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ABSTRACT

A t tke end of Supervenience and Mind, Jaegwon Kim is left witk a  dilemma: ke 

cannot save k o tk  m ental causation and consciousness—in order to save one, ke m ust 

sacrifice tke o tker. Tkis is a troubling conclusion. Kim is committed to  mental reaksm, 

wkick asserts tk a t m entakty involves botk causation and consciousness. So Kim kimself 

finds tke conclusion troukling. H is arguments are a successful refutation of tke popular 

position of nonreductive pkysicaksm. I agree witk tke success of tkis refutation but want 

to reject kis concluding dilemma.

In tk is dissertation I bring some of Kim's presuppositions to kgk t witk tke intent 

of analyzing tkem . I analyze from tke  standpoint of tke metapkysics o f Alfred N ortk 

w kitekead and  find tke way out of Kim's dilemma.

Tke first section of tke dissertation examines Kim's views on tke nature of pkysical 

reakty, causation, pkysical causal closure, and experience. For example, I find tkat Kim's 

views of experience are limited by kis inheritance from classical empiricism. Instead, a 

radical empiricism in  tke tradition of James and W kitekead is tke proper pkilosopkical 

position. Because Kim lacks tk is radical empiricism, ke locates tke source of kis mental 

realism not in  direct experience, as I do, but in practical reason. D uring my critique it 

becomes clear tk a t Kim's m ental realism functions as one of m a n y  a priori commitments. 

Because kis m ental reaksm is n o t a m atter of direct experience bu t is a n  a priori 

commitment, K im  does no t kave tke  means of avoiding kis own dilemma.
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By contrast, wken we adopt tke W kitekeadian stance tka t kasic experience reveals 

connections in  tke world, we can develop proper notions of causation, pkysicakty, and 

m entakty tka t are logically consistent, cokerent, adequate to tke data, and appkcakle to  

tke  kroad range of our lives. Experience itself kecomes tke source for our doctrines of 

ko tk  sukjectivity (in its kigker form—consciousness) and causation. W kat results is a 

panexperientdakst pkysicaksm tkat rejects tke kasic dickotomy tetw een m ind and tody 

tk a t underkes Kim's analysis and avoids kis dilemma ky claiming tka t tke mental and 

pkysical are two aspects or descriptions of tke same event.
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INTRODUCTION

We kave found, tken, tka t wkat we decide to do is wkatever action among 
tkose up to us we deJiheraie akout and desire to do. Hence also, decision will 
ke deliberative desire to do an action tkat is up to us; for wken we kave judged [tkat 
it is rigkt] as a result o f délibération, onr desire to do it expresses our wish.

Aristotle, Nichomackean Ethics, Bk. Ill,
In. 1113al0-13^ (empkases mine)

O u r beliefs guide our desires and skape our actions.
Ckarles Sanders Peirce, "Tke Fixation of Bekef"”

(empkases mine)

O n  a grander scale, it is kum an knowledge and desire tk a t built tke pyramids of 
Egypt and tke Great Wall of Ckina; produced tke glorious music, kterature, and 
otker artworks of our forebears; built our great cities; detonated nuclear bombs; 
and caused koles in tke ozone layer. O ur mental events are intricately woven into 
tke complex mosaic of causal relations of our world. A t least tkat is tke way tkings 
seem.

Jaegwon Kim, Philosophy o f  MincP 
(empkases mine)

As a young man, Jukus Caesar learned akout tke accompliskments of Alexander 

tke G reat. He learned of Alexander's miktary akikties, kow ke kad conquered most of tke 

known world, and kow ke kad extended kis influence all tke way to India. Caesar 

developed an admiration for Alexander, and, in turn , Caesar endeavoured to be like kis 

model. Tkere is a story tkat at tke age of tkirty, Caesar was in  Spain and kappened across

Aristotle, Nickomackean Etkics. brans, by Terence Irwin (Indianapolis: H ackett 
Publisking Company, 1985), 64.

^Ckarles Sanders Peirce, "Tke Fixation of Bekef," in  Pkilosopkical W ritings of 
Peirce, ed. ky Justus Buckler (New York: Dover Pukkcations, Inc., 1955), 9 -10 .

^Jaegwon Kim, Pkilosopkv of Mind (Boulder, C O : Westview Press, 1996), 125.
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a statue of Alexander. Caesar began to weep. He wept because bie, Caesar, bad not 

conquered tke world by tke age of tkirty as Alexander bad done.

Caesar kad tkougkts, bekefe, and desires, and tbese influenced kis actions. Wby 

did ke weep? Maybe ke cried because ke feared tkat be would never ackieve kis dreams. 

Surely ke wept because be bad no t reacked kis goals in tke tim e tk a t ke kad wanted to. 

Historians can debate tke reasons, just as tkey can debate any of Caesar's motivations for 

any of kis actions. Wky can we, as kumans, engage in tkese debates about kistorical 

figures and about ourselves? Because we kave a basic bekef tk a t aspects of our mental life 

kave influence over our pkysical life.

Tkougkts, dreams, wiskes, desires, judgements, emotions, sensations, and otker 

aspects of m entakty all enter into tke network of our lives and seem to  impact tke world 

around us. G rand, wonderful tkings suck as Beetkoven's Ninth  and Ckartres Catkedral 

seem to be tke outcomes of wonderful minds. Mundane tkings like writing tkis page or 

running to  get one's lunck seem to  kave tke same type of story bekind tkem . Caesar's 

world-ckanging actions seem to stem  from kis mind. And, needless to say, etkical 

considerations, suck as Aristotle's press us to recognize tke role tk a t m entakty plays in 

kum an responsibikty and goodness. As tke tkree quotes above illustrate—mind is vital to 

our understanding of ourselves.

As we all know, however, tke  role of tke mental kas been called into question by 

our pkilosopkical keritage. I am a  realist about tke mental. I do not want to  eliminate it 

or reduce it. So, I am  challenged to  explain its reakty and its affect on tke world.
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Surveying tk e  current kterature, one knds tk a t it is diffecult, if no t impossible to  kold tkis 

'• — m linfc.tir anv :rrdVrity. In  fact, one could end up sounding

dogmatic akout a position witk kttle support.

I do tk in k  tk a t a defense of tke m ental can be made, but we must entertain tke 

possibikty tk a t tke  metkods and presuppositions of muck contemporary pkilosopky of 

mind are flawed. Tke current major competing perspectives in tke pkilosopky of m ind are 

outgrowtks of tke analytic pkilosopky tk a t kas dominated Anglo-American pkilosopky 

tkrougk m uck of tke twentietk-century. Early in tkis century, it was only one of a 

num ber of competing voices, among tkem  Britisk ideaksm, American pragmatism, and 

tke emerging process pkilosopky.

My dissatisfe-ction witk contemporary approackes to  tke pkilosopky of mind, are 

part of a larger dissatisfaction witk muck of twentietk-century, analytic pkilosopky. I 

propose tk a t a  different pkilosopkical metkodology, witk different presuppositions, would 

kave more explanatory adequacy. Tkis overall life project will be focused in tke following 

way in tkis dissertation. I want to  look particularly at tke pkilosopky of mind, and even 

more specifically, tke mind-body problem. I will take tke work of Jaegwon Kim as tke best 

presentation of tke outcome of tke presuppositions and metkodologies of tke analytic 

tradition, as it  relates to tke pkilosopky of mind. Tken, I will skow kow witk a different 

metkodology and different presuppositions, tke  problems of tke pkilosopky of m ind can be 

bandied m ore successfully. Specifically, using tke work of Alfred N ortk W kitekead in  tke 

presentation and expkcation of tkis solution.
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Tke series of papers tk a t follows is troken into two kroad sections. Tke 6rst 

section presents tke proWem, and tke second provides tke  proposed solution. Ckapter 

O ne k rs t addresses tke meta-pkilosopkical issue of wkat an  appropriate pkilosopkical 

m etkod is. I adopt tke view tkat pkilosopky is an attem pt to  construct a set of Lekek for 

tke individual and tke com m unity based upon experience, wkick set of bekek is 

consistent, cokerent, appkcakle to its subject matter, and adequate in  interpreting tke 

data. Using tkese criteria, expkcated in tke first ckapter, I ultimately judge tkat 

w kitekead 's pkilosopky is superior to Kim's.

Ckapters Two tkrougk Five explore Kim's positions. Ckapter Two presents Kim's 

pkilosopky of mind as it leads to kis dilemma tkat one cannot save botk consciousness 

and m ental causal efficacy. In  doing so I defend Kim's attacks against Donald Davidson's 

A nom alous Monism, wkick would seem to be kis most serious ckallenger. Ckapters 

Tkree, Four, and Five tken  examine various presuppositions on tke part of Kim.

Tke tkird ckapter discusses tke nature of pkysical reakty. Kim writes in 

Supervenience and M ind  tk a t ke does not need to develop a concept of tke pkysical. I am  

critical of tkis position, because tke nature of tke pkysical is an  open question. By 

fruitfully explore various options, one is made aware tka t tkere are views of pkysical reakty 

tk a t avoid Kim's dilemma.

Ckapter Four concerns causation. Kim's view of causation is basically Humean. 

H um ean tkeories kave some fundamental problems tkat are kotk ontological and 

pkenomenological. Tkese are explored in tkis ckapter. Related to Kim's view of causation
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is kis com m itm ent to  pkysical causal closure for tke world. Tkis a priori commitment 

enters into direct confkct witk kis own mental reaksm. W itk  some kelp from a Peircean 

analysis, I demonstrate tkat kis a priori commitment not only leads to  kis dilemma tu t  is 

also wrong in tke first place.

In tke 6 ftk  ckapter I tu rn  to tke most fundamental issue—tke nature of 

experience. Tkougk Kim never expkcitly develops kis views concerning experience, I cull 

tkem  from kis writings and knd kis place in  tke lineage descended from classical 

empiricism. I t  is also telling tkat ke considers kis mental reaksm to ke a m atter of 

practical reason, not experience. Tkus, for Kim, mental reaksm is an  a priori 

commitment and not a matter of direct experience.

ckap ters Six tkrougk Nine are tke Wkitekeadian evaluation of tkese proklems 

witk tke goal of constructing a different pkilosopky of m ind and kody tk a t avoids Kim's 

dilemma. Ckapter Six addresses experience ky defending tke radical empiricism of 

Wilkam James and its development ky Alfred Nortk W kitekead. W kitekead claimed tkat 

experience comes in  two modes—presentational immediacy and causal efficacy, 

w kitekead takes our experience of causal efficacy to ke kasic in  our experience of tke 

world, tkus ke kas many okjections to  Humean views of causation.

In  Ckapter Seven I explore tkose okjections and W kitekead's own view of 

causation, wkick involves kis original concept oi prehension. W kitekead also makes it 

qpiite clear tk a t any discussion of causation involves a discussion of tim e. W kitekead was 

a relativist concerning time, keing influenced ky Leikniz, tke Rom antic poets, and

XX



contemporary pkysics.

T ke eigktk ckapter d.iscusses Wkitekead's pkilosopky of todies. He was a skarp 

critic of tke m ind-tody protiem  as it was created ty  Cartesian metapkysics. Cartesian 

notions of tody  are involved in  atstractions and, tkus, commit W kitekead's Fallacy of 

Misplaced Concreteness. Wkitekead was critical of pkilosopkers for atstracting from 

concrete reakty and tken treating tkeir atstractions as if tkey were concrete. Wkitekead 

also kas interesting tkings to say a to u t societies, types of todies, and living todies.

T ke final ckapter develops kis views of mentakty. I defend a panexpeneniialist 

pkysicaJism tka t resists any tifurcation of nature ty  seeing fundam ental actuakty as 

tasically dipolar—atle  to te  viewed to tk  pkysically and mentally. Tkis notion of 

fundamental reakty avoids Kim's dilemma ty  seeing sutjective experience and causal 

efkcacy as inkerently related to one anotker.

Tkese w kitekeadian conclusions stem  from a pkilosopkical metkodology tka t 

takes direct experience seriously. We are n o t trapped into a dilemma ty  a  set of a  priori 

commitments. I tkerefore recommend a W kitekeadian analysis to my readers.

E. Scott Jones 
2  O c to ter 2000  

Skawnee, O K
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C H A P T E R  O N E 

P H IL O S O P H IC A L  M E T H O D O L O G Y

It is one of my contentions tkat a satisfactory solution to tke mind-Lody problem 

can be discovered if tke basic pkilosopkical metkodology tka t one espouses is different 

krom tkat often taken in tke pkilosopky of mind. Tkis ckapter is not designed to settle 

tka t problem. Instead, kere I will sketck in broad outlines wkat an appropriate 

pkilosopkical metkodology is. In  doing so, I will attempt to estabksk criteria tkat even 

Jaegwon Kim can accept. Tkerefore, tkere will be metkodological questions left 

unresolved tkat demonstrate tke differences, for example, between Kim and Wkitekead.

In doing pkilosopky, we, as pkilosopkers, ougkt to concern ourselves witk wkat 

pkilosopky is—wkat task we are about. O f concern to me are questions suck as "W kat is 

pkilosopky?," "Wkat is tke value of pkilosopky?," "Wkat is one's pkilosopkical metkod?," 

"How does one balance intuition, reason, emotion, science, literature, and tke otker 

competing spkeres of kuman individual and cultural life?," "W kat does one take as 

fundamental?," "Wkat are we trying to explain?"

In broad outline, I think tkat pkilosopky is an attem pt to construct a set of beliefs 

for tke individual and tke community based upon experience, wkick set of beliefs is 

consistent, cokerent, appkcable to its subject matter, and adequate in interpreting tke 

data. In  tke following, let me take tkese points and expkcate tkem, especially skowing 

kow tkey are developed by otker pkilosopkers. Finally, I will skow kow tkere are still



questions left open, particularly aijout tke nature of experience, tkat will need to te  

explored furtker.

Bertrand Russell develops a view of pkilosopky as formulating a cokerent set of 

kekefs kut functioning as a critic of Lekefe. He was quite articulate in developing tkis 

\'iew, especially in The Problems o f Philosophy. Because kis answer to tke question "Wkat is 

pkilosopky?" karmonizes witk my own feelings on tke sukject, let me take a moment to 

state Russell's metkodology and illustrate it witk tke example of kis teacking concerning 

induction. After kis discussion of pkilosopky as critique aimed at developing a set of 

kekefs I will explore wkat norms one ougkt to follow to succeed at tkat metkodology.

Constructing a Set of Beliefs: Russell's Metkodology

Bertrand Russell tkinks tkat pkilosopky critically examines tke principles of 

science and daily life, searcking for inconsistencies and kudding a cokerent kelief 

structure.* Since we are kuilding tkeories or world\âews or kekef structures wken we 

pkilosopkize, tkey must ke kuilt out of sometking. So, I am concerned witk wkat is kasic 

or fundamental in a tkeory.

Russell tkinks tka t we skould start witk our present experience. All our 

knowledge, ke tkinks, is derived from our present experiences.” We infer various

^Bertrand Russell, Tke Proklems of Pkilosopky (London: Tke H om e University 
Likrary of Modem Knowledge of tke Oxford University Press, 1912, 1957), 149.

^Ikid., 7.



atstractions from our immediate experience.^ Famously, ke uses tke example of tke takle 

in kis ofkce to present kis views. Tke "real takle," ke tkinks, is unknown to us in our 

immediate experience—we infer its existence. O u r immediate experience is composed of 

wkat ke calls "sense-data." W kat we really see is tke takle krom a certain perspective, 

under a certain ligkt, and witk various otker environmental disturkances. Let me state 

tkat at tkis time, I am  not so muck concerned witk tke details of kis tkeory as I am witk 

kis metkod.

Tkus, Russell takes experience, in tke form of sense-data, to ke tke kasic and 

certain elements from wkick one kegins ker pkilosopkical enterprise. Let me make one 

note kefore proceeding. Russell is concerned, muck like Descartes, witk finding a certain 

keginning for our knowledge. Certaint\’̂ is found in our experience — in our direct 

perceptual knowledge. He writes, "Wkatever we are acquainted witk m ust ke sometking; 

we may draw wrong inferences from our acquaintance, kut tke acquaintance itself cannot 

ke deceptive.""^ He admits tkat tke existence of tke pkysical world, for example, cannot ke 

proven, kut ke also finds no reason to doukt tkat tkere is a pkysical world.^ His main 

reason for rejecting a dream kypotkesis or otker skeptical scenarios is tkat common sense 

rejects suck conclusions.^ He also proposes a pragmatic reason for denying a dream

^Ikid., 11. 

"^Ikid., 119- 

% id ., 17. 

% id ., 20.



kypotkesis—our coininon-sense tkeory is tke simpler, "viewed as a means of accounting for 

tke fects of our own life."^

F o r Russell, tken, certainty is not initially a m atter of proof. Ratker, we can Le 

certain o f our immediate experiences, wkick give us knowledge of our own existence and of 

tke world around us. Tkougk tke inferences we draw m igkt ke false, tke actual experience 

is indukitakle. In fact, Russell writes tkat "sukjective tkings are tke most certain."^ 

Pkilosopky, tken, is an attem pt to 6nd tke kest tkeory to account for our immediate 

experience.

O u r  immediate experiences give rise to instinctive kekeG, tkose tkat we do not 

question (unless we are engaged in pkilosopkical skepticism).^ All our knowledge is kuilt 

out of tkese instinctive kekefs, m any keliefs kecoming connected to tkese instinctive ones 

ky kakit or association. Russell tkinks tkat pkilosopky m ust organize our kekefs and 

analyze tkem . He writes, "Pkilosopky skould skow us tke kierarcky of our instinctive 

keliefs, keginning witk tkose we kold most strongly, and presenting eack as muck isolated 

and as free from irrelevant additions as possikle."^' T ke  final goal of tke metkod, ke 

tkinks, is to "form a karmonious system."

Tkid., 22-3. 

®lkid., 18. 

^Ikid., 24. 

'°Ikid., 25. 

“ Ikid.



For example, consider tke principle o f induction. Russell claims tkat no appeal to 

experience can disprove tke principle. Reakty often fails to conform to our expectations. 

O ne migkt take tkese instances as counterexpamles, tkougk Russell tkinks tkat tkat 

would be a mistake. T kat we do fail at times does not dim inisk tke probability of tru tk  

witk wkick tke inductive principle is concerned. A t tke same time, kowever, no appeal to 

experience can prove tke principle because we would clearly be begging tke question.*^ Are 

we to deduce tke principle, tken, from sometking more certain? Russell tkinks tkat tkis is

impossible. Tke principle of induction cannot be derived from some furtker, self-evident

. I 13 prmciple.

In effect, tke Russellian analysis of induction is ver\" similar to Hume’s. He 

admits tke km itations and uncertaint}' of induction. Yet, ke also admits tke practical self­

evidence of induction. W kat we see is tke Russellian metkod at work. A  particular 

pkilosopkical question arises, so we turn  to our immediate experience to see if it can be 

proved or disproved. Tke principle of induction, kowever, can be neitker proved nor 

disproved. We could be a skeptic, tken, and reject tke principle of induction. However, 

Russell, like H um e, warns tkat we would be denying an indispensible element in our 

experience. W e may not be able to appeal to experience w itkout begging tke question, but 

we can also see tka t we take great advantage o f tke principle of induction in interpreting 

our experiences. Russell seems to be saying tk a t common-sense tells us tkat tke principle

^̂ Ibid., 68. 

'^Ibid., 112.



of induction, kas as muck certainty as we are going to get.

Russell's tkeory of descriptions serves as a good example of anotker aspect of 

Russell's metkod. Tke tkeory of descriptions is purely pkilosopkical and clearly fits 

Russell's view tkat pkilosopky involves certain intrinsic goods witk no practical benefits to 

tke individual or society. Meinong's view tkat statements suck as "Tke present king of 

France kas a beard" refer to real objects. Russell's own work in Principles o f Mathematics 

kad asserted tka t all objects o f discourse kave some being. Tkis view was clearly wrong 

and entailed a position like Meinong's. Motivated to explain kow we can talk and tkink 

about unreal propositions, Russell developed kis tkeor\' of descriptions. Descriptions do 

not describe an  object but are incomplete symbols tkat are interpreted as involving 

propositional functions and variables. For example, "tke au tkor of Waverly' does not 

directly describe an individual, namely Sir Walter Scott. Ratker, tke description, as 

applied to Scott, is true as long as tke following are not true: 1) Waverly was never 

written; 2) a group of people wrote tke book; or 3) tke autkor of Waverly was not Scott. 

Descriptions, tken, refer to propositional contexts and not to entities. As I said, tkis 

tkeory exemplifies kow a ratker abstract issue, witk no apparent practical application or 

appeal to sensory input, can motivate a pkilosopker.^"^

Self-evidence, Russell writes, is a matter of degree. Some tkings kave more

^^Morris Weitz, "Analysis, Pkilosopkical," in Tke Encyclopedia of Pkilosopkv 
Volume O ne, ed. by Paul Edwards (New York: Tke Macmillan Company and Tke Free 
Press, 1967), 98-9.



certainty for us tkan  otker tkings. He tkinks tkat tke trutks of perception and tke 

principles of logic are most fundamental--tkey kave tke clearest sense of self-evidence. 

Trutks of immediate memory come closely second. Tke principle of induction, tkougk 

certain, is less so tkan  principles suck as tke law of non-contradiction. Memories are 

evident, kut kecome less so as tkey kecome "remoter and fainter." Tke laws of logic and 

matkematics kecome less evident as tkey kecome more compkcated. Finally, some 

judgements of etkical o r aestketic value kave self-evidence.

Given tkis kierarcky, our kekefs and general pkilosopkical issues must ke 

examined in an attem pt to kuild a cokerent system. He writes, "A kody of individually 

prokakle opinions, if tkey are mutually cokerent, kecome more prokakle tkan any one of 

tkem would ke individually."^^ In a sense, tkis metkod is used ky kotk tkeology and 

science. Apparently counter-intuitive claims are made—tke doctrine of tke trinity, 

quantum indeterrninacy—kut are accepted wken it is skown kow tkey kest explain tke data 

and can k t into a cokerent system of kekefs.

For Russell, tken, a pkilosopkical tkeoiy must ke supportakle ky tke data—our 

immediate experience and tke instinctive kekefs derived from it—and m ust fit witkin a 

cokerent kody of opinions. Because of tkis metkod, we may not ke akle to answer all tke 

questions of metapkysics.^^ W kat are we to do, tken?

‘=Tkid., 117. 

' Îkid., 140. 

' Îkid., 141.



Wky Pkilosopky?

He writes tkat even if pkilosopky cannot answer all o f tke questions tkat we migkt 

want answered, it kas tke power of asking tke questions tk a t "increase tke interest of tke 

world, and skow tke strangeness and wonder lying just Lelow tke surface even in tke 

commonest tkings of daily life."^*

Russell kimself raises tke question of tke value of pkilosopky. W kat, one migkt 

wonder, does it contrikute to tkose wko do not study pkilosopky? He gives a puzzling 

answer. He tkinks tkat it affects ofckers indirectly ky affecting tke lives of tkose wko study 

it. He tkinks tka t tke \'alue of pkilosopky must ke sougkt in tke effect it kas on tkose 

wko study it.^^

I do not find tkis answer very satisfying. Yes, I tk ink  tka t pkilosopky kas a great 

deal of value in  tke effect it kas on  its practitioners. However, I tkink ke too easily 

dismisses tke effects tkat pkilosopkical work and pkilosopkical tkougkt can directly kave 

on society.”'̂  I tkink one can reject tkis puzzling claim of Russell's and still ke impressed 

witk kow ke answers tke question.

He also says tkat one value of pkilosopky is in its uncertainty."^ Wky? Because

^®lkid., 16. 

'^Ikid., 153.

^°In tke Historv ke tkinks tk a t pkilosopky and culture are intimately connected. I 
tkink tk a t not only do tke kves of tke great tkinkers affect civikzation, kut tkeir works 
and ideas kave direct influence as well.

^ Îkid., 156.
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pkilosopky "is a tle  to suggest many possibikties wkick enlarge our tkougkts and free tkem

from tke tyranny of custom. . . .  it keeps akve our sense of wonder ky skowing familiar

tkings in an untmiliar aspect."̂  £30, tke value of pkilosopky is in tke Journey. He

rigktly points out tkat wken pkilosopkers answer questions (in tke sense of providing some

largely stable solution to basic problems), tken tkose questions become tke subject of a

science.^ O ne example ke cites is tke question of tke nature of tke keavens, wkick is now

covered by tke 6eld of astronomy. Tke fact tkat pkilosopky keeps tke largely unresolved

issues also means tkat it remains tke quest of exploring tke speculative questions.

Pkilosopky frees us from our instinctive beliefs and, tkrougk contemplation, opens our

kfe to new Joys and new i d e a s . H e r e  lies pkilosopky's greatest value:

Tkus contemplation enlarges not only tke objects of our tkougkts, but also tke 
objects of our actions and our affections: it makes us citizens of tke universe, not 
only of one walled city a t war witk all tke rest. In  tkis citizenskip of tke universe 
consists man's tme freedom, and kis liberation from tke tkaldrom of narrow kopes 
and fears.

I particularly appreciate tkis picture of tke aim of pkilosopky. It insists tka t tke 

pkilosopky in wkick we are engaged skould matter, tkat it skould do sometking for tke 

student and for civikzation as a wkole. Tkis liberation occurs by developing for tke 

individual and tke commrmity a set of beliefs tkat is cokerent and supported by tke data of

^Ib id ., 157. 

“ Ibid., 155. 

“ Ibid., 157-8. 

“ Ibid., 161.



our experience.

Russell presents us a Lasic model for wkat occurs in forming pkilosopkical tkeories 

and tke Lasic criteria tka t are appked to tkem. Pkilosopky is to raise us from naive keliefs 

ky a metkod of criticism. In order to understand tkis critical role more carefully, I 

propose tkat tkere are four standards to pkilosopkical tkeorizing: consistency, cokerence, 

applicakility, and adequacy. Tke four norms are nicely developed ky University of Georgia 

professor Frederick Ferre.^^

Consistency. Cokerence. Appkcakilitw and Adequacv 

Ferre ckaracterizes tkeory-making as follows:

Making a tkeory is a kind of tkinking. As suck, it is an  activit}’’ of keings 
endowed witk mental powers of memory and imagination sufficient to form 
concepts—wkick rise at first out of recurrent features recognized witkin tke jumkle 
of immediate experience—and to manipulate tkem so as to interpret some sukject 
identified as proklematic."^

Sim ilar to Russell, Ferre writes tkat pkilosopkical tkeories, particularly metapkysical

tkeories, arise to account for some part of our experience. As suck, tkey draw krom tke

data presented in experience and are an interpretation of experience.

Tkeories do kave to meet some criteria. Ferre lists four tkat ke tkinks everyone

will agree are tke kasic epistemic norms of rational tkougkt. He writes, ". . . wkat

^ ^ k e  criteria are originally Wkitekead's,kut are expkcated in detail ky Ferre.

^^Frederick Ferre, Being and Value: Toward a Constructive Postm odern 
Metapkysics (Alkany: S tate  University of New York Press, 1996), 2.
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'tliinking' could be, witkout incorporating tkose four basic epistemic norms, baffles me."^ 

H e does admit tkat ke does not want to be dogmatic about tkese four particular criteria, 

tka t tkey are open to revision or new proposals. Tke four criteria are consistency, 

cokerence, applicabÜity, and adequacy.

Consistency, ke defines as "tke capacity to mean sometking ratker tkan 

notking."^^ Tke minimal standard a tkeory m ust pass is not advocating a contradiction. 

F or example, a tkeory skould not call an object "red" and "not-red" in tke same respects 

and at tke same time. Suck a tkeory cancels itself out and is meaningless. He calls 

consistency a "negative condition" tkat must be supplemented by a positive condition tkat 

is more demanding.

Tkis positive condition ke labels "cokerence." A  cokerent tkeory is one wkere "tke 

conceptual elements of our tkeory must positively kang togetker so tkat we can move 

smootkly witkout gaps from one element to anotker."^*^ A cokerent tkeory interprets a 

problem and provides a sense of understanding. Tkougk Ferre does not mention it, I 

assume tkat Ockkam's insistence on parsimony would fall witkin tke ckaracterization of 

cokerence.

Tkese two criteria ke labels as "internal," because tkey concern tke conceptual 

relations among tke components of a tkeory. Tke otker two standards are external

% d . ,  15.

""Ibid., 2.

""Ibid.
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because tkey are concerned witk tke outward relations of tke tkeory to tke subject 

matter.^^ Tke krst of tkese is appkcabikty. Applicability is fundamental but minimal, 

according to Ferre. He simply means tkat a tkeory skould not be used to explain 

something it is not suited to explain. He uses tke following example. O ne would not use 

a tkeory about tke refraction of ligkt to discuss divorce rates among ckildren of clergy. 

Applicability, tkougk a simple test, is kigkly important.^”

I take tke criterion of applicability to be broader tkan Ferre Joes. He says tkat it 

is m inim al, wkile I tkink it m igkt be tke most maximal of tke four. I do agree tka t tke 

m inimal requirment ke is insisting on is an appropriate one for pkilosopkical tkeories. 

However, I want to go farther and say tkat tke better tkeory will be one tkat can be applied 

to a greater range of our life experiences. By tkis statem ent, I do not mean tkat it must 

be adequate in interpreting tke data, wkick is tke next point. No, I tkink tkat 

pkilosopkical tkeories are best tka t kave an application to life as it is lived. Tke 

impkcations are clearest in etkical and poktical tkeor}\ tkougk my own view is tkat tkese 

rest upon metapkysical and epistemological views tkat tkemselves migkt apply to kfe in 

varied ways. O n  tkis point of difference witk Ferre I reveal tke influence of Wilkam 

James on  my own tkinking.

According to Ferre, tke more demanding external condition is adequacy, wkick 

calls for evidential completeness. O n  tke internal side, cokerence aims for no gaps in a

"Tkid. 

% i d . ,  3.
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tkeoty. O n  tke external side, adequacy aims for no gaps in tke evidence wkick tke tkeory 

is designed to interpret. H e does admit tkat adequacy is an ideal tkat no tkeory can 

completely m eet, but for wkick every tkeory ougbt to a im ."  Complete cokerence is also 

an ideal. W e  judge tkeories as better tkat are more coherent and more adequate.^

Interestingly, tke external and tke internal requirements are in tension. O ne is 

more likely to build a cokerent tkeory if one dismisses some of tke evidence. Also, if one 

takes in all tke evidence available, a tkeory migkt be adequate, but could miss cokerency. 

Ferre illustrates by using tke example of a bomicide investigation, if  tke detectives 

eliminate some of tke evidence, tkey may be able to develop a strong case against tke 

suspect. Tke standard of adequacy, and Justice too, would resist suck a development. Tke 

police could also err by collecting all data witk no standard of relevance. Tkus, tkey could 

end up trying to explain pkenomena tkat kave no bearing on tke actual case ."  O f course, 

tke task of finding only and all tke relevant data is a difficult task. I am  reminded of 

Skerlock Holmes, and, in particular, tke strange case of tke dog not barking in tke nigkt.

Ferre uses one furtker example to demonstrate kow kis criteria are norm al 

standards of kum an tkeorizing. Say you meet someone for tke first time and are trying to 

figure out wkat type of person ske is. You acquire a small am ount of evidence about tke 

person, but tke evidence is varied. So, you place more importance on certain aspects tkan

^Ibid., 9.

^Ibid., 3. 

^Ibid., 3.
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on otkers and attempt to develop a cokerent and consistent view of tke person. Clearly, 

you are unakle to feskion any type of complete tkeory of tke person. It would Le wrong to 

consider your tkeory as complete. Over time, new evidence migkt ckallenge your tkeory. 

In  order to kave a Letter view of tke person, you would kave to incorporate tkese new data 

into your structure, even if your tkeory Lecame less cokerent tkan tke simple one you may 

kave originally developed.^

Tkese examples illustrate tke role tkat tkese criteria play in tke formulation of 

tkeories. Ferre considers tkese standards important in everyday tkeorizing and, even more 

so, in  pkilosopky. Taking pkilosopky, as Russell does, as tke enterprise of constructing a 

set of Lekefs for interpreting tke world, tkese criteria of Ferre's do seem to Le tke 

appropriate standards. Tkese epistemic norms seem to Le fundamental. Any attempt to 

prove tkat tkese ougkt to Le our epistemic norms would involve use of tkese standards.

o f  course, tkere could still Le questions as to wkat counts as cokerence or 

adequacy. For example, an empiricist will kave a different idea as to wkat are tke data of 

wkick tke tkeory must take account tkan a rationakst would. Questions aLout wkat data 

count as evidence in tkeorizing are metkodological and metapkysical. Russell and Ferre, 

as empiricists, Lotk take experience to Le fundamental, as does Kim.

^iLid., 3-4.
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Kim's MefckoJologv

Jaegwon Kim does not explicitly propose a pkilosopkical metkodology. Instead, 

one kas to look for metkodological claims impked ky kis various ideas. Quickly, one 

reakzes tka t Kim intends to develop a tkeory tk a t accounts for tke facts, and, tkougk ke 

does no t explicitly discuss cokerency and consistency, it is also oLvious tkat tkese are 

among kis norms.

As an  example of kis reasoning, I turn  to tke introductory ckapter of Philosophy o f

M-ind. Except for a few no takle exceptions, ke says tk a t most tkeorists are committed to

tke following tkree principles:

Principle I: ^lind-Body Zrupen'enience: "Tke mental supervenes on tke pkysical in 
tkat any two tkings (okjects, events, organisms, persons, etc.) exactly alike in  all 
pkysical properties cannot differ in respect o f mental properties. T kat is, pkysical 
indiscemikdity entails psyckological indiscem ikdity.

Principle II: Tke A nti-Cartesian Principle: "Tkere can ke no purely mental keings 
(for example, Cartesian souls). Tkat is, notking can kave a mental property 
witkout kaving some pkysical property and kence witkout keing a pkysical tking.

Principle III: M ind-Body Dependence: "W^kat mental properties a given tking kas 
depends on, and is determined ky, wkat pkysical properties it kas. Tkat is to say, 
tke psyckological ckaracter of a tking is wkoUy determined ky its pkysical 
ckaracter."^^

It is not im portant at tkis time to explain or anal\'ze tkese principles. W kat I want to 

demonstrate is kow tkey exem pli^ kis metkodology.

^^Jaegwon Kim, Pkilosopkv of Mind (Boulder, C O : Westview Press, 1996), 10. 

^Ik id ., 11.

^Ikid.
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After presenting tkese principles ke writes:

. . . tke ckief aim of constructing tkeories in tke pkilosopky of mind is often 
taken to ke tke formulation of a tkeory akout tke nature of mental properties tkat 
would explain wky tkese principles kold as well as explaining and making sense of 
certain facts akout mentality and its relationskip to tke pkysical."*^

Tkis aim impkes a metkodology.

We can leam  a few tkings akout kis metkod. First, a tkeory must cokerently

explain facts akout mentality, in particular tke Tkree Principles listed akove. Tkougk ke

does no t use tke term  cokerence, it is impked ky wkat ke does say and, also, ky tke rest of

tke text as ke develops a tkeory of tke mental tkat does cokere witk tkese principles

presented in tke introduction. I tkink we can safely assume tkat consistency, tke weaker

side of cokerency, is also one of kis standards.

