, explicitly grant the 
claim that I have made, that one type of intentional state - i.e. the state of 
taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so - can be what I have called an 
TSf-apprehension'. But the passage indicates, at the very least, that Nagel 
himself does not think that only apprehensions of perceptual experiences 
or bodily sensations are N-apprehensions. It indicates that N-apprehen-
sions may be of a much broader range. 

As I said, however, Nagel sends somewhat diverging messages 
regarding specific implications of his argument. So, for example, in 
"Subjective and objective", he says: 

A particularly difficult aspect of that problem [the mind-body problem] comes 
from the subjective character of experience. So long as mental states are looked 
at objectively, in their causal relations to stimuli and behavior, no special issue 
arise which do not arise about the physical analysis of other natural phenom
ena. Even problems of intentionality may seem to be soluble if one puts aside 
their subjective aspect, for then one may be able to describe certain kinds of 
computers as intentional systems. (1979, p. 201.) 
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Though Nagel here repeats the suggestion that intentional phenomena have 
a "subjective aspect", he also indicates that this aspect can, in the case of 
those phenomena, be "put aside". And this may be taken to suggest, in 
opposition to the previously quoted passage, that intentional phenomena 
quite generally do not manifest themselves in subjective form with the 
necessity t hat other mental phenomena s o manifest themselves, and that 
intentional phenomena therefore can be physically explained. 

Some commentators seem nevertheless to have found some clear 
message regarding what Nagel takes the particular implications of his 
argument to be. So far as I can see, they are guilty of disregarding textual 
evidence. 

McGinn, for example, referring to "What is it like to be a bat?" and to 
"Subjective and objective", says: "Nagel writes as if the property of 
subjectivity he wishes to isolate applies only to 'experiences' and not to 
propositional attitudes; indeed he sometimes suggests that intentional 
states are in principle ascribable to a (non-conscious) computer". (McGinn 
1983, p. 138.) 

The latter claim which McGinn makes here seems true. Nagel 
"sometimes" suggests that intentional states can be ascribed to a computer. 
But the former claim is not true, at least not without strong qualification. I 
do not know where Nagel uses the term 'prepositional attitude'. I assume, 
however, that the phenomena referred to by this term are either the same 
as, or a sub-set of, those referred to by 'intentional state'. And then it is not 
true, as I hope to have shown, that Nagel in general "writes as if the 
property of subjectivity he wishes to isolate applies only to 'experiences' 
and not to propositional attitudes". 

Again, Biro says that "Nagel quite cheerfully concedes ... that the 
intentionality of such things as beliefs and desires may be accounted for in 
an objective theory", (p. 181.) Judging by the page, from "What is it like to 
be a bat?", which he cites in support of this interpretation, i t seems Biro 
can only have the following passage of Nagel's in mind: 

[T]he subjective character of experience ... is not analyzable in terms of any 
explanatory system of functional states, or intentional states, since these could 
be ascribed to robots or automata that behaved like people though they experi
enced nothing. (p. 160.) 
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To me, this passage seems very much open to a different interpretation 
than the one Biro gives to it. But even if we grant to Biro that Nagel in this 
particular passage "quite cheerfully concedes" that intentionality can be 
accounted for in an objective theory, I hope to have shown that there are 
passages which send a quite different message. 

Contrary to such interpretations of Nagel then, I think one can safely 
say that Nagel has not sent any clear message about which phenomena he 
thinks cannot be physically explained. Specifically, he has not sent any 
clear message that he would disagree with the claims I have made about 
which phenomena are, if his argument is valid, beyond the scope of 
physical explanation. In fact, there are a number of passages which suggest 
that he would positively agree with my claims. 

I will in the remainder of this chapter use the case made above, 
concerning the implications of Nagel's argument, in critical discussions of 
other philosophers. I start by discussing McGinn. McGinn, it seems to me, 
would agree with what I have called 'Nagel's Principle', but would disagree 
with the implications that I have traced from this principle. 

I wish to repeat, as I embark on this discussion, that I shall henceforth 
take Nagel's Principle to embody the interpretations of it which I have 
defended in this section. And when I talk about "my argument" about what 
follows from this principle, I shall have in mind the argument consisting of 
the principle thus understood, the premises submitted, and the conclusion 
that the fact that an agent is performing an occurrent psychological doing 
cannot be physically explained. 

5.3 McGinn on the mind-body problem 

McGinn thinks, like Nagel, that conscious states cannot be physically 
explained. And while his position is not in all respects identical with 
Nagel's, there is reason to understand him as embracing the principle 
which I extracted from Nagel's argument for this claim. That is to say, 
there is reason to think that if a type of phenomenon P is such that each 
instance of P is essentially the object of an species-specific and exclusive 
apprehension, then P cannot, on McGinn's account, be physically 
explained. But while agreeing with this principle, it seems that McGinn 
would not subscribe to the implications I have traced from this principle in 
the previous section. 
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In this section, I will document McGinn's agreement with Nagel's 
position. In sections 5.4 and 5.5,1 will present and critically discuss some 
aspects of McGinn's view on what the implications of this position are. 

In presenting McGinn's general views on the mind-body problem, I will 
follow the exposition of his paper "Can we solve the mind-body prob
lem?", which makes up chapter 1 of his The Problem of Consciousness. 
This paper displays - and McGinn himself draws our attention to this in a 
footnoted acknowledgement (p. 22) - striking parallels with the argument 
of Nagel's which I presented in 5.1. 

McGinn sets out by declaring, like Nagel, that the mind-body problem 
is very difficult to solve: "We have been trying for a long time to solve the 
mind-body problem. It has stubbornly resisted our best efforts. The 
mystery persists. I think the time has come to admit candidly that we 
cannot resolve the mystery", (p. 1.) 

As in the case of Nagel, McGinn's first diagnosis of the problem is 
couched in terms of 'consciousness': "The specific problem I want to 
discuss concerns consciousness, the hard nut of the mind-body problem", 
(p. 1.) But we are also offered numerous other formulations of what the 
problem is. Only on page 1, the difficulty has been formulated as one of 
understanding how "conscious states" can depend on the brain, how 
"technicolour phenomenology" can arise from matter, and how neurons 
can generate "subjective awareness". 

Also in company with Nagel, McGinn seems to think tha t no light can 
be cast on the relation between mind and body, or "consciousness" and 
body. He says, for example: "We know that brains are th e de facto causal 
basis of consciousness, but we have, it seems, no understanding whatever 
of how this can be so. It strikes us as miraculous, eerie, even faintly 
comic", (p. 1.) Again, he talks about "our deep bafflement about the 
problem, amounting to a vertiginous sense of ultimate mystery", (p. 7.) 

McGinn seems to agree with Nagel, further, in thinking that there are 
logical obstacles to solving the mind-body problem. Indeed, McGinn 
seems to go further than Nagel in despairing about the prospects for a 
solution to the problem. Not only does he think that nothing would count, 
given our presently available concepts of phys ical explanation, conscious
ness and conscious state, as making the sentence 'there is a physical 
explanation of some conscious mental state' true. McGinn wants, in 
addition, to defend some claim to the effect that we are constitutionally 
unable to develop concepts of the desired kind. 
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[W]e are cut off by our very cognitive constitution from achieving a conception 
of that natural property of the brain (or of consciousness) that accounts for the 
psychophysical link. This is a kind of causal nexus we are precluded from ever 
understanding, given the way we have to form our concepts and develop our 
theories, (p. 2-3 .)43 

As to the question what it is about consciousness, or conscious states, 
that places it , or them, beyond th e scope of physical explanation, part of 
McGinn's answer appears to be that this is just obvious. Thus, he often 
appeals to what he thinks is (or perhaps should be) a shared sense of a 
problem, saying, as quoted above, that the problem "strikes us as miracu
lous", and talking about "our deep bafflement about the problem". In fact, 
McGinn, in a footnote, makes explicit his reliance on such appeals to what 
is just obvious: 

One of the peculiarities of the mind-body problem is the difficulty of 
formulating it in a rigorous way. We have a sense of the problem that outruns 
our capacity to articulate it clearly. Thus we quickly find ourselves resorting to 
invitations to look inward, instead of specifying precisely what it is about con
sciousness that makes it inexplicable in terms of ordinary physical properties, 
(p. 2.) 

Despite this avowed inability, though, McGinn eventually supplies 
some answers to the question what it is about consciousness, or conscious 
states, that places it or them beyond the scope of physical explanation. 
These answers echo Nagel's lines of argument in favour of the claim that 
conscious mental phenomena cannot be physically explained. And they 
give us reason to think that McGinn embraces the principle, Nagel's 
Principle, which I extracted from this argument. 

43 I say that McGinn seems to go further than Nagel at this point. I do not find Nagel's 
position clear on this issue. On the hand, he suggests, as we have seen, that there are 
facts that do not "consist in the truth expressible in a human language", (p. 162; 
emphasis added.) And this suggestion may be taken to express a position such as the 
one of McGinn's. But on the other hand, Nagel ends "What is it like to be a bat?" with a 
"speculative proposal" which "may permit questions about the physical basis of 
experience to assume a more intelligible form", (p. 166.) And this proposal appears to 
express some optimism not shared by McGinn. 



136 

McGinn clarifies that in order to solve the mind-body problem, we 
would have to come up with some theory T, which refers to some property 
P; where P is "instantiated by the brain" and is that "in virtue of which the 
brain is the basis of consciousness"; and where T "fully explains the 
dependence of conscious states on brain states", (p. 6-7.) This task is 
shortly abbreviated as one of "identifying" the property P. 

Defending his pessimistic prediction that we shall never solve the mind-
body problem, McGinn makes clear, to begin with, that there are "two 
possible avenues open to us in our aspiration to identify P: we could try to 
get to P by investigating consciousness directly; or we could look to the 
study of the brain for P". (p. 7.) He proceeds to argue that neither of these 
"avenues" will lead to the identification of P. 

As to the prospects of identifying P by "investigating consciousness 
directly", part of what we are told is, again, that this is just obviously 
impossible. We have, says McGinn, "direct cognitive access to one term of 
the mind-brain relation, but we do not have such access to the nature of the 
link", and he goes on to state that there can be no reason to think that more 
careful and extended reflection of our consciousness will yield such 
access, (p. 8.) 

Again however, McGinn tries to offer us something in addition to this 
appeal to what is just obvious. Doing so, he remarks - along the lines of 
Nagel, and explicitly referring to Nagel - that if two agents are radically 
different from each other, they cannot "form concepts of', or "conceive 
of', each others' experiences. 

But there is a further point to be made about P and consciousness, which con
cerns our restricted access to the concepts of consciousness themselves. It is a 
familiar point that the range of concepts of consciousness attainable by a mind 
M is constrained by the specific forms of consciousness possessed by M. 
Crudely, you cannot form concepts of conscious properties unless you yourself 
instantiate those properties. The man born blind cannot grasp the concepts of a 
visual experience of red, and human beings cannot conceive of the echoloca-
tory experiences of bats. (p. 8-9.) 

McGinn proceeds to argue, on the basis of this "familiar point", that there 
can be no solution to the mind-body problem. 
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We constitutionally lack the concept-forming capacity to encompass all possi
ble types of conscious state, and this obstructs our path to a general solution to 
the mind-body problem. Even if we could solve it for our own case, we could 
not solve it for bats or Martians. P is, as it were, too close to the different forms 
of subjectivity for it to be accessible to all such forms, given that one's form of 
subjectivity restricts one's concepts of subjectivity, (p. 10.) 

Turning next to the study of the brain as a way of identifying the 
property P, McGinn argues that the optimism which many host about 
identifying P along this avenue is ill-founded. Again echoing Nagel -
though this time not explicitly referring to him - McGinn indicates that the 
"fundamental reason" for this is that one cannot "see" consciousness or 
specific conscious states by looking into a brain. 

I suspect that most optimists about constructively solving the mind-body 
problem will prefer to place their bets on the brain side of the relation. Neuro
science is the place to look for property P, they will say.... I want to suggest, to 
the contrary, that such procedures are inherently closed with respect to P. The 
fundamental reason for this, I think, is the role of perception in shaping our 
understanding of the brain - the way that our perception of the brain constrains 
the concepts we can apply to it. A point whose significance it would be hard to 
overstress here is this: the property of consciousness itself (or specific 
conscious states) is not an observable or perceptible property of the brain. You 
can stare into a living conscious brain, your own or someone else's, and see 
there a wide variety of instantiated properties - its shape, colour, texture, etc. -
but you will not thereby see what the subject is experiencing, the conscious 
state itself, (p. 10-1.) 

In view of these remarks, it seems to me that there are reasons to 
understand McGinn - despite his avowed inability to specify "precisely 
what it is about consciousness that makes it inexplicable in terms of 
ordinary physical properties" - to embrace the principle which I extracted 
from Nagel's argument above. That is to say, there is reason to think that if 
a fact or object is such that each instance of it is essentially apprehended in 
a species-specific and exclusive way, then that fact or object cannot, on 
McGinn's account, be physically explained. Let me try to show this. 

To begin with, in the course of McGinn's paper, it gets increasingly 
clear - although in fact never explicitly announced - that it is because of 
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how consciousness engages the apprehensions of an agent that it cannot, 
according to McGinn, be physically explained. This view is, initially, 
loosely indicated in the formulation of the mind-body problem as one of 
understanding how neurons can generate "subjective awareness", and in 
the invitation to "look inward" to get the proper sense of the mind-body 
mystery. Further into the paper, the view seems to be presupposed. Here 
McGinn tries to clarify, as we have seen, why the connection with a 
subjective awareness obstructs a physical explanation of consciousness. 
And such a discussion obviously presupposes that it is connection with 
subjective awareness which obstructs a physical explanation of conscious
ness.44 

Moreover, there is at least one formulation which unambiguously 
expresses the view that the problematic apprehension in question - which 
is described by such terms as 'subjective awareness', and 'experience' - is 
one which an agent has of his own consciousness, or conscious state. The 
formulation I have in mind is the one just quoted that one cannot, by 
staring into another's brain "see what the subject is experiencing, the 
conscious state itself'. As far as I can see, this claim must be understood to 
express the view that "what the subject is experiencing" is his own 
conscious state. 

Further, although the text admittedly leaves room for some theoretical 
doubt about this, there seem to be strong reasons to understand McGinn's 
view to be that both facts and objects may be beyond the scope of physical 
explanation if they are apprehended in a certain way. The text leaves room 
for some theoretical doubt about this interpretation because, in contrast to 
Nagel, McGinn does not in any passage conduct his discussion in terms of 
'facts'. He talks, instead, for the most part in terms of 'consciousness', 
'conscious states', and 'properties of consciousness'. But it would be 
surprising if McGinn were to hold that, while consciousness cannot be 
physically explained, the fact that an agent is conscious can; or that, while 
conscious states cannot be physically explained, the fact that an agent is in 
such a state can; or that, while properties of consciousness cannot be 

44 The fact that this view never gets explicitly announced could perhaps be taken as a 
sign of the dominance of the nagelian position in one strand of contemporary 
philosophy of mind. It seems that McGinn finds at least the following claim so obvious 
that it need not even be explicitly mentioned: if the re is a problem of explaining 
consciousness in physical terms, then that problem derives from how consciousness 
engages the apprehensions of subjects. 
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physically explained, the fact that an agent has such a property can. This 
would be particularly surprising given what McGinn appeals to when he 
tries to argue that certain phenomena, such as conscious states, cannot be 
physically explained. What McGinn, like Nagel, appeals to in this 
argument is, as I have tried to show, that the phenomena in question are 
apprehended in a certain way. This emphasis on being the object of a 
species-specific and exclusive apprehension, makes it all the more 
reasonable to understand the argument to be that any phenomenon -
whether object or fact - which is such that each instance of it is the object 
of this type of apprehension, is beyond the scope of physical explanation. 

It is true that McGinn never mentions that consciousness is essentially 
the object of an apprehension. This means there is again at least some 
theoretical room for understanding McGinn as holding that consciousness 
is, say, but universally apprehended, and that this is by itself enough to 
make it eerie and mysterious from a physical point of view. This interpre
tation, however, would not conflict with understanding McGinn as 
subscribing to Nagel's Principle. If McGinn holds that consciousness is 
physically unexplainable because it is universally apprehended in a certain 
way, he must, afortiori, hold that a phenomenon is physically unexplain
able if each instance of it is essentially apprehended in this way. 

There is reason to believe, further, that for something to count as the 
type of apprehension - called 'subjective awareness', and 'experience' -
which consciousness engages and which according to McGinn causes 
problems for a physical theory, it is sufficient that it be a species-specific 
and exclusive apprehension. We have seen above that McGinn identifies 
two possible "avenues" open to us in our aspiration to solve the conscious
ness-body problem. He argues that one avenue is blocked on the ground 
that consciousness is apprehended by its subject in a species-specific way. 
And he argues that the second avenue is blocked on the ground that 
consciousness is apprehended by its subject in an exclusive way. From 
these arguments, it seems one c an infer that for something to count as the 
type of apprehension which causes problems for a physical theory, it is at 
least sufficient that it be a species-specific and exclusive apprehension. 
One could arguably also infer that for something to count as an apprehen
sion of this kind, it is necessary that it be a species-specific and exclusive 
apprehension. But I will not insist on this. 