Also notice tka t tke tkeory must ke appkcaLle to tke sukject m atter—it is a tkeory

akout m entakty used to explain tke mental. Furtker, it m ust also ke adequate. Tke

tkeory needs to account for tke evidence tkat supports tkese tkree principles and, also, tke

otker facts akout mentality, suck as pkenomenai experiences. In fact, at tke end of tke

text, ke concedes tk a t no adequate tkeory of tke mind is fortkcoming, in tkat wkatever

tkeory one adopts, one leaves out an  im portant piece of tke evidence—in tkis case, eitker

sukjectivity or tke causal effectiveness of tke mental.^^

Tke ^ c ts  tk a t our tkeory needs to account for in order to ke adequate come from

•"Ikid., 13.

•"Tkid., 237.
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ordinary experience and from, science/^ Kim kolds tkat pkilosopky must take science

seriously as our best knowledge about tke world.'*'  ̂ Like Russell, Kim considers science to

be an im portant source for pkilosopkical data.

w kile  science is an important source of knowledge, according to Kim, ke seems to

kave some questions about metapkysics, particularly ontology. In  tke preface to

Supervenience and M.ind ke writes:

However, I am now inclined to tkink tkat ontological sckemes are by and large 
optional, and tkat tke main considerations tkat skould govern ckoice of an 
ontology are tkose of utikty, simplicity, elegance, and tke like. Concerning suck 
questions as wketker tkere 'really are' events (over and beyond substances and tkeir 
properties), wketker substances are 'ontologically prior to' events or vice versa, wkat 
tke 'metapkysical nature' of events is, along witk many otker similar questions 
about facts, properties, continuants, time-slices, and so fortk, it just seems wrong- 
keaded to tkink tkat tkere are true' answers, answers tk a t are true because tkey 
correctly depict some pre-existing metapkysical order of tke world. I tkink tkat tke 
keart of ontological inquiry lies in construction ratker tkan description. Tkat is, 
tke prim aiy job of ontology skould be to work out and purvey ontological options, 
alternative sckemes tkat will suit our varied activities and aims in science and 
pkilosopky. . . .  I skould add, tkougk, tkat I do not kold tkis \<iew about 
metapkysics in general, or even about all ontological issues."ii+i

Kim admits tka t tkere are issues about wkick ke is not sure wkat position to take. Tkat 

acknowledged, I am  still puzzled by tke quoted passage. W kick metapkysical positions 

descrike tru tk , and wkick ones construct a tkeory for utility?

Despite tke confusion, tkere are a few tkings we leam about Kim' metkodology

"̂“Ibid., 12.

"^^Kim, Supervenience and Mind: Selected Pkilosopkical Essavs (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1993), xv.

"^Ibid., ix-x.
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from tkis passage. He values a ckoice among tkeories, and tkat ckoice is governed Ly a set 

of \'alues tkat includes utility', simplicity, and elegance. Tkese criteria seem to fit into tke 

four we kave already estaklisked. A  tkeory needs to Le useful in interpreting reality, or, 

otkerwise, adequate to tke data. Tke explanation given also skould te  cokerent and 

consistent witkout any gaps. Tkere is, surely, some aestketic value to tkat idea tkat Kim 

expresses kere as elegance. And, presumakly, wken trying to faskion a tkeory tkat 

interprets and explains tke relevant data, we are searcking for tke te s t tkeory, wkick is 

often tke simplest. As I said atove, I take parsimony to te  one element of tke cokerence 

criterion (and one of tke more ideal aspects as well).

Finally, my paper is itself an exercise in Kim's idea tkat ontology ougkt to explore 

various options. In  essence, ke estatliskes tkat we skould ckoose tke tkeory tkat te st 

meets tke goals of pkilosopky and science. My paper will present wkat it tkinks is tke test 

ckoice tkat meets tkese very criteria.

Remaining Questions

In troad outline, I kave sketcked a pkilosopkical metkodology tkat kolds 

pkilosopky to te  an attem pt to construct a set of teliefs for tke individual and tke 

conununity tased upon experience, wkick set of teliefs is consistent, cokerent, appkcatle 

to its sukject matter, and adequate in interpreting tke data. Russell's pkilosopky is an 

example of suck a view in action and demonstrates tke criteria advocated ky Ferre. Kim's 

pkilosopky also seems to meet tkese troad guidelines, tkougk witk some questions left
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over. F o r example, wkat role Joes science play? Russell kas less feitk in science tkan 

Kim Joes, an J  we will neeJ to examine Kim's reliance on science, especially since ke calls 

it our Lest knowleJge of tke worlJ. One outcome of kis scientific views, is kis Lelief in a 

pkysicalism JefineJ Ly tke tkree principles listeJ aLove.

Tkere is one very im portant question tkat remains. AU tkree pLilosopkers talk 

aLout pkJosopky as interpreting an J  explaining experience. Russell tkinks tkat we skoulJ 

start witk our present experience, from wkick all our knowleJge is JeriveJ. We, tken, 

infer various aLstractions from tkese immeJiate experiences. Ferre writes tkat 

metapkysics "skoulJ anJ must" rest upon an empirical s tan Ja rJ  of appLcaLJity."^ He says 

tk a t tkere is no alternative, tk a t even "rationalist" pkJosopkers kave taken experience as a 

starting point, even if tkey consiJereJ it a faulty apparatus o r merely Seeming an J  not 

T rutk , as Parm eniJes Joes."^ Kim is also an empiricist a n J  in tke lineage of classical 

empiricism. Tkis particular version of empiricism invites criticism tkat will Le workeJ out 

in Ckapters Five anJ Six.

Tke worJ "experience" can Le useJ in suck a varietv' of contexts. Even 

"empiricism" kas meant Jifferent tkings to Jifferent people. For example, Hume an J  

James clearly Jo not view tke nature of experience in tke same way. James kolJs tk a t tke 

relations Letween tkings are experienceaLle. Hume argues tk a t tke relations are supplieJ 

Ly tke kakit of tke kum an perceiver. We must keep in m inJ tka t tkere are Jisagreements

"^Ferre, 7.

îLiJ., 8.
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about tke nature o f experience and tkat "tke appeal to experience is always an appeal to 

some particular understanding or interpretation of experience.

O ne question tka t we still need to address is "Wkat is tke nature of experience?" 

Herein lies a fundam ental difference between Kim and Wkitekead. Tke latter tends 

toward tke radical empiricism of James, wkile tke former leans more toward tke classical 

empiricism of Hum e. Asked, 'W bat is tke nature of experience?", we kave a metapkysical 

question. However, approacked as "Wkat counts as evidence?", it is a metkodological 

concern. For empiricists, botk questions expose fundamental aspects of a person's tkeory. 

For any adequate metapkysical tkeory, including one about tke relationskip between mind 

and body, we will kave to answer tkese im portant and fundamental questions and judge 

tlie answers witkin tke broad metkodological outlines sketcked in tkis ckapter.

"^^Nancy Frankenberry, Religion and Radical Empiricism (Albany; S tate 
University of New York Press, 1987), 38.
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C H A P T E R  TW O  

K IH ’S P O S IT IO N

Tke m ain goal of Kim's Supervenience and Mind is to Jetunl? tke popular position

in tke pkilosopky of mind—nonreductive pkysicalism. Kim contends tkat a pkysicalist

cannot avoid reductionism, if ske wants to solve tke mind-body problem. He tkinks tkat

tke pkysicakst kas tkree ckoices—reductionism, eliminativism, or rejecting pkysicalism and

becoming a duakst.^ Kim's approack is to set out tke basic tkeses of tke nonreductive

pkysicalist and tken demonstrate tke impkcations. Tke impkcations force a dilemma—

eitker you save tke subjectivity o f consciousness or mental causation, but not botk.

We kave a ckoice, ke says. One, we can save mental causation by embracing tke

realization model of tke mental to tke pkysical. As tkis is finally worked out in kis later

book M ind in a Pkysical World, intentional mental properties are seen as functional

properties and are tken reduced, via a revised sense of reduction, to tke pkysical. O r, we

can insist on tke distinctiveness of tke mental, especially for quaka, wkick leads to

epipkenomenaksm, and thereby surrender tke causal powers of tke mind.^ Skould one

tk ink  eitker side is attractive, ke goes on:

if  you ckoose tke former, you may lose wbat makes tke mental distinctively 
mental; and wkat good is it, one migkt ask, if you save mental causation but end 
up losing mentakty in tke process? (Tke Vietnam metapkor of saving a village by 
destroying it comes to mind.) If you ckoose tke latter, again you may lose tke

^Jaegwon Kim, Supervenience and Mind: Selected Pkilosopkical Essavs 
(Cambridge: CambridgeUniversity Press, 1993), 267.

^Ibid, 366 .
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mental, (or wkat good is sometking tkat is causally impotent? Wky skould we 
kotker to save Leke( and desire, or qualia, i( tkeir presence or absence makes no 
di(ference to anytking else and we can't use tkem  to explain anytking? Being real 
and having causai powers go hand in hand. We tkerefore seem to he up against a 
dead end. Perkaps, tka t is wkat's really intractable about tke problem o( tke 
mind.^

w k a t is it tkat is distinctive about tke mental tkat we do not want to lose? Kim is 

a  mental realist. Mental realism commits him to tke hollowing, wkick stand as reasons (or 

wanting to save tke distinctiveness o( tke mented:

1) Human agency. He kolds tkat our bekefe, desires, etc., kave causal eÊfects in

tke world. H um an agency is tke means by wkick we kve in tke world.

2) Human knowledge. O ur knowledge is based upon causal relations via

perception witk tke outside world. Also, memory is an intricate causal 

process o( interacting experiences. And reasoning is a m atter o( causally 

inducing or deducing additional knowledge krom our current store o( 

knowledge.

3) Psyckology as a science. I( psyckology is going to be a meaninghul science,

tken psyckological states needs to kave some causal ehhicacy."^

Tke krst two deknitely seem to be broad kuman concerns. Tke tkird is not as broad a 

concern, but it is deknitely Kim's and would be shared by many pkysicaksts. Let me now 

take tke time carekdlv to sketch kow ke arrives a t tke dilemma introduced above.

^Ibid., 367.

^Kim, Mind in a Pkvsical World: An Essav on tke Mind-Bodv Problem and 
M ental Causation (Cambridge, MA: Tke MIT Press, 1998), 31.
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Presuppositions oÇ Nonreductive Pkysicalism.

According to Kim, all pkysicalists skare tkree Lasic premises. Tkey are:

J^'Iind.-Bocly S uperven ience: "Tke mental supervenes on tke pkysical in tkat any 
two tkings (oLjects, events, organisms, persons, etc.) exactly alike in  all pkysical 
properties cannot differ in  respect of mental properties. T kat is, pkysical 
indiscemikility entails psyckological indiscemikility.

T ke  A n ti-C artesian  P rincip le : "Tkere can ke no purely mental keings (for 
example, Cartesian souls). Tkat is, notking can kave a mental property witkout 
kaving some pkysical property and kence witkout keing a pkysical tking.

^Iind.-Body D ependence: "Wkat mental properties a given tking kas depends on, 
and is determined ky, wkat pkysical properties it kas. Tkat is to say, tke 
psyckological ckaracter of a tking is wkoUy determined ky it pkysical ckaracter."'

D ifferent types of pkysicaksts migkt interpret tkese premises differently. F o r instance,

tke supervenience tkesis leaves open tke questions of wketker or not tke m ental is reduced

and, if reduced, kow it is reduced. Tke main implication of tkat tkesis is tka t if two

pkysical states are indistinguiskakle, tken tke mental properties tka t supervene on tkem

are also indistinguiskakle. T ke final tkesis, tkat of dependency, empkasizes tka t tke

pkysical kas ontological priority over tke mental, so tke mental ougkt to ke explainakle in

terms of tke pkysical. Kim explains tka t tke difference ketween tke Supervenience and

^Kim, Pkilosopkv of M ind (Boulder, C O : Westview Press, 1996), 10, 

% id ., 11.

Tkid.
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Dependence Tkeses is tka t tke latter expkcitly claims tkat tke pkysical kas ontological 

priority and tka t pkysical properties will ke used to explain tke mental. Tke Dependence 

Tkesis is crucial to pkysicalism. It will become quite im portant in tke discussion of 

Donald Davidson's anomalous monism and Kim's criticisms of it—Kim believes tkat 

Davidson fails to account for dependence. Kim labels tke basic tkeory following from 

tkese tkree premises "minimal pkysicalism," and says tkat tke major task in pkilosopky of 

mind is to explain mental properties witkin tkis framework.

Nonreductive pkysicalism is a specikc pkysicakst approack to tke pkilosopky of 

mind. It attem pts to solve tke mind-body problem by accepting tke ontological priority of 

tke pkysical wkile taking account of mental properties, explaining tkem in terms of some 

form of superx'-enience tkat is not a reduction. Kim identifies four premises of non­

reductive pkysicaksm. Tkese are:

T kesis  O n e : (Pkysical Monism): "All concrete particulars are pkysical."

T k esis  T w o : (Antireductionism): " 2^1ental properties are not reducible to 
pkysical properties."

T kesis  T k re e : (Tke Pkysical Realization Tkesis): "All mental properties are
pkysicaky realized; tkat is, wkenever an organism or system instantiates a 
mental property Af, it kas some pkysical property P  suck tkat P  realizes M  
in organisms of its kind."

T kesis  F o u r : (Mental Realism) : "Mental properties are real properties of objects 
and events; tkey are not merely useful aids in making predictions or 
fictitious manners of speeck."*

-Kim, SM , 44.
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Because nonreductive pkysicalists are pkysicalists, tkey are committed fco fckeses 

one and tkree.*  ̂ Tkese two tkeses rule out Lotk suLstance and property dualisms. Because 

nonreductive pkysicalists aren't eliminativists and want to m aintain tkat mental 

experiences are autkentic, tkey are committed to tkeses two and four. However, tkese two 

disparate commitments create a strong tension. It is exactly tkese two commitments tkat 

cannot Le met. Once one constructs tke picture of mind-Lody tkat results from tkese 

four tkeses, one can see tke difficulty,

According to Kim, tkese four tkeses lead to tke following picture of mental 

causation. Tkere is some mental property'- M tkat is realized Ly some pkysical state P. M 

is causally efficacious for P*. So, if P is sufficient for M, tken P is sufficient for P". It is 

oLvious tkat tkis picture of m ental causation creates proLlems for tke nonreductive 

pkysicalist tkat will Le explored in  tke next section. Let me take a moment, first, to 

demonstrate wky ske is committed to tkis picture of mental causation.

Alexander's dictum plays a crucial role in understanding nonreductive pkysicalism. 

Arguing againt epipkenomenaksm, Samuel Alexander penned kis famous dictum tkat to 

Le real is to kave causal powers (tke view tkat actuakty must Le causally efficacious is as 

ancient as Aristotle at least. Lut tke dictum kas taken on Alexander's name). Tke 

nonreductive pkysicalists are also avoiding epipkenomenaksm, and in doing so, tkey make

^It kas keen pointed out to me tkat surely tke nonreductive pkysicalist would want 
to clarify tk a t all concrete particulars are micro-pkysical and tka t mental properties are 
micro-pkysically realized. I do n o t Lekeve tkat tkis ckange affects tke suLstance or impact 
of Kim's arguments.
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causal claims for fcke mental. Tkesis F o u r (mental realism) asserts tk a t mentakty kas an 

actual role to play in tke world. W kat tke nonreductive pkysicaksts are seeking is 

mentakty tk a t is distinctive, efficacious, and yet dependent upon tke pkysical.

Now, Kim considers wkat causal powers a particular M m igkt kave. Let us say 

tkat M is tke cause of M*, anotker m ental event. Kim wants to demonstrate tkat 

nonreductive pkysicaksm is committed to downward causation. Here is kow. Take M “. 

According to Tkesis Tkree, it must ke reakzed ky a particular pkysical event, let us call it 

P*. Kim uses "reakzation" as a neutral term  a t tkis point in tke argument. His discussion 

of various tkeories of supervenience will ke treated Lelow. I take "reakzation" to m ean tkat 

tkis particular M would not Le actual w itkout tke actualization of tkis particular P. 

Returning to our example, M “ is actualized only upon tke actualization of P*.

Let us now ask tke question, wky is tkis particular instance of M* actual? Tkere 

are two answers— and P*. We kave claimed tkat M is a suf&cient efficient cause for M*. 

Yet, we kave also claimed tkat P* is sufÊcient to explain tke actualization of M“ 

independent of any causal kistory. P* could ke responsikle for M*'s actualization even if 

tkere were no antecendent causal ckain fo r eitker event. We seem to ke trapped into 

ckoosing eitker overdetermination or epipkenomenalism for tke m ental properties. 

However, it only seems tkat way. Kim rigktly concludes tkat tke kest way out of tke 

dilemma is to claim tk a t M is tke efLcient cause of P*. Tkereky, M  is still tke cause of 

M*, kut indirectly ky performing tke role o f efficient cause of P*. Tkus, downward 

causation seems to ke tke kest way to understand mental causation for tke nonreductive
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pkysicalist.

But, we now kave a furtker proklem. M is itself, according to Tkesis Tkree, 

reakzed ky some pkysical property—let's call it P. Tkerefore, P  is sufkcient for M . If P is 

sufficient for M, tken P kecomes efficient for P* and

Tke Difficulties of Nonreductive Pkvsicalism 

Perceptively, Kim asks wky we skouldn't take P as tke cause of P*/^ Indeed, wky 

skouldn't we on tkis picture? Tkere are two proklems for tke nonreductive pkysicalist. If 

ske takes kotk M and P t o k e a  cause of P*, tken P* is causally overdetermined. 2̂ 1 

cannot ke a part of P, kecause tkey are distinct according to Tkesis Four. Since P is 

sufkcient for P*, tken  tkere is no need for M. Is M epipkenomenal, tken? Kim lakels 

tkis proklem tke Exclusion ProUem, for tkere needs to ke a reason for not excluding 

m ental properties if one is committed to mental causal efficacy. Tke struggle for tke 

nonreductive pkysicalist is to find a supervenience relation tka t meets tke two criteria of 

tke Mind-Body Dependence Tkesis (MBD) and mental reaksm, wkick includes mental 

causal efficacy.

if  tke nonreductive pkysicalist wants to avoid causal overdetermination and 

epipkeno menaksm, tken ske can claim tk a t M kas some causal powers tka t P  does not 

kave. However, in making suck a claim tke nonreductive pkysicalist violates one of tke

^°To see Kim's discussion of tkese points see Ikid., 344-57 . 

“ Ikid., 353-54 .
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tkree premises of all pkysicalists—tke Mind-Body Dependence Tkesis. It claims tkat any 

causal property of M would Le dependent upon some pkysical property of P. Tkus, any 

causal property possessed hy M tkat is not dependent upon some pkysical property would 

commit one to denying tke causal closure of tke pkysical. In  otker words, tkere would Le 

causes of pkysical events tkat are not tkemselves pkysical or dependent upon pkysical 

properties. Tkis implication is trouLling Lecause one would kave to admit tkat "tkere can 

in  principle Le no complete pkysical tkeory o f pkysical pkenomena."^^ A t some point 

pkysics would fail to Le "pure" and would kave to invoke "vital principles, enteleckies, 

psyckic energies, elan vital, or wkatnot."^^ Any ptiysicalist skould Le trouLled Ly tke 

tkreat tkat a complete pkysical tkeor\’- cannot,in principle. Le formulated.

Kim concludes tkat tke nonreductivist would tken seem compelled to identify tke 

causal powers of tke mental witk tke powers of tke pkysical states in order to avoid 

overdetermination and tke loss of closure. Tke result tkat Kim sees is tkat reduction is 

wkat is left. If P is a sufficient cause for P* and M provides no causal efficacy not 

dependent upon some realization in P, tken tke simplest solution appears to Le tkat of 

reducing M to P (note tkat epipkenomenaksm remains a ckoice Lut is not tke simplest).

Tke final essay of Supervenience and M ind  discusses two possiLle avenues of escape. 

F irst of all, Kim considers wketker supervenience can save tke nonreductivist. He 

concludes tka t it cannot. If M supervenes on P, P is still sufficient for M and, tkus, is

'̂ iLid., 356.

'% id .
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sn£6cient for P*. So, even if M is a distinct property from P, it is no t clear wky we would 

need a "supervenient cause" to explain P*. Supervenience doesn't get us anywkere 

tka t we kaven't already teen.

He also discusses a furtker possitle solution. M is multiply realizatle, wkick 

means tkat M is reakzed ty  P or P #  or P@  or P! or P + , or any ckain of P's. Hack one 

of tkese pkysical states kas its own causal powers. In any one instant M's causal efficacy 

can te  explained ty  a given P, tu t  overall, M's causal power is no t identified witk any 

particular P . Kim tkinks tkat tkis realization can explain kow m ental properties are 

causally efficacious, tkougk I'm not sure wky, since some P or o tker is still doing tke 

work.*' w k a t results is a token-token reduction (wkat Donald Davidson supports, as I 

will examine skortly).

Kim says tkat M is saved tecause it is disjunctively identified witk its list of 

pkysical states, ratker tkan teing identified witk any one state. W e may not know wkat 

pkysical state is Leing instantiated, so we can simply discuss tke causal powers of M.*° He 

says tkat tkis allows us to discuss mental powers as sometking distinct, kecause tkere is no 

type-type reduction. As ke points out earker in tke text, multiple-realizakilit}-^ does not 

refute reduction. It may ke true tkat pain is not reducikle to C-fiker firing, kut every 

specific instance of pain is reducikle to some specific pkysical state (token-token).

*^lkid., 361 . We will examine supervenience in more detail later in tkis ckapter.

*Hkid., 363 .

*% id., 364-65 .
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Reduction, tken, is relativized.^^ Mental terms migkt ke Lntelligikle, kut particular mental 

events can ke reduced to particular pkysical events.

Let me reiterate my point tkat just Lecause tke term becomes intelkgikle, tkat does 

not mean tkat mental properties are causally efficacious. In  eack instance, a particular 

mental event is reduced to a particular pkysical event, even ib tke particular pkysical event 

on  wkick tke mental event depends varies from instant to instant. Plus, wkat is it tkat 

makes eack pain event a pain? W kat do all of tkem kave in common?

Kim does realize tk a t tke nonreducthâst will no t ke kappy witk kis conclusions, 

largely kecause subjectivity, consciousness, qualia are no t explained by tke image of 

mentakty tkat ke kas presented. Even if tke mental efficac\'^ of intentional states or 

prepositional attitudes can be explained, tke mental efficacy of tkese non-intentional 

mental states cannot. It is a t tkis point in kis argument tkat Kim reackes tke conclusion 

discussed above. If we are to save quaka, tken we cannot kave causal efficacy (for tke 

quaka, a t least). If we save causal efficacy for tke mental, tken we lose quaka by making 

tkem epipkenomenal. I t seems tkat intentional states m igkt be identified as functional 

properties and tken reduced in  tkis token-token reduction. However, conscious states 

suck as quaka and personal sukjectivity do not seem to ke functionalizakle or reducikle.

If we ckoose to m aintain  tke causal efficacy of tke mental, tken we become 

reductivists, since tke various nonreductive options fail. If we ckoose to m aintain tke

^^Ikid., 315. o f  course, tkere is still tke im portant question of wkat tkese various 
states kave in common witk one anotker.
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disHnctiveness of tke  mental, Kim asserts tkat we m ust kold to some form of 

antipkysicalist duaksm, wkick would protakly include some variety of 

epipkenomenaksm. Kim writes, "Nonreductive pkysicalism, like Cartesianism, founders 

on tke rocks o f m ental causation."

Kim says tk a t nonreductive pkysicalism kas become popular for two reasons. One 

is tke multiple realizability tkat Putnam presented. As we've already seen, Kim simply 

asserts tkat reduction becomes relative, tkat multiple realizakility does not deny tkat 

particular m ental states can be reduced to particular pkysical states.

Tke otker view tkat kas led to tke popularit}- of nonreductive pkysicalism is 

Davidson's A nom aksm  of tke Mental.^*  ̂ Kim is claiming tka t mental causation can be 

saved only witk a reductivist position on tke pkilosopky of mind. It is precisely tkis kind 

of position tka t Davidson attacks. Kim asserts tkat for kis overall argument to be 

successful, ke will kave to skow some problem witk Davidson's work. Tkrougkout 

Supervenience and M ind, Kim turns to Davidson's argum ents a t various times in order to 

take up arguments against tkem. It is not completely clear wkat role a refutation of 

Davidson's anom alous monism plays in tke support for Kim's tkesis. Davidson is only 

dealing expkcitly witk propositional attitudes. Can Davidson's views about tke mental be 

broadened to include conscious states? I tkink tkat tkey can and tka t Davidson sees kis

‘®Ibid, 2 6 7 .

'^Ibid., 3 3 9 .

2°Ibid., 2 6 7 .
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view in  tkis ligkt, despite some commentators tkat disagree witk me. In wkat follows I 

ttôll defend tkis connection. Regardless of wketker tkis connection can ke demonstrated, 

tkere is still a strong disagreement between Kim and Davidson. Kim kas been an 

im portant and vocal critic of anomolous monism because ke believes tkat for propositional 

attitudes to kave any causal efficacy, tkey must be reduced to tke pkysical. Because tkis 

view is tke solution offered by one kom  of Kim's dilemma, kis arguments against 

Davidson are important for tke overall success of kis views in tke pkilosopky of mind.

Davidson's Anomalous NLonism 

Kim claims tkat Davidson's anomalous monism"^ "fails to do full justice to 

psyckopkysical causation" because tke mental kas no role to play qua mental.^ He writes 

tkat ke is ambivalent about Davidson's argument and kasn't come across a fully persuasive 

refutation of i t .^

In ckapter eleven of Supervenience and Mind, entitled "Psyckopkysical laws," Kim

develops Davidson's arguments as tkey appear in "Mental Events," "Psyckoiogy as

Pkilosopky," and "Tke Material Mind." In  tkis ckapter, ke presents wkat ke takes

Davidson's precise moves to be. He ckaracterizes Davidson's basic point to be:

tke mental realm is ckaracterized by certain essential features wkick would ke 
seriously compromised if tkere were connections as strong as laws, witk tkeir

^^A.nomalous in tkat it denies lawlike relations ketween mental states and ketween 
mental and pkysical states and a monism because all events are pkysical events.

^Ib id ., 106.

^ Ib id ., xiii.
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modal and subjunctive force, linking it witk tke pkysical realm, wkick kas its own 
distinctive features incompatible witk tkose of tke mental.”'*’

Tkougk Kim can accept tkat tkere is sometking distinct between tke mental and pkysical,

ke bekeves tkat if mental causation is to be saved, tkis distinction cannot separate tke

mental realm from tke pkysical, leaving tke mental no work to do.

Davidson's Position

In "Mental Events" Davidson defends a view according to wkick tke following

tkree tkeses are consistent:

P rinciple o f C ausal In teraction : "At least some mental events interact causally 
witk pkysical events."

Principle o f tk e  Nom ological C k arac te r o f C ausality: "Wkere tkere is
causality, tkere must be a law: events related as cause and effect fall under 
strict deterrninistic laws."

A nom alism  o f tk e  M ental: "Tkere are no strict deterministic laws on  tke basis 
of wkick mental events can be predicted and explained."”

Tkere is a prima facie contradiction between tkese tkree tkeses. How can one defend tke

first tkesis given tke conjunction of tke second two?

Davidson ko Ids tke tke mental is nomologically and conceptually irreducible to tke

pkysical. Wky? Because of certain composite quakties of mentakty% M ental states are

no t governed by strict causal laws. It is impossible, given a set of data about a  person's

current mental state, to predict future mental states. Davidson subscribes to tke kolism of

tke mental, wkick asserts tkat tke entire mental life of a person is involved in mental

-•*Ibid., 201.

^D onald Davidson, "Mental Events" in  Essavs on Actions and Events (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1980), 207.
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action. He writes:

Tkere is no assigning Leliefs to a person one by one on  tke basis of kis 
v=ro<ii. oetiavior, nis cnoiccs, or ociier local signs no m atter kow plain and evident, 
for we make sense of particular beliefs, witk preferences, witk intentions, kopes, 
fears, expectations, and tke rest. I t is not merely, as witk tke  measurement of 
lengtk, tka t eack case tests a tkeory and depends upon it, bu t tka t tke content of a 
propositional attitude derives from  its place in tke pattem.^^

Mentakty does not follow strict laws. However, on Davidson's view tke pkysical world does

follow strict laws. Because of tkis inkerent incompatibikty, tke m ental cannot be reduced

to tke pkysical. W ithout entering into discussions of tke wkole kost of issues involved in

Davidson's complete tkeory, tkings suck as Nagel-reduction, indeterminacy of translation,

extemalism, tke irreducibility of psv’ckology, etc., I want to characterize tke basic points of

Davidson's well-known arguments. Tkere are no psyckopkysical laws because of tke stark

differences between tke mental and tke pkysical. Tke pkysical is determined, yet we

cannot predict behaviour in tke m e n t a l . A  reduction of tke m ental to tke pkysical would

eliminate our ability to use normative principles of rationality in interpreting tke

mentakty of ourselves and others. W e describe tke mental as conforming to constituents

suck as rationakty, coherence, and consistency, but pkysical reakty contains no suck

constituents. Tkere can be no type-type reductions of tke mental to tke pkysical.

Davidson holds tkat tke anomalism of tke mental is known by us a priori-, tkus it is a

conceptual impossibility for psyckopkysical laws to exist.

^%id., 221.

^^See "Pkilosopky of Psyckoiogy," in Essavs on Actions and Events, 230.
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His furtker argum ent for monism goes as follows.

1) Mental events interact causally witk pkysical events.

2) Wken events are related as cause and effect, tkey instantiate strict laws.

3) Tkere are no psyckopkysical laws.

4) If a strict law suksumes tke interaction between a mental and pkysical event,
tke law is a pkysical law.

5) If a pkysical law suksumes two events, tken tke events are pkysical.

6) Tkerefore, m ental events are pkysical events.

Hence, wken a mental event is causally effecacious, it is in virtue of tkat event's

being a pkysical event. Tke event, tkerefore, is one tkat falls under botk mental and

pkysical descriptions. Descriked pkysically, it is involved in a deterministic system of

strict laws. Described mentally, it takes part in tke rational kolism tkat is tke mental.

Davidson kolds to a furtker view tkat kelps to complicate matters. He was

responsible for re-introducing supervenience into discussions in tke pkilosopky of mind.

In  "Mental Events" ke writes,

Altkougk tke position I desrike denies tkere are psyckopkysical laws, it is 
consistent witk tke view tkat mental ckaracteristics are in some sense dependent, 
or supervenient, on pkysical ckaracteristics. Suck supervenience migkt be taken 
to mean tkat tkere cannot be two events alike in all pkysical respects but differing 
in some mental respect, or tkat an object cannot alter in some mental respect 
witkout altering in  some pkysical respect."*

Davidson presents tkis supervenience tkesis to explain tke dependence of tke m ental upon

^®Davdison, "Mental Events," 214.
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fcke pkysical tkat is needed for kis monism. I will return to tke issue of supervenience 

skortly.

Are Conscious States Included?

Before moving on to Kim's discussion, I want to examine tke question wketker 

conscious states, suck as sensations, qualia, or subjectivity, are included in Davidson's 

picture of tke mental, as it is discussed in anomalous monism. I tkink tkat suck states 

are included. To begin witk, it seems quite obvious tkat Davidson is presenting a monism 

and tka t tka t monism is meant to capture aspects of tke mental besides propositional 

attitudes. As J. J. C. Sm art wrote, "If Davidson's argument does not touck tkese 

occurrent experiences, tken if it is taken to be an argument for materialism in general 

tkere is a serious lacuna in it. Sm art does bekeve tkat Davidson means for sensations 

to be included, since anytking tkat falls under a mental description is in c lu d e d .B r ia n  

P. McLaugklin writes tkat "muck of wkat [Da\âdson] says about suck mental events 

[propositional attitudes] unquestionably applies to otker sorts of mental events as weU."̂ * 

Also, numerous statements of Da\ndson's make it clear tkat all aspects of

“*̂J. C. C. Smart, "Davidson's M inimal Materialism," in Essavs on Da\idson: 
Actions and Events, ed. by Bruce Vermazen and Merrill B. H intikka (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1985), 175.

^°Smart criticizes Davidson for letting every event fall under a mental description. 
Davidson is aware of tkis problem, referring to it kimself in "Mental Events." He says 
tka t tke real difficulty would kave been if any known mental event were left out.

^^Brian P. McLaugklin, "Anomalous Monism and tke Irreducibility of tke 
M ental," in Actions and Events: Perspectives on tke Pkilosopky of Donald Davidson, ed. 
by Ernest LePore and Brian P. M cLaugkkn, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, Inc., 1985), 337.
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mentality are to Le Lmcluded. For example, tke  foUowing from "Mental Events":

Tkouigk perception and action provide tke most oLvious cases wkere 
mental and pokysical events interact causally, I tkink reasons could Le given for tke 
view tkat all m enta l events ultimately, perkaps tkrougk causal relations witk otker 
mental even ts, kave causal intercourse witk pkysical events, [empkasis mine]^^

He also discusses pailn in making kis argum ent in "Tke M aterial Mind,"^^ and in

responding to Smartc."^ Tkere ke writes tka t Lecause pain is "inseparaLle" k om  Leliefs,

desires, etc., it falls w itk in  kis views concerning tke mind. Even pain states cannot Le

"reconciled witk tke ex isten ce  o f precise correlations . . . witk oLjectively identifiaLle

pkysical states.

Tkerefore, it is quite clear tkat conscious states are to Le included in Davidson's 

anomolous monism. Tkis fact will Le kelpful in developing Kim's dilemma and in 

presenting an im p o rtan t criticism of Kim in Ckapter Five.

Kim's Criticisms

Kim asks us t o  imagine a world of Davidsonian events. All tke events are pkysical. 

Some of tke events a re  also mental. All of tkese events are structured according to causal 

relations expressed as: laws. Kim tken asks us to consider wkat role tke mental plays in

^^Davidson, "^ len ta l Events," 208.

^^Davidson, "TTke Material Mind," in EA E, 248.

^Davidson, "Reply to J. C. C. Sm art," in Essavs on Davidson. 246.

^iLid.
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suck a  world. "Tke answer: None wkafcever."^^

Kim's point is tk a t tke mental could Le randomized over tke pkysical in  any 

possikle way and it would kave no effect upon tke pkysical events or tkeir causal structure. 

F o r example, if tkere is no law tkat Linds pain witk C-fiLer kring, tken in one person pain 

could Le a C-6Ler firing and in  anotker some action in tke pituitary gland. Even in a 

specific person, pain could kave different pkysical Lases at different times. Tkese 

implications are kigkly trouLling, in tkat tkey do no t coincide witk some clear intuitions 

and  scientific data concerning our understanding of pkysiology. Most importantly, tkis 

implication violates tke Mind-Body Dependence Tkesis, one of tke Lasic criteria of any 

pkysicalist tkeory.

W kat are we to conclude tken? Kim writes:

O n  anomalous monism, tkat an event falls under a given mental kind is a causally 
irrelevant fact; it is also sometking tkat is entirely inexplicaLle in causal terms. 
Given all tkis, it's difficult to see wkat point tkere is in recognizing m entakty as a 
feature of tke world. I Lelieve tkat if we pusk anomalous monism tkis way, we will 
find tkat it is a doctrine \irtually indistinguiskaLle from outrigkt eliminativism.^'

Rememker Kim's exclusion proLlem. if  any pkysical event P is causally sufficient

to actualize anotker pkysical event P*, tken tkere seems to Le no causal role for Nl to play

in  actuakzing P*. Tkougk Davidson wants to keep mental efficacy, mentakty kas no

efficacy qua menial. RememLer Kim's commitment to mental realism and its tenet of

kum an agency. T kat is called into question if every m ental event is ontologically reduced

^K im , SM, 269. 

^^iLid., 270.
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to a pkysical event (tke token-token reduction of Davidson) witk tke pkysical event 

playing tke causal role witkin a strict, deterministic wek of laws.

Despite kis ontological reduction, Davidson asserts tke distinctiveness of tke 

mental. Kim points out tkat Davidson does not take tke éliminativist road tkat Quine 

takes. Yet, in doing so, Kim says, Davidson really rejects monism. If tke mental is a 

distinct realm, tken  Davidson really ends up as a dualist, presumably of tke 

epipkenomenal variety.^

Kim's point exposes a crucial flaw in Davidson's position. Davidson kas struggled 

to find a supervenience relation tkat will work. O n one kand, it kas to ke nonreductive, 

and, on tke otker, it must ke a dependency relationskip.^^ According to Kim, tkis wiU fail 

kecause psyckopkysical dependence requires psyckopkysical laws."^

Davidison's introduction of supervenience kas in\'ited a great deal of criticism from 

otkers. S im on Evnine questions wky Davidson invokes tke supervenience tkesis in tlie 

first place. H e says tkat it is a tigktening of tke dependence ketween mental and pkysical- 

-tigkter tkan anomolous monism witkout supervenience, tkat is. Davidson's 

ckaracterization o f supervenience kas allowed for any pkysical difference to matter. 

Evnine's example is tkat two people can ke pkysically identical except for tke lengtk of one 

eyelask and tk a t tk a t one pkysical difference would entail tka t tkey could ke mentally

^Ik id ., 214 .

"% id ., 276 .

■“ Ikid., 72 .
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different. He writes tkat in order to make sense of dependence, Davidson would need to 

sp ec if wkat properties are relevant (a similar point is made Ly Harry L ew is).E v n in e  

does not tkink tkat Davidson can specify tke relevant properties, for to do so would invite 

psyckopkysical laws. To say wkat pkysical states actualize wkat mental states would 

violate anomalism.^" Davidson kas responded to criticisms like tkese, and I will come to 

tkem skortly. But ferst, I want to survey Kim's work on tke topic of supervenience.

Supervenience

Kim writes:

Acceptance or rejection of tke supervenience of tke mental on tke pkysical leads to 
tke most kasic di\'ision ketween tkeories of tke mind-kody relation: tkeories tkat 
accept psyckopkysical supervenience are fundamentally materiakst, and tkose tkat 
reject it are fundamentally anti- materialist.^^

O ne task for Davidson, and any nonreductive pkysicalist, is to estakksk a doctrine of

superv'enience. As Kim kas pointed out, Davidson's Anomalous M onism fads to cokere

witk any tkeory of supervenience.^ Tke proklem kas keen finding a relation tkat is

nonreductive kut is also a dependence relation. Supervenience tkeories, tken, fad

"^^See Harry Lewis, "Is tke Mental Supervenient on tke Pkysical?" in Essavs on 
Davidson, l6 0 .

^^Simon Evnine, Donald Davidson (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1991),
69-70.

^% id., 56.

^Ikid., xiii.
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Davidson as being either too strong or too weak on one o f tke two criteria—tkat tke 

supervenience relation must be nonreductive and dependent.^

Tkougk Kim aims tkis criticism a t Davidson, it is clearly directed at all 

nonreductive pkysicalists. Kim can draw kis dilemma about nonreductive pkysicalism a t 

tke end of Supervenience and M ind  largely because tke nonreductive pkysicalist kas failed 

to develop a nonreductive dependence relation between m ind and body.

Supervenience, in relation to mind, is tke claim tk a t if any two objects are 

pkysically identical, tken tkey must be mentally identical. O r, tkat tkere can be no 

mental difference witkout a corresponding pkysical difference. According to Kim, 

supervenience, as a concept, is part and parcel of a contemporary understanding of tke 

world as a kierarcky of levels.^ Sub-atom ic particles m igkt be fundamental reality, but 

various levels—macroscopic pkysicaktj’’, values, mentalit}.’’—are built up out of tkese 

fundamental units. Tkese "kigker" levels and tkeir properties supervene, tken, on tke 

more basic objects and properties.""

Tkree major types of superv^enience kave been promulgated: weak, strong, and 

global. W eak supervenience kolds tkat if two objects are pkysically alike, tken tkey m ust

^'Ibid., 276 .

^Ib id ., 221 .

^^In Supervenience and Mind. Kim identifies tke source of tke concept of 
supervenience as lying in tke debates over naturalized etkics tka t were dominant early in 
tkis century.
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necessarily Le alike in all m ental respects."^ O r, to state it more formally:

Weak Sztpervenience: Necessarily (tkat is, in every possiLle world), if any x and y 
.. .i-.-iUiy are uiaiseermoie in f '  (P-inoiscemiLIe' for skort), x and y are

M-indiscemiLle.'^^

Tke difkculty witk weak supervenience is tkat it is world-Lound. As Kim demonstrates, it 

is acceptakle under weak supervenience for two possiLle worlds to Le pkysically 

indiscemikle. Lut kave different mental properties.

Suppose tkat I almost k it my Lead on Tuesday wkile working in tke tkeatre (in 

fact, it did almost kappen). O n  Tuesday I could kave said to someone, "Imagine kow 

m uck tkat would kave kurt, if I kad kit my kead." In some way, we make sense of tkat 

sentence Ly postulating a possiLle world in wkick I did Lang my kead.'° I suLmit tkat our 

ordinary understanding of tk a t sentence is sometking as follows: tkere is a possiLle world 

in  wkick I did Lang my kead and  tkat would kave caused skarp pain.

Weak supervenience, tkougk, does not allow us to interpret tkat sentence 

according to our ordinary understanding. In tkis world, call it "w/', I possess a numLer of 

pkysical attrikutes; kitting my kead, call it "k", is not one of tkem. O u r ordinary 

understanding postulates ano tker world, call it "w,." In  w, I possess a num Ler of pkysical 

attrikutes, including k. Tkerefore, Scott in Wj and Scott in  Wg kave a pkysical difference.

-^See SM, 57-64.

"^^"Supervenience" in A  Companion to tke Pkilosopkv of Mind, ed. Ly Samuel 
G uttenplan (CamLridge, ^lA : Blackwell PuLLskers Inc., 1995), 577.

*̂̂ At tkis point I do no t want to consider various tkeories of possiLle worlds, 
counterparts, kaecceities, etc. Hopefully tke example will serve my purposes, tkougk.
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Weak supervenience allows for worlds witk only sligkt pkysical differences to differ 

wildly in tke mental realm. For one tiring, in w?, banging one's kead migkt not be 

followed by pain a t all, but maybe a sense of elation or a mvstical experience of some 

divinity or a loss of feeling in one's big toe. Any mental difference is possikle. Tkere is no 

law of tke type "If x kits x's kead, tken x is in pain." Tkis impkcation of weak 

supervenience violates tke Mind-Body Dependence Tkesis.

In fact, tke outcome of weak supervenience is even worse. In  kis essay for tke 

Blackwell Companion to the Philosophy o f  Mind, Kim points out tkree kigkly troubling 

im p lic a tio n s .L e t us examine tkese.

First, ke writes tkat weak supervenience allows fora world tkat is pkysically 

indiscernible from ours but is lacking in mentality altogether. Tkis implication seems to 

be Like tke zombie example tkat David Ckalmers explores." We won't examine kis 

argument now or discuss wketker it is possible, I just simply point out tke similarity. If 

supervenience is restricted to a domain, a possible world in tkis case, tken otker domains 

or worlds could ke different mentally. Tkis implication of weak supervenience seems to be 

its refutation as a pkysicalist tkeory because tke dependence tkesis is violated in tkat 

mentakty does not seem to depend upon pkysicakty if suck a world is possikle.

Secondly, Kim says tkat tkere could be a world P-indiscemikle from our own

=ffbid., 577-78.

"^David Ckalmers, Tke Conscious Mind: In Searchk of a Fundam ental Tkeory 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), 94-99.

43



wkere everything was conscious. Tkougk we migkt enjoy kkms wkere objects kke 

candlesticks and tea kettles tkink and talk, it does violate some of our deepest 

understandings of tke world. I am reminded of Russell’s discussion of postulates in 

Human Knowledge. He writes tkere about many assumptions necessary for living in tke 

world. For example, we assume tkat tkere are causal laws. We also assume tkat tke 

simplest explanation works. Tkis second implication of weak supervenience violates some 

of tkese basic intuitions and would entail an ontological complexity far akeld of our 

experience. It is kigkly counterintuitive to suppose tkat it is possible for a tea kettle to be 

conscious (tkougk Ckalmers, again, at least considers tke possikikty tkat tkermostats 

migkt be conscious).'^

Finally, weak supervenience also allows for a world pkysically indiscemikle from 

our own wkere unicellular organisms are conscious, but neitker kumans nor tke kigker 

animals are conscious. Tkis option combines some of tke counter-intuitive measures of 

botk of tke previous examples. Tkis example is clearly impked by tke world-bound tkesis 

of weak supervenience. And, once again, it points out tkat weak supervenience fails as a 

dependency relation.

Maybe one is willing to "bite tke bullet" and accept tkese consequences. However, 

for tke nonreductive pkysicakst intent on upkolding tke dependence of tke mental upon 

tke pkysical, weak super\'enience Hils. How could mind depend upon tke pkysical if tke

=̂ Ikid., 293-97.
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mental properties are arbitrary?

Davidson's anom alism  makes a claim similar to tkat of weak supervenience, tkat

tkere is no law-governed dependence of mental on tke pkysical. However, weak

supervenience fails as a m on ism  Lecause tkere is no dependence relation at all between tke

mental and tke pkysical. So, Davidson needs sometking stronger if ke wants dependence.

W itkout dependence it is unclear wkat causal role tke mental can play. E itker one

generates problems of interactionism or becomes an  epipkenomenakst.

Global supervenience attempts to account for tkese difficulties Ly expanding

supervenience over possikle worlds. Kim ckaracterizes it as follows:

(OS) M ental properties globally supervene on pkysical properties in tka t worlds 
tkat are pkysically indiscernible are also psyckologically indiscernible; in  fact, 
pkysically indiscernible worlds are one and tke same world.

Global supervenience is considered attractive because it does not rely on property-to-

propert)’- connections. Instead, it is based on connections between sets o f properties.'' It

would also rule out tkose tkree final, counter-intuitive consequences of weak

supervenience. Tkere couldn't be worlds pkysically similar witk vastly different mental

properties.

But, kow would it fare witk tke example of my banging my kead on  Tuesday? It 

would Hil. If tkere is any pkysical difference in tke world, tken tkere can be any variety of 

mental differences. In  Hct, as Kim points out, global supervenience does no t even entail

^K im , PM , 2 2 5 . 

“ Kim, SM , 85 .
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weak supervenience.^^ Under global supervenience, two objects could skare a pkysical 

property, but not skare mental properties. So, it is possikle tkat my counterpart wko 

bangs kis kead in a different world migkt experience no coinciding mental property or 

even a m ental property tkat does not exist in tkis world.

O nce again, we do not kave dependency. Kim writes:

Supervenient causation in my sense requires talk of specific mental properties 
supervening on speciffc pkysical base properties, and tkis is possible only if tkere 
are laws correlating psyckological properties witk pkysical properties.^

Strong supervenience captures tkis aspect. Strong super\^enience is deffned as follows:

Strong Supervenience-. For any individuals x and y, and any worlds Wj and W|̂ , if x in 
Wj is P-indiscernible from y in wĵ  (tkat is, x kas in  ŵ exactly tke same properties in 
P  tkat y kas in wĵ ), tken x in Wj is iVf-indiscemible from y in wĵ .'^

Strong supervenience insists tkat any pkysically indiscemikle individuals anywkere in any

possible worlds are also M-indiscernible. Weak and global supervenience fail as

dependency relations, wkere strong supvemience does not.

U nder strong supervenience, if any' property' k l super\'enes on any property P, tken

any individual witk P kas M. But, tkat statement entails tke following:

If  any individual kas property P, tken it necessarily kas property M.

Tkis tkesis sounds and looks like a psyckopkysical law. I t  is tkese kinds of necessary

relations tk a t Davidson was attempting to avoid.

^ Ib id ., 83 .

= Îbid., 283.

°®Kim, "Supervenience," 578.
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We see, tken, tka t tke model of supervenience tkat supports tke Dependency 

Tkesis also entails psyckopkysical laws. Psyckopkysical laws, as Kim writes, would give 

any nonreductive pkysicalist pause.“̂  Plus, we clearly see wky Davidson cannot accept tkis 

model. So, for nonreductive pkysicaksm and Davidson's anomalous monism in 

particular, weak and global supervenience are too weak to ensure dependence and strong 

supervenience is so strong tkat it entails necessary relations between tke mental and tke 

pkysical tkat appear to kave nomological necessity.

Davidson's Responses

Davidson kas repeatedly responded to criticisms of kis position on supervenience.

In a reply to Harry Lewis, ke clarifies wkat ke takes "supervenience" to mean:

Ail tke individual entities tkat can be distinguisked using tke supervenient 
predicate can be distinguisked using tke subvenient predicates.

He writes tkat tkis is an ontological reduction, but not tke definitional or conceptual

reduction ke is arguing against.

o f  tke tkree supervenience relations discussed, tkis ckaracterization of Davidson's,

let's call it Davidson-supervenience, comes closest to strong supervenience. First, it does

not kave tke counter-intuitive implications of weak supervenience. O u r world, ŵ , and tke

world witkout mentality, w?, differ in tkeir supervenient predicates. According to

Davidson's tkeory of supervenience, tken tkey skould differ in tkeir subvenient predicates.

^K im , SM, 283.

^Davidson, "Reply to Harry Lewis," in  Essavs on Davidson, 2 4 2 .

47



However, as we kave seen, it is consistent witk weak supervenience tkat Wj and Wg k e  

pkysically indiscemikle. Secondly, Davidson-supervenience is not glokal supervenience. 

Global supervenience allows tor a world, Wj, in wkick tke following is tm e. If x kits x 's 

kead, tken x is in pain. But it also allows for a world w ,̂ in wkick tke following is tm e , if 

X kits x's kead, tken x kas a mystical experience. Davidso n-supervenience rules ou t tckis 

troubling impkcation of global supervenience. In ŵ  and W2 tke supervenient predica_tes 

differ, but tke subvenient predicates do not. Only strong supervenience captures tk e  

dependence relation of Davidson-supervenience. O n  strong supervenience wken m en ta l 

states differ, tkey are accompanied by a difference in tke subvenient pkysical states.

Fortunately, Davidson kas produced better arguments in defense of kis views on 

supervenience. In  "Tkinking Causes" Davidson develops a set of responses to Kim's 

criticisms. He reasserts tkat kis view is an ontological and not a conceptual reductio-n. I 

do not understand kow ontological reduction is supposed to kelp mental causal efficatcy. 

Here ke again re-ckaracterizes supervenience:

A  predicate p  is supervenient on a set of predicates S  if and only if p does n o t
distinguisk any entities tkat cannot be distinguisked by

Yet tkis formulation expresses tke same relation as tke formulation above; it is still 

Davidson-supervenience and is interpreted as a species of strong supervenience, given, tkat 

strong supervenience is tke only one tkat captures tke dependence relation impked b y

Davidson, "Tkinking Causes," in M ental Causation, ed. by Jokn Heil and Adffed 
Mele (OxfordrClarendon Press, 1993), 4.
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Davidson-supervenience.

Davidson replies to  Kim's claim tkat on Davidson's account m ental events are not

causally eid&cacious. He says tkat tkere are events and tkat tkey kave causes and effects.

Tkere is a class of suck events tka t can Le descriked kotk pkysically and mentally. Only

under a pkysical description does an event instantiate a law. "Redescriking an event

cannot ckange wkat it causes, or ckange tke event's causal efficacy.

Davidson says tk a t supervenience does not entail ps\'ckopkysical laws kecause a

ckange in tke pkysical realm does not guarantee a ckange in tke mental realm. Tke

im pkcation is tkat tke supervenient relation is not governed ky ki-conditional relations, if

tkere are necessary relations, tken tkey are only conditional. Tkese m igkt ke

generalizations, kut tkey are not strict, deterministic laws witk predictive power. Tke

latter are tke type of psyckopkysical laws ruled out ky Davidson.°^ Davidson even refers to

tkese types of generalizations as "less tkan strict laws. He goes on:

In  fact I kave repeatedly said tkat if you want to call certain undeniakly important 
regularities laws—tke famikar regularities tkat knk tke mental witk tke mental (as 
formulated, for example in decision tkeory) or tke mental witk tke pkysical—I kave 
no okjection; I merely say tkese are not, and cannot ke reduced to, strict laws.^ 
[empkasis in original]

Davidson tken asserts tk a t strict laws, allowing for no exceptions, are only found in "ideal

“ Ikid., 6-7. 

“ Ikid., 8. 

“ Ikid., 9. 

“ Ikid.
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pkysics."^ Admittiiig non-strict laws doesn't Lotker Davidson, because strict laws are 

wkat is needed for strict reduction and tkese kinds of bridge laws don't exist.^^

Kim's Rebuttal

Kim writes tkat wkat is at issue is tkat under ANI mental properties do not kave 

any causal effecacy as mental properties. To tkat end, it makes sense to ask wky an event 

c is tke cause of a certain event e. Is it in virtue of its pkysical or mental properties? O n 

AAI, it is tke pkysical properties. Tkus, mental properties do not kave causal e&cacy qua 

mental. Tkey m igkt ke caually relevant but not efficacious. Tkis distinction is quite 

important. Mental properties may ke relevant in tkat tke specific m ental properties an 

event kas make a difference as to wkick pkysical properties it kas. W kat is wanted by Kim 

and otker critics, kowever, is causal efficacy.^

Kim mainly kas difficulties witk tke notion of strict laws. He writes tkat even 

non-strict pscykopkysical laws are problematic for A \I . If tkere are nomic relations 

ketween mental and pkysical, tken tkere would be some correlation between tke domains; 

yet Davidson's key point is tka t tke mental is inkerently different from tke pkysical, 

providing two different types of descriptions.^^

2 3 .

^Ibid., 11. 

^%id., 15.

^Kim, "Can Supervenience Save Anomalous Monism?," in M ental Causation,

^Ibid., 24-5.
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Second, Davidson kas also said tkat causal relations are instantiations of strict 

laws. But, if tkere are non-strict laws, wky kold to tkis premise? Also, wky insist on 

reduction only via strict laws? In tact, since Davidson kolds tkat tkere are only strict laws 

at tke level of pkysics, tken tkere is no reduction wkatsoever. Kim writes tkat a tkeory of 

reduction tkat entails tka t tkere is no reduction is an uninteresting sense of reduction.

Plus, tkere is tke furtker problem not discussed by Kim tkat tkere may not be any 

strict laws at all. Given quantum  indeterminacy, it is possible tkat tkere are no strict, 

deterministic laws of nature. Many people kold to a view of laws as probakilistic or 

statistical. I don't want to get into tke current debate over tke laws of nature, but surely if 

strict laws are suspect and tkere are still non-strict psyckopkysical laws, tken in wkat sense 

is Davidson's anomalous monism pkilosopkically interesting?

We entered upon tkis discussion of supervenience to skow wkat Kim considers to 

be tke major flaw witk Davidson's view, tkat you cannot kave botk dependency and tke 

aksence of psyckopkysical laws. Kim is claiming tkat nonreductive pkysicaksm carmot 

succeed because it cannot account for botk tke distinctiveness of tke mental and its causal 

efficacy.

Kim kas argued tkat, given tke tkree presuppositions of pkysicalism, tke four 

tkeses of nonreductive pkysicaksm are not consistent. Tke nonreductive pkysicakst

'°lbid., 25-6. See also M PW , 93.
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cannot develop a position tkat respects tke dependence tkesis and tke distinctiveness of tke 

m ental required Ly ker mental reaksm. Even typical responses to tke reductivist position, 

suck as Putnam ' multiple-realizaLikty and Davidon's anom alous monism, fall prey to tke 

Exclusion Problem. I t does not seem tkat tkere is a causal role for tke mental if one 

accepts tka t it is dependent upon tke pkysical. Yet, if one grasps tke otker kom  of tke 

dilemma, tk a t tke mental is distinct, tken epipkenomenaksm results and tke causal 

efkcacy of tke m ental is lost. And, given Alexander's dictum , it is kard to see kow 

epipkenom enaksm doesn't eventuate in a type of eliminativism.

I find Kim's arguments convincing, tkat we cannot save Lotk tke distinctiveness of 

tke mental and its causal effectiveness. Given tke presuppositions from wkick ke works, 

tkis conclusion follows. In  tke next few ckapters, I will examine some of tkose 

presuppositions and commitments. His views operdy confront our basic intuitions of 

m ental reaksm, and tkey stand against our clear experiences of mental efficac}%

52



C H A P T E R  T H R E E  

T H E  MARK O F  T H E  PH Y SIC A L

Tkesis O ne of nonreJuctive pkysicalism claims tkat "All concrete particulars are 

pkysical."^ It is crucial to any pkysicalism tkat it explain wkat it means ky tke pkysical. I 

do no t tkink tkat a specific deknition composed of necessary and suf&cient conditions is 

likely. However, at least tke concept of tke "pkysical" needs to ke clarified, Because tke 

nature of tke pkysical is no t a settled issue and kas Been open to various interpretations. 

However, Kim writes in Supervenience and Mind, "Notking in tke discussion to follow will 

depend on precise general definitions of pkysical' and ' m e n t a l . O n e  reason tkat Kim is 

left witk tke dilemma ke kas at tke end of Supervenience and M ind  is tkat ke implicitly 

accepts a view of tke nature of pkysicality wkick creates tke difficulty for tke mind-Body 

proklem. Tke dekate on tke nature of tke pkysical world is still open. In  tke latter 

portion of tkis dissertation I will present a view of pkysicality tkat I Bekeve can kelp to 

solve tke mind-Body proBlem, a view influenced By tke metapkysics of Alfred N ortk 

Wkitekead. I will also argue tka t tkat view ougkt to Be accepted over Kim's Because a 

more appropriate pkilosopkical metkodology would accept tke W kitekeadian approack.

During a pukkc lecture By Prof. Kim at tke University of Oklakoma, I posed tke 

following question to kim: "In Supervenience and Mind, you claim tk a t it is not necessary

*^Jaegwon Kim, Supervenience and Mind (Camkridge: Camkridge University 
Press, 1993), 364-65 .

^Ikid., 340 .
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to specify wkat is meant hy tke pkysical and tke mental. Since different conceptions of 

tke pkysical, suck as tkose o f Peirce, James, Wkitekead, or Russell, migkt be akie to 

escape your dilemma, wkat do you conceive tke pkysical to be?" Kim responded tkat ke 

probakly would not be able to give me a satisfactory answer and began to recount various 

traditional notions of tke pkysical and tke mental suck as Descartes' and Brentano's. He 

seemed to conclude tkat none of tkem were satisfactory in being able to give necessary and 

sufkcient conditions, but tka t tke basic understanding is tkat tke mental is wkat we kave 

direct, privileged access to and tkat tke pkysical is wkat is pukkc and indirect. He 

concluded tkat tke question as to wketker beliefs and desires can be explained by wkat we 

now know akout tke brain is important no matter wkat our conception of tke pkysical or 

mental.^ However, tkis answer seems less tkan satisfactory. Surely some clarification of 

tke concept of tke physical would be kelpful. Noam Ckomsky kas criticized pkysicaksm 

for not specifying wkat it means by tke pkysical. Let me begin by exploring kis criticism.

Ckomskv's Criticism 

In  kis Modular Approaches to the Study o f the Mind, Ckomsky is concerned witk 

sketcking "out a range of proklems tkat fall witkin wkat is sometimes called cognitive 

psyckology . . .  ", wkick ke says is "a 6eld wkick attempts to approack questions of kum an

^Lecture of Jaegwon Kim, "Mental Causation and Consciousness tke Two (Not 
One) W orldknots," David Ross Boyd Lecture given at tke University of Oklakoma, 7 
O ctober 1998.
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tkougkt in tke spirit of rational inquiry, putting aside and dismissing dogmatic

metkodoiodical constraints suck as tkose typical of tke several varieties of tekaviorism

tkat flourisked some years ago."^ He begins by lajdng out some problems related to a

tkeory of mental representations. Quickly, ke &nds kimself asking two important

questions: wkat is tke causal role of mental representations and kow do mental organs

develop witkin tke mind? Ckomsky writes tkat tkese are tke same questions tkat

interested Descartes and tkat Descartes ougkt to be credited witk raising tkese issues for

modem pkilosopky.^

ckomsky, always respectful of tke kistory of science, asks kow Descartes came to

kis duakstic picture based upon bis quest to answer tkese questions. Ckomsky writes tkat

Descartes began witk a conception of body informed by tke meckanics dominant in kis

lifetime. Descartes was able to explain everytking in tke world in terms of tkis "contact

meckanics" except for tke kuman will. Tkat was tke residue left over. Ckomsky quotes

from Louis de LaForge, a Cartesian:

. . . tkat secret disposition of tke invisikle parts of tke body of tke animal, and 
principally of its brain, according to wkick, after being imprinted by an object, 
man feels incited and inclined—and tke animal feels compelled—to make 
appropriate actions and movements. . . . tke soul, despite tke disposition of tke 
body, can prevent tkese movements wken it kas tke ability to reflect on its actions 
and wken tke body is able to obey.

^Noam ckom sky. Modular Approackes to tke Study of tke M ind (San Diego: 
San Diego State University Press, 1980), 1.

Hbid., 4. 

Îbid., 5.
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Tke Cartesians were pointing a t  wkat tkey saw as a basic distinction between kumans and 

animals—tkat animals are compelled to action and kumans are merely inclined. For 

kumans, tkere is a realm of ckoice, tkus tke soul. Tke soul is tke part tka t evades tke 

contact meckanics.

Descartes was also interested in language. Ckomsky points out tka t Descartes was 

convinced tke kuman language ability revealed a "creative aspect of language use." 

Descartes based tkis conclusion upon tkree ckaracteristics of kum an language use. Tke 

6rst ckaracteristic was tkat it is unbounded—tkere is an impkcit variety of possible 

utterances. Secondly because it is "kree from stimulus control." Finally "Descartes said 

tkat tke use of language is somekow appropriate to situations and evokes in otker minds 

tke tkougkt we kave in our mind."^ Language was an excellent example of tke kuman 

ability to ckoose.

ckom sky writes tkat Descartes found sometking tkat could n o t be explained 

according to meckanical principles. Ckomsky labels tkis sometking a "creative principle" 

and explains tkat tke Cartesian soul was used to explain tke role tkat tkis creative 

principle plays in tke world. As ke also points out, Descartes ultimately said tkat kow tkis 

principle works in tke world is a mystery.^ Descartes was so convinced by tke reakty of 

tkese m ental aspects, kowever, tk a t ke was unable to dismiss tkem  even wken tkey could 

not be fitted into kis meckanical worldview.

^Ikid., 6.

«Ibid.
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ckom sky is no t fully convinced ky Descartes tka t tkese issues are basically

mysterious. However, ke does kave a certain intellectual kumility regarding our abdity to

solve tkese deep questions. Ckomsky writes:

If you look a t pkysics, or tke kistory of ideas, o r tke tkeory of evolution or 
wkatever, it seems to me tkat no reason kas been advanced to lead us to suppose 
tkat we can find answers to tke questions we can pose except in certain very narrow 
domains. It could tu rn  out tkat questions of tkis sort ke keyond tke bounds of tke 
specific biological system wkick is kuman inteUigence.^

As we all know, tke Cartesian picture soon fell apart. But, Ckomsky perceptively 

points out tkat a study of tke kistory of science will skow tkat it was not tke Cartesian 

picture of minds tka t failed. In  fact, tke aspects of tke mental kave not substantially 

ckanged even in tke current debate in tke pkilosopky of mind. W kat did fail in modem 

science was tke Cartesian notion of bodies.

Isaac Newton demonstrated tkat bodies do not obey tke laws of Cartesian 

meckanics. He put fortk a conception of wkat was at tke time called an "occult force"— 

gravitation. G ravitation was basically action at a distance, wkick kad keen dismissed in 

tke earker advances in  meckanics. Ckomsky points out tk a t Newton's postulation o f tke 

gravitational principle, tkougk, was similar to Descartes's postulation of tke creative 

principle. Hack tk inker kad pkenomena tkat could not be explained witkin tke picture 

given by meckanics—mentality for Descartes, especially ckoice, and planetary m otion for 

Newton.

% id ., 7.
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As a result of Newton's work, Descartes' picture of Lodies was eclipsed, leaving kis

questions unresolved. Tkere is an important lesson to learn from tkis kistorical

discussion. Ckomsky writes:

Tke crucial moral to draw k:om tkis story, I tkink, is tke following: If one wants to 
treat tke mind-kody proklem as a proklem of reducikility, a proklem of reducing 
talk akout mind to talk akout kodies, tken we kave to do wkat Descartes did. We 
kave to start witk a concept of kody . . . .  But, as tkis kistorical exercise skows, 
tke fact of tke m atter is tkat we really kave no concept of kody: tlie concept of 
kody is open and evolving. It ckanges.*^

w k a t ckom sky proposes is a metkodological naturalism tkat does not attem pt 

reduction. Instead, it aims for unification, wkick ke says is tke more dom inant model in 

tke kistory of science. He says tkat since we lack a notion of kody or matter, tken tkere 

is no "cokerent way to formulate issues related to tke 'mind-kody proklem.'"^" So, ke 

proposes tkat we seek tke "kest tkeories" kut "witk no independent standard for evaluation 

apart krom contrikution to understanding, and kope for unification kut witk no advance 

doctrine akout kow, or wketker, it can ke ackieved."'^ He criticizes eliminativism and

^°lkid., 9. In Language and Nature. 5, Ckomsky quotes Hume: "Newton seemed 
to draw off tke veil from some of tiie mysteries of nature . . . ke skowed a t tke same time 
tke imperfections of tke meckanical pkilosopky; and tkereky restored [Nature's! ultimate 
secrets to tka t okscurity in wkick tkey ever did and ever will remain."

^^ckomsky. Language and Nature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 199o), 3. 
In  Language and Tkougkt. 80 , ke points out tkat if reduction were tke governing tkeme 
in science, tken Newton would kave said tkat tkere were no planetary orkits kecause tkey 
could not fit into kis meckanical model.

'% id ., 5 . 

'"Ikid., 7 .
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pkysicalism. for not Leing cokerently formulatecl. Lut resting on a dualist tendency. 

ck om sk y  seems to tkink tkat tkis dualist tendency plagues our tkougkt and is an 

"illegitimate residue o f com m on s e n s e . " H e  writes tkat our com m on-sense worldview is 

duakstic and tkat we skould not allow tkat to affect our efforts to understand ourselves.

ckom sk y does tkink tkat tkere are lim its to naturakstic inquiry and writes tkat it 

is possiLle, and from  wkat ke says ke seems to tkink tkat it is proLaLle, tkat we can leam  

more tkat is interesting aLout kow kum ans tkink "Ly studying kistory or reading novels." 

Naturakstic inquiry kas its limitations, Lut skould Le \iewed as tke "attempt to study 

kum ans as we do anything else in tke natural world"^'—tkat latter im plying tkat kumans 

skould not Le viewed as sometking separate or entirely distinct from  nature.

H is criticism  is quite Liting in L anguage a n d  Thought. ALout, eliminative 

materiaksm ke writes, ". . .it's total giLLerisk until someLody tells us wkat matter is.

U n til someLody tells us wkat materialism is, tkere can't Le any suck tking as eliminative 

materiaksm, and nobody can tell you wkat m atter is."̂  ̂ He argues tkat tke ontological 

question of tke mind-Lody proLIem is not ver\' s e r i o u s . I n  fact, as ke says in anotker

’̂ iLid., 12.

'=lLid., 57. 

'%id., 28.

'^iLid., 27.

^®Ckomsky, Language and Tkougkt (Wakefield, RI: Moyer Bek, 1993), 84. 

^'^Ckomsky, k'lASM, 9.
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place, wken one is attempting scientific unification, "It's very commonly keen tke case 

tka t wkat we tkink of as tke more fundamental science kad to ke radically revised.

Tke kasic moral of tke story in tkis examination of Ckomsky is tk a t we really 

cannot approack tke ontological issues icitkout addressing tke fundamental question of tke 

nature of matter. He tkinks tka t no answer to tkat more fundamental question is 

fortkcoming. I do not skare kis metapkysical skepticism. Instead, I kelieve tk a t a 

retkinking of tke traditional m odem  views of experience and tke traditional modem 

ontology can result in a revised conception of tke "pkysical" tkat can answer tke 

ontological mind-kody questions. In  tke next section I will explore David Ckalmers' 

attem pt to do just tkis, tkougk my full treatment will wait for tke second part of tkis paper 

wkick will examine Wkitekead's pkilosopky.

ckom sky is also kigkly critical of tkose materialists or pkysicalists wko act as if 

tkere were some clear and precise conception of m atter. Some pkilosopkers kave realized 

tka t tkis more fundamental question kas to ke addressed and tkat in addressing it, one 

m igkt discover tkat an adequate conception of tke nature of pkysical reality will provide 

tke means to give an adequate explanation of mental reakty. David Ckalmers is one suck 

pkilosopker. W kat we see is tk a t if Kim did consider tkis fundamental question, tken ke 

m igkt no t ke forced into tke dilemma ketween saving consciousness and m ental causation.

^°Ckomsky, LT, 81.
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ckalmers

David ckalm ers, Ln Tke Conscious Mind, envisions tke groundwork for a science of 

consciousness.^^ He explains tkat tke traditional metkods of dealing witk tke issue cannot 

solve tke proklem of consciousness. So, ke aims to "get clear akout wkat tke proklems 

are," present tke kases for some future areas of exploration, and discuss a couple of areas 

wkere kis ideas kave interesting appkcations (arti&cial intelkgence and quantum 

meckanics, specifically).^

He presents kis kasic metkodology as fitting witkin tkree constraints outlined in 

kis "Introduction." First, ke aims to take consciousness seriously, k'luck like Kim, ke 

asserts tkat tkere is clearly sometking tkat we consider consciousness tkat needs to Le 

explained.^ Wisely, Ckalmers admits tka t ke can give no proo/akout tke existence of 

consciousness or any real arguments against an ekminativist strategy except tkat 

consciousness clearly is a part of kis own experience. He writes tkat tke real divide in tke 

pkilosopky of mind is ketween tkose people wko tkink tkat tkere is a "kard proklem" and

"^For furtker comments ky Ckalmers on tkis science of consciousness, see "First- 
Person Metkods in tke Science of Consciousness," Consciousness Bulletin (Fall 1999):
8 , 10- 11.

^D avid ckalm ers, Tke Conscious Mind: In Searck of a Fundam ental Tkeorv 
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1996), xii.

^Nicely, ke spends muck of tke first ckapter laying out a geograpky of different 
mental functions and properties. He wants to ke clear tkat ke is addressing tke 
pkenomenal properties of our experience and not otker issues like self-awareness tkat 
could ke and sometimes are confused witk consciousness. W kitekead uses "consciousness" 
to refer to kigk-order mental functions and not as simple sukjectivity.
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tkose tkat don't. H e says tkat it is di&cult to talk Leyond tkis gap from one group to 

anotker.”"̂ Kim and Clialmers, tkougk, do fall on tke same side of tke divide.^ Ckalmers 

writes, "Tke real argument of tke Look is tka t i f  one takes consciousness seriously, tke 

position I lay out is wkere one skould end up.