I can see only one serious reservation to understanding McGinn as 
subscribing to Nagel's Principle. There is some room for thinking that 



140 

McGinn would wish to impose a condition, in addition to being species-
specific and exclusive, which an apprehension must satisfy to be of the 
kind that causes problems for a physical theory. Unlike Nagel, McGinn 
does not emphasise that one agent can "know or say" what the quality of 
another agent's conscious state is . Hence, there is some room for thinking 
that, for something to count as what McGinn calls 'subjective awareness' or 
'experience' of a phenomenon, it must be not only a species-specific and 
exclusive apprehension of this phenomenon, but also the only apprehen
sion that could at all be had of the phenomenon. Thus read, McGinn would 
hold that consciousness i s "private" in the sense that my consciousness 
could not, in some ordinary sense, "show itself' to, or be "witnessed" by an 
agent other than me. And he should be taken to argue only that phenomena 
which are in this strong sense "exclusively" apprehended, o r private, are 
beyond the scope of physical explanation. 

I doubt that McGinn should be read thus. He does, at least, not say 
anything which would justify the kind of scepticism about other minds 
which this position would seem to amount to. 45 However, I shall bear the 
reservation in mind, and consider it when necessary. 

With this reservation, I conclude that there is reason to read McGinn as 
embracing Nagel's Principle. There is reason to think that if a fact or object 
is such that each instance of it is essentially apprehended in a species-
specific and exclusive way, then that fact or object cannot, on McGinn's 
account, be physically explained.46 

45 McGinn might seem, in one formulation, to express the view that consciousness is 
private in the sense outlined. In a footnote, he says: "We should distinguish two claims 
about the imperceptibility of consciousness: (i) consciousness is not perceivable by 
directing the senses onto the brain; (ii) consciousness is not perceivable by directing the 
senses anywhere, even towards the behaviour that 'expresses' conscious states. I believe 
both theses", (p. 11.) However, McGinn immediately goes on to qualify the view 
submitted: "I am assuming, of course, that perception cannot be unrestrictedly theory-
laden; or that if it can, the infusions of theory cannot have been originally derived 
simply by looking at things or tasting them or touching them or..." (idem; the three dots 
are McGinn's, and they conclude his footnote.) It does not seem clear, in view of this 
qualification, that McGinn wants to express the view that consciousness is "private" in 
the sense that my consciousness could not, in some ordinary sense, "show itself' to, or 
be "witnessed" by an agent other than me. 
46 To say that McGinn and Nagel agree on the principle in question is, of course, not to 
say that McGinn and Nagel necessarily share an articulation of why a physical theory 
must "abandon" an apprehension of the type specified in the principle. Indeed, it seems 
to me that at least with respect to the idea that conscious states are apprehended in a 
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But while agreeing with this principle, it seems that McGinn would not 
subscribe to the implications I have traced from this principle in section 
5.2. In the next two sections, I will present and critically discuss some 
aspects of McGinn's view on what the implications of this position are. 

5.4 McGinn on the implications of his diagnosis of the mind-body 
problem, part I 

There are reasons, of varying strength, to read McGinn as disagreeing on at 
least two different points with the argument I submitted, in section 5.2, for 
the claim that the fact that an agent is doing so-and-so cannot, by Nagel's 
Principle, be physically explained. McGinn is committed to deny, I think, 
that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have an apprehension 
of the kind that we have of consciousness and that causes problems for a 
physical theory. Some things he says about the physical explainability of 
"intentional directedness" commit him to deny this, I will try to show. 
Insofar as my interpretation in the previous section is correct, that view in 
turn commits him to deny premise (5) in 5.2, that to thus take it is to have a 
species-specific and exclusive apprehension. There is further, independent 
evidence to understand McGinn as denying specifically that to thus take it 
is to have an exclusive apprehension. This was premise (5c) in 5.2, which I 
said should be recognised as an implication of The Exclusiveness Thesis. 
Some things he says about "propositional attitudes" and "the first-person 
perspective" supplies reason to read McGinn as denying this premise, I 
will try to show. In addition, there is some reason to read McGinn as 
denying that it is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, 
then he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so. This was the premise (2) 
in 5.2, which I said should be recognised as The First-Person Thesis. 

I will, in this section and the next, present and critically discuss what I 
think is McGinn's resistance to these claims. In this section, I discuss his 
resistance to premises (5) and (5c). I will, first, document this resistance. I 
then try to show that McGinn's position is, so far as this resistance goes, 
undersupported. Finally, I consider two modifications of the reading of 
McGinn which I have submitted. I try to show that McGinn's position 

species-specific way, McGinn's reason for thinking that this obstructs a physical 
explanation of them may well diverge from the reason adduced by Nagel. (Compare 
Nagel 1974, p. 163-4, with McGinn 1991, p. 8-10.) 
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would be no less undersupported if understood in any of these alternative 
ways. 

McGinn's "asymmetry of attitude" to consciousness and intentionality 
In chapter 2 of The Problem of Consciousness, a reprint of his paper 
"Consciousness and content", McGinn discusses specific implications of 
his own diagnosis of the mind-body problem, which he has laid out in 
chapter 1. 

The paper opens with the mentioning of two problems confronting what 
McGinn calls 'a naturalistically inclined philosopher of mind'. 

There is, first, the problem of explaining consciousness in broadly physical 
terms: in virtue of what does a physical organism come to have conscious 
states? And second, there is the problem of explaining representational content 
- intentionality - in broadly physical terms: in virtue of what does a physical 
organism come to be intentionally directed towards the world, (p. 23.) 

McGinn goes on to observe that there has come to exist an "asymmetry 
of attitude" with respect t o the problems of explaining consciousness and 
explaining intentionality respectively, in contemporary philosophy. 

Recent years have witnessed a curious asymmetry of attitude with respect to 
these two problems. While there has been much optimism about the prospects 
of success in accounting for intentionality, pessimism about explaining 
consciousness has deepened progressively. We can, it is felt, explain what 
makes a mental state have the content it has; at least there is no huge barrier of 
principle in the way of our doing so. But, it is commonly conceded, we have no 
remotely plausible account of what makes a mental state have the phenomenol-
ogical character it has; we do not even know where to start, (p. 24.) 

McGinn himself has some misgivings about the prospects of success in 
explaining intentionality. This is because intentionality has, as he says, a 
"first-person aspect": "Intentionality has a first-person aspect, and this 
seems impossible to capture in the naturalistic terms of causal theory and 
their ilk", (p. 30.) We should therefore not expect to take on what he later 
calls "the full explanatory task of reducing intentionality to something we 
can understand, something broadly physical", (p. 41.) 
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But despite these misgivings, McGinn ends up expressing at least a 
qualified support to the "asymmetry of attitude" with respect to the 
problems of explaining consciousness and explaining intentionality. He 
considers whether the "first-person aspect" of intentionality forces us to 
extend to intentionality the judgment that he has made about conscious
ness, and so "accept that intentionality is inexplicable by us", (p. 30.) But 
he comes to the conclusion that such pessimism would be "implausibly 
extreme": 

I do not think this nonconstructive response can be rejected on general grounds, 
since I believe it applies to the case of consciousness. But I think it is implau
sibly extreme in the case of content: for we can, I believe, produce naturalistic 
theories of content that provide substantial illumination as to its workings. It is 
not as if the theories now available strike us as just hopelessly misguided, as 
telling us nothing whatever about the nature of intentionality. Whereas I do 
think that the usual theories of consciousness (e.g. functionalism) do not even 
begin to make a dent in our incomprehension, (p. 31-2.)47 

From the above passages, one can arguably infer the claim that to take it 
NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not to have an apprehension - or 
"subjective awareness or "experience" - of the kind that we have of 
consciousness and that on McGinn's account causes problems for a 
physical theory. This claim can be inferred from the following three 
claims, all of which McGinn seems to subscribe to. 

47 Believing that there is a "theory of content" which explains a "part or aspect" of 
intentionality, McGinn at one point proposes that this implies that "there are some 
features of consciousness - subjective features - that we can treat naturalistically. There 
is a feasible branch of the theory of content that delivers an account of certain 
phenomenological facts". (36-7.) This is a somewhat puzzling claim given McGinn's 
view that it is precisely the ingredient of subjective phenomenological features in 
intentional states which sets a limit to how much illumination is possible of the latter. 
One way to understand the claim is that it is only the representational aspect of the 
phenomenological facts which we can naturalistically account for. If so, then although 
naturalistic theory allegedly sheds light on some things which are in fact subjective 
phenomenological facts, it does not shed light on their "phenomenology". It is doubtful 
that McGinn could consistently claim anything stronger than this, in view of the claim 
that our available theories "do not even begin to make a dent in our incomprehension" 
of consciousness. 
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(i) Our naturalistic theories can produce "substantial illumination" 
of the property of taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so. 

This claim seems to be immediately implied by what McGinn has said. 
Nothing indicates that McGinn deviates from a standard philosophica l use 
of 'intentional directedness'. And on that standard use, taking it NBE that 
one is doing so-and-so is an example of being intentionally directed 
towards the world. Thus, if intentional directedness towards the world can 
in general be "substantially illuminated" by a naturalistic theory, as 
McGinn thinks, then so can taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so. 

(ii) Whatever is such that it is an apprehension - or "subjective 
awareness" or "experience" - of the kind that causes problems for a 
physical theory, is such that it strikes us as "miraculous, eerie, even 
faintly comic". 

The text admittedly leaves some room for doubt about this point. McGinn 
never explicitly says that the subjective awareness which we have of 
consciousness is "miraculous, eerie, even faintly comic". But it seems 
reasonable, at least, to think that (ii) adequately describes McGinn's 
position. It is clear that, according to McGinn, some phenomena (such as 
consciousness) strike us "miraculous, eerie, even faintly comic" because 
they are (essentially) the objects of subjective awareness. In view of this, 
McGinn could fairly be charged with having said too little about a crucial 
reservation to his view, had he had any reservation to (ii). Now, given (i) 
and (ii), we need only the following cla im to infer that the property of 
taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not, according to McGinn, an 
apprehension of the kind that on his account causes the problems for a 
physical theory: 

(iii) Whatever can be substantially illuminated by our naturalistic 
theories does not strike us as "miraculous, eerie, even faintly 
comic". 

And there can be no serious doubt that (iii) represents McGinn's view. 
When McGinn emphasises that our theories can produce "substantial 
illumination" of intentionality, what he wishes to emphasise is, as we have 
seen, that we need not extend to intentionality the very pessimistic 
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judgments that are appropriate when it comes to other aspects of the mind-
body problem. 

This understanding of McGinn - as denying or being committed to 
deny that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have an appre
hension of the kind that on his account causes problems for a physical 
theory - is further confirmed by the specification he proceeds to offer of 
what it means to say that we can produce "substantial illumination" of 
intentionality, though not take on the "full explanatory task" of reducing it 
to something physical. 

The specification of the asymmetry of attitude 
McGinn thinks, as we have seen, that while intentionality has a "first-
person aspect" which a naturalistic theory cannot capture, it is not as if our 
theories of content tell us nothing about intentionality. In view of these 
two facts, McGinn proposes that we "limit the scope" of the theory of 
content. 

I want to suggest that we limit the scope of the theory of content. We should 
accept that there is a part or aspect of intentionality that our theories do not and 
probably cannot capture, but we should also hold that there is a part or aspect 
that they do have some prospect of illuminating. There is a partial cognitive 
closure with respect to content: we can naturalize certain properties of the total 
phenomenon but we cannot naturalize all its properties, (p. 36.) 

To draw what he thinks is the right limitation of scope of the theory of 
content, McGinn distinguishes two questions. 

The first is the question what individuates contents: what accounts for identity 
and difference between contents; what makes a content of this rather than that? 
... The second question concerns the nature of content: what does it consist in 
for a creature to have intentional states at all; what makes a creature enjoy 
mental 'directedness' on the world in the first place?", (p. 37.) 

According to McGinn, the first question but not the second can be 
answered by a naturalistic theory. 

[T]he nature of intentionality is cognitively closed to us but the individuation 
of intentional contents is in principle open. We can say what makes a content 
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of this rather than that but we cannot say what the relation of intentionality 
itself consists in. We cannot specify, in naturalistic (i.e. broadly physical) 
terms, the essential nature of the conscious mental act of apprehending states of 
affairs, but we can say in such terms what distinguishes one such act from 
another, (p. 37.) 

As an example of what might be accomplished, McGinn says: "I can 
tell you, in terms of causal history, what distinguishes thinking about 
London from thinking about New York", (p. 38.) Since this is supposed to 
be an example of how we might, in general, individuate contents naturalis-
tically, it is supposedly McGinn's view that we can give an account, in 
terms of "causal history", of what distinguishes taking it NBE that one is 
searching for a flower from taking it NBE that one is searching for a plant 
exceeding one decimetre in length, or of what distinguishes taking it NBE 
that one is computing 2 plus 2 from taking it NBE that one is computing 2 
quus 2. 

This specification of what illumination can and cannot be achieved of 
intentional directedness in naturalistic terms confirms that McGinn is 
committed to deny that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to 
have the kind of apprehension - or "subjective awareness" or "experience" 
- that on his account causes problems for a physical or naturalistic theory. 
For there is - trivially - a difference between taking oneself NBE to do 
this, and taking oneself NBE to do that. But McGinn seems to say that 
there is not - or not necessarily at any rate - any difference with respect to 
the subjective awareness of the agent who takes himself NBE to do this 
and the agent who takes himself NBE to do that. The difference between 
taking oneself NBE to do this and taking oneself NBE to do that can 
apparently, according to McGinn, be in its entirety accounted for by a 
naturalistic theory. The "individuation" of content is precisely what we can 
isolate from that "first-person aspect" of intentionality which we cannot 
"naturalize".48 And if it is held that there can be a difference with respect 

48 Occasionally, McGinn retreats to more careful formulations regarding what we can 
do by way of answering the question regarding the individuation of content. At one 
place, for example, he claims only that we can "provide constraints on the identity 
conditions of the [intentional] act", (p. 38.) But I have not taken these careful 
expressions to exhaust McGinn's optimism about explaining intentionality. This is for 
two reasons. First, on such an interpretation, it seems that the distinction between the 
question concerning the individuation of content and the question concerning the nature 
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to what one takes oneself NBE to do, without there being any difference 
with respect to what "subjective awareness" one has, then it must, so far as 
I can see, be denied that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to 
have the kind of apprehension picked out by 'subjective awareness'. 

In 5.3,1 tried to show that it is sufficient for something t o count as an 
apprehension of the kind that on McGinn's account causes problems for a 
physical theory that it is a species-specific and exclusive apprehensions. 
This means that, insofar as McGinn is committed to deny that to take it 
NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have an apprehension of the kind 
that on his account causes problems for a physical theory, he is committed 
to deny that to thus take it is to have a species-specific and exclusive 
apprehension. 

There is further, independent evidence to understand McGinn as 
denying specifically that to thus take it is to have an exclusive apprehen
sion. Such evidence is found in McGinn's work The Character of Mind. 

McGinn on sensations, propositional attitudes and "the first-person 
perspective" 
In the passage in question, McGinn divides psychological phenomena into 
two classes, referred to by 'sensations', and 'propositional attitudes', 
respectively. In what seems to be a definition by enumeration, McGinn 
says about the former: "By sensations we shall mean bodily feelings like 
pains, tickles, nausea, as well as perceptual experiences like seeming to see 
a red pillar-box, hearing a loud trumpet, tasting a sweet strawberry", (p. 8.) 

of content would not, even by McGinn's own lights, serve the purpose for which he 
introduces it. As we have seen, McGinn claims to distinguish, with the help of this 
distinction, those properties of intentionality which we can "naturalize" from those 
properties which cannot "naturalize". But to understand McGinn to say that we can only 
to some degree "naturalize" the individuation of content, would be to understand him to 
say that the questions concerning the individuation and the nature of content 
respectively, do not distinguish the properties of intentionality which we can 
"naturalize" from those which we cannot "naturalize". Second, if understanding the 
careful expressions to exhaust McGinn's optimism about explaining intentionality, it is 
not easy to see how McGinn could justify the "asymmetry of attitude" which he has to 
the problems of explaining consciousness and explaining intentionality respectively. 
One may doubt that McGinn would want to deny that we can "provide constraints on 
the identity conditions" of conscious states. He does not, after all, think that we are 
ignorant of all connections between natural phenomena and consciousness. As we have 
seen, he thinks, for example, that "[w]e know that brains are the de facto causal basis of 
consciousness". (1991, p. 1.) 
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Prepositional attitudes, by contrast, are defined or characterised as mental 
phenomena "the ascription of which involves the use of a 'that'-clause, as 
in 'Jones believes that the sky is blue"1. Other examples offered are 
"desiring or intending that you get an apple, and fearing that you will be 
run over", (p. 9.) We may add, as a further example of a prepositional 
attitude by McGinn's definition or characterisation: taking it NBE that one 
is doing so-and-so. 