Tke second constraint is tkat ke takes science seriously. He writes tkat ke kas 

tried to stay compatikle witk contemporary science, wkile remaining open to explore 

various options wkere tke scientikc community kas yet to arrive at a settled opinion (kis 

interpretation of quantum  meckanics would ke a good example).

Finally, ke writes tkat consciousness is a natural pkenomenon, "falling under tke 

sway of natural laws."^' By implication tkis rejects a supernatural dualistic interpretation 

of tke mind. Ckalmers' claim, tkougk, is ratker straigktforward. Consciousness is part of 

our experience of tke world. Tkerefore, it is a natural pkenomenon. Natural pkenomena 

are governed kv natural laws, bo, consciousness ougkt to ke as well. He does entertain

'̂*'lkid., xiii.

attended a session at tke 1997 Eastern A PA  wkere a paper was presented on 
consciousness. I forget wko tke speaker was, kut kis kasic tkesis was tk a t tkere wasn't a 
kard proklem. He gave an explanation for wkat ke called consciousness and wondered 
aloud wky it didn't suffice for tkose people wko tkougkt tkat tkere was a kard proklem. 
He wanted to know wkat else tkere was to explain. I found tkat ke kadn't addressed wkat 
I considered to ke tke proklem witk consciousness, tkat ke kad misunderstood wkat tkose 
tka t take consciousness seriously are talking akout. So, I can firmly accept Ckalmers' 
claim tkat tkis divide is truly wkat separates pkilosopkers of mind.

^Ikid. 

^Ikid.
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tke possitility tk a t consciousness m igkt ke a mystery tka t is unsolvakle, kut rejects tkis 

claim {defended ky Colin M cGinn am ong otkers) as premature. He writes tk a t we are 

merely a t tke beginnings of a science of consciousness and tka t tkere are areas tka t can ke 

and need to ke explored. It may tu rn  ou t tkat we are unakle to formulate a science of 

consciousness, kut tka t is merely speculation at tkis point in kistory.

He also gives tke reader one warning, io m e  of kis conclusions may sound 

"unscientific." F o r example, ke rejects materialism and embraces a type of dualism. He 

says tkis m ust ke done kecause it is tke kest explanation. H e writes, "Materialism is a 

beautiful and compelling view of tke world, kut to account for consciousness, we kave to 

go keyond tke resources it p r o v i d e s . A n d ,  witk tkat set of constraints, ke begins to 

develop kis tkeory of consciousness tk a t will lead kim  to explore tke kasic nature of 

pkysical reality.

Now, ckalm ers tkinks tkat m uck akout tke mind can ke explained functionally. 

Most psyckological states can ke explained witkin a functionakst tkeory of tke m ind as 

developed witkin contemporary cognitive science (or, at least, suck explanations are 

possible, kut may no t kave keen discovered just yet).~*̂  However, tkere is no functional 

explanation for consciousness tkat works, so some otker type of explanation m ust ke

^Ikid., xiv.

% id .,  46.
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explored/® H e does not tkink tkat a reductive explanation will work. He writes tkat 

reductive explanations kold wken tkere is a logical supervenience ketween two properties, 

suck tkat tke existence of one gets you tke otker in every logically possiLle world.^* He 

tkinks tka t alm ost everytking in tke universe is logically supervenient on tke pkysical. 

Tkere are a few tkings tkat escape reduction, and ke tkinks tkat consciousness is one of 

tkose tkings.^^ His basic ontology reveals five types of existents: "(1) particular pkysical 

facts, (2) Hcts about conscious experience, (3) laws of nature, (4) a second-order 'Tkat's 

all' fact, and perkaps (5) an indexical fact akout my location.

His tk ird  ckapter picks up tke argument tkat consciousness cannot be reductively 

explained. H e presents a series of arguments, but tke first, and now most discussed, is kis 

zombie argum en t.^  Tke basic argument is tkat one can conceive of a world tka t is a

^®lbid., 47 . Jokn Searle criticizes Ckalmers a t just tkis point—kolding to 
functionalism and supporting arguments tkat skow tkat functionaksm  cannot account for 
consciousness. See Searle's ckapter on Ckalmers in Tke Mvsterv of Consciousness (New 
York: A  New York Review Book, 1997).

^Tbid., 47 -8 . I do not want to take tke space and time to present tke detailed 
arguments tk a t ke gives for different models of supervenience, different types of 
explanation, etc. I merely want to give some sense of kis overall view before presenting 
kis position o n  tke nature of pkysical reakty.

^ Ib id ., 71.

^^Ibid., 87 . I would love to discuss tke similarities and dissimilarities witk 
w kitekead in tkis breakdown and a t otker places in Ckalmers' text, but tkat is no t my 
point kere.

^ F o r  a criticism of tkis argument see "Conceptaial Analysis, Duaksm and tke 
Explanatory Gap," by Ned Block and Robert Stalnaker at
kttp://www.n>’n.edu/gsas/dept/pkilo/faculty/block/ papers/ExplanatoryGap.ktml,
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pkysical duplicate of our own but lacking tke mental properties found in tkis world.

Imagine a world witk zombies, say a world just like our own wkere you kave a zomkie

counterpart. Tkat zombie is pkysically identical witk you, including bekaving in tke same

wa.y. However, tkat zombie does not kave tke conscious experiences tkat you do. It does

n o t kave pkenomenal properties or quaka. Ckalmers says tk a t suck a world is logically

possible.^ i f  it is, tken we can conceive tkat tkese mental properties and pkysical

properties are distinct.^^ Consciousness does not logically supervene upon tke pkysical,

because Êxing tke pkysical facts does not fix tke consciousness facts.

ckalm ers concludes tkat consciousness is supen-'enient in a more limited sense

tkat ke calls natural supervenience. He defines natural supervenience as follows:

N atural supervenience kolds wken, among all naturally possible situations, tkose 
witk tke same distribution of A-properties bave tke same distribution of B- 
properties: tkat is, wken tke A-facts about a situation naturally necessitate tke B- 
facts. (empkasis in original)^'

A nd, natural possibikty is defined as any situation tkat could occur given tke laws of

downloaded 10 July 1998. I kave my doubts about tke zomkie argument as well.

^°Part of my own concern witk tke argument is at tkis point. A t least going back 
to Descartes we kave tkese arguments for logical possibility based upon our conceptual 
abikty. if  we can conceive it, tken it is possible. Maybe tka t is true if one takes logical 
possibikty as anytking tkat does not entail a contradiction. However, tkat isn't possibikty 
in  any really meaningful or interesting sense. Block and Stalnaker's concern is similar. 
See tkeir article, pages 8-9  and 19, specikcaky.

^^As suck, tkis argum ent kas some affinities witk Descartes' argument for duaksm 
in tke  Sixtk Meditation.

^^Ckalmers, CM, 37.
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nature.^

O ne outcome of tkis natural super/enience is tkat consciousness could, lack causal 

efficacy. If we kold to tke causal closure of tke pkysical (as Kim and Ckalmers Lotk do), 

tken tkere seems to Le no causal work left for consciousness, so it m ust Le an 

epipkenomenon. According to Ckalmer's natural supervenience, tkere is a pkysical 

explanation for every pkysical event. Just as Kim wonders wkat work is left for 

consciousness, Ckalmers raises tkat question. Faced witk tke possiLikty of 

epipkenomenaksm, Ckalmers responds witk "a two-pronged strategy

rk e  second prong discusses wketker or not epipkenomenaksm is suck a Lad tking 

after all. He writes tkat ke is uncomfortaLle witk it. Lut if it is tke Lest option left 

availaLle, tken one may end up committing to it and admitting tkat it is merely 

counterintuitive. However, ke says tkat tkere are still some otker options tkat need to Le 

explored, and tke main one of tkese is discussed in kis first p r o n g . I t  is to tkat 

discussion tkat I now turn and wkick will Lring us closer to tke main issue Lefore us.

He discusses four options in tke first prong of kis strategy. H e dismisses tke first, 

and tke fourtk is our major concern. Tke first prong concerns causation. He says tkat if 

one views causation along strict Hum ean lines, tken tkere is an explanation for mental 

causal efficacy. Tkere are aLundant examples of mental events followed Ly tkeir intended

^iLid., 36. 

^̂ iLid., 150.

■“ iLid., 160.
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pkysical events. Tke mere constant conjunction o f tkese is an  example of causation. 

Ckalmers is, rigktly, no t satisfied witk tkis answer. Nor, is ke satisfied witk Humean 

%-iew5 of causation. I will not explore kis criticisms of tkese kecause I will offer my own in 

tke next ckapter. He dismisses option one as unsatisHctory for avoiding 

epipkenomenalism.^^

Tke second possible first-prong strategy is to accept causal overdetermination of 

tke pkysical by tke mental.^^ Remember tkat Jaegwon Kim dismisses tkis possibility, 

ckalm ers writes tkat tkougk overdetermination is viewed suspiciously, tkere does not seem 

to  be any conclusive argum ent tkat it is wrong. He says tka t given tka t causation is so 

poorly understood, overdeterrnination migkt be a possibility, tkougk it is not one ke plans 

to explore.

Tke tkird strategy is to find some connection between causation and 

consciousness. N either consciousness nor causation logically supervenes on particular 

pkysical facts, so it is possible tkat tkey are related. H e writes, "Perkaps, for instance, 

experience itself is a kind of causal n e x u s . P k e n o m e n a l ,  conscious experience, tken, 

could be tke tiring tka t "realizes" causation. Ckalmers does no t develop tkese points any 

furtker, but ke admits tk a t tkere are issues wortk investigating along tkese lines.

Finally, Ckalmers raises tke question as to wketker tkere m igkt be basic

-"Tbid., 151.

■̂ -Ibid, 152.

■"̂ Ibid., 152.
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pkenomenal properties tka t correspond to basic pkysical properties. Tkougk ke is not 

fuUv convinced of tkis view, ke often feels pusked in tkat direction, mainly as a way of 

explaining kow consciousness can emerge as a new type of property ftom  a purely pkysical

nature .^

O n e  tkesis tkat Ckalmers entertains is tke Russelkan idea tka t pkysical nature kas 

intrinsic properties.^ Ckalmers writes tkat pkysics could only explore tke extrinsic 

properties tka t enter into causal relations witk otker objects. He writes, "Tke picture of 

tke pkysical world tkat tkis yields is tkat of a giant causal flux, but tke picture tells us 

notking akout wkat all tkis causation relates''^ He also writes tkat a world of pure causal

"^Lecture of David Ckalmers, given at tke Symposium on Consciousness at tke 
University of Arkansas, 18 September 1998.

"^Russell develops tkese ideas in Tke Analysis of Matter. 1st. edition, 1927  (New 
York: Dover Publications, 1954). In tkis work it is Russell's aim to bring pkysics and 
psyckology togetker in discussing tke nature of tke pkysical world (10). For kis 
statements about tke intrinsic nature of pkysical reakty see pages 264, 271 , 345f, 400, 
and tke ckapter "Pkysics and N eutral Monism." Let me give you one extended quote 
ftom tke text, wkick is an argum ent tkat anticipates Fred Jackson's views on qualia:

W e need to know in wkat pkysical circumstances suck-and-suck a percept will 
arise, and we must not neglect tke more intimate qualitative knowledge wkick we 
possess concerning m ental events. Tkere will tkus remain a certain spkere wkick 
will ke outside pkysics. To take a simple instance: pkysics migkt, ideally, be able 
to predict tkat at suck a tim e my eye would receive a stimulus of a certain sort; it 
m igkt be able to trace tke pkysical properties of tke resulting events in tke eye and 
tke krain, one of wkick is, in  ftct, a visual percept; but it could not itself give us 
tke knowledge tka t one of tkem  is a visual percept. It is obvious tkat a m an wko 
can see knows tkings wkick a blind man cannot know; but a blind m an can know 
tke wkole of pkysics. Tkus tke knowledge wkick otker men kave and ke kas not is 
not part of pkysics. (389)

"^ckalmers, CM, 153.
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flux is logically impossible because tbere would be no things to be causally related in tbat

wonI d / '

So, do we bave any reason to posit intrinsic properties? It is intuitive tba t tbere is 

some internal nature to objects. He writes tbat we are aware of one type of intrinsic 

property—phenomenal properties. Cbalmers says tba t tbere is no real reason to suppose 

tbat tbe intrinsic properties of otber entities are tba t mucb different bom  experiential 

properties. A fter all, "Tbeir nature is up for grabs, and phenomenal properties seem as 

libely a candidate as any otber."^ Again, "if phenomenal properties are fundamental, it is 

natural to suppose tba t they might be widespread."’'^

His basic argument is noncommittal, and be is honest about bis indecisiveness. In 

fact, be proposes tbe development of a science of consciousness to examine bis hypotheses. 

However, bis argum ent seems to be something libe tbe following:

1) Phenom enal properties exist.

2) Phenom enal properties are fundamental (remember bis basic ontology).

3) Physical nature has both extrinsic and intrinsic properties (one explained by

science, tbe otber is intuitive).

4) Phenom enal properties are intrinsic properties of hum an beings.

5) Thus, it is possible tbat phenomenal properties or something very libe them

■" Îbid., 154.

■^Ibid., 153-4.

•*' Îbid., 154.
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(mayte protopkenomeaal properties) are tke Intrinsic properties of otker 

okysical entities.

ckalmers tkinks tka t if natural entities are viewed as kaving Lotk pkysical and

"mental" properties, tken tke causal role of consciousness can Le explained.

Consciousness, tken, is not a weird anomaly wkose appearance among pkysical nature

must Le explained. Instead, it is as fundamental a part of tke universe as wkat we

normally call "pkysical." Let kim  speak for kimself on tkis point:

Eitker way, tkis sort of intimate link suggests a kind of causal role for tke 
pkenomenal. i f  tkere are intrinsic properties of tke pkysical, it is instantiations of 
tkese properties tka t pkysical causation ultimately relates. If tkese are pkenomenal 
properties, tken tkere is pkenomenal causation; and if tkese are protopkenomenal 
properties, tken pkenomenal properties inkerit causal relevance Ly tkeir 
supervenient status, just as LilLard Lalls inkerit causal relevance from molecules.
In eitker case, tke pkenomenology of experience in kum an agents may inkerit 
causal relevance from tke causal role of tke intrinsic properties of tke pkysical.°°

^o , pkenomenal properties migkt Le jointly a part of fundamental reality along witk tke

pkysical. Or, tkey m igkt Le aspects of a more fundamental neutral m onism  tkat gives rise

to Lotk tke pkysical and tke mental. Ckalmers surmises tkat tke fundam ental laws will Le

tkose tkat relate tkese Lasic properties. Tke traditional laws of nature, tken, would Le

Luilt up out of tkese more Lasic laws.' '

Ckalmers admits tka t tkese ideas are merely speculation. Lut views tkem  as areas

wkere pkilosopkical and scientific exploration can Le done. Near tke end of kis text, ke

=°lLid.

='lkid., 155.
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puts more m eat on tkese Lones ty  speculating furtker akout tkese ideas. H e says tka t 

information migkt Le fundamental and ukiquitous.^^ Tke mental and tke pkysical, tken, 

would Lotk Le aspects of information, and ke asserts a douLle-aspect principle tkat 

information always kas Lotk aspects.^^ He concludes tkat information is everywkere tkere 

is causation. Since causation is everywkere, so is inform ation. Tkat also means tkat 

experience is everywkere, wkick leads to an interesting section of tke Look entitled "Wkat 

is it like to Le a tkermostat?"^, wkick is followed Ly tke section entitled "W kitker 

panpsyckism?"^^ He doesn't actually like tkat term, resisting tke view tkat minds 

permeate reakty. He is pusked more toward tke idea tkat proto-pkenomenal properties are 

ukiquitous. He doesn't fully emkrace tkese ideas. Lut is considering tkem. He writes, 

"tkere seem to Le no Imockdown arguments against tkis view, and tkere are various 

positive reasons wky one migkt emkrace it."^^

ckalm ers, tken, skows us tkat otker possiLilities exist tkat need to Le explored. 

Ckomsky warned tkat pkysicalism cannot Le done witkout coming to grips witk some idea

^iLid., 277ff.

""Ikid., 284ff.

^Ikid., 293ff.

“ Ikid., 297ff.

°^lkid., 299 . if anytking, Searle's ckapter supports Ckalmers kere. Searle's only 
"argument" is tkat tkis idea is "aksurd" (see Searle, 156). In response Ckalmers writes 
tka t panpsyckism remains counterintuitive. Lut skould not Le eliminated from 
consideration a t tke Leginning of inquiry (see Searle, I 66 ).
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a to u t  tke nature of pkysical reality. Kim, kowever, says tk a t tkis specification of tke 

nature of tke pkysical is unim portant. W kat we kave seen, kowever, is one contemporary 

analytic pkilosopker wko kas asked some kasic questions akout tke pkysical.^ He kas 

concluded tkat tkere migkt ke pkenomenal or proto-pkenomenal properties tk a t are a 

fundam ental part of pkysical reality. If so, tken ke tkinks tka t kotk tke distinctiveness of 

tke  m ental and its causal role can ke explained. Tkus, Ckalmers provides a possikle route 

fo r evading Kim's dilemma. W kat we see is tkat Kim's dilemma arises, partially, kecause 

of kis unspecified view of tke nature of pkysical reality.

Kim's Views on Pkvsical Reality 

Tkougk in Supervenience and M ind  Kim never gives a careful explanation of wkat 

ke m eans ky tke pkysical, it is clear tkat ke is not in agreement witk Ckalmers' 

speculations or Russell's views of 1927. Clearly, tken, tkere is an implicit view akout tke 

nature of pkysical reality in Kim's writings. Let me take a m om ent to explicate a kttle of 

tkis view and tken skow kow it kelps to create kis difficulties in relating mind to kody.

In  response to my direct question, mentioned a t tke keginning of tkis ckapter.

^^We could kave explored Russell's arguments as well and used kim as an  example 
in  tke  same way. However, tkere is no need to overdo it. Russell's work in Analvsis of 
M atter is quite interesting and provides tke kackground for Ckalmers' work. I do refer tke 
reader to it. Also, tke work often refers to Wkitekead and seems, in many ways, to ke a 
response to Wkitekead's work, witk wkick Russell kas a lot o f sympatky. For example, we 
read, "Tke principles wkick inspire D r Wkitekead's work appear to me essential to a rigkt 
solution of tke proklem, altkougk in tke detail I skould sometimes incline to a somewkat 
m ore conservative attitude"(6-7).
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Kim answered tkat tke pkysical is sometking like Cartesian m atter witk tke property of 

extension as kasic, it is pukkc (as opposed to private mental states), and our access to it is 

indirect (as opposed to direct access to mental states).'^ Russell, too, accepts tkat matter 

is pukkc and indirect, so tkese criteria alone do not fully explain tke difference.

Tke pukkc criterion is furtker clarified wken Kim discusses tke okjective nature of 

science. He writes:

Science as objective (or infersicbjective): tkis is tke idea tkat scientikc disagreements 
can in  principle ke resolved on tke kasis of impersonal criteria and evidence tkat 
tke disputants could agree on, wkere tke evidence ultimately consists in data of 
okservation. Tkis requires tkat scientikc properties — properties in terms of 
wkick descriptions, laws, and explanations in science are formulated — ke 
intersukjectively accessikle properties. Tkat is, tkeir presence or aksence in a given 
case skould ke intersukjectively conkrmakle or disconkrmakle on tke kasis of 
skarakle okservation data, kowever indirect or kokstic tke procedure may ke. In  
skort: scientikc properties must ke intersukjective and puklic."^(empkasis in 
original)

Tkis discussion of okjectivity in science explains wkat Kim generally means ky pukkc 

access. Now, we simply need to apply tka t to kis conception of tke pkysical world and see 

tk a t pkysical properties are tkose tkat are kased upon impersonal criteria tkat are 

intersukjectively accessikle to tke inquiring community. Also, tke confirmation of tke 

pkysical rekes upon "skarakle okservation data." We kave a clearer idea, tken, of wkat 

pukkc is.

He also answered tkat tke pkysical is sometking like Cartesian matter. Kim's

^K im , "Mental Causation and Consciousness."

°^Kim, "Pkilosopkical Naturalism: Its Sources, Claims, and Status," manuscript.
1 0 .
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views on m atter are no t tkose of tke early Cartesian "contact meckanics" as Ckomsky 

callecl it. Tkese meckanists conceived of tke world as isolated Lits o f  m atter tkat Lumped 

eack otker around witk no internal effects. Kim does view tke world as interconnected. 

He writes tka t tke world is not merely an  "assemklage of unrelated oLjects, events, and 

facts. Lut [constitutes] a system, sometking tka t skows structure, and wkose constituents 

are connected witk one anotker in significant ways" (empkasis in original) Kim 

discusses tkese interconnections as matters of dependence and explores causal and 

supervenient relations. We will examine kis views on causation in tke  next ckapter.

We kave learned tkat kis views on tke pkysical are rougkly Cartesian, tkougk not 

limited to "contact meckanics." Tkey are sometking to wkick we kave indirect access and 

are puLkc. In  Supervenience and M ind  ke does sketck a few more ideas. In tke same 

paragrapk in wkick ke rejects tke need for a specific ckaracterization of pkysical and 

mental, ke writes:

Minimally perkaps a pkysical entity m ust kave a determinate location in space and 
time; Lut tkat may not Le enougk. Perkaps an entity is pkysical just in case it kas 
some pkysical property or otker. B u t wkat makes a property a pkysical property? 
Perkaps, tke Lest answer we could m uster is wkat Heilman and Tkompson kave 
offered; explain 'pkysical' ky reference to current tkeoretical pkysics.

It Lecomes clear tkat Kim does take contem porary views in pkysics to ke determinative

“ Kim, SM , 53 .

^TLid., 3 4 0 . I am  concerned witk tke idea of a "determinate location in space and 
time." It is my understanding of Heisenkerg's Uncertainty Principle tk a t suck is not 
fortkcoming. However, I will not take tke tim e to explore tkis question kere, kut simply 
raise it as a possikle difficulty in Kim's conception of tke pkysical, if my understanding 
of quantum  meckanics is correct, sometking speculative in itself.
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aLout tke nature of pkysical r e a l i t y I t  is tke only science tk a t attempts to give a

COmprekensive account of tke wotld..^^ But, science does leave some questions open.

In  kis uncompleted, essay on naturaksm, Kim draws a distinction ketween

materialism and pkysicaksm. My distinction is somewkat similar. I usually reserve

m ateriaksm  for views tkat are prior to or not kased upon twentietk-century revolutions in

science. Kim's distinction is similar, in tkat pkysicaksm as a pkilosopkical perspective

rests upon wkatever pkysics determines a t tke time is ultim ate reakty.

Kim is aware tkat speculation in contemporary pkysics leaves open tke question of

tke nature of pkysical reakty. He %"rites:

F or on tkis understanding, wkatever future pkysics recognizes as a fundamental 
constituent of reakty, kowever, kizarre it may ke, will count as pkysical (Hilary 
Putnam  recently okserved tkat considerations of quantum  meckanics skowed tkat 
'tkere is mind all tke way down"!). Tkis leads to an  intriguing conception of 
'pkysics': pkysics, ky definition, is tkat science wkick is to give us tke most 
complete and comprekensive description of nature. A ny kasic entity or property 
tkat figures in suck a description counts as pkysical. So if some sort of proto- 
mentakty skould skow up in future micropkysics, tka t would make mentality 
pkysical, on tkis conception. Ho a priori assumption to tke contrary could ke 
justi&ed, it migkt ke argued. O n  tkis understanding of 'pkysicaksm', pkysicalism 
may turn out to ke antim aterialist.^

By implication, Kim does n o t skare Putnam's claim. Kim does not present a tkeory tkat,

like Russell's and Ckalmers', explores tke possikility of fundam ental and pervasive

^ ^ I k i d . ,  XV.

°^Kim, "Pkysicaksm and Panexperientiaksm: Response to David Ray Griffin," 
Process Studies 28 (Spring-Sum m er 1999): 28.

^K im , "Naturaksm," 14.
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pkenomenal or proto-pkenomenal properties. He even argues against tkis view in kis

response to Griffin. However, ke does understand tkat it is an open question. And, ke is

also clear tkat ff pkysics does posit pkenomenal or proto-pkenomenal properties, tken

tkese would become part of tke pkysical reakty to wkick a pkysicakst is committed.

In M inJ in a Pkysical W^orU, ke does give a more explicit discussion of pkysicaktx'.

He krst repeats tke point tkat tke kasic entities, properities, and relations of kasic pkysics

are pkysical.^ He is concerned witk wkat else counts as pkysical. He allows tkree otker

categories. First are aggregates of fundamental pkysical entities. Tkis category

encompasses ckairs, cars, stars, and tke like.^^ Tke second category is a set of micro-kased

properties. Tke example ke uses is tke property of keing one kilogram. He defines

pkysical micro-kased properties:

if  P  is a micro-kased property of kaving parts Uj, . . . , suck tkat P^(n J , . . ., 
Pn(a J ,  and P(<2[, . . . , u J ,  tken P  is a pkysical property provided tkat P y  . . . , P?, 
and R  are pkysical properties (and relations), and eack a [ is a kasic particle or an 
aggregate of kasic particles.

So, tkere are properties, like mass, tkat are pkysical Ln nurture of keing composed of

properties and relations tkat are fundamental to pkysics. Tke final category is second-

order properties. Here ke is particularly concerned witk functional properties and

dispositions. He writes tkat any second-order propertj^ defined over pkysical properties

^K im , M PW , 113.

^Ikid.

^^Ikid., 114.
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would. Le Included.

TLIs discussion, kowever, Joes not exnlore tke fundamental ontological issues we 

Lave been considering. Tke main point in tk.e relevant section of M.ind in a Physical 

World is to make sure tkat objects like tables and properties like mass and transparency are 

not left out of any pbilosopky of tke pkysical. I will cleady grant tka t tkese are included 

and tka t kis assertions are straigktforwarJ and uncontroversial. W kat remains is tke issue 

of wkat tke nature of tkose funJamental particles, properties, and relations is.

As we've seen, Kim is committed to a view of pkysical reakty tkat rules out 

fundamental and pervasive pkenomenal or proto-pkenomenai properties. Tke distinction 

drawn in tkis paper is tkat tkat commitment of Kim's is one cause of kis dJemma witkin 

tke mind-body problem. Tke criticism of tkis ckapter is tkat Kim fads to specify wkat ke 

means by tke pkysical. Ckomsky's criticism and Ckalmers' alternative illustrate tkat prior 

to tke mind-body problem tkere are basic questions about bodies tkat must be addressed. 

As we will see increasinly in coming chapters, Kim kas a priori com m itm ents wkick lead to 

kis ddemma. Tkese a priori commitments are sometimes keld to in  tke face of 

contravening empirical evidence. Tkougk Kim does not tkink any particular conception 

of tke pkysical is important, it is clear tkat some approaches m ight avoid kis ddemma.

His theory lacks overall adequacy because it fads to develop more carefully a position on 

tke nature of pkysical actuakty, wkick is to say tkat Kim is mistaken.
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CHAPTER FOUR 

CAUSATION

Kim identifies m ental causation and consciousness as two koms ot tke dilemma 

for nonreductive pkysicalism. He believes tkat if mental states kave any causal efficacy, 

tken tkeir causal efficacy is in virtue of tkeir supervenience on pkysical states. And, fiom 

wkat we kave seen, kis view of supervenience is a form of reductionism. Mental causation, 

tken, plays an im portant role in kis dilemma. In tkis ckapter I will explore Kim's views on 

causation. Since ke writes tka t kis views are basically Hum ean, I will examine Hume's 

views on causation as well in an attempt to explicate tke fundamental mistakes of tkis view 

of causation. I seek to demonstrate tkat tke H um ean view of causation is inadequate and 

seriously flawed. Aspects o f tkis ckapter will anticipate tke next, in wkick I will examine 

Kim's views on experience. Before mo\>ing on, I m ust explain two points related to tkis 

ckapter's arguments. F irst, I reakze tkat all of tke criticisms leveled against Hume are not 

arguments against Kim. Tke arguments against Hum e are needed to illustrate 

fundam ental errors witk tkis type of pkilosopky and to introduce topics for discussion in 

tke next tkree ckapters. Second, as pointed out in  tke section on David Ckalmers in 

Ckapter Tkree, a H um ean view of causation skould no t kave a problem witk mental 

causation. If causation is merely constant conjunction, tken tkere are clear constant 

conjunctions between m ental and pkysical events. Tkerefore, tkere is some problem for 

Kim wken ke claims to be a Hum ean in regards to causation and yet finds it problematic.
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Kim on. Causation

A t tke Leginning of tke &nal ckapter of Supervenience and M ind  ke sketckes kis

views on m ental causation:

Tke idea, rougkly, is tkat for an instance of mental property M  to cause, or ke 
caused ky event e (let's assume c is a pkysical event), tke following conditions must 
kold: tkere is a pkysical-kiological property P  suck tka t (1) M  supervenes on P; (2) 
P  is instantiated on tke occasion of M's instantiation; and (3) tkis instance of P  
causes e, or is caused ky c (on your favorite account o f pkysical causation)d

Tkis sketck o f kis views does not differ krom wkat was presented in  Ckapter Two of tkis

paper. As was clear tken, M  ends up keing no cause at all, kecause P  is doing all tke

causal work. Plus, Kim rejects overdetermination, so M  does no causal work kut merely

supervenes on P.

H e writes tk a t ke kad accepted tkis account as a satisfactory approack to mental 

causation, kut kad come to ke disturked ky it. It is kard for me to understand kow Kim, 

wko also kelieves in mental realism, could kave ever accepted tkis picture of mental 

causation. Anyway, ke writes tkat even tkougk ke feels it kas its proklems, it is still kis 

kasic view. In  fact, as we kave seen, tkis account plays a role in  tke dilemma tkat ends tke 

text.

M ental states are reakzed ky pkysical states. Hack particular instant of a mental 

state is realized ky a  particular pkysical state. Conscious states, like quaka, migkt ke

^Kim, Supervenience and M ind (Camkridge: Camkridge Universitv Press, 1993),
358.
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distinct and no t pkysicaüy realized. Lut tken tkey kave no causal e£&cacy.^ Kim claims to 

Le committed to two principles tkat force nim into tkis position:

1) Alexander's Dictum—To Le real is to kave causal powers.

2) Causal closure Principle—If a pkysical event kas a cause, it kas a pkysical

cause.

Principle Two asserts tkat tke pkysical domain is closed. It rules out any causal role for 

Cartesian souls or a supernatural deity. Kim writes, "Tke pkysical causal closure, 

tkerefore, seems to leave no room for nonpkysical causes of pkysical events."^ To assert 

tkat tkere are nonpkysical causes is to deny tkat pkysics can Le complete, tkat it can 

descriLe all of reality. Principle O ne is a long-accepted \iew going Lack Lefore Alexander 

(see note 2 for my comments on Kim and tkis principle).

It is clear kow tkese principles get kim into kis dilemma. If m ental states kad 

causal efkcacy independent of tkeir supervenience on pkysical states, tken  Principle Two 

would not Le true. Also, if causal efficacy resides only in tke pkysical states, tken tke 

mental states would lack independent existence according to Alexander's dictum.

“Lecture of Jaegwon Kim, "Reduction and Reductive Explanation: Can We Solve 
tke Mind-Body ProLlem?", David Ross Boyd Lecture given at tke University of 
Oklakoma, 9 OctoLer 1998 and dinner conversation in  Norman, O klakom a on 6 
OctoLer 1998. Note tkat Kim would not Le fully committed to Alexander's dictum Lut 
would accept tke real as wkat kas causal powers or is a supervenient property of tkose 
entities witk causal powers. However, ke is not certain tkat quaka supervene. So tkere 
migkt Le tkree categories, tke two aLove and also conscious states. See Kim, "Pkysicaksm 
and Panexperientialism: Response to David Ray Griffin," Process Studies 28  (Spring- 
Summer 1999): 29.

"Kim, SM, 361.
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I will return to a discussion of tke causal closure principle at tke end of tkis 

ckapter. A t tkis point, I want to express two concerns witk kis picture of mental 

causation. First, I still don't see kow tkis is "mental" causation. He writes tkat accepting 

realizability allows one to save mental causation. But, tke pkysical state is tke cause. Tke 

mental state is merely an epipkenomenai property tkat kas no causal effecacy in itself. 

David Ray Griffin kolds tkat a t tkis point Kim kas presented us witk a reJuctio o f kis 

views of pkysical reality.^

My otker concern is tkat Kim's views on causation in general are flawed. He 

writes tkat kis view is broadly a Humean view of causation.^ Tkougk ke kas not fully 

developed kis views on causation, Kim does make a few basic claims in Supervenience and 

M ind. He identifies kis view as broadly Humean, wkick is any "concept of causation tkat 

includes tke idea tkat causal relations between individual events somekow involve general 

regularities."^ Tkis nomic model of causation follows krom Hume's claim tkat constant 

conjunction plays tke major role in our understanding of causation. Again, let me point 

out tkat if causation is merely constant conjunction, tken  tkere is no problem for mental 

causation. Kim does admit tka t tkere are diffeculties witk tke Humean view and attempts 

to sketck an ontology of events witk tke intention of clearing up some of tke ontological

^David Ray Grif&n, "Materiakst and Panexperientialist Pkysicaksm: A  Critique of 
Jaegwon Kim's Supervenience and Mind," Process Studies 28  (Spring-Summer 1999): 
11-12. I will return to Griffen's arguments later.

^Kim, SM , X and 3.

^Ibid., 4.
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amLiguities of Hume's approack. One diffeculty is tkat tke relationskip ketween particular 

instances of causation and tke "lawlike correlations of generic events"^ called for Ly tke 

condition of constant conjunction.

Tke causal properties of our mental states are suck a powerful element in our 

common experience. Jokn Locke said tkat mind-Lody interaction is tke clearest idea of 

causation tka t we kave.^ I tend to agree witk Locke, Lut of course, our experience and 

intuition can be wrong. Part of tke difficulty for Kim, tkougk, is relating tkese specific 

instances of m ental causation to wkick ke is committed as a mental reakst witk tkis 

Humean, nomic view of causation and kis a priori commitment to causal closure.

Locke and Kim take two importantly different approackes to tke matter of mental 

causation. Kim's mental reaksm would seem to conunit kim  initially to Locke's position. 

However, as we kave seen, kis stance questions tke very nature of m ental causation as 

pictured by Locke. Kim is different tkan Locke because ke is com m itted to tke Humean 

picture of causation. Wkitekead kad a lot of sympatky witk Locke and agreed witk kis 

view over tke objections of Hume. Tke H um ean approack to causation is itself 

fundamentally flawed. A  radically different, and I contend better, approack to causation 

will give us a surer standpoint from wkick to discuss tke basic in tuition tkat Locke cites, 

tkus giving a picture of mental causation tkat evades Kim's dilemma.

Tbid., 12.

*Jokn Locke, A n Essav Concerning H um an LFnderstanding, ed. by Peter H. 
Nidditck (Oxford: Clarendon Press of tke Oxford University Press, 1975), 133.
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Hume on Causation 

A t tke start of Section III of tke Enquinj Cancemmg Human UnJerstanJing, 

H um e declares tkat our ideas must kave some connexion tk a t enables tkem to introduce 

eack otker.^ He enumerates tkree "principles of association" tkat govern tke association 

o f ideas-, resemblance, spatio-temporal contiguit\% and cause and effect. For example, a 

picture of a flower inspires tkougbts of tke actual flower, tke tkougkts of one item in a 

series introduces tkougkts of tke otker items, and tke tkougkts of a wound leads us to 

tk ink  of tke cause of tke pain. Tke strongest of tkese relations is cause and effect.

Hum e divides reason into two broad types: relations of ideas and matters of fact. 

Tke former are tkose trutks tkat are discoverable by tkougkt and do not require 

exploration of tke pkysical universe. Tkis type of reasoning is exemplified by matkematics 

witk tke propositions of tkese areas being necessaiy trutks. Tke otker kind of reasoning 

is about contingent trutks, wkose contraries are still possible. It is Hume's major 

endeavor to explore tkis reasoning tkat we commonly use in  exploring matters of fact. In 

so doing, ke spends kis energies on tke topic of causation because, as ke writes, "All

^David Hume, Enquiries Concerning Human Understanding and Concerning tke 
Principles of Morals, ed. by L. A. Selby-Bigge, 3rd. edition, ed. by P. H. Nidditck 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1975), 23.

'“Ibid., 24 .

"H um e, A  Treatise of Human Nature, ed. by L. A . Selby-Bigge, 2nd. edition, 
ed. by P . H . Nidditck (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978), 11.

'^Hume, E C H U , 25.
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reasonings concerning m atter of fact seem to Le founded on tke relation of Cause and 

Effect" [s/c].^^

Since causal conclusions are not based upon any rational deductions, it is 

requisite for Hume to attem pt to explain wkat kuman faculty does make tke connection. 

Tke principle in question Hume identikes as custom or kabit, for only repeated 

experiences of causal relations could lead one to draw tke conclusion tkat tkere is a causal 

connection. It is for tkis reason tkat ke calls custom tke "great guide of life".^^

Custom identifies causes and effects based upon tkree relations. Tke first of tkese 

is tkat causes are always spatially and temporally contiguous witk tkeir effects. Causation 

is only found by kum an nature in events tkat are spatially and temporally contiguous.'^ 

A notker relation is tkat tke cause is always prior in time to tke effect. Hum e rejects any 

consideration tkat cause and effect could be simultaneous. He rejects tkis option because 

ke kolds tkat tkere would be no succession from one event to anotker and tkat all tkings 

would exist at tke same time. Finally, ke writes tkat our normal understanding of 

causality also requires tke relation of necessary connexion. Tkougk we observe a 

continuity and a priority in time and constant conjunction, we say tkat tkings are causally

'^Ibid., 26 .

'■*̂ lbid., 43-4.

'=Hume, T H N , 75.

'^Ibid., 76.
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related only if we feel “tLat tkere exists a necessary connexion between tkem .

Tben tke im portan t question for Hum e is tke genesis of tke idea of necessary 

connexion. As witk a l l  otker ideas, ke subjects causation to kis standard analysis, 

inquiring from wkat impression it arises. W kat ke discovers is tkat tkere is none in tke 

external world. Tke*:e is no observation, no experience, no sensation tk a t ever discovers 

a power in nature. H e  uses tke example o f Adam, wko could not kave discovered tke 

causal relations between objects wken tkey first appeared to kim, because tke causakty is 

no property of tke object.

Hume next considers wketker tke  power can be discovered internally, particularly 

in tke act of tke will t o  direct tke arm to move."'^ Clearly, Hume is directly considering 

Locke's claim. He concludes tkat even in  tkis instance, we are ignorant of tke force by 

wkick tke mind directs tke motion. He also makes tkree observations a t  tkis point. First, 

tke most mysterious principle in nature is tke union of soul and body, so appealing to it 

does not kelp anyone. Secondly, tke will cannot control all of tke organs of tke body; 

only our experience kaa informed us as to  wkat can be moved. Since we kave learned of 

tke power of tke will o n ly  tkrougk experience, we must look to it, and it only gives us a 

conjunction between tine event of willing and tke motion. Finally, anatom y kas discovered

'^Ibid., 77.

'®Hume, E C H U , 63.

"’’Ibid., 27-9.

-Hbid., 64.
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tka t tkere is a  complex causal ckain between tke act of tke will and tke arm moving, witk 

no power kaving been discovered between tke minutest p a r t s . S o ,  even tkis most 

Ikmiliar of examples kas left us witk only a conjunction and not a connexion.

Also convinced tkat nature lacked any causal powers, tke occasionaksts claimed 

tkat tke deity is tke ef&cient principle bekind apparent causal connections. Hume rejects 

tkis tkeory outrigkt. First, ke feels tka t it would represent a greater feat on tke part of 

God if tke world were created to run on its own without constant intervention. Tkis 

critique is very similar to tkat employed by otkers, suck as Leikniz. Secondly, tke 

conclusions cannot be drawn witk our normal rational abikties because tke argument for 

occasionalism kas ventured into areas outside our experience and rational powers. Here 

we anticipate Hume's arguments in tke Dialogues. Finally, our reason is just as ignorant 

of tke force o f tke divine mind upon nature as it is of tke force inkerent witkin nature. 

Wky, tken, skould anotker problem be raised to solve a simpler one? If our ignorance of 

powers in nature leads one to dismiss tkem, tken tkey would kave to dismiss powers in 

God, because we are ignorant of tkose as weU.^

H um e is tken left to conclude tka t our idea of cause and effect arises from some 

constant conjunction of events—simply a numker of similar instances of wkick we kave

^Tbid., 65-6 .

^Ib id ., i  1-3. I love tkis quote, "We are got into fairy land, long ere we kave 
reached tke last steps of our tkeory . . ." (72).
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experience^. Tke connexion is felt Ly tke mind and suppked hy tke imagination; tkus 

tkere is no connexion in nature, but purely in our tkougkts. He tken proceeds to give two 

definitions for a cause. Tke 6rst definition focuses upon tke observation of tke objects: 

"an object, followed by anotker, and wkere all tke objects similar to tke first are followed 

by objects similar to tke second".'^ Tke second definition concerns our tkougkts as well as 

objects: "an object followed by anotker, and wkose appearance always conveys tke tkougkt 

to tkat otker"

Hume's analysis, tkerefore, denies tkat we can know any type of necessary 

connexion between cause and effect, and instead focuses on wkat we can know, wkick is 

simply tke constant conjunction of tke two events. His two definitions are attempts to 

describe tkat process wkereby causal connections are imagined by tke person. Lest tke 

reader skould worry tka t Hum e is dispensing witk causal reasoning, ke warns tkat kis 

pkilosopky will never "undermine tke reasonings of common life", because tkis natural 

inclination will always win out over tke abstract exercises."^

It is tkis basic view of causation, and tke necessary view of experience tkat 

accompanies it, tkat Kim accepts. I will discuss experience in ckapter five, but we see kow 

Hum e's criticism poses difficulties for tke Lockean intuition, and ultimately sets up Kim's

^Ibid., 74-5. See also TH N , 87. 

2-Tbid., 76.

^Ibid., 77.

% id . ,  41.
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dilemma. Locke says tkat we kave experience of mentai-to-pkysical causation. Hume 

argues tka t we do not kave suck experience—tkat tke connections are suppked Ly a kakit 

of our minds. Let us turn to tke criticisms of tkis view.

Criticisms of Hume's View of Causation 

Hume's view aroused early criticism from contemporaries suck as Tkomas Reid. 

Reid argued against Hume tkat a repetitious invariakikty is not suf&cient to supply 

causation. Reid's example is tkat nigkt can Le seen as tke cause of day or day as tke cause 

of nigkt on Hume's understanding. Jokn Stuart Mill found tkis argum ent to Le correct. 

He wanted to make an addition to Hume's \iew tkat it must also ke impossiLle for tke 

cause to exist witkout tke effect o r vice versa. Mill's arguments completely misunderstand 

Hume's criticism. It is just tkis necessary connexion tkat Mill wants tkat Hume denied 

existed (or at least tkat we cannot kave any knowledge of it).

I'm not interested kere in  discussing all of tke kistorical criticisms of Hume's views 

on causation. Wkere I Lekeve Hum e goes wrong is in denying tke connections ketween 

events. Like Wilkam James, W kitekead defends a radical empiricism tkat claims tkat tke 

relations ketween events are real and can ke experienced. If one can experience tke causal 

connection, tken support is lent to tke Lockean claim and we kave some ground krom 

wkick to respond to Kim's dilemma. In  tke remainder of tkis section I want to present 

criticisms of Hume's view along tkese lines. I will employ Wkitekead's own work for tke 

first time in  tkis paper. I am not yet prepared to present and defend kis own \news on

88



causation (tkat will come in ckapter seven). I am  using Wkitekead kere because I feel tkat 

kis criticisms o£ Hume, even independent of kis own positive work, are quite successful. 

B ut first, let me defend an interesting criticism by Nlary W kiton Calkins tk a t objects to 

Hume's view o f events.

Hume on Events: Calkins' Response

Since initially writing tkis section, 1 kave come to conclude tka t it is flawed, 

particularly in my reconstruction of Calkins' arguments. However, I bave been advised to 

leave it in because of tke interesting points raised and tke connections to otker aspects of 

tke overall work. Tkere is interesting work to be done in Calkins, and I kope to be able to 

do ker argum ent justice in a later work.

In  The Persistent Problems o f Pliiiosophy, Calkins develops ker own views by going 

tkrougk tke kis tory of m odem  pkilosopky, presenting tke various arguments of tke major 

figures, and arguing in support or against tkeir views. H er criticisms of Hume's views on 

causation are quite interesting, especially ker criticism of kis \âew of events. Before 

entering upon tk a t criticism, let me explain tka t ske is overall s^nnpatketic witk Hume's 

conclusions in  kis arguments on causation; ske just tkinks tkey are bad arguments.

Ske writes tkat Hume's arguments for causation kave four main conclusions:

1) tkat causality does not involve tke necessary connection of past witk present
and of present witk future;

2 ) tka t causakty does not involve tke uniform  relation of cause and effect; and
3) tk a t causakty is not an external relation—tkat is, a relation existing

independently of consciousness. . . .
4) tkat causakty is a customary conjunction of events, namely, tke m ental kabit of
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inferring one event from anotker."^ 

bke rejects tke f r s t  conclusion and it is tkat argument to wkick 1 will soon turn. Ske 

agrees witk tke conclusions of 2, 3, and 4, Lut funds Hume's argum ents defective and tries 

to develop tkem. A t tkis time, I will not explore ker interesting work on tkese points. I 

point out ker sympatkies to skow tkat ske does not agree witk my own, or Wkitekead's, 

conclusions.

Let me now examine ker argument against Hume's first point, tkat tkere is no 

necessary connexion ketween past and present and future. Calkins argues tkat tke very 

nature of events necessarily entails tke connexion ketween past and  present and present 

and future. Ske writes tka t present is distinct from past and future in tke same way ttiat 

cause is distinct from effect. According to Hume's analysis tken, tkere is no necessary 

connexion ketween past and present and present and future. Ske finds tkis conclusion 

unacceptakle and turns to tke nature of events to present ker argum ent.

ske krst points out an amkiguity in Hume's argument. In  tke Treatise, Hume 

writes, . . all distinct ideas are separakle from eack otker, and as tke ideas of cause and

'^Mary W kiton Calkins, Tke Persistent Proklems of Pkilosopkv: An Introduction 
to Metapkvsics Tkrougk tke Study of M odem  Svstems (New York: Tke Macmillan 
Company, 1907), 170. If tke reader is unfamikar witk Calkins, ske was Professor of 
Pkilosopky and Psyckology in Wellesley College and was an early President of tke 
American Pkilosopkical Association. Ske was also one of ordy tkree people wko was also 
President of tke Am erican Psyckological Association.

Calkins' presentation of tke major tkeses of Hume's work would seem to question 
Kim's position. Ske says tka t consciousness and mental kakits are wkat is important to 
tke Humean view of causation. How could tke mind play tkis role if it kas no causal 
efficacy?
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effect are evidently distinct, 'twill Le easy for us to conceive any object to be non-existent 

fckis moment, and existent tke next, witkout conjoining to it tke distinct idea of a cause or 

productive principle."”̂  Calkins argues tkat distinguiskability does no t imply separability, 

sk e  writes tkat tkougk tke present can be distinguisked from tke past and tke future, it 

cannot be separated from tkem. Ske bases ker argument on tke nature of events—"to be 

an event means precisely: to be a temporal reality witk a past and a future."^^ A n event 

necessarily implies tka t it kas a past and tka t it kas a future, and, tkus, tka t tkere is a 

necessary connexion between past and present and present and future.

Let me allow Calkins to speak for kerself:

Granted tkat one tkinks of an event a t all, one must tkink of it as kaving some 
antecedent and some consequent. O ne is not certain tkat tkis past or tkis future 
is of tkis or tk a t especial nature, but one is quite certain tka t every event kas 
necessarily some past and some future. Tkus, we know tke necessity of tke 
temporal relation just as we know tke necessity of matkematical relations, because 
tke contrary'’ is inconceivable. In otker words, at least tke temporal connection, 
and for all tkat kas so far appeared, tke causal relation, really are wkat Hume calls 
relations of ideas, and are tkerefore necessary. Hume, indeed tacitly admits tke 
failure of tkis argument, for ke makes constant use of tke assumption tkat past 
and present are connected witk eack otker. He teackes, as kas appeared, tkat tke 
idea is an effect or copy of tke antecedent impression, and tk a t cause and effect are 
tkemselves 'customarily conjoined.' Suck relations would be impossible if Hume 
were justified in teacking tkat distinguiskable perceptions are separable.^*^

^H um e, T H N , 79-

^^Calkins, 160. Kennetk Merrill also argues tkat Hume's principle tkat 
distinguiskability implies separabikty is false. Merrill uses tke example of a triangle. He 
says tkat a triangle can be conceived as distinct from a line, but a triangle cannot be 
conceived as separate from a line.

"°Ibid., 160-61.
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Her overall argument proceeds as follows:

C l) Hume argues tkat if sometking is distinguiskable, tken it is separable.

C2) It is not necessarily true tkat if sometking is distinguiskable, tken it is 
separable.

C3) You can distinguisk tke present from tke past and tke future, tkougk tkey are 
not separable.

C4) An event is a temporal reakty witk a past and a future.

C5) Tkat sometking is an event necessarily entails tkat it kas a past and a future.

C6) Tkerefore, temporal connection is a necessary relation.

C7) Tke temporal relation and tke causal relation are subjected to tke same 
analysis in Hume.

sk e  concludes tkat Hum e kas no grounds for kolding tkat cause and effect are separable, 

sk e  also concludes tk a t causation is a necessary relation, and tkus a relation of ideas. 

Finally, ske argues tk a t Hume kimself tacitly defends tkis view by statements ke makes 

elsewkere.^^

Calkins' argument is a successful critique of Hume. C l  comes from  Hume's own 

tkougkts quoted above. C2 is supported by C3 to C6, but it also kas an intuitive appeal. 

Remember Reid's argument. According to Hume's view of causation we would be able to 

say tkat nigkt causes day and day causes nigkt. Reid's example also applies to C2. Nigkt 

and day are distinguiskable, but tkey really aren't separable. Permanent nigkt or 

permanent day are not pkysically possible given our knowledge of astronomy and tke laws

^*We will see W kitekead making muck of tkese problems of incokerence.
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of pkysics/^

C 3 is supportée! by C-4 to C6. In effect, C5 is merely a restating of the definition 

of an event given in C4. I find no problem with the dehnition in C-4. I believe that 

Calhins is correct, that the nature of an event is such that we immediately conceive it to 

have an antecedent and a consequent. She is also correct in agreeing with Hume that we 

don't know what particular consequent will follow, though we know th a t some consequent 

will. I guess one might respond by objecting that if the world were annihilated in the next 

second, then  current events will no t have antecedents. But, it seems to be a pretty 

innocuous assum ption to add to the vnew the qualification that as long as the world 

continues in existence, then each event will bave a consequent.

Kim writes tha t an event is "a concrete object (or n-tuple of objects) exempliWng a 

property (or n-adic relation) at a time."^^ His own discussion of events views events in 

isolation horn  their connections with other events. If Calhins' argum ent is correct, as it

^^Mill aside. Mill hnds Reid's argument to be correct and says tha t it must be 
added to Hum e tha t it is impossible for the cause to exist without the  effect or vice versa. 
W ith this addition to Hume, then. Mill responds to Reid by saying th a t a permanent day 
is possible, as is a permanent night. There are ixvo primary problems with this addendum. 
First, the argum ent that a perm anent night or day is possible hardly seems to be any good. 
Given the state of the world, a perm anent day or night is not possible. Secondly, the 
addendum doesn't seem to meet Hume's own criteria. How would we know that it is 
impossible for the cause or effect to exist separately? If they have always followed each 
other, we have no guarantee that they will in the future. Given that M ill does not address 
Hume's difficulties with induction, he does not realize the problems with this claim about 
causation. There is also an internal incoherency in Mill's position in  th a t he later in A  
System o f Logic writes that the rotation of the earth is a "permanent cause."

^K im , SM , 8.
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seems to te , tken tkis outlook is an error on Kim's part. It would seem tkat an  essential 

property of an event is its connections witk antecedents and consequents. In  Ckapter 

Seven we will kave to examine wkat notion of causation can te  developed if one respects 

tke integrity of tke interconnection tetween events.

Despite Calkins' really nice argum ent against Hume on wkat ske considers kis first 

conclusion akout causation, ske largely agrees witk kis position. Tke most successful 

overall criticisms of Hume's views on causation kave teen presented ty  W kitekead. 

Kennetk Merrill kas developed tkese criticisms of Wkitekead's, so I will largely ke relying 

upon kis work of exposition in tke next section.

Merrill on Wkitekead's Criticisms of Hume on Causation 

Merrill's paper "Hume, Wkitekead, and Pkdosopkic Metkod" criticizes Hume's 

sense of pkilosopkical metkodology and defends W kitekead's.^ Contained w itkin tke 

article are some successful arguments, developed from Wkitekead or original to Merrill 

kimself, against various positions of Hume's. O f particular interest to tkis exercise are kis 

statements on Hume's views of experience and causation. I will examine tke former in tke 

next ckapter, tu t  I tu rn  my attention to tke latter now.

w kitekead and Merrill concur witk Hume tkat knowledge of causation is not 

discovered in presentational immediacy. Presentational immediacy is tke term  tk a t

^K erm etk R. Merrill, "Hume, W kitekead, and Pkilosopkic Metkod," in  David 
Hume: Manv-Sided Genius, ed. ty  Kennetk R. Merrill and R otert W. Skakan (Norman, 
OK: University of O klakom a Press, 1976).
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w kitekead uses for wkat Hume would kave considered run-of-hke-mill sense perception. 

Wkitekead, kowever, says tkat experience is not limited to presentational immediacy. 

Tkere is anotker aspect of experience wkick ke terms causal efficacy. Tkougk I will not 

fully develop kis position at tkis point, it is a successful part of kis criticism tkat Hume 

overlooks tkis otker aspect of experience.

Merrill and Wkitekead, similar to Calkins, criticize Hume for no t restricting 

kimself to kis own system. Calkins refers to tke clear case wken Hume says tkat ideas 

copy impressions. Tkis statement is fundamental to Hume's pkilosopky, yet it also 

impkes a causal relationskip ketween impressions and ideas.“  Hume also appeals to 

concepts suck as memory, practice, kakit, and custom. Tkese very concepts fad Hume's 

own test tk a t tkese must arise krom some impression.

Merrill presents an interesting example of Wkitekead's to refute Hume's claims. It 

is tke case of a m an wko kas keen sitting in a dark room for some time. SudderJy a kgkt 

is turned on. Tke man kknks. Merrill writes tkat tke pkysiological explanation is 

straigktforward—"A spasm of neuro-muscular excitement is transmitted along nerves to 

some nodal center, and a responding nervous impulse causes tke contraction of tke 

eyekds."^^ Merrill acknowledges tkat tke picture is simplified, kut tkat it kasically catckes 

tke idea. Clearly, tke pkysiological explanation is a causal one. Merrill writes tka t Hume

^M errill, as well, develops some strong arguments against tke relationskip ketween 
impressions and ideas. See 136-40.

^^Ikid., 156.
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m igkt respond ty  saying tkat tkis explanation, is merely conjecture. Merrill responds,

"Very well. Let us put aside our instinctive reluctance to reduce a well-estatlisked science

to tke level of a fairy tale."^' Merrill is really not interested in tkis criticism, tu t  returns

to tke examiple and asks a to u t tke experience of tke man.

Suppose we ask tke m an wky ke tlinked. He would answer tkat tke flask o f ligkt

made kim blink. O f course, Hume would not accept tkis statem ent tecause tke m an kad

no experiemce of making in tke event tka t occurred. As Merrill points out, H um e would

say tkat w kat tke m an really felt was kis k a tit of tlinking after tke kgkt was turned on. A

numker of Hifkculties keset tke H um ean position. Do we suppose tka t tke man wouldn't

feel as if tk e  kgkt made kim  klink tke very first time an event suck as tkis occurred?

Also, in& nts, wko kave not acquired suck a kakit also klink.

w k a t  really interests Merrill is tkat Hume tkinks tka t tke kakit can ke felt kut

tk a t tke caimse cannot. H e writes:

Tke feeling of a kakit is not tke perception of sometking tka t is tkere as a spatial 
okject; it is no t an impression of sensation, as H um e freely admits. Tke 
form ation of a kakit requires tim e; and tke feeling of a kakit requires memory, tke 
feeling of tke conform ation of tke present to tke past. How is it different from a 
caus:e?^

Causation involves conform ation of present to past. So does memory, wkick m ust play a 

role in H um e's conception of kakit. Tkus, it would seem tk a t H um e's very concepts do

^ikLd.

^ Ik id ., 157. F o r w kitekead directly on tkis topic see Process and Reality. 
corrected edition, ed. ky David Ray G riffin and Donald Ŵ . Skerkum e, original edition 
1929 (New York: Tke Free Press, 1978), 133-6.
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not 6 t  kis own analysis.

Merrill also develops Wkitekead's conception of causal effecacy and points to  kow 

even Hume is aware of tkis type of experience and uses it in developing kis positions, 

k^lerrill quotes numerous instances wkere Hum e refers to tke eye seeing or tke ear 

kearing.^^ Given tkat we experience tke eye as seeing, we do kave experience of causation. 

A n example is my current sense tkat my eyes are tired from looking at tkis com puter 

screen for muck of tke day. Tkat is an experience of causal effecacy on tke part o f my 

eyes. Tkese experiences are common. As Wkitekead writes, "Tkus in asserting tke lack of 

perception of causality, ke impkcitly presupposes it.""^

Anotker instance of experience of causal efficacy is proprioception, or tke witkness 

o f tke Lody."̂  ̂ Wkitekead writes tkat proprioception is "an ever-present" part of our 

experience."^^ Tkis continual feeling of inkakiting our Lodies evades any empiricism 

limited merely to our five senses. N or is tkis t\qie of experience atomic in tke sense of 

Hum e's impressions. Plus, it gives us a sense of tke causal functioning of our kodies and 

tke connections between various parts.

Finally, Wkitekead mentions an  interesting example. He writes:

'^Ibid., 158.

^^^Wkitekead, Svmkoksm, original edition 1 9 2 i (New York: Fordkam  University 
Press, 1985), 51. See all of kis discussion 50-51 .

■"'Merrill, 159.

■"̂ wkitekead, PR, 312.
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Most living creatures, of daytime kakits, are more nervous in  tke dark, in tke 
aksence of familiar visual sens e-data. But according to Hume, it is tke very 
famikarity of tke sense-data wkick is required for causal inference. Tkus tke sense 
oi; unseu.i w-rieczivt; presences me clarK is die opposite of wkat skould kappen.^^

I tkink tkat tkis example speaks for itself to anyone wko kas ever walked alone in tke

woods a t nigkt.

Kim Lases kis views on causation on a seriously flawed tkeory. M ost seriously, it is 

a tkeory of causation tka t carmot account for im portant elements of our experience.

Tkese very elements support tke Lockean intuition and avoid tke dilemma of Kim. It is 

wrongkeaded to avoid tke very elements of experience tka t can ke used to explain tke issue 

at question—mental causation in tkis case. As we've seen tkus far in tkis ckapter, wkat 

approack one takes to experience will decide important issues. In tke next ckapter, I will 

explore Kim's approack to experience. It skeds kgkt on tke source of kis dilemma and 

leads Lack to my most kasic issue—tke different metkodological approackes of Kim and 

wkitekead. But, Lefore I move on to tkat, let me return to an issue I set aside previously- 

- Kim's position on tke causal closure of tke pkysical.

Causal closure

O ne reason Kim is asking us to reject causal powers for tke mental is tkat we will 

violate tke causal-closure principle. He writes, "Tke pkysical causal closure, tkerefore.

"^^Wkitekead, S, 43 .
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seems to leave no room for nonpkysical causes of pkysical events. As we kave seen, tke 

implication is tkat if mental states are realized by pkysical states, as tkey are in Kim's 

view, tken tkere is no need for tke mental state to function as an extra cause. To continue 

to assert tkat tke mental states kave causal efficacy is to assert tkat tkere are nonpkysical 

causes. To assert tkat tkere are nonpkysical causes is to deny tkat pkysics can be 

complete, tkat it can describe all of reality. Causal closure would rule out tke mental 

realism of Kim's original Tkesis Four.

I oppose Kim's dogmatic adkerence to tke causal closure principle. Tke principle 

functions in suck a way tkat it ultimately leads to Kim's dilemma. It does tkis by 

functioning in a way best described as a priori. I use tkis term  not to indicate tkat ke kas 

no evidence for believing it, but tkat it is a theoretical com m itm ent tkat is not seriously 

questioned in kis metaphysics. According to Kim, causal efficacy can only be explained 

wken mental states are realized by pkysical states and only kave supervenient causation. 

Tke subjective states suck as quaka, tkougk, end up being epipkenomenal in Kim's view 

and, tkus, kave no causal efficacy. Tke causal closure principle is an open question and 

skould not be keld to dogmatically.^ Kim's error is in clinging fast to tkis rather abstract

44 l y .Kim, SM, 361.

"^if tke nature of tke pkysical is revised in some way tkat allows for mentakty as a 
fundamental part of "pkysical" reality, tken tkere could be causal closure, but witkin tke 
revised picture. I would be wiking to accept tkis type of causal closure because mentakty 
would be a part of tke causal structure. Hence tke "pkysical" of pkysical causal closure 
would include pkenomenal, subjective, quaktative states. W kat I find objectionable about 
Kim on tkis issue is kis dogmatic adkerence in spite of kis own professed mental reaksm.
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principle fciiat is still open for debate despite bis own professed mental reabsm.

Is physical causal closure an open question? Russell, for one, finds it to be suck. 

He calls tke same principle by tke name "universal reign of law." Russell writes tkat 

anyone wko kolds to it dogmatically is being "rask" and is evidencing a "mark of 

prejudice.""*^ He contends tkat tkere are phenomena tkat kave not been explained, suck as 

consciousness. He was also speaking witkin tke context of tke early developments witkin 

quantum  tkeory. H e tkinks tkat we skould keep tke question open and neither assert it 

nor deny it. He does write, tkougk, tkat if it is useful in scientific research, it m igkt be 

adopted while recognizing tkat its truth is in doukt."*+7

Causal Closure: A. Peircean Analysis 

Charles Sanders Peirce's reaction to tke mechanical pkilosopky of kis day also 

suggests tkat we skould no t be dogmatic in kolding to tke causal closure of tke pkysical. 

Peirce identified two m ain tkeses of tke mechanical pkilosopky—necessitarianism and 

materialism .^ Necessitarianism is tke tkesis tkat tke world is deterministicaly governed 

by a set of strict and absolute laws. So, if you know tke state of affairs and tke laws

"^Bertrand Russell, "Materiaksm, Past and Present," in  Tke Basic W ritings of 
Bertrand Russell. 1903-1959 . ed. by Robert E. Egner and Lester E. D enonn (New York: 
A  Touchstone Book, 1961), 243.

■'Tbid., 245.

"'^Charles Sanders Peirce, "Tke Doctrine of Necessity Examined," in  Pkilosopkical 
Writings of Peirce, ed. by Justus Buckler (New York: Dover Pubkcations, Inc., 19o5), 
325 .
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governing it, tken you can predict all tke future states of tka t system. Kim's causally 

closed pkysicalism is very similar to tke meckanical pkilosopky of wkick Peirce was a 

critic.

w k a t Peirce found most troubling about tke meckanistic pkilosopky is tkat it 

could not account for m i n d s . H e  writes, "Tke meckanical pkilosopker leaves tke wkole 

specikcation of tke world utterly unaccounted for, wkick is pretty nearly as kad as to 

baldly attribute it to ckance."^° Wbat tke meckanistic pkilosopkies leave ou t are 

im portant aspects of tke kum an experience as well as plain features of tke world. Peirce's 

criticism, tken, is very similar to my own.

In developing a metapkysical sj'stem, Peirce kolds tkat we skould start witk 

observation.^^ From  tkose observations we skould develop kypotkeses to ke tested. He 

writes, "Tke best tkat can ke done is to supply a kypotkesis, not devoid of all likelikood, in 

tke general line of growtk of scientific ideas, and capakle of being verified o r refuted by 

future o b s e r v e r s . W k a t  Peirce is proposing is a use of scientific metkod to study 

pkilospkical problems. Unlike Kim, kowever, kis scientific metkod does no t begin witk a

"^ Îkid., 335 .

=°Ikid., 337 .

Peirce, "Tke Approack to Metapkysics," 311 . 

^"Peirce, "Concerning tke Autkor," 2.
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priori considerations, suck as tke causal closure of tke pkysical.“  Instead, Peirce is 

committed to explaining our observations, among wkick are our experiences of causally 

effecacious consciousness. His scientific metkod is a public process of fixing beliefs by 

proposing bypotkeses and testing tkeir application.^

Tke causal structure of tke universe appears to be governed by laws^° but tkese laws 

need to be explained. He tkinks tkat if tke re are universal laws tken tkey m ust bave 

reasons for tkeir existence; tka t tkey migkt stand "inexpficable and irrational, is bardly a 

justifiable p o s i t i o n . W k a t  accounts for laws? Peirce's answer is evolution.^' Evolution 

is ckaracterized by diversification and growtk of order."^ O ut of cbaos, tilings begin to 

take on kabits and tkese kabits eventually take on tke ckaracter of laws. Tkus, tke laws 

tkemselves arise out of tke evolutionary process.

Again, Kim uses tke causal closure principle as an unqeustioned presupposition, 
and, as will be demonstrated in tke next section, a tkeoretical com m itm ent prior to kis 
exploration of tke mind-body problem.

^Peirce, "Tke Fixation of Belief," 18-22.

°°Peirce, D N E, 324 .

^^Peirce, "Tke Arckitecture of Tkeories," 318.

^Ibid.

^^Peirce, "Syneckism, Fallibilism, and Evolution," 357.

°"^lbid., 358. I wondered kow to fit tkis idea into contemporary cosmology. 
W itkout muck consideration, I am  drawn to tke Hartle-Hawking model of tke universe 
proposed by James Hartle and Stepken Hawking. Hawking and Roger Penrose's work on 
singularities kelped lead to tke adoption of a Big Bang model of tke universe. After tkat 
work. Hawking realized tka t if tke universe reackes suck small sizes, tken  quantum  forces 
would drastically affect tke cosmos. So, tke Hartle-Hawking model proposes a rounded-
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Peirce concludes tkat if laws arise out of evolution, tken tkey are not and cannot 

be absolute.^ Instead, laws include "an element of indeterminacy, spontaneity, or 

absolute ckance in nature."°* Peirce writes tkat tke laws m ust ke open for diversification, 

spontaneity, and positive creativity; otkerwise tkere would be no evolutionary development, 

i f  tke laws are absolute, providing for no exceptions, tken tkere would be no growing order 

and tke world would be static. However, our observations tell us tkat tke world is dynamic 

and tkat order arises out of ckaos. Observation itself cannot substantiate absolute laws— 

tkere are always irregularities tkat need new explanations.^^ He writes, "In view of all 

tkese considerations, I do not bekeve tkat anybody, not in  a state of case-kardened 

ignorance respecting tke logic of science, can maintain tka t tke precise and universal 

conformity of facts to law is clearly proved, or even rendered particularly probable, by any 

observations kitkerto made."^^ Peirce's claims kere were even written prior to tke full 

development and acceptance of quantum tkeory and its indeterminacy principle.

If pkysical causation is made flexikle in order to conform  to our okservations and

off universe (instead of beginning in a distinct point) tkat in its early stages was kigkly 
indeterministic and only randomly arose into order.

“ Ibid., 359 .

^‘Peirce, A O T, 318.

“ Peirce, "Doctrine," 331 .

“ Ibid.

103



best science, tken Peirce believes we now bave room for m ental causation .^ F o r Peirce's 

meckanistic contemporaries tkere was a mind-body problem precisely because tke pkysical 

world was taken to conform to strict causal relations. Tke mind clearly did not conform 

to strict causal laws. In  fact, its spontaneity and flexibility are part of tke essence o f mind, 

"witkout wkick," Peirce writes, "it would be dead."^ Since m ind is clearly not bound by 

strict laws, if one ko Ids a necessitarian tkesis, tken one will, in some way, eliminate minds 

from tke natural world. It is interesting tkat Peirce, in  tkis way, foresaw Davidson and kis 

successors. In  fact, tkis is precisely wkere Kim kas kis problem. If pkysical causal closure 

is keld to dogmatically, tken tkere is no way to explain tke causal efficacy of tke mind. 

Kim's a priori commitments keep kim  from successfully developing an answer to tke mind- 

body problem.

For Peirce, kowever, tkere is no reason to eliminate minds because pkysical 

causation itself is not exact. Tkus, by accepting a more accurate picture of pkysical 

causation, one can provide tke opening tkat mentakty could kave a causal influence.

P i)  In  meckanistic pkilosopky tke pkysical world is governed by strict laws.

P2) M entakty is not governed by strict laws.

P3) Tkerefore, tkere are no psyckopkysical laws (or mentality kas no causal 
influence in tke world).

^Ibid ., 335.

^Peirce, "Tke Law of Mind," 348. One skould look again in  tke previous ckapter 
a t Ckomsky's discussion of Descartes' stance tkat tke m ind is separate from m atter 
because tke mind is creative.
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Peirce grants n u m te r 2, Lut Las sLown tkat tke pkysical world is not governed Ly strict 

laws. Tkerefore, ke also rejects 3.

As Davidson's anomolism of tke mental did, strict pkysical causal laws are often 

used to rule out tke causal efficacy of mentedity. Kim's dilenuna kas similar proLlems, 

even tkougk ke is perfectly willing to accept non-strict laws. W ken we reakze tk a t tke 

pkysical world does not follow strict laws, tken we leave open tke possiLikty tk a t mentality, 

wkick also does not follow strict laws, can Le causally efficacious. Initially all we get is tke 

possikikty of causal efficacy. But wken we examine our experience and intuition, as 

Locke did, we kave a Lasic experience of mental causal efkcacy.

Even tkougk Kim is perfectly willing to accept tkat laws are proLaLilistic or 

statistical, kis com m itm ent to causal closure is still a proLlem. F or Kim, every causal 

relation m ust fall under a pkysical description. As was skown in tke previous ckapter on 

pkysicakty, Kim's view of tke pkysical is limited in suck a way tka t possiLle solutions are 

not considered. His ckaracterizations of tke pkysical as conforming to oLjective, indirect 

descriptions creates tke very impossikikty of conforming mental descriptions to suck 

pkysically-descriked laws. Ultimately, Kim's conflict is Letween kis Lasic experiences of 

mental reaksm and kis a priori commitments concerning laws, causation, and science 

(among otker possiLle a priori committments). Peirce's pkilosopky contends tk a t a proper 

understanding of pkysical law, different krom tk a t of Kim's, does not create tkis conflict 

mental realism and causal efficacy.