McGinn says that sensations and prepositional attitudes differ with 
respect to whether or not they are "defined by their phenomenology". 
Sensations are thus defined, while prepositional attitudes are not. 

[Sensations are] defined by their phenomenology, that is, by how they seem to 
the subject. They ... have what is sometimes called 'qualitative content'. It is 
natural to say that what it is to undergo a sensation, in this broad sense, is a 
matter of what it is like for the subject of the sensation. ... We are not inclined 
to suppose that prepositional attitudes are, like sensations, defined by a 
distinctive phenomenology, (p. 9.) 

McGinn goes on to suggest that being thus defined, or not defined, by a 
distinctive "phenomenology", is closely related with engaging, or not 
engaging, what he calls 'the first-person perspective' of an agent. Immedi
ately after drawing the above contrast, he says: 

This difference affords an illustration of the way in which our conception of 
different mental phenomena can be dominated by either the first- or third-
person perspectives. In the case of sensations we seem to be taking up the first-
person perspective, considering what it is like for the subject of the sensation 
and ignoring, or regarding as secondary, how a person's sensations are 
presented to others. In the case of propositional attitudes it seems more natural 
to accord central importance to how the attitude figures in shaping a person's 
propensities to act; the dispositional properties of propositional attitudes seem 
integral to their nature, (p. 9.) 

McGinn adds the qualification to this that neither in the case of 
sensations nor in the case of propositional attitudes can we "wholly 
eliminate the contribution of the less dominant perspective". One can, of 
course, only speculate about what this might mean more precisely. But 
whatever exactly it means, th e qualification seems to express no uncer
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tainty about the general idea that sensations engage "the first-person 
perspective" of an agent in some sense in which propositional attitudes do 
not. For McGinn immediately qualifies the qualification itself, emphasis
ing: "but the nature of the phenomena directs us to regard different 
perspectives as primary in respect of the two mental categories", (p. 9.) 

Now, it seems we can infer from the present passage that to take it NBE 
that one is doing so-and-so does not, according to McGinn, count as 
having what he here calls a 'first-person perspective'. Whatever else it 
means to say that our conception of thus taking it is - like our conceptions 
of propositional attitudes in general - "dominated" by the "third-person 
perspective", I take it to imply, at least, the claim that to thus take is not to 
have a "first-person perspective". 

And there is reason to think that what is thereby denied is that to take it 
NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have an exclusive perspective on the 
fact that one is doing so-and-so. It seems evident, to begin with, that 
McGinn does not use 'first-person perspective' to stand for any perspective 
which an agent has on himself, or on his properties or objects. For it is 
undeniable that many propositional attitudes - including the ones 
mentioned by McGinn, such as fearing that one will be run over - are in 
that sense first-person perspectives. And while McGinn does not make 
explicit what he positively means by 'first-person perspective', the only 
indication tha t one can extract from the text is that he means 'exclusive 
first-person perspective'. Thus, shortly after the quoted passages, McGinn 
says that we cannot take the "first-person perspective" to be "constitutive" 
of propositional attitudes. The reason given for th is is that, in some cases 
of ascribing such attitudes to oneself, one is "in essentially the same 
epistemological situation as he who ascribes those states to one", (p. 11.) 
What McGinn seems to say here is that if I do not, on a given occasion, 
know that I am so in an exclusive way, then the perspective which I have 
on myself is not a "first-person perspective", in the intended sense. 

We may also notice, since this will play some role in the interpretation 
of McGinn in the next section, that the passage seems at least to intimate 
that I have an exclusive apprehension of, or perspective on, myself only 
when I apprehend my own bodily feelings and perceptual experiences (and 
perhaps the facts that I have such feelings and experiences). This is 
intimated by the swift transition from the claim that sensations are, unlike 
propositional attitudes, "defined by their phenomenology, that is, by how 
they seem to the subject" to the claim that our conceptions of sensations 
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are, unlike our conceptions o f propositional attitudes, dominated by the 
"first-person perspective". 

In addition to there being reason to think that McGinn is committed to 
deny that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have a species-
specific and exclusive apprehension, there is, then, some reason to read 
him as denying, specifically, t o deny that to thus take it is to have an 
exclusive apprehension. 

As far as I can see, however, McGinn's position, as summarised here, is 
utterly undersupported. I proceed to give some documentation of this. 

Critical remarks about McGinn's position 
Looking at "Consciousness and content", where the asymmetry of attitude 
to consciousness and intentionality is elaborated, I cannot see that McGinn 
provides us with any justification for the claim which this attitude seems to 
commit him to: that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not to 
have an apprehension of the kind that on his account causes problems for a 
physical theory. Indeed, when McGinn supports his position, in this paper, 
he seems not even to acknowledge that this could be a controversial issue. 
He does not so much as raise the question whether some instance of 
intentional directedness towards the world may satisfy the conditions for 
being an apprehension of the problematic kind in question. 

In support of his position, McGinn largely relies, again, on appeals to a 
supposedly common sentiment that intentionality can, at least to some 
degree, be physically explained. Thus for example, we have seen that he 
says: "It is not as if the theories [of content] now available strike us as just 
hopelessly misguided, as telling us nothing whatever about the nature of 
intentionality". (p. 32; emphases added.) In addition to such appeals, I can 
find only one attempt to justify the claim that our naturalistic theories can 
produce "substantial illumination" of intentionality. In exemplifying that a 
naturalistic theory can tell us "what distinguishes thinking about London 
from thinking about New York", McGinn adds, in support of this: "there 
are different cities at the causal origin of these thoughts", (p. 38.) Now, 
even apart from this justification being, quite obviously, excessively 
weak,49 it is a justification which seems to merely proceed on the -

49 It is quite obviously excessively weak because it takes only a superficial reflection to 
see that the "theory of content" described in this passage could not, as it stands, tell us 
what distinguishes, say, thinking about the largest city in Great Britain from thinking 
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unannounced, not to mention undefended - assumption that no instance of 
intentional directedness is an apprehension of the kind that on his account 
causes problems for a physical theory. To see this, one may notice that 
without this assumption, McGinn could fairly be suspected of internal 
inconsistency. It seems that, without this assumption, he would have to be 
prepared to admit that while we have theories which can produce a 
"substantial illumination" of intentional directedness in general, some 
instances of intentional directedness still strike us as "miraculous, eerie, 
even faintly comic". 

This lack of attention to a crucial presupposition of his position would 
not have been remarkable had it been obviously true that no instance of 
intentional directedness is the kind of apprehension which on McGinn's 
account causes problems for a physical theory. I have tried to show, 
however, that this is at least not obviously true. There seem to be reasons, 
which McGinn ought to have considered, for thinking that (the intentional 
state of) taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is an apprehension of 
this kind. Thus, I argued, in 5.2, that this intentional state is a species-
specific and exclusive apprehension; and in 5.3, I tried to show that this 
state thereby satisfies the sufficient condition for counting as an apprehen
sion of the kind which on McGinn's account causes problems for a 
physical theory. 

The Character of Mind displays a similar lack of justification for the 
position put forth there. Submitting the view that our conceptions of 
sensations are "dominated" by a "first-person perspective" while our 
conceptions of propositional attitudes are not, McGinn, again, merely 

about the home city of Arsenal Football Club. For in this case, different thoughts have 
the same city at their respective "causal origin". The weakness is shared by the "analogy 
from action theory", which McGinn thinks helps us to appreciate the force of "causal 
theories of mental aboutness". McGinn says: "An analogy from action theory may help 
here. We can ask what distinguishes different kinds of world-directed bodily action 
without asking what the nature of intentional action in general is. Thus I can tell you 
what distinguishes intentionally kicking a brick from intentionally kicking a cat - there 
are different objects on the end of my toe - without having to explain what intentional 
action in general is", (p. 38.) But again, it takes only a superficial reflection to see that 
this theory of "world-directed bodily action" cannot, as it stands, tell us what 
distinguishes, say, intentionally kicking a certain cat from intentionally damaging one's 
neighbours only possession of value, if the cat in question is identical with the 
neighbour's only possession of value, so that the different intentional actions have one 
and the same object on the end of the toe. 
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appeals to some supposedly common sentiment, saying, as we have seen, 
such things as: 

In the case of sensations we seem to be taking up the first-person perspective, 
considering what it is like for the subject of the sensation. ... In the case of 
prepositional attitudes it seems more natural to accord central importance to 
how the attitude figures in shaping a person's propensities to act. (p. 9; empha
ses added.) 

Again, this lack of justification would not have been remarkable had 
McGinn's claims been obviously true. I have tried to show, however, that 
they are not. I have tried to show that McGinn should be read here as 
expressing a view which implies the claim that to take it NBE that one is 
doing so-and-so is not to have an exclusive perspective on oneself. And 
that claim is, I tried to show in chapter 3, at least not obviously true. 

Given the conspicuous lack of justification for contestable claims, 
which McGinn on my reading is guilty of, it is reasonable t o raise the 
question whether my interpretation of McGinn is justified. By modifying 
the interpretation of McGinn, perhaps his views come out less undersup-
ported. 

I wish to consider here two modifications of my interpretation of 
McGinn. Both have to do with how we should understand the type of 
apprehension which consciousness, on McGinn's view, engages, and which 
causes problems for a physical theory. I will argue that McGinn's position 
comes out no less undersupported on the alternative interpretations 
considered. 

Discussion of two alternative readings of McGinn 
(1) I mentioned in 5.3 that, in his diagnosis of the mind-body problem, 
McGinn, unlike Nagel, does not emphasise that another agent can "know 
or say" what the quality of my conscious state is. This means that there is 
some room for understanding 'subjective awareness' and 'experience', as 
used by McGinn, to stand for an apprehension which is - in addition to 
being exclusive in the sense that it is an apprehension which only I can 
have of my conscious states - exclusive in the further sense that it is the 
only apprehension that could at all be had of my conscious states. Thus 
read, McGinn should be taken to argue, only, that phenomena which are 
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apprehended in this strongly exclusive way are beyond the scope of 
physical explanation. 

While I said in 5.3 that I doubt that McGinn should be read thus, the 
possibility of so reading him should be reconsidered if this would make his 
position come out less undersupported than i t does on the reading I have 
pursued above. 

However, I do not see that the alternative reading in question would 
make McGinn's position less undersupported than on the above reading. 

On the interpretation under consideration, McGinn would hold that 
some facts about ourselves and objects of ours are apprehended in the 
strongly exclusive way in question, and therefore could not be physically 
explained. Suppose, for illustration, that he were to claim that pain, anger 
and tension were apprehended in this way. This is to suppose that McGinn 
would, on some philosophical ground, hold that claims we ordinarily make 
to apprehend those phenomena from a third-person perspective are 
unjustified. When I say, for example, that I witness someone's anger, or 
apprehend someone's tension, or perceive the pain someone is in, McGinn 
would, on this interpretation, hold that I am saying things I am not justified 
in saying. 

But even if we understand McGinn to subscribe to some such scepti
cism about other minds, it is still not clear that he could just assume, as an 
obvious matter, that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not to 
have an apprehension of the kind that on his account causes problems for a 
physical theory. This is because it seems that any reason he could adduc e 
for holding that my experience of pain (say) is of the strongly exclusive 
kind in question, may well be a reason for holding that my taking it NBE 
that I am doing so-and-so is of this strongly exclusive kind as well. And 
any reason he could adduce against holding the latter claim, seems to be a 
reason against holding the former claim as well. 

Thus, to begin with, suppose that McGinn were to reason in the 
following way to justify the claim that my experience o f pain is of the 
strongly exclusive kind in question: (i) the closest we could come to 
apprehend another agent's pain is its expression in external movements of 
his body; (ii) these movements inevitably leave some room for doubt about 
whether another agent is in pain; (iii) as a consequence, we cannot be said 
in any sense to apprehend the pain of another agent. The obvious retort t o 
this line of reasoning would be that, by the same token, it seems that we 
cannot apprehend the fact that another agent performs an occurrent 
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psychological doing either. Insofar as external movements leave doubt 
about whether another agent is in pain, they seem to leave doubt, as well, 
about whether another agent (say) adds two numbers or performs some 
other mathematical operation on them. 

Starting on the other end, McGinn could then argue in something like 
the following way to support the claim that when I take it NBE that I am 
doing so-and-so, the apprehension I have is not of the strongly exclusive 
kind in question: (i) when an agent does so-and-so, there are apprehen
sions by which we can satisfy ourselves about what he does, even if we 
cannot have the same type of apprehension of this that he has (and here he 
might have in mind observations of the agent's "global" behaviour, or of 
the functional constitution of his brain, or of his neurophysiological 
constitution, or of his "causal history", or some combination of those); (ii) 
as a consequence, there is a sense in which we can be said to apprehend the 
fact that another agent is doing so-and-so. But the obvious retort to this 
line of reasoning would be that, by the same token, there are apprehensions 
by which we can satisfy ourselves - as we indeed frequently do - that 
another agent is in pain, even if we cannot have the same type of appre
hension of his pain that he has. And so, there ought to be a sense in which 
we can be said to apprehend this agent's pain. 

I conclude that even if we understand 'subjective awareness' and 
'experience', as used by McGinn, to stand for the strongly exclusive kind of 
apprehension in question, his position seems no less undersupported than 
on the reading I have submitted. Even on this alternative reading, McGinn 
could not just assume, as an obvious matter, that to take it NBE that one is 
doing so-and-so is not to have an apprehension of the kind that on his 
account causes problems for a physical theory. And so, the absence of 
support for this claim would be no less remarkable than on the reading that 
I have pursued. 

(2) Another possibility I wish to consider is whether 'subjective 
awareness' and 'experience', as used by McGinn, should be understood to, 
by definition, stand for only apprehensions of a limited class of phenom
ena, such as the class of bodily feelings and perceptual experiences. 

On such a reading, McGinn's claim that to take it NBE that one is doing 
so-and-so is not an instance of subjective awareness would require no 
defence, being but an immediate consequence of a definition. And so, it 
would make no sense to speak of this claim as more or less supported. 
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Again, however, I do not see that this reading would make McGinn's 
position, in any important respect, less undersupported than it is on the 
reading I have pursued. Even on the reading in question, I think McGinn is 
committed to hold the view, for which he still does not provide any 
justification, that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not to have a 
species-specific and exclusive apprehension. 

On the reading presently considered, McGinn's diagnosis o f the mind-
body problem should presumably be understood as aimed at clarifying 
why an already delimited class of phenomena - say, the class of bodily 
feelings and perceptual experiences - cannot be physically explained. We 
should understand i t thus, because the terminology employed by McGinn 
would, on this reading, reveal that he intends to discuss only phenomena 
belonging to this class. 

As we have seen, the outcome of this diagnosis is that the phenomena in 
question cannot be physically explained because they are (essentially) the 
objects of species-specific and exclusive apprehensions. However, even if 
this diagnosis is conducted with an already delimited class of phenomena 
before the eyes, the diagnosis still seems to commit McGinn t o the view 
that any phenomenon P which is such that each instance of P is 
(essentially) the object of a species-specific and exclusive apprehension, is 
physically unexplainable. It is hard to see that McGinn could claim to have 
clarified why the phenomena in view cannot be physically explained 
without accepting this consequence. But then McGinn's position is, on the 
present interpretation, in all important respects identical with the position 
that I have taken him to hold above. McGinn would still seem committed 
to hold that whatever is such that it is a species-specific and exclusive 
apprehension strikes us as "miraculous, eerie, even faintly comic". And his 
claims to the effect that our naturalistic theories can produce "substantial 
illumination" of intentionality would commit him to hold that to take it 
NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not to have an apprehension o f this 
kind. 

With these remarks, let me summarise this section. I have tried to show, 
first, that there is reason to think that McGinn is committed to deny that to 
take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have a species-specific and 
exclusive apprehension. And there is reason to think that he is committed 
to deny, specifically, that to thus take it is to have an exclusive apprehen
sion. Second, I have tried to show that with respect to these denials, 
McGinn's position is undersupported. And third, I have considered a 
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couple of modifications of the reading of McGinn which I have submitted. 
I have tried to show that McGinn's position would be no less undersup-
ported if understood in any of these alternative ways. 

5.5 McGinn on the implications of his diagnosis of the mind-body 
problem, part II 

In addition to there being reason to think that McGinn is committed to 
deny that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have a species-
specific and exclusive apprehension, there is some reason to understand 
him as disagreeing with yet a further premise that I adduced in arguing that 
Nagel's Principle has certain consequences in section 5.2. There is some 
reason to understand him a s disagreeing with the premise, which I said 
should be recognised as The First-Person Thesis, that it is logically 
necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he takes it NBE that he 
is doing so-and-so. In this section, I wish to present and critically discuss 
what may be this position of McGinn's. 

McGinn on unconscious propositional attitudes 
The passage which gives us some reason to think that McGinn would 
disagree with The First-Person Thesis is presented - puzzlingly, and, I 
think, misleadingly - as an attempt to support the claim that our concep
tions of propositional attitudes are "dominated" by "the third-person 
perspective". 

After making clear, in The Character of Mind, that sensations differ 
from propositional attitudes in being defined by their respective distinctive 
phenomenologies, and that our conceptions of sensations and propositional 
attitudes are thus "dominated" by different perspectives, McGinn goes on 
to notice further differences between sensations and propositional 
attitudes. One such difference pertains to "how the idea of the unconscious 
is to be applied to the two sorts of mental phenomena". Here, he says, "we 
immediately notice a striking asymmetry between the cases. Common 
sense recognises, and Freud drove the point home, that propositional 
attitudes may be unconscious", (p. 10-1.) And this is, according to 
McGinn, in contrast to the case of sensations: "the case seems otherwise 
with sensations; we cannot conceive of them existing in a state of 
unconsciousness", (p. 11.) 
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McGinn proposes that this observation confirms what he has previously 
said about our conceptions of sensations and propositional attitudes being 
"dominated" by different perspectives. Says McGinn, in a passage of 
which a fragment was quoted above: 

The différence ... bears out the intuition, mentioned earlier, that different epis
temologica! perspectives are appropriate to conceiving sensations and proposi
tional attitudes: for if the latter mental states are not intrinsically conscious, 
then we cannot take the first-person perspective to be constitutive of their 
nature, since in ascribing unconscious beliefs or desires to oneself one is in 
essentially the same epistemological situation as he who ascribes those states to 
one. (p. 11.) 

Despite McGinn's allegation to have found something which "bears 
out" his previously presented view, it seems to me that the passage sends a 
considerably more complex message. While it seems clear that McGinn 
wishes to uphold that some types of propositional attitude can be had 
without being monitored from a "first-person perspective", it seems to me 
that he, in the passage, expresses uncertainty about the claim that our 
conceptions of propositional attitudes are in general "dominated" by "the 
third-person perspective". 

Interpretation of the passage 
To see that the passage expresses this uncertainty, we may observe, to 
begin with, that there is reason to doubt that McGinn, despite his rather 
unqualified formulation in the passage, really wished to claim that all 
types of propositional attitude may be unconscious. Among the properties 
which, by McGinn's definition or characterisation, belong to the class of 
propositional attitudes, are such properties as consciously desiring that 
things are so, consciously believing that things are so, consciously 
intending that things are made so. In addition - and more important for the 
present interpretation - the class includes the property of being conscious 
that one is so. These are all mental phenomena "the ascription of which 
involves the use of a 'that'-clause". But there is reason to doubt that it was 
part of McGinn's intention to claim tha t these propositional attitudes may 
be unconscious. It is clear that McGinn intended to make some claim 
which we all recognise a s true, and which Freud has confirmed. And it 
would be surprising if he wished to suggest that we all recognise it as true, 
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or that Freud has asserted that, say, one's consciousness that one is so may 
be unconscious. 

On this basis, I take it that McGinn's intention with the passage wa s to 
claim that some types of propositional attitude may be unconscious, and so 
to support no more than the claim that our conceptions of these proposi
tional attitudes are "dominated" by "the third-person perspective". I take 
him, in other words, to submit something like the following argument. 

(P): Some types of propositional attitude may be unconscious. 
Therefore (C): Our conceptions of these attitudes are "dominated" 
by the third-person perspective. 

Needless to say perhaps, this interpretation of McGinn's intention does 
not conflict with understanding McGinn as holding that our conceptions of 
all types of propositional attitude are "dominated" by "the third-person 
perspective". Even if the present passage should be read as an attempt to 
support, only, that this is true of our conceptions of some propositional 
attitudes, he may, on grounds other than those he adduces here, think that 
this is true even of our conceptions of the attitudes which may not be 
unconscious - such as the attitude of being conscious th at one is so. The 
fact that he keeps repeating the unqualified claim that propositional 
attitudes are "dominated" by "the third-person perspective" provides some 
evidence that he in fact thinks so. 

However, it is puzzling that McGinn repeats this claim - that our 
conceptions of propositional attitudes are "dominated" by "the third-person 
perspective" - in the present passage in particular. For there is not only an 
absence of support in the passage for this claim; the argument of the 
passage seems indeed t o make sense only if McGinn is prepared to allow 
that the claim might be false. Specifically, the argument makes sense only 
if McGinn is prepared to at least hold it open that to be conscious that one 
is so, is to have what he calls a 'first-person perspective' on oneself. And 
this, in turn, is presumably to say that McGinn is prepared to a t least hold 
it open that our conception of this propositional attitude is not "dominated" 
by what he calls 'the third-person perspective'. Let me try to show why this 
seems to be presupposed in the passage. 

To say that a propositional attitude is "unconscious" is, I assume, to say 
that the agent who has the attitude is not conscious that he has it. 
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Assuming this, McGinn's argument, as summarised above, can be 
translated into the following argument. 

(P)': Some types of prepositional attitude may be had by an agent 
even if the agent is not conscious that this is so. 
Therefore (C): Our conceptions of these attitudes are "dominated" 
by the third-person perspective. 

Being conscious that one is so represents, of course, a perspective 
which an agent can have on himself. By McGinn's talk, this perspective 
can either be what he calls a 'first-person perspective' or what he calls a 
'third-person perspective'. That is to say, we have the following two 
possibilities. 

(a) Being conscious that one is so is to have a certain type of "first-
person perspective" on oneself. 
(b) Being conscious that one is so is to have a certain type of 
"third-person perspective" on oneself. 

Now, if one assumes that McGinn is prepared to hold it at least open 
that (a) may be true, then it is comparatively easy to see what he is after 
when saying that (PI)' "bears out" (C). Ascribing belief in (a) to McGinn, 
his argument may be rendered thus: 

(P)": Some types of propositional attitude may be had by an agent 
even if the agent does not have a certain kind of first-person 
perspective on the fact that this is so. 
Therefore (C): Our conceptions of these attitudes are "dominated" 
by the third-person perspective. 

On this interpretation, McGinn argues that the possibility of having a 
certain type of attitude even in the absence of a certain "first-person" 
monitoring of this fact, bears out the claim that our conception of this 
attitude is not "dominated" by "the first-person perspective", but by "the 
third-person perspective". And that appears t o be an intelligible, if less 
than precise, line of reasoning. 

If, in contrast, one assumes that McGinn is fully convinced of the truth 
of (b) above, then it is difficult or impossible to see what he may be up to 
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in saying that (P)' "bears out" (C). In that case, McGinn's argument would 
have to be rendered thus: 

(P)'": Some types of prepositional attitude may be had by an agent 
even if the agent does not have a certain kind of third-person 
perspective on the fact that this is so. 
Therefore (C): Our conceptions of these attitudes are "dominated" 
by the third-person perspective. 

On this interpretation, then, McGinn argues that the possibility of having a 
certain type of attitude even in the absence of a certain "third-person" 
monitoring of this fact, bears out the claim that our conception of this 
attitude is "dominated" by "the third-person per spective". I, at least, fail to 
see what McGinn may be up to on this interpretation. 

Thus, I think the passage reveals that McGinn i s prepared to at least 
leave it open that (a) above may be true, and that being conscious that one 
is so is to have what McGinn calls a 'first-person perspective' on the fact 
that one is so. And as we have seen above, that is in turn to say, it seems, 
that McGinn is prepared to leave it open that to be conscious that one is so 
is to have an exclusive perspective on the fact that one is so. 

From the examined passage, thus unpacked, I think we can derive some 
reason for understanding McGinn as disagreeing with the claim that it is 
logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he takes it 
NBE that he is doing so-and-so. I turn to try to show that now. 

Tracing an implication of the passage 
I will first try to show that there is reason to understand McGinn's view to 
be that I can do so-and-so unconsciously, or without being conscious that I 
am doing so-and-so. I then proceed to remark that, insofar as there is such 
reason, there is reason to understand McGinn's view to be that I can do so-
and-so without taking it that I am doing so-and-so (and so, afortiori, 
without taking it NBE that I am doing so-and-so). 

Two reasons can be found for understanding McGinn's view to be that I 
can do so-and-so without being conscious that I am doing so-and-so. 

(1) There seems to be internal pressure in McGinn's position for 
accepting the claim that I can do so-and-so without being conscious that I 
am doing so-and-so. Let me try to bring this out. 
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There is, to begin with, some reason to ascribe to McGinn the view (i) 
that only bodily feelings and perceptual experiences (and perhaps the fact 
that an agent has a bodily feeling or a perceptual experience) are, because 
of how they are apprehended in the first person, beyond the scope of 
physical explanation. It is at least difficult to extract any other suggestion 
from McGinn than this, regarding which phenomena he thinks are for this 
reason unexplainable. Thus, we met with evidence, in the previous section, 
that it is McGinn's view that I have an exclusive perspective on myself 
only when I apprehend my own bodily feelings and perceptual experiences 
(and perhaps the facts that I have such feelings and experiences). And from 
this view, we have reason to infer the claim that only these qualitative 
phenomena are apprehended in the way that on McGinn's account causes 
problems for a physical theory.50 Other passages of McGinn's confirm that 
(i) is his view. Thus, in The Subjective Vi ew, he says: "As T. Nagel has 
emphasised, facts about how things subjectively seem - experiential facts 
- confront physicalism with an especially intractable problem", (p. 137.) 
And the context suggests that "experiential facts" are here understood as 
facts of "sensory experience". 

Further, we have in this section met with evidence for understanding 
McGinn to at least leave it open (ii) that being conscious that one is so is to 
have an exclusive perspective on the fact that one is so. 

Now, if he holds (i), then McGinn is trivially committed to the view 
that the fact that I am doing so-and-so is not, because of how it is appre
hended in the first person, beyond the scope of physical explanation. 
Insofar as my interpretation in 5.3 is correct, McGinn could consistently 
with this hold at most two of the following three claims: (iii) that to be 
conscious that one is doing so-and-so is to have an exclusive apprehension; 
(iv) that to be conscious that one is doing so-and-so is to have a species-
specific apprehension; (v ) that it is logically necessary that if an agent is 
doing so-and-so, then he is conscious that he is doing so-and-so. Now, 
there is pressure from (ii) on accepting (iii). (iii) follows from (ii) if to say 
that an agent is "conscious that" he is so, in the intended sense, is to say 
that the fact that the agent is so in some ordinary s ense "shows itself' to 

50 This reason is conclusive if it is necessary for an apprehension to count as being of 
the kind that on McGinn's account causes problems for a physical theory, that it is 
exclusive. I remarked in 5.3 that there is some reason to understand McGinn's view thus. 
If this is not McGinn's view, then the reason is less than conclusive. 
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him, or "reaches his consciousness". And this seems, perhaps, plausible. 
Further, I think (iv) would be difficult t o deny. The reasons for this have 
been indicated in section 5.2.51 And hence, there is internal pressure in 
McGinn's position to deny (v), that it is logically necessary that if an agent 
is doing so-and-so, then he is conscious that he is doing so-and-so. Indeed, 
there is arguably internal pressure to deny that there is any property or 
object besides what McGinn calls 'sensations', which is such that it is 
logically necessary that when I have that property or object, I am 
conscious that I have it. 

Second, I think there is some evidence that McGinn would also be 
happy to deny that it is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-
so, then he takes it that he is doing so-and-so - at least if there is pressure 
from other parts of his position to deny this. The evidence is provided by 
McGinn's claim that "propositional attitudes may be unconscious". Even if 
reflection yields that McGinn would not, after all, wish to claim that this is 
true of all types of propositional attitude, the claim may be taken to reveal 
that McGinn is prepared to make rather sweeping generalisations abo ut 
what common sense recognises, and Freud authorises, as legitimate 
ascriptions to agents of "unconscious" psychological properties or 
objects.52 And this in turn suggests that he would be happy to deny that it 
is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he is 
conscious that he is doing so-and-so - at least if there is pressure from 
other parts of his position to deny this. 

There is, then, some reason to understand McGinn's view to be that I 
can do so-and-so without being conscious that I am doing so-and-so. Now, 
McGinn does not tell us what he means by 'conscious' and 'unconscious'. 
But it appears safe to say that insofar as there i s reason to understand his 
view to be that I can do so-and-so without being conscious that I am doing 
so-and-so, there is reason to understand the view to be that I can do so-
and-so without taking it that I am doing so-and-so, in t he sense of 'taking 
it' specified in section 2.5. There is reason, that is to say, to understand 

51 See the defence for premise (5b). I take it to be evident that the argument presented 
there would have the same force if it were conducted in terms of 'being conscious that' 
rather than 'taking it that'. 
52 Exactly how sweeping a generalisation he would be prepared to make is not clear. At 
one point In The Character of Mind, he discusses trying. He says: "Trying is necessarily 
conscious", (p. 127.) This might reveal that McGinn would not, after all, be prepared to 
say that all phenomena besides "sensations" may be unconscious. 
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McGinn's view to be that I can do so-and-so even if the proposition I am 
doing so-and-so is not one of the propositions that I might, at the time of 
doing so-and-so, without prompting or reflection, sincerely express in 
reply to the question 'What are you now doing?'. 53 And in that case, it is, 
afortiori, possible to do so-and-so without taking it NBE that one i s doing 
so-and-so. 

With this I conclude the presentation of the reasons for thinking that 
McGinn would disagree with the claim that it is logically necessary that if 
an agent is doing so-and-so, then he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-
so. I turn to critically discuss what might be this position of McGinn's. 

Critical discussion of the position extracted 
I wish to critically discuss two features of the position that has been 
extracted. (1)1 want to discuss whether McGinn - if the view is indeed his 
- is justified in holding that I may do so-and-so unconsciously (and hence 
without taking it that I am doing so-and-so). While I think McGinn may be 
so justified, I will suggest that that is not obviously so. (2) Since, however, 
the view may be justified, I wish to discuss what further conclusions it 
would support, if it were vindicated, and what further conclusions it would 
not support. It is rather clear that McGinn would take th is view to justify 
the conclusion that it is logically possible that I am doing so-and-so 
without having an exclusive perspective on the fact that I am doing so-and-
so. I will argue that his position is, in this regard, undersupported. 

(1) First then, I want to discuss whether McGinn - if the view is indeed 
his - is justified in claiming that I can do so-and-so unconsciously (an d 
hence without taking it that I am doing so-and-so). 

To determine whether there is justification for this view, it is necessary 
to try to understand what McGinn means by the term 'unconscious'. 
Though McGinn does not say anything explicitly about thi s, he does say 

53 I am not claiming, here, that if I on a given occasion do so-and-so without being 
"conscious" (in the sense which McGinn seems to have in mind, and which I say more 
about shortly) that I am doing so-and-so, then it follows that I am doing so-and-so 
without taking it that I am doing so-and-so. There appear to be possible examples where 
I fail to be "conscious" that I am so even though I take it that I am so. This may happen 
if I take it that I am so but do not have the right "emotional contact" with the fact that I 
am so. (Cf. Rey, p. 522, for such an example.) I am claiming, instead, that if it is 
possible that I am doing so-and-so without being "conscious" that I am doing so-and-so, 
then it follows that it is possible that I am doing so-and-so without taking it that I am 
doing so-and-so. 
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something which reduces the number of interpretations of the term. I have 
in mind the already quoted statement: "Common se nse recognises, and 
Freud drove the point home, that propositional attitudes may be uncon
scious". This statement provides us with some constraints on an interpre
tation of McGinn's use of 'unconscious'. It is clear that the concept of 
unconscious which McGinn uses is one which (i) many of us are prepared 
to employ in ordinary life, and which (ii) Freud has employed. In addition, 
it is at least strongly suggested that the concept is one which (iii) we 
ordinarily associate with Freud. These constraints may still allow for 
different interpretations of McGinn's use of'unconscious'. But they reduce 
the number. I think we may, for example, with some degree of assurance, 
assume that the concept of unconscious employed is one following which a 
property or object is "unconscious" only if it is, in some sense recognised 
both by "common sense" and by Freud, "repressed" by a subject, or stands 
in some specified relation to some property or object which is thus 
repressed. 

Is it then true that, in the indicated sense of 'unconscious', the perform
ing of an occurrent psychological doing may be unconscious? I have some 
doubt. Consider, for example, the occurrent doing of counting objects. It 
seems to me not entirely easy to picture a circumstance in which we would 
judge that an agent is performing the occurrent doing of counting objects, 
but is unconscious of that fact, either because he has repressed what he is 
doing, or because he has repressed the motive or desire with reference to 
which we judge that he is counting objects. I am not questioning that an 
agent who is identified as counting objects may count as "unconsciously" 
doing something in addition to this. I doubt, only, that an agent who is 
identified as doing something else, say, gazing into a room, may count as 
unconsciously counting the objects in that room, in the indicated sense. 
Similar doubt extends to the occurrent doing of adding numbers. Perhaps, 
indeed, it may be doubted in the case of occurrent doings in general that 
they may performed unconsciously, in the indicated sense. It is not clear to 
me that many of us would in ordinary life be prepared to recognise the 
performing of such doings as possibly unconscious, in any sense which we 
associate with Freud. 