We now kave our response to Kim. We can save tke causal efficacy of
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consciousness ty  denying pkysical causal closure as understood Ly Kim. Wken we closely 

examine tke nature of tke pkysical world, we see tkat it does not follow strict laws, Lut 

tka t laws are open, adaptive, and creative in a way tkat is more suited to mental 

descriptions. Kim is worried tkat denying pkysical causal closure will tkreaten science. 

However, Peirce develops a tkeory tkat is intended to Le Lased upon science and to provide 

for scienti&c advancement.

Causal closure: Concluding Remarks 

Tke main reason tkat Kim gives for kolding to tke causal closure principle is so 

tkat pkysics can Le complete.^^ Wky, I wonder, must I ko Id more firmly to tke 

completeness of pkysics tkan my own experience of mental causation? Tke latter is a 

fundam ental part of our lives, of our experience, wkile tke former is a purely kypotketical 

kope on tke part of many scientists. Tke completeness of pkysics is itself an open, 

dekataLle question. Paul Davies, pkysicist and matkematician, Lelieves tkat science kas 

limits and cannot proLe tke ultimate questions, wkat ke calls tke "wky" q u e s t i o n s . H e  

writes:

But in tke end a rational explanation for tke world in tke sense of a closed and 
complete system of logical trutks is almost certainly impossikle. We are Larred 
from ultimate knowledge, krom ultimate explanation, Ly tke very rules of reasoning

take tke completeness of pkysics to Le tke tkesis tkat pkysics can develop a 
Tkeory of Everytking.

^ 'Paul Davies, Tke Mind of God: Tke Scientific Basis for a Rational World (New 
York: Sim on and Sckuster, 1992), 226.
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tkat prom pt us to seek suck an explanation in tke ferst place.^

Asserting tka t pkysics must ke complete is a positivistic, a priori claim tkat rests on 

no sokd scientific o r empirical evidence. 1 realize tkat scientists suck as Stepken Hawking 

are engaged in tke searck for a complete tkeory. As Russell said, it is an open question. 

However, like Davies I am convinced tkat tke scientific enterprise is limited.

So, Kim asks tkat I accept an open and dukious principle. And, ty  accepting tkat 

principle, I m ust tken call into doukt tke conjunction of tke causal efkcacy of tke mental 

and distinctiveness of consciousness. I feel like G . E. Moore; tkis is my experience of tke 

causal efficacy of my conscious experience. Now give me a premise tkat I'll find more 

convincing tkan tkat.

Tke confkct Lefore Kim is Letween kis own a priori commitment to pkysical causal 

closure and kis m ental reaksm. His commitment to pkysical causal closure is dogmatic.

It rests upon a view of causation tkat is at least an  open question and a t worst is simply 

wrong, if  one is convinced Ly tke Peircean analysis, tken Kim's view of tke laws of nature 

is also faulty. A nd kis position also rests upon tke  hope tkat pkysics can Le complete.

Tkis question is surely open and is suggested Ly no empirical evidence. Wky, tken, skould 

tkese presuppositions commit one to deny tke m ental realism tkat Kim supposedly 

espouses?^*^

^Ikid ., 2 3 1 . He is speaking of various paradoxes and Godekan limits.

^^See G riffin's article cited akove. He kas a similar critique of Kim. H e caskes it 
out as a confkct Letween tkeoretical and practical reason in Kim. Griffin writes, "But as 
suck it [Kim's pkysicaksm] is still a falliLle, revisakle opinion, so tkat it skould not Le
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allowed to veto any o f tkose notions tkat we cannot kelp Lut presuppose in  practice 
(Lecause if  we deny tkem  in  tkeory, we are im plicitly violating tke law of noncontradiction  
Ly expkcitly denying a notion  wkile implicitly presupposing it)" (12).
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CHAPTER FIVE 

THE NATURE OF EXPERIENCE

Correspond'ences

Nature is a temple from wkose living columns 
Commingling voices emerge at times;
Here man wanders tkrougk forests of symkols 
wkick seem to observe kim  witk familiar eyes.

Like long-drawn eckoes aH r converging 
In karmonies darksome and profound.
Vast as tke nigkt and vast as kgkt.
Colors, scents and sounds correspond.

Tkere are kragrances fresk as tke desk of ckildren, 
Sweet as tke oboe, green as tke prairie,
— And otkers overpowering, rick and corrupt.

Possessing tke pervasiveness of everlasting tkings. 
Like benjamin, frankincense, amber, myrrk, 
w kick  tke raptures of tke senses and tke spirit sing.*

Tkis Baudelaire poem beautifully expresses our awe at our own sensory experience. 

I'm  especially drawn to tke second stanza, wkere Baudelaire remarks tkat our various 

senses correspond in our experience. His language almost implies tkat tkis everyday 

occurrence is somekow miraculous.

*Ckarles Baudelaire, "Correspondences," translated ky Kate Flores, in Literature of 
tke W estern W orld Volume II: Neoclassicism Tkrougk tke Modem Period, 3rd. edition, 
ed. by Brian Wilkie and James H urt (New York: Macmillan Publisking Company, 1992),
1619.
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In  tkis knal ckapter of tke krst part of tkis work, I turn to an  analysis of 

experience. O k , tkat our pkilosopkical analysis were as concise and kesk  as tke poem 

akove. It is my contention tkat Kim's position on tke pkilosopky of m ind fails, 

ultimately, kecause it rests upon an inadequate view of experience. Tke issue to ke 

addressed is kotk ontological and metkodological. A certain ontology will presuppose a 

certain metkodology—e. g. pkysicalist naturalism presupposes metkodological naturalism. 

But, it is also true tkat specific metkodologies presuppose some speci&c ontological 

commitments. It seems, tken, tkat tkese fundamental issues come in  a kundle and rise or 

fall togetker.

Tkis ckapter will explore Kim's view of experience. I kelieve kis view of experience 

is inadequate in  tkat kis empiricism is limited to sensory input, and even tkat is 

understood in tke limited Humean sense. My critique will ke ontological, 

pkenomenological, and metkodological. Tke next ckapter will start P art Two of tkis 

work. Tke first ckapter of tkat section will develop Wkitekead's pkilosopky of experience, 

wkick I kelieve more closely satisfies our criteria of adequacy and appkcakikty.

In exploring tke nature of experience, we are addressing tke most akstract issue in 

Kim's pkdosopky. He does not write specifically on tkis issue, so it m ust ke culled from 

kis remarks and kis commitments. W kitekead is quite explicit wkat kis doctrine of 

experience is. In  dealing witk Wkitekead, kis pkilosopky of mind will ke tke most akstract 

issue wkick tkis paper will cover. In  effect, tkis very difference kigkkgkts an im portant 

metkodological distinction ketween tke two autkors.
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Before turning directly to Kim on. experience, tkere are two preliminary matters to 

address- First, let me remind tke reader of tke four criteria tk a t were adopted in Ckapter 

One. I developed a pkilosopkical metkodology tkat ko Ids pkilosopky to Le an attem pt to 

construct a set of Lekefs for tke individual and tke community kased upon experience, 

wkick set of Lekefs is consistent, coherent, applicable to its sukject matter, and adequate in 

interpreting tke data. Kim's pkilosopky fails to meet tkese criteria, wkick even ke can 

accept.

Secondly, as Nancy Frankenkerry points out, empiricism needs to Le supported Ly 

an adequate tkeory of experience." FrankenLerry sketckes a simple categorization of kve 

major tyqjes of empiricism. Let us look a t ker categories, and tken  locate Kim witkin tkis 

sckema.

Types of Empiricism 

F irst a kttle Lackground. FrankenLerry writes tkat tke word "empiricism" kas 

traditionally Leen taken tkree ways. First, it identifies a temperam ent. Tkis temperament 

is similar to James' use of tke term "tougk-mindedness"—tke scientific, stuLLom reliance 

upon facts. Tkese are tke "Rocky M ountain tougks" in pkilosopky as opposed to tke 

"tender-foot Bostonians.

^Nancy Frankenkerry, Religion and Radical Empiricism (Alkany: S tate University 
of New York Press, 1Ç87), ix.

^Wilkam James, Pragmatism, in W illiam Tames W ritings 1902-1910, ed. Ly 
Bruce Kuklick (New York: Tke Likrary o f America, 1987), 491-

111



Secondly, ske writes tkat "empiricism" kas referred to a metkod of inquiry—"a way 

of getting a t o r organizing and interpreting tke data of investigation tk a t is broadly 

instrumental, operational, or experimental.""*

Mostly, tkougk, it kas been used in its tkird sense. I t is tkis sense witk wkick ske 

and I are concerned. Ske writes, "Most often, empiricism kas signiked an  'appeal to 

experience' in tke estabkskment and justification o f claims—a concern for tke 'given,' 

variously construed."^ Tkis "variously construed" is tke source of our present di&cult}'.

sk e  identifies five different types of empiricism: 1) Classical Empiricism,

2) Logical Positivism, 3) Linguistic Empiricism, 4) Neo-pragmatism, and 5) Radical 

Empiricism. Overall, ske sees a development from tke first tkrougk tke fourtk types as a 

move away from tke genetic empiricism of Hume to tke justificational empiricism tkat 

governs muck of contemporary debates in epistemology.

As well ske skould, ske takes Hume as tke great exemplar of classical empiricism, 

identifying tkree m ain claims in Hume's empiricism. First is tke genetic principle tkat all 

knowledge arises from experience.^ Second is tke atomistic principle. Tkis is kis claim 

tkat different impkes distinguishable implies separable, and vice-versa. I kave addressed tkat 

issue in ckapter four. As we saw tkere, it is improper to conclude tkat separable follows

"^Frankenkerry, 2.

°lbid., 3.

^Note, I'm  no t too concerned witk sketcking all of ker remarks and criticisms of 
tke various types of empiricism. Her criticisms of H um e quite closely follow tkose of 
Merrill.
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from different. Finally, H um e koIJs to an associative principle to explain kow we associate 

our ideas. Herein lies ker discussion of Humean causation, witk wkick issue we kave 

akeady concerned ourselves.* Basically, Hume's doctrine of experience is tkat experience 

comes in atomic units and is limited to our sense perception. Hume's view is sometimes 

called sensationalism.

We are all famikar witk logical positivism and its various Hilures. Ske recounts 

tkese and places special empkasis on tke criticisms developed Ly tke next two sckools. Tke 

positivists developed H um ean sensationaLsm. Tkese atomistic inputs of tke &ve senses 

tkey termed "sense-data." In  Ayer's Language, Truth and Logic we can see this rekance 

upon Hume's sensationaksm. In  tke opening of tke first ckapter, "Tke Elim ination of 

Metapkysics," Le ckallenges tke metapkysician to demonstrate kow kis metapkysics is 

developed from tke senses.® Also, ke writes tkat Hume "conclusively skowed" tka t no 

event is intimately connected to anotker.^ Logical positivism passed quickly from tke 

stage. Lut not Lefore causing some serious proLlems.

Tke next stage in development was Linguistic Empiricism. Ske writes tkat 

linguistic empiricism developed no specific tkeory of experience. Instead, it analyzed 

linguistic kaLits, an im portant and Lasic part of conscious experience. By limiting itself

'See FrankenLerry, 38 -51 .

®Alfred Jules Ayer, Language. T rutk and Logic. 2nd  edition 1946 (New York: 
Dover PuLkcations, Inc., 1952), 33.

% id ., 47.
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to discussing linguistic ka tits , and overlooking any evidence tka t was non-linguistic, tkis 

stage in empiricism limited "experience" to conceptual knowledge.

Frankenkerry lakels tke next important stage "Neopragmatic American 

Empiricism." Its luminaries include Wilkrid Sellars, W. V. O . Q uine, Donald Davidson, 

and Rickard Rorty. Ske writes, "Long-standing problems witk tke tkesis of 'genetic 

empiricism' about tke causal origins of knowledge kave been superseded by versions of 

'justificational empiricism' or tkeses about tke proper criteria for appraising knowledge 

claims."^^ As suck, tkis sckool moves furtker away krom primitive experience, per se, and 

towards a searck for justification tkat is "kokstic, contextualistic, and kistoricist."^“ 

Frankenkerry even goes so far as to label tkis "postempiricist pkilosopky." Tkese 

developments occur tkrougk work of eack of tkese four major luminaries.

Frankenkerry credits Wilkrid Sellars witk inspiring tke critique of foundationakst 

epistemology. According to Sellars, tkere is no basic experience tka t can be taken on its 

own. Instead, it must be experienced witkin a contextual framework wkick presupposes 

linguistic knowledge. Sellars turned from questions about tke acquisition of knowledge to 

questions of tke justification of knowledge and claimed tkat justification is a public 

matter. Tke next major development was Quine's attack on tke two dogmas to wit: ske

^^Frankenkerry, 58-9. 

“ Ibid., 68.

'^Ibid., 69.

'"Ibid., 70-1.

114



writes tka t tke outcome o f tkis famous work was tka t "justikcatory procedures . . . [are] 

kistorically evolved conventions. We ckoose among tkem  according to o u r various 

interests and procedures." Next, Donald Davidson rejected tke tkird dogma of 

empiricism—tke duaksm of sckeme and content. O f  Davidson, ske writes, "In tke end, ke 

tells us to give up dependence on tke concept of an  uninterpreted reality, sometking 

outside all sckemes and s c i e n c e . T k e r e  can te  no division Letween an uninterpreted 

world and tke conceptual sckemes used to interpret tke world. Rorty stands a t tke end of 

tkis work and concludes tk a t pragmatism is wkat survives: "Epistemic autkority is to Le 

explained Ly reference to 'wkat society lets us say' ra tker tkan  Ly appeal to inner privileged 

representations or to privileged discourses, wketker of tke natural sciences or of tke social 

s c i e n c e s . " Tk e re  is not any independent oLjective standard to wkick we can appeal to 

settle issues of epistemic justification. Instead, we m ust warrant our Lekefs witkin tke 

accepted social practices Lecause tkese are all tkat we kave.

Tke fiftk and final form of empiricism stands outside tkese tkree twentietk- 

century sckools and is a critique of tke classical empiricism emkodied in David Hume.

A n im portant part of wkat makes "radical empiricism" radical is tkat it claims tkat 

relations can Le experienced. Tkus, it rejects tke atom istic principle of Hume's 

empiricism. Experiences do not come in neatly packaged kttle units; tkey come in  a

'■"iLid., 73. 

'HLid., 74. 

' îLid., 75.
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''stream o i  consciousness," to borrow William James' pkrase. In  Ckapter Six I will present 

W kitekead's tkeory o l experience, wkick is a form of radical empiricism. Now let me 

discuss Kim's relation to tkis sckema, kis own tkeory o f experience, and my basic critique.

Kim on Experience

As I wrote above, Kim does not explicitly develop a pkilosopky of tke nature of 

experience. O ne must examine kis writings to discover wkere kis com m itm ents lie. 

Considering tke sckema just presented, Kim falls so me wkere along tke lines of twentietk- 

century developments of classical empiricism. I contend tka t Kim is a knguistic 

empiricist, tkougk influenced by some members of tke neopragmatic camp, particularly 

Q uine and Davidson.

In  tke previous ckapter we kave seen tke interplay between Kim's a priori 

com m itm ents and kis views on experience. His a priori com m itm ents to a notion of 

science lim it kis approack to tke issue of causation. As I will demonstrate, kis 

com m itm ent to mental realism is itself presented by K m  as an a priori com m itm ent of 

practical reason instead of being presented as tke outcome of direct experience, wkick is 

Locke's position. Nancy Frankenkerry writes tkat Linguistic Empiricism limited 

experience to conceptual k n o w l e d g e . K m  clearly Wls into tkis camp because of kis 

expkcit espousal of a Kantian picture of practical reason.

'Hbid., 58-9.
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He writes:

w ky skould tke case of tke mental ke different [from pkysical]? Tkis is a question 
of crucial importance to tke status of tke mental in our sckeme of tkings.
I tkink tkere is an  answer, tkougk tkis may not ke Davidson's. Tke intentional 
psyckological sckeme — tkat is, tke framework of kekef, desire, and will — is one 
witkin wkick we delikerate akout ends and means, and assess tke rationality of 
actions and decisions. It is tke framework tkat makes our normative and 
evaluative activities possikle. No purely descriptive framework suck as tkose of 
neuropkysiology and pkysics, no matter kow tkeoretically comprekensive and 
predictively powerful, can replace it. As long as we tkink of ourselves as reflective 
agents capakle of delikeration and evaluation — tkat is, as long as we regard 
ourselves as agents capakle of acting in accordance witk a norm -- we skall not ke 
akle to dispense witk tke intentional framework of keliefs, wants, and volitions. 
Tkis again sounds Kantian: our commitment to tke intentional framework is a 
reflection of our nature as rational agents, and our need for it arises out of tke 
demands of practical reason, not tkose of tkeoretical reason.*^

Tkougk kere Kim is talking of intentional states as opposed to states of sukjective

consciousness, a point tka t requires furtker comment, ke is delikerately setting kimself up

for conflict. If it is tke a priori nature of tke mind tkat scientific, and presumakly

"empirical," discussions cannot descrike it, tken it follows tkat one is creating a type of

duality ketween tke mental and tke pkysical tkat, a la Descartes, creates a proklem wken

trying to explain tkeir interaction.

One possikle response is tkat we can give up our normative intentional framework.

Q uine, clearly, espouses tk a t view, kut Kim does not.^^ For tke time keing, allow tke

quote akove to serve as evidence of Kim's location witkin tke sckema as a linguistic

^®Kim, SM , 214-15 .

^^Kim kas a very cogent critique of Quinian naturalized epistemology in tke 
ckapter entitled "W kat is 'naturalized epistemology'?"
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empiricist Lecause o f  tke role o f  conceptual knowledge in lim iting kis em piricism .”*̂

Now tken. a t least one passage migkt call into question wketker Kim is a linguistic 

empiricist. Is it possikle tkat ke kas some tkread of radical empiricism in  kis pkilosopky, 

despite our examination in tke previous ckapter? He does see tke world as interconnected 

and interdependent. He writes, "We tkink of tke world around us not as a mere 

assemklage of unrelated okjects, events, and facts, kut as constituting a system, sometking 

tkat skows structure, and wkose constituents are connected witk one anotker in significant 

ways" (empkasis kis).^^ Too kad for Kim tkat ke uses tke verk to think instead of to 

experience ! H e calls tkis conception o f  an interconnected cosmos "fundamental to our 

sckeme of tkings." Is it plausikle tk a t we skould interpret Kim as allowing for an 

interconnected world in tke sense of James' radical empiricism?

Unfortunately, we are not. K im  takes tkis interrelationskip as keing a relationskip 

of dependence and tkat dependence is primarily causal. He writes tkat causation is wkat 

interconnects "Hume's atomistic w o r l d . A s  was developed in tke previous ckapter, a 

comm itm ent to Humean atomicity in  experience, and particularly a kroadly Hum ean view 

of causation, is an inadequate approack to experience.

*̂̂ By "conceptual knowledge" kere I do not mean to imply tkat I kave misread 
Kim, wko clearly says tkat tkese aspects of m entakty do not derive krom our tkeoretical 
reason. Tke distinction is tkat ketween Kim and Locke, wko kolds tkat our direct 
experience gives us knowledge of m ental efficacy.

^Tkid, 53.

^ Ik id ., 33-4 .
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I tk ink  It can ke safely asserted tkat Kim is a linguistic empiricist according to 

Frankenkerry's sckema. I want to take a few m inutes to explore wkat I call "Kim's 

Kantianism."

Kim's Kantianism

In tke passage cited akove, Kim's conclusion impkes a Kantian distinction ketween 

empirical knowledge and rational knowledge. He states tkat our picture of tke mental is 

not kased upon empirical, scientific investigation. Instead it rests upon requirements of 

our practical reason. O ne migkt initially respond tkat in tke section quoted ke is merely 

concerned witk our intentional framework. However, in tke kroader context of tke 

ckapter wkick tkis paragrapk concludes, it is clear tkat Kim intends kis arguments to 

include tke totakty of mental life. In fact, tke quoted selection comes at tke end of a 

section in wkick Kim says tka t tkere are really only two positions open in tke pkilosopky 

of mind—tke eliminative pkysicaksm of Quine or tke duaksm of Davidson. I t is clear in 

tkese paragrapks tkat ke is concerned witk m entakty as a wkole.

In tkis context, kis statements about Kant are really a defense of Davidson as 

against Q uine. Botk Q uine and Davidson reject tke interactionist duaksm of Descartes, 

but conclude different tkings from tkat. Davidson's anomalous monism results in a non- 

interactionist dualism tkat Kim rigktly considers to be similar to Kant's views.^ Kim 

writes tkat we are really unable to take tke Q uin ian  patk because of tke strengtk of our

^See Ibid., 211-13.
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mental life and fcke sense tkat it is needed to explain kum an action (and presumakly ke 

also means, a !a Kant, tkat some basis for ctkics is provided ky tke "intentional 

framework"). I agree tkat tke strengtk of our mental life is wkat leads us to reject 

Q uinian eliminativism. W kat I kave difficulty witk, kowever, is Kim's claim tkat our 

commitment to tke reakty of our mental life results from our practical reason and not 

from our immediate experience of our mental life.

Lewis W kite Beck, in kis commentary- on Kant's Second Critique, ckaracterizes 

practical reason as follows: "tke pkenomenon of responding to meanings according to 

conceptions of rules and laws and of mobilizing our resources to withstand tke 

importunities of momentary impulses . . . Beck describes tke practical reason as tkat 

Acuity by wkick a rational agent pursues goals according to plans, principles, or laws. He 

writes tkat tkey can be specific rules like writing one's name on tke flyleaf of all of one's 

books or even vague life-principles like Carpe Jiem.~' Practical reason, tken, is tke part of 

our rational faculty tka t eventuates in action.

Kant's overall project in developing kis views on practical reason was to etck out a 

basis for kis etkics. H e bekeved tkat freedom and bekef in God and immortakty were 

postulates or requirements tkat etkics presupposed. However, tkese could not be based in 

any knowledge derived from experience. Tkus, Kant's project was to fend tke a priori basis

^^Lewis W kite Beck, A  Commentary on Kant's Critique o f PracticaJReason. 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, I9 6 0 ), 36.

^Ibid., 35.
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for etkics.

K ant was largely convinced Ly tke Humean picture of experience. He wrote, in 

agreement witk tke Britisk empiricist tradition, tkat experience in tke form of natural 

science cannot reveal tke internal make-up of objects."^ K ant concluded, "Tke world of 

sense contains merely appearances, wkick are not tkings in  tkemselves. Lut tke 

understanding must assume tkese latter ones, viz., noumena."^^ Except for tke existence 

of a noumenal realm, kis claims fit witkin tke classical empiricist tradition. Tke tkings- 

in-tkemselves, tken, merely Lecome noumena, wkick are, in a sense, postulated. Tkis 

critical pkilosopky is in some ways tke forefatker of tke work Ly Quine and Davidson, as 

Kim correctly notices. It is eas\' to dismiss tke noumena Lecause tkey are not Lased on 

experience and can't Le. Tkis proLlem, kowever, is also Kim's. He claims tkat tke 

existence of an e&cacious mind is merely a postulate of practical reason. Tkat ke does 

not appeal to direct experience implies tkat ke does not tk ink  our Lelief in an efficacious 

mind is drawn from direct experience. A t tkis point we see tke origin of kis later 

difficulties witk mentakty.

K ant is clear tkat tke Lasic principles of metapkysics transcend experience.”* He

Im m anuel Kant, Prolegomena to Any Future Metapkvsics tkat Can Qualify as 
a Science, trans. Ly Paul Cams, tentk printing (Ckicago: O pen  Court PuLlisking 
Company, 1902, 1993), 123. Russell makes similar claims in Analysis of Matter. Lut 
Lased upon a different set of arguments.

2^Ikid., 133.

”*Kant, Critique of Pure Reason, trans. Ly N orm an Kemp Sm itk (New York: S t. 
Martin's Press, 1965), 7.
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intends to examine tkese principles to discover wkick are necessary rules of reason and 

akick lie Leyond tke available evidence. He writes:

B u t tkougk all our knowledge begins witk experience, it does not follow 
tkat it all arises out of experience. For it may well be tk a t even our empirical 
knowledge is made up of wkat we receive tkrougk impressions and of wkat our own 
faculty o f knowledge (sensible impressions serving merely as tke occasion) supplies 
from itself, i f  our faculty of knowledge makes any suck addition, it may be tkat 
we are no t in  a position to distinguisk it from tke raw material, until witk long 
pracitice o f attention we kave become skilled in separating it.“̂

I am intrigued by tke similarities witk Quine, but tkat is not to tke  point. Kant sees kis

pkilosopky as providing tke guidelines witk wkick to make tkat distinction. Kim, in a

way, is pursuing a similar project. Supervenience and Mind functions as an extended

argument against nonreductive pkysicaksm, by illustrating tkat it is a metapkysical view

tkat cannot survive critical analysis. F or Kant, tke critical pkilosopky is needed because

tke knowledge in question is not based upon experience. I kave already accused Kim of

kolding to a priori concepts over direct experience; tkat problem continues because of kis

espousal of tkis K antian distinction.

Tkougk K ant admitted tkat all knowledge begins from experience, not all of it

comes directly from  experience. In fact, Kant kolds tkat "rational knowledge and

knowledge a priori are one and tke same."^*  ̂ Even Kant's practical reason is a priori or

2^Ibid., 4 2 .

^°Kant, C ritique of Practical Reason, trans. by T. K. A bbot (Amkerst, NY : 
Prometkeus Books, 1996), 22.
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"absolutely independent of all experience."^'

I don't assume tkat Kim fully accepts tke Kantian critical pkilosopky, kut even kis 

espousal in tkis one place is revealing. Kim is clear tkat o u r allegiance to tke reakty of our 

mentakty is a result of our practical reason and not any scientific endeavour or direct 

experience. Tkus, mind is a m atter of a priori, conceptual com m itm ents. Later in 

Supervenience and M ind  wken ke is confronted by tke dilemma of rescuing causal efficacy 

or consciousness, ke cannot make a Lockean appeal to direct experience. He cannot 

make tka t appeal kecause ke kas not kased kis views of m ind upon direct experience. 

Instead, tkey kave been based upon tkese conceptual considerations. Again, we must ask 

if tkese presuppositions are wkat really engender tke dilemma, and we must answer in tke 

affirmative. But, if we merely re-examine tke presuppositions, tken  tke dilemma, as 

framed, evaporates.

Concluding Remarks 

Tke outcome of tkis exploration is tkat Kim's metkodology places great 

importance on various a priori considerations, wketker tkey ke tke practical, normative 

functions of our intentional framework or tke tkeoretical com m itm ents of kis views of 

pkysicakty and causation. Kim's appeals to direct experience are limited. W ken tkey do 

occur, tkey are kased on a view of experience tkat is largely indekted to classical

3'Kant, PURE, 43.
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empiricism and its greatest exponent—David Hume. Tke previous ckapter, in tke context 

of a discussion of causation, pointed out some of tke problems witk Hume’s pkilosopky 

and any developments based upon its view of experience. Tkis ckapter kas also skown tkat 

tkere are otker positions on tkis fundamental issue, one of wkick will be explored in 

greater detail in tke next ckapter.

As pkilosopkers, committed to tke pursuit of trutk, and tke searck for a tkeory 

tkat is adequate, we must examine tke doctrine of experience. If tkere are data provided 

by experience tkat are not covered by classical empiricism and its keirs, tken tkese forms 

of empiricism are inadequate, if  tkey are inadequate, tken tkey feil according to tke 

metkodolgical criterion adopted. In tke next ckapter we will discover some of tkose data.
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CHAPTER SEX 

THE NATURE OF EXPERIENCE H

Classical empiricism will not solve all of our problems in  tke pkilosopky of mind. 

Tke very view of experience is too kmited. Fred Dretske illustrates tkis point. In kis 

Naturalizing the Mind, ke declares in tke Prologue tkat ke does not kave tke space to 

discuss some topics tkat are relevant. He particularly sites proprioception, wkick is our 

experience of our own body. He writes tkat proprioception "is tke source of some of our 

most obtrusive experiences (pain, kunger, tkirst, etc.)."^ He goes on to say tkat including 

proprioception would not dramatically ckange kis tkeor\'. However, if one looks at two 

statements made on tke first page of kis text, one sees tkat ke kas begged tke question 

against tke Lockean experience of bodily causal efficacy in favour of tke limited sensory 

empiricism of Hume. Dretske writes, "Sense experience is tke primary locus of 

consciousness."' And, "My experience of an object is tke totakty of ways tkat object 

appears to me, and tke way an  object appears to me is tke way my senses represent it."^ 

Dretske limits experience to sense perception, as does Kim. Tkis ckapter will illustrate 

wky experience cannot be limited to mere sense perception by defending tke radical 

empiricism developed by William James and enricked by Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead.

XV.

^Fred Dretske, Naturalizing tke klind (Cambridge, MÀ: Tke M IT  Press, 1995),

% id ., 1.

"Ibid.
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Fames' Radical Empiricism.

Radical empiricism, James writes, "must neitker adm it into its constructions any 

element tka t is not directly experienced, nor exclude from tkem  any element tkat is 

directly experienced."^ In tkis initial formulation James doesn't seem to Le very different 

from Hum e. However, one quickly sees tkat James takes experience to Le sometking 

muck Lroader tkan Hume does. Tke major difference is tkat James asserts tkat tke 

relations Letween tkings are experienced—"fAe relations that connect experiences must 

themselves he experienced relations, and any kind o f relation experienced m ust be accounted as 

'reah as anything else in the system" (italics kis).^ According to James, if relations are to Le 

admitted into pkilosopky tken tkey must Le experienced. He does not conclude from tkis 

claim, kowever, tkat since no relations are experienced, tken tkey m ust Le excluded from 

pkilosopky. Q uite  tke contrary, ke kolds tkat relations are experienced and are as real as 

any otker part of tke pkilosopkical system.

James criticizes "ordinary empiricism" for overlooking tke conjunctive as well as 

disjunctive relations tkat present tkemselves to experience. In fact, ke tkinks tkat 

overlooking tkese connections kas imdted tke proLlems of modem pkilosopky. He writes, 

"Tke natural result of suck a world-picture kas Leen tke efforts of naturaksm  to correct its 

incokerencies Ly tke addition of trans-experiential agents of unification, sukstances.

^Wilkam James, "A W orld of Pure Experience" in William Tames: W ritings 1902- 
1910 (New York: Tke Likrary of America, 1987), 1160.

HLid.
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intellectual categories and powers, o r Selves."® James claims tkat tke concept substance is

unnecessary if one is merel^' a radical empiricist, because one doesn't need a trans-

empirical unifying factor. He also says tkat a radical empiricist would never kave kad to

invent tke concept of an enduring entitj' labelled tke "Self." James presents radical

empiricism as an  outlook to solve problems, and, as suck, it kas tkree parts.

According to James, radical empiricism "consists first of a postulate, next o f a

statem ent of Hct, and finally of a generakzed conclusion."^ Tke postulate is a repkrasing

of tke quote tka t opened tkis section. O nly tkings experienced can be used to form

pkilosopkical systems. Tke statement is tkat relations are as muck a matter of experience

as tke  tkings tkemselves. Tke genera! conclusion is:

tke parts of experience kold togetker from next to next by relations tkat are 
tkemselves parts of experience. Tke directly apprekended universe needs, in  skort, 
no extraneous trans-empirical connective support, but possesses in its own rigkt a 
concatenated or continuous structure.''

H e finds tkat tke greatest obstacle to kis view is tkat empiricists take tke world as

disjoined but don't take it as immediately given tkat tke connections are as given as tke

disconnections.*^

W kat does ke mean tkat experience itself unifies tke world? James claims tk a t ke

% id ., 1161.

^James, Tke Meaning of T ru tk  in  Writings. 826.

®lbid.

% id ., 827.
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does not 6nd in experience tke dualism between knower and known, between subject and

object. He tbinks tbat tbese categories are added to experience by our in te l l e c t .H e

writes tbat a single un it of experience is taken as a knower in one context and as tbe

known in  a different context. Tbis view is James’ doctrine of pure experience as tbe

fundamental units in ontology. In tbis chapter my concern is no t witb ontology, so I

won't be developing James' comments further or critically evaluating them on tbis point. I

include them to indicate wbat James himself concluded from bis radical empiricism. I am

concerned witb wbat ontology W hitehead developed from radical empiricism and will be

arguing those points in tbe remaining chapters of tbis work.

Let me return to James' "statement of fact." It is in tbe Principles o f Psychology

tbat James argues tbat relations are experienced. James is critical of classical empiricism

for following a "synthetic" method when doing psychology. Tbe synthetic method

discusses mental faculties by building them  up out of atomic units. He writes:

But it [tbe synthetic method] commits one beforehand to tbe very questionable 
theory tba t our higher states of consciousness are compounds of units; and instead 
of starting witb wbat tbe reader directly knows, namely bis total concrete states of 
mind, it starts witb a set of supposed 'simple ideas' witb which be has no 
immediate acquiantance at all, and concerning whose alleged interactions be is 
much a t tbe mercy of any plausible phrase. ' ̂

His analytic method begins witb wbat is given in experience, its totality, and analyses it

’̂ James, "Does 'Consciousness' Exist?" in Writings. 1144. Note, tbat Russell 
agreed witb James on tbis point, though be didn't accept bis pragmatic theory of truth. 
See Russell's essay on James in A  History of Western Philosophy (New York: Simon and 
Schuster, 1995, 1945).

^^James, Psychology (Cleveland: Tbe World Pubbsbing Company, 1948), 151.
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into units. Tke syntketic metkod starts witk an  akstraction witk tke kope of ending up 

witk sometking akin to everyday experience.

Tke first okvious feet of kuman e.xperience is tkat it does not come in atomic units 

ku t as a stream witk one moment leading to tke next and following krom tke antecedent. 

Even wken tkere is a kreak in consciousness, e. g. sleep, tke next conscious moment picks 

itself up as continuing tke previous stream and keing part of it. My fevourite example of 

James' is of tkunder. H e writes tkat wken we first kear tke loud crack of tkunder, we kear 

no t only tke crask ku t "tkunder-Lreaking-upon-silence-and contrasting-witk-it."*^ We 

kear not only tke sound of tke tkunder tu t  the end o f  silence. Tkis illustration vividly 

recalls various O klakom a spring tkunderstorms; and I am especially reminded of my 

feekngs as a ckild. A notker clear example of duration of experience involving tkunder is 

wken one sees tke flask of kgktning prior to tke sound. My undergraduate institution 

keld a convocation every fall in tke ckapel. Tke faculty and staff sat in tke ckoir loft tkat 

was backed by a kuge stained glass window depicting tke kistory of tke i ta te  of 

O klakom a. O ne year a tkunderstorm rolled in  during tke sermon. Tke students in tke 

audience saw an incredibly brigkt flask of kgkt in  tke window, and you could sense tkeir 

preparation for tke coming tkunder. Tke faculty were okkvious to tke kgkt flask and so 

were caugkt unawares ky tke violent sound.

James ckaracterizes some of tke multitude of relations tk a t we experience. He

' Îbid., 159.
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writes tk a t "Relations are of different degrees of intimacy."*^ Tke Lasic connection is a

sense of withness. James takes prepositions to signikr tke different relations tka t we

experience. W itkness is followed ky temporal connections of simultaneity and time-

intervak Spatial relations are tke next degree. Beyond tkese come a variety of relations:

similarity and difference, activity—including ckange, tendency, resistance, and causal

order, and  conscious experience. All of tkese are experienced relations.

F o r kumans tke fundamental sense of %itkness comes krom our kodily experience.

James tkinks tka t our experiences, taken togetker, are ratker ckaotic. However, tkey do

center around one nucleus—tke kodily experience. He writes:

Tke nucleus of every man's experience, tke sense of kis own kody, is, it is true, an 
aksolutely continuous perception; and equally continuous is kis perception (tkougk 
it may ke very inattentive) of a material environment of tkat kody, ckanging ky 
gradual transition wken tke kody moves.

Here is a clear difference ketween James and Dretske. Dretske finds kodily experience to

ke sometking tka t can ke dealt witk later. James finds it to ke tke centerpiece of kuman

experience. O u r wkole relationskip to tke world is kuilt up from our experience of oiur

^^James, W PE, I I 6 I.

^"^Ikid., 1171. Tke early nineteentk-century pkilosopker Mary Skepkerd also 
made some empkasis of tke role of tke kody in sensation. Against Berkeley, ske writes, 
"For in tke general conscious perception of sensikle qualities, are included tke knowledge 
tkat tke organs of sense are used, as meckanical instruments acted upon ky certain causes, 
and tke ID E A S  [s;c] of tkese causes." Ske also claims tka t tke role of tke kody is wkat 
distinguiskes sensation from memory (unlike Hume); ske writes, "tke consciousness tkat 
tke organs of sense are used, makes all tke difference ketween okjects of sense, o r okjects 
of memory, reason, or imagination." See "Selections from Essavs on tke Perception of 
an External Universe" in  W omen Pkilosopkers of tke Earlv Modem Period, ed. ky 
M argaret A tkerton  (Indianapolis: H ackett Pukksking Company, 1994), 152-53.
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own todies. Tkis todily experience is also sometking different tkan ordinary sensory 

knowledge. Proprioception does not come directly to us tkrougk tke five senses. Ratker, 

it is its own form of experience.

James is asserting tkat tkere is an experience more fundamental tkan sensory 

experience of tke classical empiricist variety. Look again at Dretske's statements tkat 

"Sense experience is tke primary locus of consciousness;" and, "My experience of an 

otject is tke totality of ways tkat okj'ect appears to me, and tke way an okject appears to 

me is tke way my senses represent it." If tkere is a level of experience more basic tkan 

sense perception, tken Dretske kas based kis views of tke m ind upon a kigker-order 

property, possibly even an abstraction from a more fundamental reality. Wkat is so 

surprising is tka t Dretske's preface admits tkat proprioception is sometking different. He 

simply fails to recognize tkat it is indicative of a level of experience tkat lies below sensory 

experience.

w k a t James 6nds as a matter of intuition, W kitekead develops into a complete 

system. W kitekead considered James a great genius. He ranks kim along witk Plato, 

Aristotle, and Leibniz as a genius at assembling data wkick can tken be developed into 

pkilosopkical s y s t e m s .H e  also considered James as representing a new era in pkilosopky 

in  tke same way tka t Descartes kad represented tke birtk of modem pkilosopky. A t tke

^^Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead, Modes of Tkougkt (New York: Tke Free Press, 1938),
o.

^^wkitekead. Science and tke M odem World (New York: Tke ^lacmiUan 
Company, 1925), 143.
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end of kis treatm ent of James in Science and the Modem Wodd, W kitekead writes:

We are aware of nature as an Interplay of todies, colours, sounds, scents, tastes, 
— aisp.ayeu as in  space, in patterns of
mutual separation by intervening volumes, and of individual skape. Also tke 
wkole is a flux, ckanging witk tke lapse of time. Tkis systematic totality is 
disclosed to us as one complex of tkings.*^

Tkis quote is one tkat James would kave liked. Let me now tu rn  to Wkitekead's work to

demonstrate kow ke develops a system around two modes of perception.

wkitekead's Two Modes of Perception 

In kis insigktful kttle took bymhohsm, Wkitekead recognizes an oft-overlooked 

fact. He writes, "Tke word 'experience' is one of tke most deceitful in p k ilo so p k y ."T k e  

fact w kitekead is acknowledging is tkat "experience" is not a clearly defined term. It is 

used by many pkilosopkers in different senses, as we kave explored in tke previous ckapter. 

W kitekead also finds it of tke utmost importance to explore tke nature of experience, 

because, witk most modem pkilosopkers, ke finds kuman experience to be tke key element 

in developing pkilosopkical tkeories. Tkerefore, a proper understanding of experience is 

essential to any adequate pkilosopkical system. Tkis ^ c t  is often overlooked by 

pkilosopkers, wkose important presuppositions are not explicitly stated and defended. It is 

to Dretske's credit tka t ke states, even briefly, wbat bis doctrine of experience is, even if

^Tkid., 145.

^^Wkitekead, Svmbolism: Its Meaning and Effect (New York: Fordkam 
University Press, 1927), l6 .
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tka t doctrine is inadequate in itself. Dominant contemporary views in tke pkilosopky of 

mind largely rest upon some form of classical empiricism, a suspect doctrine, as James kas 

demonstrated. A  careful analysis of experience is, tkus, called for.

w kitekead identifies two modes of perceptual experience— perception in tke 

mode of presentational immediacy and perception in tke mode of causal efficacy. I kekeve 

tka t Wkitekead's analysis of experience is kis single greatest contrikution to pkilosopky. 

Even someone wko is unwilling to accept kis arguments akout time, mentality, 

propositions, God, creativity, Leing, etc., skould feel tke force of kis analysis of 

experience. In  it resides tke single skarpest critique of classical empiricism, particularly as 

it is developed Ly David Hume. T kat great contrikution is tkat Wkitekead identifies two 

modes in perception wkere classical empiricism only explicitly identified one m o d e- 

presentational immediacy. N ot only are tkere two modes, but causal efficacy is identified 

as tke fundamental and primary mode of experience. H erein kes a fundamental re- 

tkinking of modem pkilosopky.

Presentational immediacy is tke sense experience of classical empiricism. It is tke 

perception of Hume's impressions and of Russell's sense data . As I look out on tkis Marck 

afternoon and see tke brigkt yellow of tke forsytkia in tke  backyard, I engage in perception 

in tke mode of presentational immediacy. I perceive, witk my eyes, yellow visual stimuli. 

Tkese visual sensations are examples of presentational immediacy. It is a furtker

^^wkitekead discusses tkree modes of experience. Tke tkird, conceptual analysis, 
ke does not call a perceptual mode; Ibid., 17.
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inference to conclude tkat tke yellow sensations come krom tke forsytkia kusk in tke 

backyard. W kitekead more carefully de&nes presentational immediacy:

Presentational immediacy is our immediate perception of tke
contemporary external world, appearing as an  element constitutive of our own

20experience.

My contemporary experiences include tke visual images of tke computer screen, tke 

sounds of The Dave Matthews Band  coming from my stereo in tke living room, tke feeling 

of pressure krom sitting in tkis ckair, etc. Togetker tkese sense impressions form my 

current perceptions of tke external world. Pure presentational immediacy is our 

perceptual experience devoid of tke large amount of inference, interpretation, and 

symkokc reference tkat normally enters into experience. My kst of experiences akove 

involves inference, interpretation, and symkokc reference. Tke pure, presentationally 

immediate perceptions are a set of coloured visual stim uk; auditory stimuli of various 

pitckes, frequencies, emotional valuations, etc.; and a feekng of pressure. O n  tkese 

points, w kitekead  is in agreement witk tke pkilosopkical tradition.

w kitekead  differs in recognizing tke more fundam ental mode of perception- 

causal efficacy. We kave already kroacked tkis sukject in our discussion of Wkitekead's 

criticisms of Hume's view of causation. If we experience only in tke mode of 

presentational immediacy, tken Hume is correct, and we must dismiss causation, identity, 

memory, etc. from tke realm of direct evidence. Presentational immediacy gives us no

2°Ikid., 21.
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knowledge of causal connections in tke world, including our causal past. However, Hume 

did not look deep enougk. If we rely only upon presentational immediacy, tken we end 

witk wkat Santayana calls "sokpsism o f tke present moment." W kitekead read Santayana 

as tke natural outcome of classical empiricism. Hume's kakit and Kant's noumena are 

attempts to escape tkis solipsism. W kitekead writes of tke disciples of H um e and Kant 

tkat "Botk sckools fend 'causal efficacy' to ke tke importation, into tke data, o f a way of 

tkinking or Judging akout tkose data. So, causation retreats to keing an aspect of our 

tkinking akout tke world, not an aspect of our experiencing tke world.

w k a t Wkitekead discovers is tkat instead of causal efficacy keing an akstraction of 

reason, it is in fact a more primitive mode of experience. For Hume and Kant, action in 

accord witk causal effecacy skould only ke found in kigker-grade organisms capakle of 

conscious tkougkt. However, exactly tke opposite is tke case. Bekaviour resulting from 

perception of causal effecacy is, in fact, more apparent in lower-grade organisms. A  clear 

example is tke amoeka tkat comes into contact witk a nutritive particle and encloses itself 

around it. A notker example is a flower tkat turns to follow tke course of tke sun. Causal 

effecacy is most okvious as a sense of conformation of tke present m om ent to tke 

immediate past. W kitekead is correct tkat even organisms of very low grade exkikit suck 

kekaviour. Because we are a kigker-grade organism and can experience presentational 

immediacy and tke even kigker levels of conceptualization, we can easily overlook tke

2'Ikid„ 39.
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more fundamental mode.

For kum ans, it is more apparent in emotions. W kitekead identifies anger and 

terror as indicating a dependence "upon a vivid apprekension of tke relevance of 

immediate past to present, and of tke present to tke future."^ George R. Lucas, Jr. 

rigktly identifies Wkitekead's mode of causal effcacy witk James' view of tke stream of 

consciousness as a "kiooming, kuzzing confusion. In a wonderful passage, referred to in 

ckap ter Four, Wkitekead writes:

M ost kving creatures, of daytime kakits, are more nervous in tke dark, in tke
aksence of famikar sense-data. B ut according to Hume, it is tke very famikarity
of tke sense-data wkick is required for causal inierence. Tkus tke sense of unseen
effective presences in tke dark is tke opposite of wkat skould kappen.'"^

In tke mode of causal effcacy we directly experience tke relations ketween okjects 

in our fe ld  of experience. Besides emotional experiences, tke clearest case in kuman 

experience is tke experience of our own kody, as James indicated. We clearly experience 

with our kodies. We see with our eyes; taste with our moutks; feel pressure in and with our 

kodies.^ Furtker, proprioception functions as a form of causal effcacy. As akeady 

quoted, Wkitekead refers to tkis kodily experience as "an ever-present" part of 

experience.^^ Tkese fundamental aspects of perception cannot ke explained ky a classical

=Ikid., 42.

^G eorge R. Lucas, Jr., Tke Rekakditation of Wkitekead: A n Analvtic and 
Historical Assessment of Process Pkilosopkv (Alkany: SUNY Press, 1989), 89-90.

^"^Wkitekead, S, 43.

^H u m e  kimself acknowledges tkese facts: TH N , 15-16.
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empiricism tkat limits perception to pkenomena of sensation.

Causal efficacy presents us witk vague data about tke external world. Tke 

exception is tke experience of our own bodies."^ O ne of tke major differences between 

causal efficacy and presentational immediacy is tkat tke latter can be broken down more 

easily into distinct regions, even tkougk tkis analysis is no t ultimately exact. For 

example, tke yellow field of visual stimuli is separated krom tke pink field (coming from a 

redbud in tke early stages of bloom, located not far from tke forsytkia). However, as tke 

impressionists kave, so successfully, pointed out to us, tke visual field of tke forsytkia 

blurs into tke regions around, it. I like Renoir paintings because tkey so carefully and 

wonderfully illustrate tkis fact of our experience. O ften a central figure is painted in more 

precise detail and tke features of otker ckaracters and tke landscape blur tke fartker one 

moves from  tkis "focused-on" ckaracter.

Perception in tke mode of causal efficacy does no t even kave tkis limited form of 

distinctness. Again, one skould tkink of walking tkrougk a woods at nigkt. O ne kas 

feelings of presences, but tkeir locations, size, nature (and possible intent?) remain vague. 

However, witk tke body, tke experience is not quite as vague. I currently kave a mild acke 

in  my back. Causal efficacy is more clearly able to separate tke various regions of our 

kody and present us witk a more precise feeling of locality'. Tkus, experiences like eye 

strain.

w kitekead, PR, 312 . See also MT, 114-15. 

2^Ibid., 170.
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O u r kodily experiences, tken, are the strongest examples of perception in tke mode 

of causal efficacy. Tkey also pro\ide us witk easy examples of tke integration of tke two 

m odes.^ W kitekead calls tkis integration "symkolic reference." Tkis symkolic reference 

is tke conceptual mode of our experience. It is a form of symkolism kecause we identify 

tke visual sensa witk an okject. Tke sensa are symkols for tke okject, and in our kigker 

grades of experience we integrate tke two. Let me use an example from tke kody. One 

kas an itcky feeling in tke kack of tke left kand. Itcky feelings are clear examples of a 

feeling tka t gives one some kind of regional localization, kut one tkat is not very precise. 

W ken one looks a t tke kand, one can often locate tke source of tke itcky feeling as tke 

little red spot. Tke data come from two sources—tke causal feeling of a region of itckiness 

and tke visual perception of a red spot. Tkese are integrated in our experience. Tkis 

example also indicates a furtker fact akout experience. One can test to see wketker tkis 

integration is correct ky scratcking tke little red spot.

As was demonstrated in tke last ckapter, wken Kim is faced witk kis dilemma ke 

cannot make a Lockean appeal to direct experience. For kim, mentakty is a m atter of our 

practical reason and not direct experience. As we move towards Wkitekead's views on tke 

mind, we see tka t lie includes data overlooked ky Kim. Kim's doctrine of experience is

^ F o r  a nice secondary presentation of Wkitekead's doctrine of perception, see tke 
ckapter entitled "Perception" in Rasvikary Das, Tke Pkilosopkv of W kitekead (New York: 
Russell and Russell, 1964).
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limited to classical empiricism, wkick invites problems related to sukjective experience and 

causal effecacy. It invites tkese problems because it fails to grasp tke fundamental mode of 

perception—causal effecacy. Kim can entertain doukts akout mind-body causal relations.

A  W kitekeadian cannot entertain suck doubts because tkey violate ker basic data, ker 

fundamental experiences.

Tke m atter cannot be left kere because many questions remain. Tke following 

ckapter will explore W kitekead's views on causation, wkick will include a furtker 

examination of feeling and a discussion of time.
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

CASUAL EFFICACY

George R. Lucas, Jr. writes tk a t tke term and concept o f perception in  tke mode of 

causal effecacy was; no t first conceived Ly Wkitekead. Ratker, B ertrand Russell initially 

introduced tke ide,a, tkougk it was left to  Wkitekead to develop it.^ Perception in tke 

mode of causal effecacy is our fundam ental mode of experience; it gives us our Lasic 

knowledge of tke w orld. Tkrougk it  we experience our relatedness or connectedness witk 

tke world and tke nnterrelation of tke experienced world. In  tk is  ckapter, I will explore 

w kitekead's doctrine of causation. His view evades tke atom ism  of H um ean views tkat 

leads to difficulties wken attem pting to explain mental causation.

Tke Interconnected Cosmos 

w kitekead  did not call kis pkilosopky "process pkilosopky"; ke called it "tke 

pkilosopky of orgamism." I t was tkis organic tkinking tkat in itially  attracted me to 

w kitekead wkile a. freskman in Intro  to  Pkilosopky. W kitekead's organic pkilosopky 

seemed to  present a good ground from wkick to Lase a more ecologically-oriented 

worldview. W kitekiead was compelled to  tkis organic tkougkt ky an  num ker of influences. 

Ckief among tkeses were developments in  science during Lis lifetim e. He particularly was

^George R.. Lucas, Jr., Tke RekaLiktation of W kitekead: An Analytic and 
Historical Assessrment of Process Pkilosopkv (AlLany: S tate U niversity of New York 
Press, 1989), 114 .
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impressed Ly tke organic ckaracter of tke atom as it  was descriked Ly developments in 

atom ic tkeory. Evolutionary tkeory, tkougk less im portant an influence on  W kitekead 

tk e  m atkem atician and pkysicist, also compels one to  a view of tke world tk a t empkasizes 

development, growtk, and relations Letween entities. In  tke twentietk-century, tkere were 

tke  developments in pkysics, particularly relativity tkeory tka t also empkasized 

interconnections. A n im portant early influence on W kitekead was kis reading of tke 

Rom antic poets." Tkey were critical of early modem science and pkilosopky for viewing 

nature  as devoid of values and aestketic quakties. O ne can kear tke empkasis on  an  

interrelated world in tke opening Lines to Wordswortk’s autoLiograpkical poem 

Prelude-.

o k  tkere is Llessing in tkis gentle Lreeze,
A  visitant tka t wkile it fans my ckeek
Dotk seem kalf-conscious of tke joy it Lrings
From  tke green fields, and from yon azure sW.^

A s evidenced in tke lines just quoted, tke Romantic poets empkasized tke organic nature

o f tke  cosmos over against tke  mechanistic view of early modem pkilosopky. W kitekead

seemed to  tk ink tkat kum an tkougkt was undergoing a paradigm skift from tkis early

scienti&c view to a more organic view tkat empkasized interrelations.

^See tke ckapter "Romantic Reaction" in Science and tke Modem W orld (New 
York: Tke Macmillan Company, 1925). For a fuller treatm ent tkat discusses 
W kitekead's similarities witk Wordswortk, Emerson, W kitman, and otker poets, 
including some Ckinese poets, see Mary A. Wyman's ckarming Look Tke Lure for 
Feeling (New York: Tke Pkilosopkical Likrary, I9 6 0 ).

^William Wordswortk, T ke Works of W iüiam Wordswortk (Hertfordskire, UK: 
W ordswortk Editions, Ltd., 1994), 632.
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\D.M.odes o f  Thought, ke writes tka t "Tke notion of a  mere feet is tke trium pk of 

tke  akstractive intellect.'"^ O u r primary experience is of an intercormectecl world. We 

kegin to view tke  world as isolated facts only kecause of tke lim itations of our knitude tkat 

create an inakikty to  cognize totakty. He famously writes, "Connectedness is of tke 

essence of all tk ings of all ty p e s .A k s tra c tio n , in  itself, is not tke proklem, kecause we 

akstract often kecause we need to. But, wken we akstract, we leave sometking out. For 

example, W kitekead tkinks tka t mind and kody, as traditionally conceived, are 

akstractions tk a t overlook our fundamental experience of tkeir interaction. I tkink . 

w kitekead would say tk a t you can only get to a dilemma tkat makes you ckoose ketween 

m ental causal efficacy and mental sukjectivity if you are kasing your view of tke mental 

upon an akstraction. I take Wkitekead to ke convinced witk Locke tka t tke experience of 

m ental causal efficacy upon tke kody is kasic to kum an experience. Tke following two 

ckapters will deal more tkorougkly witk W kitekead's discussions of m entakty and 

pkysicakty.

Tke proklem witk akstraction comes wken we take tke akstraction for tke 

concrete. W kitekead calls tkis tke Fallacy of Misplaced Concreteness. It occurs wken we 

akstract from experience, from reakty, kut tken  proceed later in our tkougkt to view tkat

^Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead, Modes of Tkougkt (New York: Tke Free Press, 1938),
9.

% id .
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atstractioa as itself a reality.^

One examnie of tke Fallacy of Misplaced Concreteness is tke empkasis in modem

pkilosopky and science on wkat Wkitekead calls "simple location." He kolds tkat

spacetime skould not Le understood in terms of simple location. Instead, in a reference to

Biskop Berkeley, W kitekead developed a  view of reakty as a "complex of prekensive

u nific a t io n s B e rk e le y  keld tkat wkat really exists is tke perception "witkin tke unity of

tke mind."® Wkitekead modified tkis view and declared tkat:

realisation is a gatkering of tkings into tke unity of a prekension; and tkat wkat is 
tkereLy realised is tke prekension, and not tke tkings. . . . Tke tkings wkick are 
grasped into a realised unity, kere and now, are not tke castle, tke cloud, and tke 
planet [all in Berkeley's illustration] simply in tkemselves; Lut tkey are tke castle, 
tke cloud, and tke planet from tke standpoint, in space and time, of tke prekensive 
unification.^

He furtker states:

We can Le content witk a provisional reaksm in wkick nature is conceived as a 
complex of prekensive unifications. Space and time exkikit tke general sckeme of

^Tkougk I kave no t read more tkan  a few pages of secondary source material, it 
seems tkat tke Indian pkilosopker Nagaquna may kave Lad a similar view. He criticized 
tkose tkat keld tkat Jharmas can kave an  independent existence. And ke said tkat words 
do not identify a deknite suLstratum. It seems tkat ke tkinks tk a t all language is an 
akstraction from reakty.

^wkitekead. Science and tke M odem  World (New York: Tke Macmillan 
Company, 1925), 73.

®lLid., 71.

^iLid. He uses prehension kecause tke meanings of perception and apprehension were 
polluted. Prekension means "uncognitive apprehension : Ly tkis I m ean apprehension wkick 
may or may not ke cognitive." Ikid., 70 . I will discuss prekensions in greater detail later 
in  tke ckapter.
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interlocked, relations of tkese prekensions. You cannot tea r any one of tkem  out 
of its context. Yet eack one of tkem  witkin its context kas all tke reakty tkat 
attackes to tke wDole complex. . . . Tkus nature is a  structure of evolving

O n  tkis view o f tke nature of reakty, every event is now seen as a m irror of every otker 

event.^^ In tk is  view, Wkitekead is clearly skowing tke influence o f Leikniz, wko viewed 

tke world as a  plentitude of monads tka t reflected eack otker. U nlike Leikniz, Wkitekead 

conceives of k is  "monads" as kaving "windows."

He writes tka t it is "disclosed in  tke  fundamental essence of our experience" tkat 

"eack kappening is a factor in tke nature of every otker kappening."^" F o r tke pkilosopker 

weaned on H um ean  views of causation, tkese statements seem almost ignorant; as if one 

was unaware o f tke arguments of Hum e. B ut it is immediately upon uttering tkese words 

tk a t w kitekead  proceeds to consider causation. He asks kow one event can Le tke cause 

of anotker event. His initial answer is tk a t even tke question is m istaken—"Tke wkole 

antecedent world conspires to produce a new occasion." A n effect is not krougkt akout 

merely ky a single cause kut ky an interconnected world tkat functions as a set of causes, 

even if one elem ent in tka t set kas prim ary importance. F o r example, tkougk Cleopatra 

may kave keld tke asp to ker own kreast, tke  set of antecedent causes tk a t krougkt ker to

'°Ikid., 73-4. 

“ Ikid., 66, 71, 72-3, 74.

^^Wkitekead, M T, 164.

'"Ikid.
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tkat point surely includes tke  actions of Octavian and, furtker Lack, tkose of Cassius and 

Brutus.

w kitekead admits tka t if we view events as disconnected tken  we cannot explain 

tke causal relationskip. Hum e was correct on tkat point, kut W kitekead seems to view it 

as almost a trivial tru tk . Wkitekead says tk a t if one kolds Hume's view tken, if one is 

going to  Le consistent, ske cannot kave any regrets for tke past or kopes for tke future. 

More importantly, tkese impkcations of Hum e's doctrine make even science 

u n im p o r ta n t .W k a t  would ke tke reason for experimenting if tkere is no kope of 

confuming or disconfirming an kypotkesis? In  Hct, all effort Lecomes meaningless.

Wky would I ke wasting my time writing tkese lines if I didn't view tkem as part of a 

larger, connected goal of finisking tkis project and eventually my degree? W kat role do 

tkey play except as part of a larger life tka t does include kopes for tke future?

From  considerations like tkese, W kitekead concludes tkat "Tke only inteüigikle 

doctrine of causation is founded on tke doctrine of immanence. " To wkat experiential 

evidence can we turn? O nce again, it is tke experience of our kodies. He writes, "Tke 

kody is ours, and we are an activity witkin our kody. Tkis fact of oLservation, vague Lut 

unperative, is tke foundation of tke connexity of tke world, and tke transmission of its 

types of order. As was skown in tke previous ckapter, tka t we experience our kodies and

^% id., 165. 

'% id .

'"iLid.
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experience witk our bodies, presents tke evidence tkat tke world is connected. It is our 

source nerceot^cn in tke rucde of ceusa^ e% cac/.

I kave raised tke point tk a t tke world is interconnected. However, I kave yet to 

explain kow tka t interconnection works, particularly kow causation works. Ivor LeClerc 

writes tk a t "A cokerent pkilosopkical explanation of tke interconnectedness of things is 

possible only in terms of a doctrine of internal relations. Tke rest of tkis ckapter will 

explore kow internal relations are possible and wkat tkey are like. I will begin by 

discussing tke  concept of time, for W kitekead writes tkat tke Humean views of experience 

and causation rest upon a mistaken view of time, tkat of pure succession.^® In order to 

get a  clearer notion of causation, we must bave a clearer notion of time.

Time

In  1710 Biskop Berkeley wrote:

Time, place, and motion, taken in particular or concrete, are vkat 
everybody knows, bu t kaving passed tkrougk tke kands of a metapkysician, tkey 
become too abstract and fine to  be apprekended by men of ordinary sense. . . . For 
my own part, wkenever I attem pt to frame a simple idea of time, abstracted from 
tke succession of ideas in  my mind, wkick flows uniformly and is participated by 
all beings, I am lost and embrangled in inextricable diffeculties. I kave no notion 
of it at all, only I kear otkers say it is inknitely divisible, and speak of it in suck a

^^Ivor LeClerc, W kitekead's Metaokvsics: An Introductory Exposition (London: 
George AUen and Unwin Ltd., 1958), 118-19.

^®Wkitekead, Svmboksm: Its Meaning and Effect (New York: Fordb 
University Press, 1985, 1st edition 1927), 16.

lam
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manner as leads me to entertain odd tkougkts of my existence . . . [italics in  
original]

Berkeley's diffeculty witk tke concept of time suggests Wkitekead's criticism. Tke good 

kiskop says tk a t tim e is confusing wken atstracted from tke succession of ideas in kis 

m ind. Wkitekead does no t agree tkat time is fu ilt up out of our ideas, kut ke does skare 

witk Berkeley tke kelief tk a t time is not pure succession—it is tke succession of some 

entities. In  fact, kotk agree tka t it is built up out of tke succession of ontologically 

fundamental un its; W kitekead just does not skare Berkeley's idealism.

In tke twentietk century, tke scientikc concept of tim e was dramatically altered. 

As wkitekead rigktly concludes, "In tke modem tkeoiy^ tkere is no . . . unique present 

i n s t a n t . T k i s  drastic alteration of tke fundamental concept of time kas revolutionized 

tke entire picture of reality.”^

As an outcome of Alkert Einstein's tkeories of relativity,”  space and tim e kave 

keen viewed as intim ate parts of reakty and not simply as tke background upon wkick tke 

events of tke world occur. Stepken Hawking wrote:

^^George Berkeley, "A Treatise Concerning tke Principles of H um an Knowledge," 
in  Principles, Dialogues, and Correspondence, ed. by Cokn Murray Turbayne 
(Indianapoks: Tke Library of Liberal Arts, Tke Bobs-MerriU Company, Inc., 1965), 69-

^ k i t e k e a d ,  SM W , 120.

"tke ckief casualty is common sense." Paul Davies and Jokn Grikkin, Tke 
M atter Mvtk (New York: Sim on and Sckuster, 1992), 17.

^Special Relativity (1905) dealt witk kigk-speed m otion and General Relativity 
(1916) dealt witk gravity.
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Space and tim e are now dynamic quantities: wken a body moves, or a force acts, it 
affects tke  curvature of space and tim e — and in tu rn  tke structure of space-time 
affects tk e  way in wkick kodies move and forces act. Space and tim e not only 
affect k u t also are affected by everytking tkat kappens in tke universe.^

Tkis dramatic ckange occurred as a result o f tke loss of absolute tim e and absolute space;

botk losses are outcomes of tke special tkeory of relativity. Einstein's revolution refuted

tke old understanding of a fixed tim e tka t flowed as pure succession. His tkeory, wkile

elevating tim e as a  fourtk dimension and making it an important part of tke picture of

reakty, actually dismissed tke pkysical reakty of time. He wrote, "It is neitker tke point in

space, nor tke  instan t in  time, at wkick sometking kappens tkat kas pkysical reakty, kut

only tke event itself.""^

Tim e is relative to  tke individual o r object and its point of reference. Tke most

famous and popular illustration is tkat of tke twins. If one twin leaves tke otker and

travels close to tke speed of kgkt, and tken returns, tke travelling twin will find tke stay-

at-kome sikling to be m uck older. Tke effect is not an illusion. T ke stay-at-kome twin

kas actually experienced more tim e tkan  tke travelling twin.

Tke tkeory kas been supported by various experiments. O n e  example is a set of

^ S tep k e n  Hawking, A  Brief H istorv of Time: From  tke Big Bang to Black Holes 
(New York: B antam  Books, 1988; paperkack edition, 1990), 33 . See also Hawking's 
"Einstein's Dream" in  Black Holes and Bakv Universes and O tker Essavs (New York: 
Bantam  Books, 1993; paperback edition, 1994), 73-74.

F o r a very personal discussion of Einstein's revolution and tke  difficulty of 
conceiving kis ideas, see Davies' essay "Confessions of a Relativist," in  Davies and
Grikkin, M atter, 99-111-

^^Alkert Em stein, Tke Meaning of Relativity (Princeton, P rinceton University 
Press, 1955), 3 0 .
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tests run on muons at tke CERN  particle-accelerator near Geneva. A  muon is a suk- 

atom ic oarticle tkat is a relative of tke electron wkick kas a lifespan of two miUiontks of a 

second. In  tke experiment, tke muons were accelerated in tke M uon Storage Ring a t a 

speed of 99-94 percent of tke speed of kgkt. A  normal lifespan of tke muon would last 

fourteen to fifteen trips around tke accelerator. However, tke accelerated particles lasted 

for four kundred trips. Tkeir lifespans were increased ky alm ost tkirty times tkeir norm al 

duration."^

F urtker revisions occurred in tke concept of tim e witk tke introduction of tke 

general tkeory of relativity ky declaring tkat time slows witk an increase of gravity, tke 

reverse also keing true. Time, like space, is actually warped ky gravity. Tke im pkcation is 

tk a t a t a singularity, suck as a klack kole, wkere tke gravitational force reackes practically 

infinite proportions, time actually ends.^^

Tkese revolutions in  tke concept of tim e removed tke idea of tke constant "now" 

and eliminated "a distinct past, present and future,""^ remomng tke idea of tim e as a pure 

succession. Because of tkis lack of aksolute time, "pkysical processes cannot ever depend

“̂ k e  experiment in  descriked in Nigel Calder, Einstein's Universe. 2nd  ed. (New 
York: Wings Books, 1982), 90-91.

^^Paul Davies, God and tke New Pkvsics (New York: S im on and Sckuster,
1983), 122-23.

^Tkid., 123-24.
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explicitly on  time as suck — for wkose time will tkey ckoose?""®

Evander McGilvary claims tkat W kitekead was tke first pkilosopker to  tegin  

putkcizing tke pkilosopkical ramikcations of relativity tkeory.^ It is to  W kitekead’s 

credit tk a t ke early recognized tke re-thinking necessary for basic metapkysics tkat tke 

new science compelled. In k.ct, ke became a metapkysician largely because of tkese 

scientific developments. As a matkematician and pkilosopker of science ke was interested 

in  exploring tke ramikcations of relativity, and in kis exploration soon realized tkat 

fundam ental metapkysics needed revisions. It is to tkat task tkat be devoted kis senior 

years.

w kitekead writes, "Time is known to us as tke succession of our acts of 

experience, and tkence derivatively as tke succession of events objectively perceived in 

tkose acts."®° We do not kave access to knowledge of an absolute time tk a t flows in pure 

succession (because no suck tbing exists). No, time is tke relationskip between events in 

our experience. Wkereas Berkeley said tkat tim e could not be abstracted k o m  tke 

succession of ideas in tke mind, Wkitekead kolds tkat time cannot be abstracted from tke 

succession of events in our experience. Twentietk-century pkysics claims tk a t space-time

^®Davies, Akout Time: Einstein's Unfinisked Revolution (New York: Sim on and 
Sckuster, 1995), 179-

^^Evander Bradley McGilvary, "Space-Time, Simple Location, and Prekension," 
in  Tke Pkilosopkv of Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead, ed. by Paul A rtkur Sckilpp for tke 
Library of Living Pkilosopkers Series (New York: Tudor Pubbsbing Company, 1941,
1951), 211-12 .

®°Wkitekead, S, 35 .
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points cannot t e  pulled out of tke spacetime manifold—tkey are not separafcly distinct.

Rasvikan/ Das writes tkat pkilosopkers kave ignored perception in tke mode of 

causal ef&cacy tecause tkey kave kad a wrong conception of time. As ke writes, "Tkere is 

no lapse of empty time, tu t  only succession of events, wkick again means tka t every event 

is derived from its predecessor to wkick it conforms. Tke flow of time is really tkis causal 

flow of events, in wkick tke later events kave to conform to  tke earker ones."^^ I am  

reminded of Einstein's kgkt cones. A  particle's past is made up of tkose events tka t fall 

witkin its kgkt-cone, wkick means tkose tk a t may kave kad a causal influence on tke 

particle. Tke kgkt-cone is tke in-principle lim it of tke causal relation. Tke intersections 

of tke  "world-knes", wkick fall witkin tke kgkt-cone are tke regions of causation. T ke flow 

of tim e is tke causal relation. Event x "causes" event y. Tkere is, tken, a temporal 

succession ketween x and y. If we okserved no ckanges in nature or ourselves, tken  we 

would not develop a concept of tke flow of time.

w kitekead's view is tkat time is kuilt up out tke relationskips among tke 

fundam ental units of reakty. He terms tkese fundamental units "actual entities" or 

"actual occasions." W ken discussing time, tke latter nam e is more fitting for fundam ental 

actuality. Wkitekead's terminology is often a karrier. H e made a practice of using terms 

in  new ways kecause ke felt tkat many of tke traditional terms carried suck kaggage tka t 

using tkem  would kave keen more of a confusion. Unfortunately, not all of kis ckoices

^^Rasvikary Das, Tke Pkilosopkv of W kitekead (New York: Russell and Russell, 
1964), 134.
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were tkemselves very keipful in  avoiding confusion. Fortunately, tka t is no t tke case witk 

tkese two term s.

W kitekead considers actual entities to be tke fundamental metapkysical units.