I do not wish, here, to insist on any of this. Perhaps McGinn could 
convince us to accept the claim that occurrent doings quite generally may 
count as being performed unconsciously, in the indicated sense. I wish to 
suggest, only, that this is not obviously so. Thus, if it is correct that 
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McGinn's view implies this claim, then the view is in that respect 
undersupported. 

(2) Since, however, there may be justification for the view that I can do 
so-and-so unconsciously, I wish to discuss what further conclusions this 
view would support, if it were vindicated, and what conclusions it would 
not support. 

It is rather clear that McGinn would take this view to justify the 
conclusion that it is logically possible that I am doing so-and-so without 
having an exclusive perspective on the fact that I am doing so-and-so. As 
we have seen, McGinn concludes, on the basis of the claim that proposi-
tional attitudes may be unconscious, that our conceptions of them are not 
"dominated" by what he calls 'the first-person perspective', but by what he 
calls 'the third-person perspective'. Whatever else this may mean, it seems 
reasonable to think that it means, at least, that propositional attitudes are 
not out of logical necessity monitored from a "first-person perspective". 
And this in turn seems to mean, as we have seen, that such attitudes are not 
monitored from an exclusive (first-person) perspective. 

I have some doubt, however, that this conclusion of McGinn's is 
justified. 

To see the reasons for this doubt, we may notice, to begin with, that for 
an agent to have an "unconscious" property or object, in the sense 
indicated, it seems that the agent must, in some sense, "take it" that this is 
true of him, or at least be in some sense "in connection with" this fact. For 
an agent to have an "unconscious" property or object, in the sense 
indicated, it does not seem to be sufficient (i) that he has the property or 
object, and (ii) that he is not prepared at the moment to assent to the claim 
that he has it.54 There seem to be many cases in which (i) and (ii) are 
satisfied, but where an agent does not count as having an "unconscious" 
property or object, in the sense indicated. Suppose, for example, that I 
enter a street where there is a dog which is in the habit of attacking anyone 
walking by. In this case it is true that I have the property of approaching 

54 This formulation is not entirely fortunate since it might suggest that I take (i) and (ii) 
to both be necessary conditions for counting an agent as having an unconscious property 
or object. I do not, however, wish to maintain that, (i) is of course a necessary condition 
for this, but (ii) may not be. As I remarked in an earlier footnote in this section, there 
appear to be examples where I fail to be "conscious" that I am so even though I take it 
that I am so. But it is helpfixl for my exposition to stress that (i) and (ii) together are not 
sufficient conditions for counting an agent as having an unconscious property or object. 
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danger, and (let us suppose) that I am not at the moment prepared to assent 
to the claim that I am approaching danger. But this by itself does not make 
the property of mine of approaching danger "unconscious", in the sense we 
seem to be concerned with. What then, is required for thi s property to be 
"unconscious"? Guided by the above extracted constraints on an under
standing of McGinn's use of 'unconscious', it seems to me reasonable to 
assume that something like the following is required: for a property or 
object of mine to count as "unconscious" in the intended sense, I must be 
so related to this property or object that I would, given (perhaps extended) 
reflection, assent to the claim that I have it. In some such sense, an agent 
must, to have an "unconscious" property or object in the sense we are 
concerned with, "take it" that this is true of him, or be "in connection with" 
that fact. 

Now, I suspect, further, that it is possible to articulate an even more 
specific requirement than this for a property or object to count as 
"unconscious", in the intended sense. There is reason to think that for a 
property or object of mine to count as "unconscious", I must be so related 
to this property or object tha t I would, given (extended) reflection, assent 
NBE to the claim that I have it. The following example may serve to 
support this.55 Suppose that a man - a scientist let us say - would, if he 
were to reflect extensively on his scientific data about the regularities of 
human behaviour across different societies, assert that all men fear 
castration. It would of course take but little further reflection for him to 
then arrive at the view that he himself, being a man, fears castration. 
However, suppose that the same man, even if he were to engage in 
extended therapeutic reflection, in which he attained a degree of self-
knowledge leaving nothing more to ask for, would not be prepared to 
assent to the same claim NBE. I am not insisting, here, that i t would be 
psychologically possible for the man to engage in both reflections without 
the results influencing each other. I am only supposing that if he were to 
engage in the former reflection but not the second, he would reach the 
conclusion that he fears castration, and if he were to engage in the second 
reflection but not the former, he would not reach th at conclusion. Now, if 
these two counterfactuals were both true of a man, one may doubt, I think, 
that he could count as having an "unconscious" fear of castration, in the 
sense which we are concerned with. And to the extent that this may be 

55 The example is a variation on an example given by Rey, p. 522. 
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doubted, there is reason to think that for an agent to have, in this sense, an 
"unconscious" property or object, the agent must be so related to this 
property or object that he would, given (extended) reflection, assent NBE 
to the claim that he has it. 

If this is right, then it is in turn doubtful that it follows, from the fact 
that a certain property or object may be "unconscious", in McGinn's sense, 
that it is logically possible for an agent to have this property or object 
without having an exclusive perspective on the fact that this is so. For 
when an agent is so related to a property or object that he would, given 
(extended) reflection, assent NBE to the claim that he has it, he may well 
have a perspective on himself, or have a "connecti on" with himself, which 
only he can have.56 

Again, I do not want to insist on this. Perhaps McGinn could, after all, 
convince us that the claim that a certain property or object may be 
"unconscious" justifies the conclusion that it is logically possible that I 
have that property or object without having an exclusive perspective on the 

56 I am not alone in thinking or suspecting this. Moore, for example, appears to make a 
point congenial to mine when he says: "When a patient comes to see that he was 
unconsciously angry at some time in the past, he has ... recovered the non-observational 
knowledge that he was angry, known that the anger was part of him, in the same way as 
he acknowledges his conscious anger as his. ... We should not restrict ourselves to a 
physiological conceptualization of unconscious wishes, beliefs, emotions, etc., on 
grounds of no privileged access when the clinical theory asserts that there is such 
access, only deferred", (p. 144; Moore discusses, in this context, what he calls Freud's 
'pre-theoretical notion of the unconscious'.) 

McGinn could admittedly find support, from at least some passages of Freud's, if he 
wished to argue that Freud would accept that if some phenomenon may be unconscious 
then it is logically possible for that phenomenon to take place without being monitored 
from an exclusive first-person perspective. Defending the idea of unconscious mental 
processes, Freud said: "Psycho-analysis regarded everything mental as being in the first 
place unconscious; the further quality of "consciousness" might also be present or again 
it might be absent. This of course provoked a denial from the philosophers, for whom 
"consciousness" and "mental" were identical, and who protested that they could not 
conceive of such an absurdity as the "unconscious mental". There was no help for it, 
however, and this idiosyncrasy of the philosophers could only be disregarded with a 
shrug. ... It could be pointed out, incidentally, that this was only treating one's own 
mental life as one had always treated other people's. One did not hesitate to ascribe 
mental processes to other people, although one had no immediate consciousness of them 
and could only infer them from their words and actions. But what held good for other 
people must be applicable to oneself'. (Quoted from Gardner, p. 136.) 
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fact that I have it. But McGinn does not try to convince us of this. He just 
takes this for granted. And in this regard, his position is undersupported. 

To sum up, I have tried to show, in this section, the following. First, I 
have tried to show that there is some internal pressure from McGinn's 
position to deny that it is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-
and-so, then he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so. Part of what 
generates this internal pressure is an invocation of Freud. Second, I have 
critically discussed this view, which might be McGinn's. I have tried to 
show that while it may be right that I can do so-and-so unconsciously, this 
is not obviously so. Thus, if McGinn's view implies this claim, then the 
view is in that respect undersupported. I have also discussed what further 
conclusions this view - that I can do so-and-so unconsciously - would 
support, if it were vindicated, and what conclusions it would not support. 
While it is rather clear that McGinn would take this view to justify the 
conclusion that it is logically possible that I am doing so-and-so without 
having an exclusive perspective on this fact, I have argued that his position 
is, in this regard, undersupported. 

With this I conclude my discussion of McGinn. In the ensuing sections, 
I will outline Chalmers' diagnosis of the mind-body problem, as well as his 
view on the implications of this diagnosis for various psychological 
phenomena. Because of constraints concerning time, as well as concerning 
how much detail is of interest t o document, I shall discuss Chalmers less 
elaborately than I have discussed McGinn. My ambition is to provide at 
least an indication that McGinn's position, as presented above, is in many 
respects representative of a strand in contemporary philosophy of mind. 

5.6 Chalmers on the mind-body problem 

Like Nagel and McGinn, Chalmers thinks that the mind-body problem is 
very difficult to solve, or at least that a "part" of the problem is. Like these 
two, Chalmers also announces that the hard part of the problem concerns 
"consciousness". Says Chalmers in the opening of The Conscious Mind: 51 

"Consciousness is the biggest mystery. I t may be the largest outstanding 
obstacle in our quest for a scientific understanding of the universe", (p. xi.) 
But we are also given a number of other familiar formulations of what the 

57 Page references below are to this work unless otherwise stated. 
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problem consists in. Only on the opening page of The Conscious Mind, 
Chalmers tells us that the problem is to understand why th e causation of 
behaviour is accompanied by "subjective inner life"; why a physical 
system should also be "an experienced \ and why there should be 
"something it is like" to be such a system. 

Chalmers appears to share, further, the more specific judgment of both 
Nagel and McGinn that present day science can to no degree explain 
consciousness. Thus he says: "Present-day scientific theories hardly touch 
the really difficult questions about consciousness. We do not just lack a 
detailed theory; we are entirely in the dark about how consciousness fits 
into the natural order", (p. xi.) 

When it comes to predictions in this matter, Chalmers hosts an element 
of both optimism and pessimism. He thinks there can be no "reductive 
explanation" of consciousness (p. 93), but he thinks there may be a "non-
reductive explanation", (p. 213.) 

I will, in the following, focus upon Chalmers' view of the difficulties in, 
rather than on his view on the prospects for explaining consciousness. 

I think it is Chalmers' view that a reductive explanation of conscious
ness is made impossible by the fact that the consciousness of an agent is 
apprehended by that agent in a way in which it cannot be apprehended by 
any other agent. In the remainder of this section, I will document the 
textual evidence for this reading. 

In The Conscious Mind (chapter 3.1), Chalmers provides us with five 
arguments why consciousness cannot be reductively explained. They are, 
in turn, the argument from "the logical possibility of zombies"; the 
argument from "the inverted spectrum"; the argument from "epistemic 
asymmetry"; "the knowledge argument"; and the argument from "the 
absence of analysis". It is not clear how independent these arguments are 
of each other. Chalmers admits that "there is some element of redundancy" 
among them (p. 94), but is not more specific than that. 

I will be concerned with the third of these arguments, the argument 
from "epistemic asymmetry". I will first present the argument, and then 
submit reasons for thinking that this argument, if none of the other 
arguments, is supposed to by itself justify the claim that consciousness 
cannot be reductively explained. 
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The argument from epistemic asymmetry 
The argument from epistemic asymmetry is not very succinct. It opens 
with five paragraphs where Chalmers tries to bring out, using different 
formulations, that there is an "epistemic asymmetry in our knowledge of 
consciousness". The following seems to me to be a representative sample 
of what he says about this. 

[Consciousness is a surprising feature of the universe. Our grounds for belief 
in consciousness derive solely from our own experience of it. Even if we knew 
every last detail about the physics of the universe - the configuration, causa
tion, and evolution among all the fields and particles in the spatiotemporal 
manifold - that information would not lead us to postulate the existence of 
conscious experience. My knowledge of consciousness, in the first instance, 
comes from my own case, not from any external observation. It is my first-
person experience of consciousness that forces the problem on me. ... If it were 
not for this direct knowledge, consciousness could go the way of the vital 
spirit. To put it another way, there is an epistemic asymmetry in our knowledge 
of consciousness that is not present in our knowledge of other phenomena. Our 
knowledge that conscious experience exists derives primarily from our own 
case, with external evidence playing at best a secondary role. (p. 101-2.) 

From such reflections Chalmers eventually concludes: 

The epistemic asymmetry in knowledge of consciousness makes it clear that 
consciousness cannot logically supervene. If it were logically supervenient, 
there would be no such epistemic asymmetry; a logically supervenient property 
can be detected straightforwardly on the basis of external evidence, and there is 
no special role for the first-person case. (p. 102.) 

And Chalmers has made clear earlier in the text that if consciousness does 
not "logically supervene" (on the physical), then it follows that it cannot be 
"reductively explained", (p. 48, 93.) 

One can gather that the argument from epistemic asymmetry appeals to 
the alleged fact that consciousness is "experienced", and "known", in some 
special way in the first person. But it is a little unclear just how this should 
be interpreted. While some passages could be taken to express the view 
that consciousness can in no sense be experienced, or known, other than in 
the first person, other passages seem to make only the weaker claim that 
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one cannot experience or know the consciousness of another in the same 
way that one can experience and know one's own consciousness. Thus for 
example, Chalmers, in the first passage quoted above, starts out by saying 
that "our grounds for belief in consciousness derive solely from our own 
experience of it", but later in the passage makes the seemingly weaker 
claims that "my knowledge of consciousness, in the first instance, comes 
from my own case", and that "our knowledge that conscious experience 
exists derives primarily from our own case". 

Chalmers may well have somewhat conflicting inclinations in this 
matter. But I think there is some reason to read him as saying that there can 
be some knowledge and experience of consciousness from the third-person 
perspective, although one cannot experience or know the consciousness of 
another in the same way that one can experience and know one's own 
consciousness. The following two considerations, or groups of considera
tions, can be adduced in support of this reading. 

(1) So long as Chalmers does not focus on the question whether we 
know about the consciousness of others, he seems to have no doubt that we 
do. Thus, for example, he says in his introductory passages that 
"consciousness ... is an extraordinarily salient part of nature, arising 
throughout the human species and very likely in many others", (p. xiii.) 
Again, he declares that it would be fruitless to try to "define conscious 
experience in terms of more primitive notions". To make the reader 
nevertheless appreciate what the topic under discussion is, he invites us to 
consult our own conscious experiences, which he "presumes" that we have, 
(p. 4.) In his paper "Facing up to the problem of consciousness", he states 
even more confidently: "It is undeniable that some organisms are subjects 
of experience", (p. 201.) The same confidence appears to be implicit when 
he makes claims in the first-person plural, such as the previously quoted: 
"our grounds for belief in consciousness derive solely from our own 
experience of it". 

The kind of confidence expressed in these passages indicates that 
Chalmers would not wish to dispute, on the basis of some sceptical 
argument, the justification of ordinary claims to, say, experience someone 
else's anger, be aware of someone else's tension, or perceive the pain 
somebody else is in. And so, it indicates that he would grant that we can in 
some familiar and ordinary sense know as well as experience "the 
consciousness" of others. 
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True, when he does focus on the question whether we know about the 
consciousness of others, Chalmers' confidence that we have this knowl
edge appears to diminish somewhat. Thus, when he discusses "the problem 
of other minds", he says that "we do not know for certain that they [other 
creatures] are conscious, or what their experiences are". However, even 
here, he adds that "we may have good reason to believe they are", (p. 102.) 
I presume that the reasons we have for such belief derive from the 
experiences we have of the creatures in question. And so, it is presumably 
granted that ordinary claims t o, say, perceive the pain that somebody else 
is in, are made with good reason. And that is to say that, even when his 
confidence in this matter reaches a low point, Chalmers seems to not 
exclude, at any rate, that we can properly be said, in some sense, to 
experience the consciousness of another. 

(2) I think there is, in addition, a plausible explanation of why Chalmers 
says those things which, on the reading I am proposing, must be regarded 
as misleadingly intimating the view that we can in no sense experience or 
know the consciousness of another. One may regard these formulations as 
attempts to emphasise just how profound and insurmountable the obstacles 
are to experiencing and knowing the consciousness of another in the same 
way that that agent experiences and knows his own consciousness. It is 
clear, at any rate, that Chalmers wants to emphasise this. Thus, in 
concluding the argument from epistemic asymmetry, he contrasts the 
epistemic asymmetry in our knowledge of consciousness, with the 
epistemic asymmetry in our knowledge of a, in his view, non-conscious 
property, such as memory. He grants that there is or may be some kind of 
epistemic asymmetry even in the latter case, but stresses that the asymme
try with respect to consciousness is "much more fundamental". 

To be sure, there are some supervenient properties - memory, perhaps - that 
are more easily detected in the first-person case. But this is just a matter of how 
hard one has to work. The presence of memory is just as accessible from the 
third person, in principle, as from the first person. The epistemic asymmetry 
associated with consciousness is much more fundamental, (p. 102.) 

I propose that this idea that there is a "fundamental" obstacle to experienc
ing and knowing the consciousness of another in the same way that that 
agent does, may be but unclearly distinguished, by Chalmers, from the 
idea that we can in no sense experience or know the consciousness of 
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another. That would explain why he sometimes misleadingly intimates that 
he holds the latter view. 

On the basis of these considerations, I shall take it that Chalmers1 

argument should be read as appealing to the alleged fact that we experi
ence and know consciousness in our own case in a way in which we cannot 
experience or know it in the case of another agent. 

I now turn to discuss the status of the argument from epistemic 
asymmetry in Chalmers' text. 

The status of the argument from epistemic asymmetry 
There are reasons to think that the argument from epistemic asymmetry is 
supposed to by itself justify the claim that consciousness cannot be 
reductively explained. At least two such reasons can be found, one more 
weighing than the other. 

The first and most weighing reason is given by the confidence with 
which Chalmers concludes the argument. To repeat: 

The epistemic asymmetry in knowledge of consciousness makes it clear that 
consciousness cannot logically supervene. If it were logically supervenient, 
there would be no such epistemic asymmetry; a logically supervenient property 
can be detected straightforwardly on the basis of external evidence, and there is 
no special role for the first-person case. (p. 102.) 

There is no qualification, here, to the effect t hat the epistemic asym
metry in question provides but an inconclusive ground for the claim that 
consciousness cannot logically supervene, and that we need to appeal to 
other arguments for this claim to be fully justified. On the contrary, the 
passage states rather explicitly that asymmetry with respect to our 
knowledge of a certain property in the first-person and in the third-person 
case, is a sufficient ground for concluding that the property cannot 
logically supervene. Chalmers appears to say that if a property logically 
supervenes, then there is no asymmetry with respect to our knowledge of 
that property in the first-person and in the third-person case - or, as he puts 
it, there is no "special role for the first-person case". And this statement is, 
it appears, adduced as a ground for the unqualified confidence in the 
opening sentence of the quote: "The epistemic asymmetry in knowledge of 
consciousness makes it clear that consciousness cannot logically super
vene". 
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The second and supplementary reason for thinking that the argument 
from epistemic asymmetry is supposed to demonstrate by itself that 
consciousness cannot be reductively explained is that th is is the argument 
which Chalmers seems to prefer to cite when he wants to justify his claim 
on more limited space. This is most evident in the introductory passages of 
The Conscious Mind. When Chalmers, here, tries to bring out the difficul
ties in explaining consciousness, he cites - so far as I have seen, without 
exception - things which later recur under the heading of the argument 
from "epistemic asymmetry11.58 

On these grounds, I shall assume that the argument "from epistemic 
asymmetry" is supposed to justify by itself Chalmers' claim that con
sciousness cannot be reductively explained.59 

58 For example, he says: "Everyday scientific methodology has trouble getting a grip on 
it [this 'it' refers either to consciousness, or to the problem of consciousness], not least 
because of the difficulties in observing the phenomenon. Outside the first-person case, 
data are hard to come by", (p. xiv.) And again: "[Consciousness is surprising. If all we 
knew about were the facts of physics, and even the facts about dynamics and 
information processing in complex systems, there would be no compelling reason to 
postulate the existence of conscious experience. If it were not for our direct evidence in 
the first-person case, the hypothesis would seem unwarranted; almost mystical, 
perhaps", (p. 4-5.) 

That the argument from epistemic asymmetry is Chalmers' preferred argument is to 
some degree evident also in the paper "Facing up to the problem of consciousness". 
Though intimations of the argument "from the absence of analysis" surface later in that 
paper (p. 203), Chalmers appeals, in his first statement of why the problem of 
consciousness is hard, to the fact that consciousness is experienced in a special way in 
the first person. "The really hard problem of consciousness is the problem of experience. 
When we think and perceive, there is a whir of information-processing, but there is also 
a subjective aspect. As Nagel (1974) has put it, there is something it is like to be a 
conscious organism. This subjective aspect is experience. When we see, for example, 
we experience visual sensations: the felt quality of redness, the experience of dark and 
light, the quality of depth in a visual field. ... It is undeniable that some organisms are 
subjects of experience. But the question of how it is that these systems are subjects of 
experience is perplexing", (p. 201.) 
59 I do not wish to suggest that Chalmers would be immune to the kind of critical 
remark that I shall later make - that he without justification takes his diagnosis of the 
mind-body problem to have rather narrow implications - if the status of the argument 
from epistemic asymmetry in the text were different. I suspect that a similar kind of 
critical remark could be directed against Chalmers' account even if one took this 
argument to be but part of the argument for the claim that consciousness cannot be 
reductively explained. But to substantiate that suspicion would be an elaborate task 
which I will not try to carry out here. 
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With this, I conclude the presentation of Chalmers' diagnosis of the 
mind-body problem. I am, as in earlier sections, not interested in evaluat
ing this diagnosis. I am instead interested in debating what implications the 
diagnosis, if correct, may have for different psychological phenomena. 

5.7 A suggestion regarding the implications of Chalmers' diagnosis of 
the mind-body problem 

It seems to me that Chalmers' diagnosis of the mind-body problem, if 
correct, may well show that a somewhat wide range of psychological 
phenomena cannot be reductively explained. I will try to illustrate this by, 
familiarly, focusing on the fact that an agent is performing an occurrent 
psychological doing. I will outline a case for thinking that Chalmers' 
diagnosis, in conjunction with a couple of reasonable premises, implies the 
claim that this fact cannot be reductively explained. 

As in section 5.2, my ambition is not to make an indubitable case for 
thinking that Chalmers1 diagnosis has the implications I will suggest that it 
has. I will only try to show that there is some reason to think so. This will 
suffice to later make some critical remarks about Chalmers' position. 

I wish, first, to formulate a principle which describes the conditions 
under which something cannot be, on Chalmers' account, reductively 
explained. If the interpretation in the previous section is correct, and if we 
let 'C-apprehension' stand for whatever is the type of experience or 
apprehension which on Chalmers' account causes problems for a reductive 
theory, then it seems such a principle may bear the following formulation: 

Chalmers' Principle'. 
If a type of phenomenon P is such that each instance of P is the 
object of a C-apprehension, then P cannot be reductively explained. 

Now, from this principle, and the following set of interpretations of the 
principle, and further premises, one can infer the claim that the fact that an 
agent is doing so-and-so cannot be reductively explained. 

( 1 )  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n : 'Phenomenon', as used in the principle, should be 
understood as referring to both facts and objects. 

I see little doubt that this interpretation is justified. Though Chalmers 
for the most part talks about the impossibility of reductively explaining 
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"consciousness" and "conscious experience", he occasionally includes 
facts among the phenomena which c annot be reductively explained. Thus, 
for example, the very last line of the argument from epistemic asymmetry 
reads: "no collection of facts about complex causation in physical system 
adds up to a fact about consciousness", (p. 102-3.) And in the course of 
"the knowledge argument", we are told that "the facts about subjective 
experience of color vision are not entailed by the physical facts", (p. 103.) 

As a further confirmation of the interpretation, one may point to the use 
of 'knowledge' in the argument from epistemic asymmetry. 'Knowledge' 
seems to be used here in a couple of different ways. Sometimes it seems to 
be used to represent our acquaintance with, or experience of, conscious
ness. This seems to be so, for example, in the claim: "Eliminativism about 
conscious experience is an unreasonable posit ion only because of our own 
acquaintance with it. If it were not for this direct knowledge, conscious
ness could go the way of the vital spirit", (p. 102.) But the term seems also 
to be used to represent our knowledge that some facts obtain. This seems 
to be so, for example, in the claim: "Our knowledge that conscious 
experience exists derives primarily from our own case", (p. 102.) These 
uses of 'knowledge' provides some further evidence that the argument from 
epistemic asymmetry should be read as applying to both objects and facts. 

(2) Premise: It is logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, 
where this i s an occurrent psychological doing, then he takes it NBE that 
he is doing so-and-so. (This should be recognised as The First-Person 
Thesis presented in chapter 2.) 

(3) Interpretation: If it is, in the sense employed in the premise (2), 
"logically necessary" that an agent who is doing so-and-so apprehends that 
he is doing so-and-so, then each instance of the fact that an agent is doing 
so-and-so is, with whatever necessity we should project on the principle, 
the object of an apprehension. 

It is perhaps reasonable to assume that 'each instance of P is the object 
of a C-apprehension' in the principle should be read as: 'each instance of P 
is necessarily the object of a C-apprehension'. But it seems also reasonable 
so suppose that this necessity is not stronger than the necessity with which 
each instance of the fact that an agent is doing so-and-so is, by the premise 
(2), apprehended by that agent. The reason for so supposing is that, had 
Chalmers had a stronger necessity than this in mind, he could have been 
expected to say something about this. He does, however, not. 
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(4) Interpretation: It is sufficient for something to count as a "C-
apprehension" that it is a logically exclusive apprehension (and in this last 
use of 'apprehension', the term is used in the broad sense explained in 
section 2.5). 

I have tried to show above that Chalmers, in the argument from 
epistemic asymmetry, appeals to the alleged fact that our first-person 
apprehensions, or "experiences", of consciousness are, as is our knowledge 
of consciousness, exclusive. More specifically, he seems to appeal to the 
alleged fact that these apprehensions are in some sense necessarily 
exclusive. We saw that Chalmers contrasts the exclusiveness of our first-
person apprehensions of a property such as memory with the exclusiveness 
of our first-person apprehension of consciousness. He suggests that 
memory is "more easily detected in the first-person case" but that this is 
"just a matter of how hard one has to work". And he insists that "[t]he 
epistemic asymmetry associated with consciousness is much more 
fundamental", (p. 102.) But again it seems reasonable to suppose that if an 
apprehension is logically exclusive, in the sense defined in 3.1, then it is 
exclusive in the "fundamental" sense that we should project on the text. 
The reason for so supposing is, again, that Chalmers could have been 
expected, had he had a stronger necessity than this in mind, to declare that. 
He does, however, not. All he gives us is the above contrast with our first-
person apprehensions of memory, which ar e exclusive only in the sense 
that memory is "more easily detected" in the first person. 

(5) Premise: To take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so, in the sense 
employed in the premise (2), is to have a logically exclusive apprehension. 
This premise is implied by the following two premises. 

(5a) Premise: To take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so, in the sense 
employed in the premise (2), is to have an apprehension in the broad sense 
explained in section 2.5. For illustration of this premise, I refer the reader 
to section 2.5. 

(5b) Premise: This apprehension is logically exclusive. This premise 
should be recognised as the implication of The Exclusiveness Thesis 
which I spelled out in section 3.1. For defence of the premise, I refer to 
chapter 3. 

(1) through (5) imply the claim that the fact that an agent is doing so-
and-so cannot, by Chalmers' Principle, be reductively explained. By (4) 
and (5) to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have a C-appre-
hension. By (2) and (3), each instance of the fact that an agent is doing so-
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and-so is the object of this apprehension. By (1), we can thereby say that 
each instance of the phenomenon type that an agent is doing so-and-so is 
the object of this type of apprehension. And by the principle, this is to say 
that this phenomenon type cannot be reductively explained. 

Suffice this to provide some reason, at least, for thinking that Chalmers' 
diagnosis of the mind-body problem, if correct, shows that the fact that an 
agent is doing so-and-so cannot be reductively explained. I now turn to 
present and critically discuss Chalmers' own views on what the implica
tions of his diagnosis of the mind-body problem are. 

5.8 Chalmers on the implications of his diagnosis of the mind-body 
problem, part I 

It seems that Chalmers would not subscribe to the implications that I have 
in the previous section traced from his diagnoses of the mind-body 
problem. There are reasons of varying strength to read Chalmers as 
disagreeing on at least two points with the argument that I outlined. First, I 
think Chalmers is committed to deny that to take i t NBE that one is doing 
so-and-so is to have a "C-apprehension"; that is, an apprehension of the 
kind that, on his account, causes problems for a reductive theory. Second, 
as in the case of McGinn, a puzzling and arguably misleading invocation 
of Freud provides some reason to read Chalmers as denying that it is 
logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he takes it 
NBE that he is doing so-and-so. In this section and the next, I will present 
and critically discuss these two aspects of Chalmers' view. 

As a preliminary to identifying which implications Chalmers takes h is 
diagnosis of the mind-body problem to have, it is necessary to get familiar 
with the "two quite distinct concepts of mind" which he says there are, and 
which he claims correspond to the hard and the easy parts of the mind-
body problem respectively. 

Two concepts of mind and two mind-body problems 
There is, Chalmers says, a "phenomenal concept of mind" as well as a 
"psychological concept of mind". The phenomenal concept is, he tells us, 
"the concept of mind as conscious experience, and of a mental state as a 
consciously experienced mental state". The psychological concept is "the 
concept of mind as the causal or explanatory basis for behavior. A state is 
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mental in this sense if it plays the right sort of causal role in the production 
of behavior, or at least plays an appropriate role in the explanation of 
behavior", (p. 11.) Further characterisations of the respective concepts 
include this: "On the phenomenal concept, mind is characterized by the 
way it feels', on the psychological concept, mind is characterized by what it 
does" (p. 11); and this: "At a first approximation, phenomenal concepts 
deal with the first-person aspects of mind, and psychological concepts deal 
with the third-person aspects", (p. 16.) 

There is an unclarity about this distinction which it is well to keep in 
mind. It is unclear whether Chalmers purports to submit a conceptual 
innovation, or to make a distinction among concepts we are all in the habit 
of employing. On the one hand, we are told that "many everyday mental 
concepts straddle the fence, having both a phenomenal and a psychological 
component. Pain provides a clear example." Here Chalmers seems to say 
that, while ordinary life exhibits but one concept of pain, we could - or 
even, for scientific purposes, should - employ two different concepts of 
pain. However, he then goes on to he tell us: "The term ['pain', I assume] is 
often used to name a particular sort of unpleasant phenomenal quality, in 
which case a phenomenal notion is central. But there is also a psychologi
cal notion associated with the term". I assume that 'notion' here means 
'concept', and then the suggestion may seem to be that we sometimes use 
'pain' to express one concept, a phenomenal one, while on other occasions 
we use the term to express a different concept, a psychological one. But 
this would be to say that ordinary life already exhibits two distinct 
concepts of pain. Chalmers leaves the unclarity unresolved (and in the 
following quote, 'notion' appears to mean 'term'): "We might say that the 
notion of pain is ambiguous between the phenomenal and the psychologi
cal concept, or we might say that both of these are components of a single 
rich concept", (p. 17.) 

Whether an innovation, or a reflection of an existing use of concepts, 
however, it is clear that the distinction between the psychological and the 
phenomenal concepts of mind corresponds, on Chalmers' view, to an easy 
and a hard part of the mind-body problem respectively. 

The division of mental properties into phenomenal and psychological proper
ties has the effect of dividing the mind-body problem into two: an easy part and 
a hard part. The psychological aspects of mind pose many technical problems 
for cognitive science, and a number of interesting puzzles for philosophical 
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analysis, but they pose no deep metaphysical enigmas. ... [I]t is fair to say that 
the mind-body problem for psychological properties is for all intents and pur
poses dissolved. ... The phenomenal aspects of mind are a different matter. 
Here, the mind-body problem is as baffling as it ever was. (p. 24,25.) 

Being familiar with the two concepts of mind then, we may turn to 
examine Chalmers' view on the implications of his diagnosis of the mind-
body problem. 

There are three different groups of remarks, each of which provides 
evidence that, according to Chalmers, to take it NBE that one is doing so-
and-so is not to have a C-apprehension, that is, an apprehension of the kind 
that, on his account, causes problems for a reductive theory. I present them 
by turns. 

Chalmers on introspection, self-consciousness, awareness, and internal 
access 
The first group of remarks are those which Chalmers makes about what he 
calls 'introspection', 'self-consciousness', 'awareness', and 'internal access'. 

With varying degrees of confidence, Chalmers states that these 
phenomena belong to the easy part of the mind-body problem. In The 
Conscious Mind, he says about our "notions" of the first two that these 
notions are "largely functional", and that the "concepts" have a 
"psychological core", (p. 26-7.) About "awareness" he says that it "poses 
few metaphysical problems", (p. 29.) And in the paper "Facing up to the 
problem of consciousness", "internal access" is used to exemplify an easy 
problem in the explanation of the mind. (p. 202.) 

One may notice that (with a possible exception for the case of "internal 
access") Chalmers must presumably be understood here a s employing or 
talking about some ordinary concepts of introspection, self-consciousness, 
awareness, and internal access, which "straddle the fence, having both a 
phenomenal and a psychological component". This is because, had he 
employed or talked about some peculiar, "purely" psychological concepts, 
it seems there would have been no room for the caution which he 
expresses by the formulations 'largely functional', 'psychological core', and 
few metaphysical problems'. 

On this understanding, it is fair to assume that when an agent takes it 
NBE that he is doing so-and-so, then he exemplifies some or all of the 
phenomena that Chalmers has been talking about in these passages. An 
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agent who takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so may surely be said to, in 
some ordinarily recognised sense, be "aware" of something, and arguably 
to "introspect" something, as well as to be "self-conscious", and to have an 
"internal access" to some aspect of himself. And that is in turn to say that it 
is fair to assume that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is 
something which according to Chalmers has a "psychological core", and 
poses "few metaphysical problems". 

This is, of course, to ascribe but a vague view to Chalmers. The 
ascription leaves indeterminate just how few the metaphysical problems of 
taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so are on Chalmers' view. 

However, I think the view ascribed to Chalmers must, on any reason
able specification, be taken to imply the claim that to take it NBE that one 
is doing so-and-so is not to have a C-apprehension, that is, an apprehen
sion of the kind that according to Chalmers causes problems for a 
reductive theory. Here is why. As we have seen, a phenomenon is 
irreducible, on Chalmers' account, insofar as it is the object of a "C-
apprehension". From this fact alone one would suspect it to be Chalmers' 
view that C-apprehensions themselves are irreducible. This suspicion is, 
moreover, confirmed by textual evidence. Thus, we have seen that "the 
phenomenal concept of mind" is "the concept of mind as conscious 
experience, and of a mental state as a consciously experienced mental 
state". This characterisation or definition is naturally read as saying that 
the phenomenal concept applies both to states which are consciously 
experienced, and to conscious experience#? of states. Now if, in turn, this 
kind of apprehension, or "conscious experience", is irreducible, then one 
may at least infer that it does not have a "psychological core", and that it 
poses substantial metaphysical problems. Since, however, taking it NBE 
that one is doing so-and-so is something which according to Chalmers has 
a psychological core, and poses few metaphysical problems, one can 
conclude that he does not think that to thus take it is to have a C-appre
hension. 

Chalmers on intentional states 
Some remarks made by Chalmers regardin g intentional states confirm that 
he does not think that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have 
C-apprehension. 
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With respect to intentional states, Chalmers again expresses varying 
degrees of confidence that they belong to the easy part of the mind-body 
problem. 

At one point, for example, he examines the having of a belief. He leans 
towards this view: "the role of the phenomenal in intentional concepts [is] 
quite thin. The most substantial requirements for having a specific belief 
will lie elsewhere than in the phenomenal." (p. 20.) He goes on to clarify 
that what he has said about belief applies equally to intentional states in 
general: 

Everything that I have said here about belief applies equally to other intentional 
states, such as desire, hope, and so on. All of these states have a psychological 
and a phenomenal aspect, and we need not legislate which is primary, although 
a strong case might be made for a psychological analysis, (p. 21.) 

Again, one may notice that the caution expressed in the passage reveals 
that Chalmers here discusses or employs ordinary concepts of belief, 
desire, hope, and so on - concepts which may, at least, turn out to 
"straddle the fence, having both a phenomenal and a psychological 
component". Had Chalmers discussed or employed some peculiar, "purely" 
psychological concepts, it seems there would have been no room for this 
caution. 

A few pages later, the confidence in the "strong case" for a 
"psychological analysis" of intentional states appears even stronger. 
Intentional states are, without qualification, here discussed within the 
frame of the easy part of the mind-body problem. (And there is no 
announcing on Chalmers' part that he has turned to employ some peculiar 
"psychological" concept of intentional state). Talking about the easy part 
of the problem, Chalmers says: 

While the technical problems are enormous, there is a clearly defined research 
problem for their answer. The metaphysical problems are relatively few. ... 
This is not to say that psychological properties pose no philosophical difficul
ties. There are significant problems in coming up with the correct analyses of 
these notions, for instance. Even if it is widely accepted that these are func
tional concepts, there can be significant disagreement about just how the 
requisite functional analyses should run. Intentional properties such as belief 
and desire, for example, provide fertile grounds for argument. [Here he 
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enumerates some questions concerning them.] ... These problems are all seri
ous, but they have the character of puzzles rather than mysteries, (p. 24.) 

These passages regarding intentional states and properties provide 
further evidence that, according to Chalmers, to take it NBE that one is 
doing so-and-so is not to have a C-apprehension; that is an apprehension of 
the kind that on his account causes problems for a physical theory. 
Chalmers' general claims about these states and properties imply the claim 
that a "strong case" can be made for a psychological analysis of the 
intentional state of taking it NBE that one is doing so-and-so. And from 
this claim, it seems safe to conclude, in turn, that to thus take it is not, 
according to Chalmers, to have an apprehension, or "experience", of the 
kind that falls under the phenomenal concept of mind and causes all the 
"hard" problems for a reductive theory. 

Chalmers on experiencing "qualitativefeels" 
While it is not clear to me exactly what Chalmers' positive view is on when 
an agent has a C-apprehension, some remarks he makes about this confirm 
that he does not think that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is t o 
have an apprehension, or "experience", of this kind. 

It seems to be Chalmers' view that those and only those apprehensions 
are C-apprehensions which have a particular type of object. We presuma
bly remain true to Chalmers' terminology if we call objects of this kind 
'phenomenological objects', or 'phenomenal objects', or 'qualitative feels', 
or 'conscious qualities' or 'qualia'. (See p. 6, as well as passages quoted 
below.) It is not easy to say what these objects are supposed to have in 
common. But I believe they are supposed to have in common something 
like this: the objects are all, in some sense, "best" described in the 
terminology normally used to describe perceptual experiences or bodily 
sensations.60 Perhaps the clearest indication of this view of Chalmers' is to 

60 I will not attempt here to articulate in what sense of 'best described' the objects in 
question are best described in the terminology normally used to describe perceptual 
experiences or "bodily sensations". However, for one idea of how one might arrive at an 
understanding of this, see the discussion, in section 4.1 above, of the concept of 
experience employed by Wittgenstein in The Brown Book. It may be Chalmers' view 
that only expressions normally used to describe perceptual experiences and bodily 
sensations can, in the sense that I tried to describe in 4.1, by themselves pick out what 
he calls 'qualitative feels' or 'qualia' or 'conscious qualities'. 



184 

be found in the "far-from-complete catalog of the aspects of conscious 
experience", which he provides in the introductory passages of The 
Conscious Mind. 

It is necessary to make a note about the use of the term 'experience' in 
this catalogue before turning to consider it. Chalmers often uses 'experi
ence' to talk about the apprehension which we have of our consciousness, 
or our conscious states, or our sensations. For example, we have seen 
above that he talks about "my first-person experience of consciousness", 
and says that "our grounds for belief in consciousness derive solely from 
our own experience of it", (p. 102, 101; emphases added.) I have, in 
representing his position, for the most part restricted myself to this use of 
the term. However, 'experience' is also used by Chalmers to talk about the 
consciousness, or the conscious state, or the sensation, which is appre
hended. In the "catalog of the aspects of conscious experience", this seems 
to be how the term is used. But despite this alternative use, the catalogue 
still provides information about Chalmers' positive view on when an agent 
has the kind of (C-)apprehension which on his account causes problems for 
a reductive theory. For it is clear that, in the catalogue, Chalmers attempts 
to describe phenomena (called here 'experiences') of which we have 
apprehensions (in other places also called 'experiences') of the (C-)kind 
that cause problems for a reductive theory. With this note, let us consider 
the catalogue. 

The first eight headings of the catalogue mention experiences which are 
either perceptual experiences or what Chalmers seems to count as bodily 
sensations. The headings are: "Visual experiences", "Auditory experi
ences", "Tactile experiences", "Olfactory experiences", "Taste experi
ences", "Experiences of hot and cold", "Pain", and "Other bodily sensa
tions". Among the things we are told under these headings is that colour 
sensations and pain are among the "paradigm examples" of conscious 
experiences, (p. 6-9.) Not until the ninth heading do we meet with 
something which seems not to qualify as a perceptual experience or bodily 
sensation. The heading is "Mental imagery". But it turns out that under this 
heading we are presented with analogues of perceptual experiences which 
are "generated internally". Chalmers talks about the " rich phenomenology 
associated with visual images conjured up in one's imagination", and he 
says that "[o]ne can have similar kinds of auditory "images" conjured u p 
by one's imagination, and even tactile, olfactory, and gustatory images", 
(p. 9.) When we arrive at the tenth heading, it appears, at first sight, that 
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Chalmers may recognise something as an experience even if it is not a 
bodily sensation, or a perceptual experience, or even an internally 
generated analogue of perceptual experience. The heading is "Conscious 
thought", and the presentation opens with these words: 

Some of the things we think and believe do not have any particular qualitative 
feel associated with them, but many do. This applies particularly to explicit, 
occurrent thoughts that one thinks to oneself, and to various thoughts that affect 
one's stream of consciousness, (p. 9-10.) 

There is, however, shortly reason to revise, or strongly qualify, the initial 
impression that the experience "associated with" conscious thought is not a 
bodily sensation, or a perceptual experience, or an internally generated 
analogue of perceptual experience. Chalmers finds it hard to describe what 
he calls 'the qualitative feel' of an occurrent thought. But when he tries, it 
is revealed that the "feel" which he has in mind is, in some sense, "best" 
described in the terminology normally used to describe a perceptual 
experience. The qualitative feel o f an occurrent thought i s really, it turns 
out, a kind of "whiff": 

It is often hard to pin down just what the qualitative feel of an occurrent 
thought is, but it is certainly there. There is something it is like to be having 
such thought.... When I think of a lion, for instance, there seems to be a whiff 
of leonine quality to my phenomenology: what it is like to think of a lion is 
subtly different from what it is like to think of the Eiffel tower", (p. 10.) 

Similar moves are made by Chalmers when, under later headings in the 
catalogue, he tries to describe the experiences "associated with" emotions 
and what he calls 'the sense of self. So for example, the "phenomenology 
of self' is characterised as "a kind of background hum", (p. 10.) 

One can gather from this catalogue that, whatever exactly Chalmers' 
positive view is on when an agent has a C-apprehension, the apprehensions 
which we have of our perceptual experiences and bodily sensations have 
some sort of special place in it. The catalogue opens with the mentioning 
of a number of such experiences and sensations, and we are told that some 
of them are "paradigm examples" of what are here called 'experiences'. 
And in going beyond these "paradigms", Chalmers does not seem to be 
willing to go further than to objects which are, in some sense, "best" 
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described in a terminology - including such expressions as 'whiff and 
'hum' - which is normally used to describe perceptual experiences and 
bodily sensations. 

As such, the catalogue provides some further evidence that to take it 
NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not, according to Chalmers, to have a 
C-apprehension. To thus take it seems not to be to apprehend what 
Chalmers calls a 'qualitative feel'. (At most, it seems that to thus take it 
could be correlated with apprehending some feel which is "associated 
with" the fact that an agent is doing so-and-so.) And since Chalmers' view 
seems to be that those and only those apprehensions are C-apprehension 
which are of such feels, we may conclude that he does not think that to 
take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have a C-apprehension. 

With this, I conclude the presentation of the evidence for thinking that 
to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is not, according to Chalmers, to 
a have a C-apprehension; that i s, an apprehension of the kind that on his 
view causes the problems for a reductive theory. I proceed to make some 
critical remarks about this view. 

Critical remarks about Chalmers'position 
As in the case of McGinn, it is difficult to find any justification on 
Chalmers' part for the view that no instance of introspecting, being self-
conscious, being aware, having internal access, or being in an intentional 
state is to have a C-apprehension. Indeed, Chalmers, like McGinn, seems 
to not even acknowledge that this view of his might be controversial. 
Chalmers often outlines how we would go about reducing phenomena such 
as introspection, self-consciousness, awareness, internal access and 
intentional states. About internal access, for example, he tells us: "To 
explain internal access, we need to explain how a system could be 
appropriately affected by its internal states and use information about those 
states in directing later processes". (1995, p. 202.) But he never finds any 
reason to justify that this is compatible with his diagnosis of the mind-
body problem. And in this, he seems to just take for granted that no 
instance of introspecting, being self-conscious, being aware, having 
internal access, or being in an intentional state is to have a C-apprehension. 

This lack of justification would not have been remarkable had this view 
of Chalmers' been obviously correct. However, I have tried to show that it 
is not. Thus, I have tried to show that on Chalmers' view, both conscious
ness and the experience which we (necessarily) have of consciousness 
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belong to the hard part of the mind-body problem. In arguing that this is 
so, Chalmers appeals to the alleged fact that the experience of conscious
ness is "fundamentally" exclusive. This argument appears to commit 
Chalmers to the view that any type of phenomenon which is either 
(necessarily) apprehended in a "fundamentally" exclusive way, or is a 
"fundamentally" exclusive apprehension, belongs to the hard part of the 
mind-body problem. I have remarked (section 5.7) that this, in turn, seems 
to commit him to the view that any type of phenomenon which is either 
(necessarily) apprehended in a logically exclusive way, or is a logically 
exclusive apprehension, belongs to the hard part of the mind-body 
problem. And then there seem to be reasons, which Chalmers ought to 
have considered, for thinking that some instance of introspecting, being 
self-conscious, being aware, having internal access, or being in an 
intentional state is to have an apprehension which belongs to the hard part 
of the mind-body problem. I have tried to illustrate th is with the example 
of taking it NBE tha t one is doing so-and-so. To thus take it is, I have 
argued, to have a logically exclusive apprehension. 

With these critical remarks, I turn to present and discuss the second 
point at which it seems that Chalmers may not be able to accept the 
argument I submitted, in section 5.7, in tracing the implications of his 
diagnosis of the mind-body problem. 

5.9 Chalmers on the implications of his diagnosis of the mind-body 
problem, part II 

In addition to there being reason to think that Chalmers is committed to 
deny that to take it NBE that one is doing so-and-so is to have a C-
apprehension, there is some reason to read him as denying the claim of The 
First-Person Thesis; that it is logically necessary that if an agent is doing 
so-and-so, then he takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so. In this section, I 
will briefly present the reasons for thinking so, and also make a couple of 
critical remarks about the emerging position, which may be Chalmers1. 

Chalmers on Freud and the psychological concept of mind 
As in the case of McGinn, what gives us reason to read Chalmers as 
denying The First-Person Thesis is a puzzling an d arguably misleading 
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passage where Freud is cited as a thinker who has recognised "the 
psychological concept of mind". 

The passage occurs in the context of a brief history o f the phenomenal 
and the psychological concepts of mind. Chalmers claims that the two 
concepts "have a long history of being conflated", citing Descartes a s one 
of those who may be responsible for this. (p. 12.) He goes on to claim that 
it was progress in psychology rather than in philosophy which was 
"responsible for drawing the two aspects of mind apart", (p. 13.) And this 
is where he arrives at the remark about Freud: 

Most notably, Sigmund Freud and his contemporaries solidified the idea that 
many activities of the mind are unconscious, and that there can be such things 
as unconscious beliefs and desires. The very fact that this notion seemed coher
ent is evidence that a nonphenomenal analysis of thought was being used. ... 
Explicitly, he [Freud] recognised that accessibility to consciousness is not 
essential to a state's relevance in the explanation of behavior, and that a 
conscious quality is not constitutive of something's being a belief or a desire. 
These conclusions rely on a notion of mentality that is independent of 
phenomenal notions, (p. 13.) 

This is a puzzling passage, and I d o not know if I understand all of it. 
But I will present the line of reasoning which seems to me to occur in the 
passage. From this line of reasoning, it seems one may infer, to begin with, 
that Chalmers hosts some uncertainty about the view, which he promotes 
elsewhere, that introspection, self-consciousness, awareness, internal 
access and intentional states in general have a "psychological core", and 
"pose few metaphysical problems". That uncertainty gives us, in turn, 
some reason to think that Chalmers would, or at least should, deny that it is 
logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he takes it 
NBE that he is doing so-and-so. 

Interpretation of, and implications of, the passage 
To begin with, I propose that Chalmers should be read as ascribing to 
Freud the idea that beliefs and desires may be "unconscious" in the sense 
that one may have a belief or desire without being conscious that o ne has 
it. There is, admittedly, one formulation of the passage which could be 
taken to indicate that Chalmers ascribes to Freud some rather different idea 
than this one. But I doubt that the formulation should be taken very 
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seriously. The formulation I have in mind is this: "[Freud] recognised ... 
that a conscious quality is not constitutive of something's being a belief1. 
Given what Chalmers in other passages seems to mean by 'conscious 
quality', he may seem to ascribe to Freud, here, the idea that one can have a 
particular type of belief without apprehending some particular type of 
"whiff", or "quale" - for example, that one may believe that there is a lion 
at the zoo without apprehending a whiff of leonine quality. I find it hard, 
however, to think that this is the idea that Chalmers, in the passage, really 
wished to ascribe to Freud. This seems not to be one of the better-known 
views of Freud's. And so, had Chalmers wished to rest anything upon 
ascribing this view to Freud, one would have expected him to more 
carefully document that this really was Freud's view than he does in the 
passage. 

Further, Chalmers draws some conclusion on the basis of ascribing to 
Freud this idea that beliefs and desires may be "unconscious". It is not 
entirely clear to me what this conclusion is. But I think Chalmers wants to 
suggest at least this: the fact that Freud recognised the possibility of 
unconscious beliefs and desires shows that Freud's concepts of belief and 
desire are psychological, as opposed to phenomenal, concepts. (In 
addition, Chalmers may want to indicate that since Freud's uses of 'belief 
and 'desire' seem coherent to us, this shows that we are familiar with 
psychological concepts of belief and desire.) 

I am proposing, then, that Chalmers should be read to submit in the 
above passage the following line of reasoning: 

(P): Freud held that it is possible to have a belief without being 
conscious that one has it. 
Therefore (C): Freud's concept of belief is a psychological as 
opposed to a phenomenal concept. 

If something like the above is a correct understanding of the passage, 
then it seems to me that the passage must be understood to express 
uncertainty about the view, which Chalmers promotes elsewhere, that 
introspection, self-consciousness, awareness, internal access and inten
tional states in general have a "psychological core", and "pose few 
metaphysical problems". 

To see this, one may first notice that to be conscious that one is so is to 
be in an intentional state. It is also, supposedly, in some ordinarily 
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recognised sense to be "aware" that one is so, and to be "self-conscious" 
that one is so, and to "introspect" that one is so, and to have "internal 
access" to the fact that one is so. 

Further, it seems that one may infer, from the above line of reasoning, 
that the concept of being conscious that one is so, which is employed 
there, is a phenomenal as opposed to a psychological concept, or at the 
very least a concept with a phenomenal "core". For if the concept is a 
phenomenal one, then Chalmers' inference makes good sense. It could then 
be rendered thus: 

(P)1: Freud held that it is possible to have a belief without being in 
the phenomenal state of being conscious that one has the belief. 
Therefore (C): Freud's concept of belief is a psychological as 
opposed to a phenomenal concept. 

By contrast, if we understand the concept to be a psychological one, then it 
seems to be difficult to make much sense out of Chalmers' inference. In 
that case, the inference must be rendered thus: 

(P)": Freud held that it is possible to have a belief without being in 
the psychological state of being conscious that one has the belief. 
Therefore (C): Freud's concept of belief is a psychological as 
opposed to a phenomenal concept. 

On these grounds then, I take the above passage to express uncertainty 
about the view, which Chalmers promotes elsewhere, that introspection, 
self-consciousness, awareness, internal access and intentional states in 
general have a "psychological core", and "pose few metaphysical 
problems". 

Insofar as this is a correct understanding, there is some reason to think 
that Chalmers would, or at least should, deny that it is logically necessary 
that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he takes it NBE that he is doing 
so-and-so. It seems to be Chalmers' view that a rather limited class of 
phenomena are beyond the scope of reductive explanation. More specifi
cally, the view appears to be that perceptual experiences, bodily sensa
tions, internally generated analogues of perceptual experiences, and some 
further "whiffs" or "qualia" are irreducible. It is difficult, at least, to extract 
any other suggestion from Chalmers1 text regarding which phenomena he 
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thinks are irreducible. Now, if this is his view, and if he also hosts at least 
an uncertainty about whether being conscious that one is so is a phenome
nal or psychological concept, then Chalmers arguably ought to hold that 
perceptual experiences, bodily sensations, internally generated analogues 
of perceptual experiences, and other "whiffs" or "qualia" are the only 
properties or objects which it is logically impossible to have without being 
conscious of having. That view would commit him to hold, for one thing, 
that it is logically possible to do so-and-so without being conscious that 
one is doing so-and-so. And that would arguably commit him, in turn, to 
deny that it logically necessary that if an agent is doing so-and-so, then he 
takes it NBE that he is doing so-and-so. 

Critical questions about the position extracted 
Since I have already, in 5.5, critically discussed this kind of view, I will 
only repeat here two of the critical questions I think one may raise about it. 
For a fuller treatment of the questions, I refer the reader to that section. 

The first question is whether Chalmers - if the view is indeed his -
would be justified in thinking that I can do so-and-so, where this is an 
occurrent psychological doing, unconsciously. While Chalmers may be so 
justified, I do not think that that is obviously so. 

The second question is which further conclusions this view would 
support, if it were vindicated, and which further conclusions it would not 
support. It appears that Chalmers takes for granted, without attempting to 
justify this, that if a property or object may be unconscious, th en it is 
logically possible to have that property or object without standing in the 
"fundamentally" exclusive relation to the property o r object (or the fact 
that one has it) which, by his diagnosis, obstructs a reductive explanation 
of it . I think this view is, again, not obviously true, and certainly under-
supported. 

With this, I conclude my discussion of Chalmers. I have tried in these 
four sections to provide at least an indication that McGinn's position, 
presented in some detail above, is in many respects representative of a 
strand in contemporary philosophy of mind. 
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5.10 Summary 

To a greater or lesser degree under the influence of Nagel, both McGinn 
and Chalmers argue that consciousness, or conscious states, cannot be 
physically, or reductively, explained. They both, moreover, think t hat this 
has something to do with how an agent apprehends, or "experiences", hi s 
own consciousness, or conscious states. According to McGinn and 
Chalmers, the implications of these diagnoses are rather narrow: they seem 
to think that perceptual experiences, bodily sensations, and facts about 
these are either the only, or the "paradigm" cases of, phenomena which are 
unexplainable by the diagnoses. 

Arriving at this position, McGinn and Chalmers commit themselves to 
controversial and undersupported claims. Or so I have argued. Specifically, 
I have tried to show that their positions display an insufficient appreciation 
of the case for holding that non-qualitative psychological phenomena are 
apprehended in an exclusive way in the first person. 

To begin with, McGinn and Chalmers both appear to think that our 
first-person apprehensions of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations 
are either the only, or the "paradigm" cases of, apprehensions which by 
their diagnoses cause problems for a physical or reductive theory. I have, 
partly by exploiting The Exclusiveness Thesis, tried to illustrate that they 
thereby commit themselves to controversial positions. To take it NBE that 
one is doing so-and-so is arguably to have an apprehension of the allegedly 
problematic kind described in their respective diagnoses. But despite these 
positions being controversial, we find no attempt from McGinn or 
Chalmers to justify them. 

Moreover, I have tried to show that there is some internal pressure from 
McGinn's and Chalmers' respective positions to accept the claim that 
perceptual experiences, bodily sensations, and possibly other "qualia" are 
the only objects or properties which it is logically impossible to have 
without being "conscious" of having. In each case, an invocation of Freud 
is part of what gives rise to this internal pressure. I have raised two critical 
questions about this claim. First, I have raised the question whether the 
view is at all true. With reference to the class of occurrent psychological 
doings, I have tried to show that the view is at least not obviously true. 
Second, I have raised a question about which further conclusions this view 
would justify, if it were vindicated, and which further conclusions it would 
not justify. It appears that both McGinn and Chalmers take for granted, 
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without attempting to justify this, that if a property or object may be 
"unconscious" in the intended sense, then it is logically possible to have 
that property or object without having an exclusive perspective on, or 
exclusive knowledge of, this fact. I have claimed that in this regard too, 
their views are not obviously true, and are certainly undersupported. 



6 Conclusion 

By way of conclusion, I will first summarise what I have done, and then 
make some remarks about possible further inquiry suggested by the 
preceding argument. 

6.1 Summary 

I observed, by way of introduction, that it is common in contemporary 
philosophising about the mind to emphasise that different psychological 
phenomena are or can be apprehended in different ways in the first person. 
I said that there can be no serious doubt that such emphases are, generally 
speaking, defensible. 

While, however, agreeing with the general claim that there is a variety 
of ways in which different psychological phenomena are or can be 
apprehended in the first person, I said that there is reason to critically 
examine the details of how this variety is depicted in contemporary 
philosophy. In this work, I have tried to contribute to that critical exami
nation. 

I have tried, specifically, to give some substantiation to the following 
claim: influential texts of contemporary philosophy display an insufficient 
appreciation of the case for holding that psychological phenomena other 
than qualitative ones are apprehended in an exclusive way in the first 
person. 

To substantiate this claim, I have focused on a limited class of phenom
ena. I have called this class, which includes such performances as 
searching for a flower and adding two numbers, the class of 'occurrent 
psychological doings'. In chapter 2, I submitted The First-Person Thesis, 
which states that it is logically necessary that if an agent i s performing an 
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occurrent psychological doing, then he has a certain apprehension of what 
he is doing. 

In chapter 3, I submitted The Exclusiveness Thesis, which states that 
the type of apprehension mentioned in The First-Person Thesis is 
"logically exclusive": it is an apprehension which the agent who is doing 
so-and-so can have of the fact that he is doing so-and-so, but which it is 
logically impossible for someone else to have of this fact. 

I have then, in chapters 4 and 5, used these theses in critical discussions 
of some influential texts of contemporary philosophy. In chapter 4, I 
examined two arguments of Wittgenstein's to the effect that one may 
perform some selected actions without having a particular type of 
"experience" or "sensation". I used The First-Person Thesis to illustrate 
that these arguments, while valid, seem to have rather limited implications. 
I then tried to show that the limited significance of the arguments has often 
been obscured by readers of Wittgenstein. In particular, Wittgenstein has 
been taken to justify some rather general conclusion about what "goes on 
in the mind" when an agent is performing selected actions. Part of what is 
obscured by such readings is the case for holding that it is logically 
necessary that if an agent performs the actions in question, then he 
apprehends what he is doing. 

In chapter 5, I examined a position, commonly held in contemporary 
philosophy of mind, to the effect that phenomena which belong to a certain 
limited class are, because of the appearances they present in the first 
person, particularly difficult to explain in physical terms. Perceptual 
experiences, bodily sensations, and perhaps facts about these, are held to 
be either the only, or the "paradigm" cases of phenomena of this class. An 
implication of this view is the claim that phenomena which do not belong 
to this class do not present appearances to subjects in the allegedly 
problematic way that perceptual experiences and bodily sensations do. I 
have tried to show that this position, as exemplified in the writings of 
McGinn and Chalmers, involve controversial assumptions for which 
insufficient justification is provided. To begin with, McGinn and Chalmers 
both appear to be committed to the claim that our first-person apprehen
sions of perceptual experiences and bodily sensations are either the only, 
or the "paradigm" cases of apprehensions which are exclusive or logically 
exclusive. I used The Exclusiveness Thesis to show that this claim is 
controversial. Further, I tried to show that there is some internal pressure 
from McGinn's and Chalmers1 respective positions to accept the claim that 
perceptual experiences, bodily sensations, and possibly other "qualia", are 
the only properties or objects which it is logically impossible to have 
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without being, in some sense associated with Freud, "conscious" of having. 
With reference to the class of occurrent psychological doings, I tried to 
indicate, first, that this again seems to be a controversial claim. F urther, I 
questioned whether the claim, even if correct, would justify the kind of 
conclusion suggested by both McGinn and Chalmers; namely that it is 
logically possible to have a range of (non-qualitative) psychological 
properties or objects without having an exclusive perspective on, or 
knowledge of, this fact. 

6.2 Remarks about possible further inquiry 

If the readings of the texts that I have examined are defensible, and the 
texts do display an insufficient appreciation o f the case for holding that 
psychological phenomena other than qualitative ones are apprehended in 
an exclusive way in the first person, then the present topic invites further 
inquiry. It would be of interest to examine why this case is insufficiently 
appreciated by influential contemporary philosophers. 

The preceding pages contain some answers or possible answers to this 
question. In chapter 5, for example, I suggested that some too sweeping 
claims about what we have received from Freud may have contributed to 
the insufficient appreciation in question. We also saw that the allegedly 
Freudian lesson that a broad range of (non-qualitative) psychological 
properties or objects may be "unconscious", has not always been clearly 
distinguished from the claim that our first-person apprehensions of 
perceptual experiences and bodily sensations are the only, or the 
"paradigm" cases of apprehensions which are exclusive or logically 
exclusive. (See in particular section 5.5.) One might suspect, on this basis, 
that a conflation of these different ideas has on occasion had the effect of 
making each of them look more irresistible than they do in isolation from 
each other. I similarly suggested, in chapter 4, that it is possible to interpret 
Wittgenstein's conclusions regarding action and "experience" in two 
different ways, and that insufficient attention to these different interpreta
tions might be one reason why the limited scope of the conclusions has 
tended to be obscured. (See section 4.2.) 

However, these suggestions, as well as others contained in the pre
ceding pages, can at best begin to explain why influential texts of 
contemporary philosophy display the insufficient appreciation that I have 
tried to uncover. Even if these suggestions correctly diagnose undersup-
ported leaps of thought occurring in the examined texts, one would wish to 
know why, in turn, such leaps occur in influential philosophical writings. 
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While an inquiry into this issue is beyond the scope of my present 
ambition, I will suggest one possible direction which such inquiry might 
take. 

It would be worth exploring, I suspect, to what extent the influence of a 
certain picture of the human mind explains why influential philosophical 
texts display undersupported leaps of thought on the topic which has been 
under examination. I am thinking about the picture of the mind, familiar 
from such philosophers as Locke and Hume, as an introspected inner arena 
in which certain items - called by Locke 'ideas' and by Hume 'perceptions' 
- make their appearances. (See Locke, book II, chapter I; and Hume, book 
I, part I.) There seems to be a natural train of thought by which one may, 
on the basis of this picture, arrive at a low appreciation of the case for 
holding that non-qualitative psychological phenomena are apprehended in 
an exclusive way in the first person. If one assumes this picture, there 
seems to be some appeal to the idea that a characteristic type of item must 
make its appearance before an introspecting eye, for an agent to have a 
perceptual experience, such as an experience of red, or a bodily sensation, 
such as one of pain. In contrast, i t is implausible that some characteristic 
type of item must make its appearance before an introspecting eye, for an 
agent to have non-qualitative properties such as the property of doing so-
and-so, or of understanding algebra, or of thinking about one's mother. 
Now, if minds are inner arenas along the lines suggested by Locke and 
Hume, it is moreover natural, or even inevitable, to suppose that our 
introspections of these arenas exhaust our exclusive first-person appre
hensions of psychological phenomena. Taking these reflections together, 
the case for holding that non-qualitative psychological phenomena are 
apprehended in an exclusive way in the first person will look weak. 

It is instructive to consider Kripke's exposition of Wittgenstein in the 
light of this proposed diagnosis. In rejecting the suggestion that ""meaning 
addition by 'plus'" denotes an irreducible experience, with its own special 
quale", Kripke takes himself to reject what he varyingly calls a 'Humean' 
and a 'classical empiricist' idea. So, for example, he says: 

The idea that each of my inner states - including, presumably, meaning what I 
do by 'plus' - has its special discernible quality like a headache, a tickle, or the 
experience of a blue after-image, is indeed one of the cornerstones of classical 
empiricism. Cornerstone it may be, but it is very hard to see how the alleged 
introspectible quale could be relevant to the problem at hand. (p. 42; cf. also p. 
41,63.) 
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However, Kripke's exposition itself bears traces of the "Humean" or 
"classical empiricist" view. Several formulations of Kripke's evoke the 
image of the mind as an introspected inner space furnished by various 
items. Thus, for example, Kripke talks about "introspectible 'inner' 
contents that I can find in my mind, or that God could find if he looked 
into my mind", (p. 50.) Again, he talks about "objects", which can be 
"contained" in our minds, (p. 52.) And we saw above that he talks about 
the mind as a "slate" on which inscriptions may be "engraved", (p. 15.) 
Kripke seems to rely on these "Humean" remnants in reaching the 
conclusion that no answer which cites what I apprehend when' I compute 
numbers can show the imagined sceptic th at I mean plus, not quus, by 
'plus'.61 Thus, we saw that Kripke, upon observing that I know "directly, 
and with a fair degree of certainty" what I mean by 'plus', instantly turns to 
consider whether some "irreducible experience, with its own special quale" 
might be cited to show the sceptic that I mean plus, not quus. (p. 40, 41.) 
He comments on this move thus: 

I referred to an introspectible experience because, since each of us knows 
immediately and with fair certainty that he means addition by 'plus', presuma
bly the view in question assumes we know this in the same way we know that 
we have headaches - by attending to the 'qualitative' character of our own 
experiences", (p. 41.) 

What seems to happen at this juncture is that Kripke translates the idea of 
citing some fact about what I know or apprehend when I am computing, 
into the idea of citing some fact about items - or "qualia" - making their 
appearances on an introspected inner arena. Thus translated, the idea is 
clearly of no use for answering the sceptic. As Kripke goes on to show, no 
fact about such qualia will show the sceptic that I mean plus, not q uus, by 
'plus'. On this basis, Kripke proceeds to dismiss as unsatisfactory any 
answer to the sceptic which cites what I apprehend when I compute 
numbers. Making this move, he seems to rely, as we saw, on the view that 
the only way in which I can have "direct access" to myself, is to introspect 
some quale. 

61 There is an obvious irony in this: the picture of the mind in question seems to be one 
which the real Wittgenstein was at pains to undermine. In fairness to Kripke, it should 
be pointed out that it is at most of secondary interest to him to correctly render the views 
of the real Wittgenstein. (See Kripke's introduction, p. 5.) 
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Suffice this to illustrate one possible direction in which one might look 
for an answer to the question of why influential tex ts of contemporary 
philosophy display an insufficient appreciation of the case for holding that 
psychological phenomena other than qualitative ones are apprehended in 
an exclusive way in the first person. 

I emphasise that I have suggested only a direction in which one might 
look for an answer to this question. I do not suggest that an explanation 
with reference to the "empiricist" picture of the mind would by itse lf be 
satisfying. Even if the influence of this picture features in the desired 
explanation, one would wish to know why, in turn, this picture has the 
attraction it must then be taken to have. 

I will, however, not pursue further speculations on this matter. I am 
satisfied if I have made plausible in this work that there is reason to at all 
embark on a diagnostic inquiry of the illustrated kind. 
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