Ivor LeClerc's wonderful Look Wkiieheaets Metaphysics discusses W kitekead's relations

witk tke metapkysical tradition. It is LeClerc's position, and one witk wkick I agree, tkat

W kitekead is concerned witk tke same metapkysical questions tka t concerned Aristotle;

W kitekead is merely re-tkinking tkem in tke context of late modem pkilosopky and tke

new science. LeClerc quotes from Aristotle's Metaphysics:

A nd indeed tke question wkick was raised of old and is raised now and always, and 
is always tke sukject of douLt, namely, wkat being is [n  TO o u j ,  is just tke 
question: wkat is substance [oooia]?  F o r it is tkis tkat some assert to be one, 
otkers m ore tkan  one, and tkat some assert to be kmited, otkers unlim ited. A nd 
so we also m ust consider ckiefly and primarily and almost exclusively wkat tk a t is 
wkick is in  tkis sense.^ [brackets in  LeClerc]

w kitekead  is also concerned witk tkis question of wkat is, even if kis answer is not tk a t it

is OV<Jl(X. LeClerc claims tkat for Aristotle tke fundam ental unit of reakty is vaguely

term ed tke  ovxcoç ov. For Wkitekead, tke OVTCûÇ ox  are named actual entities or actual

occasions—tke fundamental units of reakty.

w k itek ead  is also committed to wkat ke calls tke "ontological principle." Aristotle

was com m itted to  tkis as well. He insisted, against Platonic Forms, tk a t only wkat is

actual exists; forms kave reakty only as tkey are components of tke fundam ental units of

^A xistotle, W . D. Ross translation, quoted in  Ivor LeClerc, W kitekead's 
Metapkvsics: A n Introductory Exposition (London: George Allen and U nw in Ltd.,
1958), 17.
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reality. W kitekeaJ writes tka t "tke general A ristotekan principle is maintained tkat, apart 

krom tkings tk a t are actual, tkere is notking—notking eitker in  fact or in  efficacy."^ 

w kitekead is in  agreement witk Aristotle tkat notking is to  te  added to  our metapkysics 

tka t is not a com ponent of tke fundamental units of reakty, tke actual entities.

Tke im pkcation is tkat absolute space and time, as conceived ty  Newton, do not 

exist. E instein develops tke scientific refutation, and Wkitekead tke metapkysical 

impkcations, tkougk  tkese are anticipated by Berkeley and Leibniz (tke latter most clearly 

in tke correspondence witk Clarke). Time does not exist except as a  component of actual 

entities; tim e is built up out of tke relationskips among tke fundamental units of reakty.

In  accordance witk tke ontological principle, Wkitekead writes "One actual 

occasion is a lim iting type of event."^ I bekeve tkat tkis statem ent contains kis doctrine 

of time, quite succinctly. He calls it tke "epockal tkeory of time." H e wants us to 

conceive tim e, n o t as pure succession, but as a relationskip between actual occasions. 

Tkus, time moves in  epocks. Wkitekead turns to a discussion of Zeno's paradoxes to 

illustrate kis views:

Zeno in  kis 'Arrow in Its Fkgkt" seems to  kave kad an obscure grasp of 
tkis argum ent [tke difficulty witk explaining kow sometking becomes tkrougk 
time]. B u t tke introduction of motion brings in irrelevant details. Tke true 
difficulty is to  understand kow tke arrow survives tke lapse of tim e. . . .

In  kis 'Ackilles and tke Tortoise' Zeno produces an invakd argument 
depending on  ignorance of tke tkeory of infinite convergent numerical series.

^w k itek ead . Process and Reality, corrected edition, ed. by David Ray Griffin and 
Donald W . Skerbum e, original edition 1929 (New York: Tke Free Press, 1978), 40.

^Ib id ., 80 .
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Eliminating tke irrelevant details of tke race and of motion—details wkick kave 
endeared tke paradox to tke kterature of all ages—consider tke first kalf-second as 
one act of becoming, tke next quarter-second as anotker suck act, tke next eigktk- 
second as yet anotker, and so on indefinitely. Zeno tken illegitimately assumes 
tkis infinite series of acts of becoming can never be exhausted. But tkere is no 
need to assume tk a t an infinite series of acts of becoming, witk a first act, and 
eack act witk an immediate successor, is inexhaustible in tke process of becoming. 
Simple arithmetic assures us tkat tke series just indicated will be exhausted in  tke 
period of one second. Tke way is tken open for tke intervention of a new act of 
becoming wkick kes beyond tke whole series. Tkus tbis paradox of Zeno is based 
upon a mathematical fallacy.

Tke modification of tke 'Arrow' paradox, stated above, brings out tke 
principle tkat every act of becoming must kave an immediate successor, if we 
admit tka t sometking becomes. For otherwise we cannot point out wkat creature 
becomes as we enter upon tke second in question. But we cannot, in tke absence 
of some additional premise, infer tkat every act of becoming must kave kad an 
immediate predecessor.

Tke conclusion is tkat in every act of becoming tkere is tke becoming of 
sometking witk tem poral extension; but tkat tke act itself is not extensive, in tke 
sense tkat it is divisible into earker and later acts of becoming wkick correspond to 
tke extensive divisibikty of wkat has become.^

T k a t long selection illustrates Wkitekead's doctrine of time. Part of tke problem witk

Zeno's paradoxes is tkat tkey conceive tim e to flow as a pure succession, an absolute time.

w kitekead  rejects tke assumption tkat every act of becoming can be infinitely divisible

into shorter acts of becoming. Because of kis commitment to tke ontological principle,

tkere is some act of becoming tka t is fundamental and cannot be divided into "earker " and

"later." Tkese basic acts of becoming are kis actual occasions, wkick, as stated, are limits.

T ke actual occasion is fundam ental and caimot be broken into an earker and later; tkus

tkey are a limiting type of event. Tke actual occasion is fundamental and cannot be

^Ikid ., 68-9.
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composed, o f m ore fundamental entities, including temporal durations. Actual occasions 

are tke kasic temooral units. Tkey exist as a temporal duration; tkus tke flow o f tim e is 

kuilt up ou t of tkeir relations.

H um e was influenced ky Newton's tkeory of aksolute tim e. Hume did n o t realize 

tkat our experience of tke flow of tim e is itself part of our perception of causal efficacy. It 

is in  tkis context tk a t Wkitekead can write tkat Hume's views of causation rest "upon an 

extraordinary naive assumption of tim e as pure succession. Causation and tim e are 

kotk relations among tke fundamental units of reakty. In  tke  final section of tk is 

ckapter, I will explore tkose relations as I proceed witk developing the W kitekeadian 

reconception of causation.

Prekensions

Salm an Ruskdie's masterpiece. Midnight's Children, spends 125 pages leading up 

to tke k irtk  of tke m ain ckaracter, Saleem Sinai. As Saleem is narrating tke m om ents 

leading up to kis kirtk, ke recounts all tke events tkat kave led to  tkat moment:

How many tkings people notions we kring w itk us into tke world, kow 
m any possikikties and also restrictions of possikiktyî—Because all of tkese were 
parents of tke ckild kom  tk a t midnigkt [tke m idnigkt of tke creation of tke  Indian 
state], and for every one of tke midnigkt ckildren tkere were as many more. 
Am ong tke parents of midnigkt: tke failure of tke C akinet Mission sckeme; tke 
determ ination of M. A. Jinnak, wko was dying and wanted to see Pakistan formed 
in  kis lifetime, and would kave done anytking to ensure it—tkat same Jinnak  
wkom my fatker, missing a tu rn  as usual, refused to m eet; and M ountkatten witk 
kis extraordinary kaste and kis ckicken-kreast-eater o f a  wife; and more and 
m ore—Red Fort and Old Fort, monkeys and vultures dropping kands, and

^wkitekead, S, 34.
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wtâte transvestites, and bone setters and mongoose-trainers and S tiri Ram ram  
Setk wko m ade too m uck propkecy. A nd my O tker s dream of rearranging tke 
Q uran kas its place; and tke burning of a godown wkick turned kim  into a m an of

c .-..-.inecl wkick Amina could not
love. To understand Just one kfe, you kave to swallow tke world. I told you 
tk a t.^

In  wonderful kterary style, Ruskdie expresses tke pkilosopkical trutks developed by 

w kitekead. Botk see tke deep interconnections in  tke world and tke intim ate causal 

relationskips between entities. Ruskdie contends tk a t tke causal past of tke  newborn 

Saleem  Sinai enters into wko Saleem Sinai is. Wkitekead makes tkat claim about all 

actual entities. How is tkat internal relationskip to be explained? At tkis point we m ust 

discuss w kitekead's doctrine of prekensions.

Tke concept of a prehension was introduced earker in tkis ckapter. Again, it is one 

of tkose terms tk a t can ke a stumbling-block for someone trying to understand 

w kitekead. H e writes in Science and the Modem World, "I will use tke word prehension for 

uncognitive apprehension-, by tkis I mecLD. apprehension wkick may or may no t be cognitive" 

[itakcs in original] He does not want to use eitker perception or apprehension because 

tkey kave suck baggage and are usually taken as cognitive processes. A prekension is tke 

kasic causal relation between entities. Ivor LeClerc says tkat it kas tke kteral meaning of 

"grasping" or " s e i z i n g . A s  Dr. Merrill rem inds me, "prekensile" is tke m ost common

^^Saknan Ruskdie, Midnigkt's Ckildren (New York: Penguin Books, 1980), 125-
6.

^W kitekead, SM W , 70.

^^LeClerc, 145.
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form of tke word in  contemporary usage.

An actual occasion is a process of kecoming. Tke process of kecoming involves 

prekensions of past occasions/entities. Let me use tke Ruskdie quote akove as an analogy 

for wkat I'm  discussing. Let Saleem Sinai represent an actual occasion in tke process of 

coming to ke. Saleem Sinai is tke sukject. Saleem takes as okjects of kis prekensions, 

tke past data of kis world, wkick include tke various actions of kis parents, Indian 

pokticians, and otkers tka t are ksted. Eack of tkese past events is integrated into 

Saleem's process of coming-to-ke; tkey define tke possikilities tk a t lim it kis coming-to-ke, 

as well. For example, ke does not kave tke freedom to ke kom  in  Naples, kecause kis 

parents kve in Bomkay. His causal past determines tke range of possikikties involved in 

kis own coming-to-ke. Wkitekead writes tka t eack actual entity "is exkikited as 

appropriating for tke  foundation of its own existence, tke various elements of tke universe 

out of wkick it arises. Eack process of appropriation of a particular element is termed a

k **40ension.

A n actual entity  is a concrescence of prekensions. A  concrescence is merely a 

coming-to-ke, a joining togetker. Tkus, actual entities are composed of prekensions, suck 

tk a t wken one analyzes an actual entity, one analyzes it into prekensions. Eack 

prekension, itself, consists of tkree factors; 1) tke entity tkat is doing tke prekending 

(called tke sukject); 2) tke entity keing prekended (called tke okject); and 3) tke m anner

‘‘̂ ^k itekead , PR, 219.
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in  wkick tke sukject prekends tke okject (named "sukjective form" ky Wkitekead). As an 

actual entity is in  its process of coming-to-te, it functions as a  sukject. Once it kas 

reacked satisfaction, it  kecomes a datum  for future actual entities to  prekend. Tkus, it 

also functions as an okject wken it kas "perisked." Sukject and okject, tken, are relative 

terms. Also, prekensions are internal relations for tke sukject: tke sukject grasps tke 

okject and tke grasping of tke okject itself kecomes a constituent of tke sukject.

w kitekead interprets causation tkrougk kis doctrine of prekensions. Tke 

rudimentary type of prekension is called a "simple pkysical feeling." As witk perception in 

tke mode of causal efi&cacy (wkick is perception as simple pkysical feeling), it is kard to 

isolate a kum an experience kecause our experience is so encrusted witk kigker grades of 

perception and cognition. Wkitekead's tkeory of prekensions is to  function as an 

explanation for tke causal efficacy perceived witkin tke world.

Tke sukject prekending is tke effect of tke cause, wkick is tke okject keing 

prekended. Tke prekending sukject grasps tke ckaracter or property of tke prekended 

okject and continues tka t ckaracter on into tke next m om ent. Tkougk tke ckaracter is 

repeated, it does undergo transformation as a result of interaction witk otker prekensions, 

especially conceptual prekensions in  tkeir kigkest form in  conscious keings. For example, 

tke various events and persons in  Saleem's past, pass tkeir ckaracters on into tke future; 

tkey condition all tkat comes after. So, any future event m ust come to ke witk tke actual 

world created ky tkese past events. Let us view it on tke cellular level. Suppose tka t one 

neuron is in  a state of "pain." T kat kecomes part of tke settled world in  wkick future
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neurons m ust come-to-Le. Tkus, tke pain is passed on to  eack new moment, in  tke sense 

tkat eack neuron must become in a world conditioned by tkat pain.

O ne note of warning. Tke prekension does not start witk tke subject. It is aimed 

toward tke  subject and is integrated in  tka t subject's coming-to-be. As Rasvibary Das 

nicely states, "tke subject is, as it were, thrown up by tbe p r o c e s s . T b e  world moves on 

witk eack occasion largely conforming to tke immediate past occasion. Ckange does 

occur as eack occasion m ust integrate new data from tke overall environment, but for 

m ost occasions, tke present alm ost repeats tke past. For example, actual occasions wkick 

compose certain layers of my oak tree may largely resemble tkeir antecedents of a century 

ago. Tke actual occasions in  tk a t ckunk of petrified wood tka t kes on tke ground at tke 

base of tke  oak, tkat my grandm otker picked up in an Arizona desert almost fifty years 

ago, probably largely resemble tbeir antecedents of many centuries. Das writes, "We can 

tkus see kow tke cause passes into tke effect. W ken tke feeling of tbe initial datum or tbe 

cause is reproduced in tbe effect, tbe cause, too, comes to be present in tbe effect, because 

tbe reproduced feeling cannot be separated from its subject, tke cause. It is in tkis way 

tk a t tke  past is being gatkered up into tke present.'"^^ Tke past becomes internally related 

to  tke  becoming subject.

"‘'Das, 101.

^̂ Ibid., 105.
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Based upon a revised notion of experience and in  conjunction witk contemporary 

science, Wkitekeadians see tke world as interconnected and not as a  series of atom ic 

units. Tke classical empiricist view, and its keirs, arose from  a limited notion o f 

experience tka t failed to  okserve tke causal flow of tke cosmos. Tke notion of aksolute 

tim e played a role in  tkese misconceptions. Now to a discussion of pkysicakty w itkin tke 

w kitekeadian framework.
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

BODIES

A. H . Joknsoa writes of Wkitekead, "It seems to  kim tkat tke venerakle kody- 

m ind proklem is a tremendous fraud." ̂  Wkitekead eckoes tke Lockean feeling tkat tke 

mind and kody are clearly unified in our experience. Tke notion of separate mind and 

kody is an akstraction tkat commits tke fallacy of misplaced concreteness. H e takes as a 

m ajor goal of kis metapkysics tke task of formulating an ontology tka t supports tkis 

fundam ental experience, given tk a t tke ontologies of Descartes, Newton, Kant, and otkers 

kave proven unsatisHctory. To tka t end, pkysical nature must ke reconsidered. In 

Ckapter Tkree, I criticized Jaegwon Kim for not answering tke kasic question "Wkat is 

tke  pkysical?" I eckoed N oam  Ckomsky's complaint tkat you can't kave a pkysicalism 

witkout a clear sense of wkat pkysicakty is. I also entertained tke notion tk a t a 

reconception of tke nature of pkysical reality, illustrated ky tke work of David Ckalmers, 

could avoid tke mind-kody proklem as it results in Kim's Supervenience and Mind. In tkis 

ckapter I too want to contend tk a t tke pkysical and tke mental cannot ke separated, 

except as akstractions. Second, Pkysical reakty ougkt to ke reconceived as including 

ukiquitous proto-pkenomenal and pkenomenal quakties. Also, kodies skould ke seen as 

intrinsically related to tkeir environment. Tkis ckapter will focus on kodies, wkile tke 

next explores tke nature of tke  mental. I will ke dealing in akstractions, ku t admittedly

^A. H . Joknson, W kitekead's Tkeorv of Reakty (New York: Dover Pukkcations,
Inc., 1962), 76.

161



so. In  tke following ckapter, I will Lring tke two akstractions togetker to  illustrate more 

expkcitly tke unity of tke kody and mind in W kitekeadian metapkysics.

Questioning tke Cartesian Picture of Body 

w k en  Princess Eksaketk questioned Descartes akout kis view of minds and 

kodies, ske appealed to tke traditional puzzles akout tke Cartesian ontology, suck as— 

"How do immaterial minds affect material kodies?," "How do you explain tke feekng of 

unity  ketween mind and kody?," and "How do I conceive of immaterial sukstances witkout 

extension?" Among Descartes' responses is an intriguing doctrine, tkat of primiiive 

notions. He maintains tka t kumans kave "certain primitive notions tkat are like originals 

on  wkose model we form all our otker knowledge."" Tkese primitive notions seem to ke 

intuitions or sometking like Aristotle's first principles or Reid's common sense. Tkey are 

a few notions wkick are keld to ke certain. Among tkese ke ksts keing, numker, and 

duration. In  reference to tke kody, ke writes tka t kumans kave a primitive notion of kody 

as extension. In reference to souls, we kave a  primitive notion of tkougkt. H e adds to 

tkese tke notion of union—"finally, for tke soul and tke kody togetker, we kave only tkat 

of tke ir union, on wkick depends tkat of tke force of tke soul for tke moving tke kody, 

and of tke kody for acting upon tke soul ky causing its feelings and passions.

^Rene Descartes, "Descartes to Elisaketk, 21 May 1643," translated ky Jokn  J. 
Bloom, in W omen Pkilosopkers of tke Early Modem Period, ed. ky Margaret A tkerton  
(Indianapoks: Hackett Pukksking Company, 1994), 13.

"Ikid.
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wken. Elisaketk asks kow tkis view kts witkin wkat ke wrote in tke Pieditations, ke 

responds tka t ke does no t explain kimself very well."*' He writes tk a t tkere are im portant 

differences among tke tkree notions. We arrive at tke notion of tke soul as tkougk t ky 

tke "pure understanding"; wkereas tke notion of kody as extension results from  

"understanding alone, kut very muck ketter ky tke understanding aided ky tke 

imagination." However, tke notion of tke union is "recognized only okscurely ky tke 

understanding alone or even ky tke understanding as aided ky tke imagination; yet tkey 

are known very clearly ky tke senses."^ Return for a m om ent to our discussion of Kim's 

rekance upon Kant's notion of practical reason as tke source of our com m itm ent to  tke 

mind. My criticism was tken  tk a t Kim does not rely upon sensory experience of tke mind 

wken ke constm cts kis tkeory. It is interesting to note tk a t even Descartes adm its tkat 

sensory knowledge clearly gives us an impression of unity ketween mind and kody. Tke 

primitive notions tk a t distinguisk mind and kody are results of tke understanding and/or 

tke imagination. Descartes goes on to answer tke Princess ky saying tkat ke kad 

previously written only of tke differences ketween mind and kody kecause ke did no t tkink 

tk a t people could conceive of kotk tke union and tke differences a t tke same time.^ 

Descartes seems to  ke adm itting to tke akstraction of wkick many, including W kitekead, 

kave accused kim . Also, kis primitive notion of tke union of m ind and kody agrees witk

"^Descartes, "Descartes to Elisaketk, 28  June 1643," in  W omen Pkilosopkers, 17. 

Hkid., 18.

^Ikid., 19.
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tke basic Lockean claim tkat we Jo kave clear experiences of m ind and body in  causal 

efficacy.

Eksabetk is never fully satisfied witk Descartes' responses. Ske agrees tkat tke 

senses give clear indication tka t tke soul moves tke body. Ske writes to Descartes tkat ske 

will kave to  reconceive kis basic ontology in  order to explain tkis sensory knowledge: "And 

I adm it it would be easier for me to concede m atter and extension to tke soul, tkan tke 

capacity o f moving a body and of being moved, to an immaterial being Eksabetk wants 

to conceive tke soul as possessing extension and writes tkat ske is going to confuse tke 

soul and body.®

M argaret Cavendisk, tke Duckess of Newcastle, developed an interesting response 

to tke  Cartesian ontology. Cavendisk was a contemporary of Descartes' and, due to tke 

connections of ker royal kusband, m et Descartes wkile ske was exiled in France. Ske was 

also acquainted witk Tkomas Hobbes and otker leading intellectuals of tke seventeetk 

century. Cavendisk was a critic of botk Descartes and Hobbes because ske felt tkat tkeir 

views of m aterial bodies were inadequate. Tkougk ske was a materialist like Hobbes, ske 

felt tka t Hobbes accepted tke basic Cartesian view of material bodies. Cavendisk's work.

^Eksabetk of Bokemia, "Eksabetk to Descartes, 1 July 1643," in W omen 
Pkilosopkers. 16.

®lkid., 2 1 . Damaris Cudwortk, Lady Maskam, tke daugkter of Cambridge 
Platonist Ralpk Cudwortk, wrote to  Leibniz along tke same lines. Ske says, "I cannot yet 
conceive two very different substances to  be in  tke universe, tkougk extension alike agrees 
to  tkem  botk . F or clearly I conceive an  extension witkout sokdity, and a sokd extension . 
. . ." See "Lady Maskam to Leibniz, 8  A ugust 1704," in Women Pkilosopkers, 87.
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tkougk lacking tke sopkistication, anticipates Wkitekead's work, in some aspects. I tkink 

it is important to see tke questions raised ky tkis contemporary of Descartes tka t will ke 

more fully developed ky W kitekead almost tkree centuries later, even tkougk ke 

presumakly never read ker works.

Cavendisk, a rationalist, writes tkat ske caimot conceive of power and kody as 

distinct. Ske writes tka t ske cannot conceive of motion as separate from kody; tkerefore, 

ske takes motion itself to ke a property of kodies. Ske writes tkat "all m atter is partly 

animate, and partly inanimate, and all m atter is moving and moved, and tkat tkere is no 

part of nature tkat katk not life and knowledge, for tkere is no part tkat kas not a 

commixture of animate and inanimate matter."*^ Cavendisk's initial claim is tkat tke 

Cartesian picture of m atter as extension does not explain motion. Ske takes m otion to ke 

evidence of self-motion on tke part of material kodies. Self-motion, tken, gives evidence 

tk a t m atter is active and not inert. Ske kolds perception to ke essential to  an active kody. 

sk e  writes tkat tke cause of perception is self-motion^° and tkat "All tke Self-moving 

Parts are perceptive."*^ Even all tke parts of a kum an kody are perceptive.*^

Anotker reason ske gives for kolding tk a t m atter is active and includes properties 

suck as kving, knowing, and perceiving is tk a t an inert m atter does not explain tke order

^Margaret Cavendisk, "Pkilosopkical Letters," in Women Pkilosopkers, 25 .

* "^Cavendisk, Grounds of Natural Pkilosopkv (West Cornwall, CT : Locust Hill 
Press, 1996), 8.

**lkid., 19.

*^Ikid., 51.
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tk a t is apparent in  tke world. Ske writes, "Nature, keing so exact (as ske is) m ust needs 

ke Self-knowing and Perceptive."^^ Ckalmers writes tka t all pkysical okjects possess 

proto-pkenomenal properties and tkat tkese rely on ukiquitous inform ation. Cavendisk 

also claims tk a t inform ation pervades relations ketween okjects. Tkis inform ation seems 

to account for tke order of tke world. A  clear case is tke kum an kody, wkere tke various 

elements are akle to  function karmoniously kecause tkey pass inform ation among 

t k e m s e l v e s . S k e  merely discusses information, kut never gives a very clear indication of 

wkat ske takes tke concept to  mean.

Cavendisk is a critic of Descartes's views of pkysical kodies kecause ske kolds tkat 

m atter is active. Ske okserves tkis activity in tke m otion of m atter. Also, tke activity 

accounts for tke  order tka t ske okserves. To Le active is to  ke self-moving, wkick also 

impkes perception in  ker view. I take ker to mean tk a t perception is itself a  form of self­

movement and a form of self-movement of wkick we are directly aware. Also, material 

kodies are akle to order tkemselves if tkey can pass inform ation among tkemselves. Tkey 

pass tkis inform ation via perception. Tkougk not as sopkisticated, I kekeve tka t ker 

perceptions function m uck Like Wkitekead's prekensions. Tkey are tke relations ketween 

entities tk a t pass inform ation from one to tke otker and give rise to tke order of tke 

cosmos. Cavendisk kerself contends tk a t mental properties can tken ke explained as part

'^kid., 7. 

'^kid., 24-5. 

'̂ rkid., 59.
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o f pkysical reality, but a  pkysical reakty not limited by tke Cartesian notions. W kitekead 

makes tke same claims tor kis view, to wkick I now turn .

wkitekead's View of Body 

w kitekead was a powerful critic of tke Cartesian ontology and tke m ateriaksm  

tk a t  ke saw as descended from  it. To begin tkis discussion, let me quote an extended 

section Process and Reality i

But tke interpretation of tke stone, on wkick tke wkole concept [of 
enduring substances] is based, kas proved to be entirely mistaken. In  tke  first 
place, kom  tke seventeentk century onwards tke notion of tke simple inkerence of 
tke colour in tke stone kas kad to be given up. Tkis introduces tke furtker 
difficulty tk a t it is tke colour wkick is extended and only inferentially tke  stone, 
since now we kave kad to separate tke colour k o m  tke stone. Secondly, tke 
molecular tkeory kas robbed tke stone of its continuity, of its unity, and of its 
passiveness. Tke stone is now conceived as a society of separate molecules in 
violent agitation. B u t tke metapkysical concepts, wkick kad tkeir origin in  a 
mistake about tke stone, were now appked to tke individual molecules. Eack atom 
was still a stuff wkick retained its self-identity and its essential attributes in  any 
portion of tim e—kowever skort, and kowever long—provided tkat it did n o t perisk. 
Tke notion of tke undifferentiated endurance of substances witk essential 
attributes and witk accidental adventures still appked. Tkis is tke root doctrine of 
materiaksm; tke substance, tkus conceived, is tke ultim ate actual entity. ̂

H e illustrates tkat tke tkeory of material substance kas retrencked over time and kas also

engendered difficulties due to tke primary and secondary quakties distinction. I t  is quite

an  interesting statem ent to  assert tk a t on tke tkeory in  question it is tke colour itself

^^Alfred N ortk  W kitekead, Process and Rmak+v. corrected Edition, ed. ky David 
Ray Grifk'n and Donald W . Skerbum e, original edition 1929 (New York: Tke Free 
Press, 1978), 78.
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wkick is extended, and deftly raises tke question as to kow one is to conceive of tke colour 

and tke extension as essentially separate. He continues.

But tkis materialistic concept kas proved to te  as mistaken for tke atom as 
it was for tke stone. Tke atom is only expkcakle as a society witk activities 
involving rkytkm s witk tkeir defenite periods. Again tke concept skifted its 
appkcation: protons and electrons were conceived as materiakstic electric ckarges 
wkose activities could ke construed as locomotive adventures. W e are now 
approacking tke  limits of any reasonakle certainty in our scientific knowledge; kut 
again tkere is evidence tkat tke concept may ke mistaken. Tke mysterious quanta 
of energy kave made tkeir appearance, derived, as it would seem, from tke recesses 
of protons, or of electrons. Still worse for tke concept, tkese quanta seem to 
dissolve into tke vikrations of ligkt. Also tke material of tke stars seems to  ke 
wasting itself in  tke production of vik rations.

Again w kitekead points out tke serious retrenckments and tke growing difficulties for

suk stance materiaksm as a result of tke exploration of suk-atomic particles and tke new

quantum  tkeories. He raises tke serious critique tkat m atter cannot ke viewed as enduring

suk stance, kut, instead, is understood as occasions of energy in flux. Tkus, W kitekead

views contemporary pkysics as confirmation of kis doctrine tkat nature is fundamentally

process.

Again, ke continues:

F urtker tke quanta of energy are associated ky a simple law witk tke 
periodic rkytkms wkick we detect in tke molecules. Tkus tke quanta are, 
tkemselves, in  tkeir own nature, somekow vikratory; kut tkey emanate from tke 
protons and electrons. Tkus tkere is every reason to kekeve tka t rkytkmic periods

H. Bradley makes tke same points in  kis magnum opus: Appearance and 
Reakty. A  Metpkvsical Essav (London: George Allen and Unwin LTD, 1893, 1920), 
16-17 . w kitekead knew Bradley's argument's on  tkese points and was, presumakly, 
influenced ky tkem  or kad kis own kekek encouraged.

'^Wkitekead, PR , 78-9.
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caimot Le dissociated from tke protonic and electronic entities.

And, ke concludes from, tkese scientific oLservations:

Tke simple notion of an enduring suLstance sustaining persistent qualities, 
eitker essentially or accidentally, expresses a useful akstract for many purposes of 
life. But wkenever we try to use it as a fundamental statement of tke nature of 
tkings, it proves itself mistaken."^

w kitekead points out tkat materiaksm kad problems from its inception; first witk tke

primary-secondary quakty distinction, and later witk tke successive retrenckments. As

scientific knowledge of pkysical reakty progressed, materiaksm became more difficult to

support, o f  particular difficulty were tke developments witkin atomic tkeory, especially

quantum meckanics, in Wkitekead's lifetime. Pkysicists demonstrated tkat tke

fundamental units of reakty could not be understood as enduring substances. Instead,

tkey are active entities. For Wkitekead, wkat was left was to develop tke ontology tkat

made sense of tkese scientific discoveries. Pkysical reakty, tkerefore, must be reconceived,

not as enduring substance, but as active entities witkin an interconnected cosmos.

Descartes posited tkree kinds of substances—mind, body, and God. Wkitekead

writes tkat most subsequent modem pkilosopkies were an attem pt to simplify tkis

ontology by claiming tka t one of tke tkree was basic."^ Tkus tkere were materiaksts suck

as Hobbes or Laplace, ideaksts suck as Berkeley or Sckopenauer, and tkeistic monists

'^b id ., 79 .

“ Ibid.

w kitekead, Rekgion in tke Making, first Fordkam edition 1946 (New York: 
Fordkam University Press, 1996), 107.
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suck as Spinoza or Hegel. W kitekead writes tkat tke problem underlying tke modem 

trad ition  is tke concept of substance; ke writes, "Tkere is no entity, not even God, 'wkick 

recpiires notking but itself in  order to  e x i s t . N o  entity can exist by itself because tke 

cosmos is interconnected—tk a t is tke fundamental tenet of tke organic pkilosopky.

As we saw in tke previous ckapter, causation is a m atter of internal relations 

between actual entities. Tkese internal relations were described in  tkeir most basic form 

as pure pkysical prekensions. Tke notion of internal relations is also inkerently a part of 

any adequate concept of pkysical reakty. Edward Pols defines pkysicakty for W kitekead 

as foUoTX's, "Tke pkysical pole of an actual entity can be tkougkt of as tke sum of tke 

internal relations tkat entity kas to otker actual entities. A n actual entity is largely tke 

concrescence or coming-to-be of its prekensions of past entities. As we will see in tke 

next ckapter, tke mental pole of actual entities encompasses novelty. Tke pkysical pole, 

tkerefore, is merely tke influence of tke past upon an actual entity. However, tke merely 

can be deceptive, since tkis influence by tke past is internal and constitutes muck of tke 

being of any actual entity.

F o r Wkitebead, tke  very notion of pkysicakty involves internal relations and an 

interconnected cosmos. H is is clearlv not tke contact meckanics of Descartes. As we've

^Ib id ., 108.

^Edw ard Pols, W kitekead's Metapkvsics: A Critical Examination of Process and  
RealHu (Carbondale, IL: S ou tkem  Illinois University Press, 1967), 29- Pols kas w ritten 
tke only fully developed critique of W kitekead's metapkysics. Pols focuses on tke 
doctrines o f universals, God, and freedom; tkese doctrines are not addressed in tkis paper.
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seen, W kitekead's views arise out of kis doctrines of experience and causation and are 

rooted witkin kis understanding of tke concepts of contemporary pkysics. Contemporary 

pkysics does no t and cannot support tke notion of m atter as enduring suk stance; instead, 

it presents m atter as active and in process. Tkere is still anotker source of W kitekead's 

notion of pkysicakty—cellular kiology.

Ckarles H artskom e, wko served as Wkitekead's grader wkile a graduate student at 

Harvard and wko is often seen as Wkitekead's most im portant interpreter, claims tkat 

w kitekead seems to ke among tke first pkilosopkers to  take serious note of cellular 

kiology and tke revision of tke pkysical tka t it compels. Hartskom e writes:

M ost pkilosopkers seem to regard tke discovery of cells in kiology as merely 
a tale told to tkem  wken tkey were young. F o r tkey speak of tke kody as tkougk it 
were essentially one entity, one mass of stuff, o r mackine, or material' aspect of 
one kum an individual. In  fact, tke kody is a vast society of cells,' none of wkick is 
a kum an keing, and any of wkick could (witk m inor modifications) conceivakly 
exist and live in  a suitakle medium outside of any kum an organism."^

Cell tkeory, tken, also calls into question tke Cartesian notion of pkysicakty. Now, I do

not tkink tka t Kim can ke accused of failing to note tk a t tke kody is a society of cells.

However, Kim does no t see pkysicakty as constituted of internal relations. H artskom e,

kowever, kolds tk a t tkis interconnectedness follows from  cell tkeory:

. . .  all tk is renders imperative a generakzation of tke idea of environment, ' if tkat 
means, tke  set of individuals witk wkick a given individual interacts.' T ke kody is 
notking ku t tke  most necessary, inseparakle, intim ate portion of our social 
environment, or keld-of-relationskips witk o tker kving keings, eack kving its own

^^Ckarles H artskom e, Wkitekead's Pkilosopkv: Selected Essavs. 1Q 35-1970 
(Lincoln: University of Nekraska Press, 1972), 16.
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H artskom e’s claim is tkat tke kody itself cannot te  separated easily and distinctly from its 

environment. Tke kody itself is a society among societies and, as suck, is interconnected 

witk tke environment tka t surrounds (and permeates) it.

Josepk Needkam, a Cam tridge Liologist, writes tkat W kitekead's metapkysics was 

"extremely welcome" to kiology."^ Biology kad kad to contend witk tke meckanics of tke 

Cartesian picture of pkysicakty and kad consistently and continuously kad great difficulty 

in  explaining kiological pkenomena according to tke concepts of m odem  pkysics. 

w kitekead  kad denied tkat actuakty is an enduring sukstance at a definite location witkin 

an aksolute space and time. Needkam writes tkat tkis denial was welcome to kiology, as 

was w kitekead's replacement, tkat an entity ougkt to ke viewed from its own point of 

view, or, for kiology as "a function of its position in tke wkole.

F o r w kitekead, our experience of tke world, including our kiological and pkysical 

sciences, leads us to an understanding of pkysicality as internally related. Bodies are 

societies not aksolutely distinguisked from tkeir environs. In  one of my favourite passages 

in  kis entire corpus, ke asks tke reader to consider "one definite molecule" wkick kas keen 

travelling akout tke universe for miUions of years. It enters tke kody tkrougk ingestion of

^Ik id .

^^Josepk Needkam, "A Biologist's View of Wkitekead's Pkilosopky," in  Tke 
Pkilosopkv of Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead. ed. ky Paul A rtkur Sckilpp, 2nd  edition (New 
York: Tudor Pukksking Company, 1941, 1951), 259.

^Ik id ., 261 .
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air or food. He asks, "At wkat exact point as it enters tke moutk, o r as it is aksorked 

tkrougk tke skin, is it part of tke kody? A t wkat exact moment, later on, does it cease to 

ke part of tke kody? Exactness is out of tke question. It can only ke oktained ky some 

trivial convention."^ Wkitekead's point is tka t tke kuman kody is itself not some fixed 

and rigid sukstance, kut is a dynamic tking tkat kears all sorts of relations to tke rest of 

tke world and is in continual flux witk it. Ultimately, we cannot precisely define a kody's 

exterior limits. As ke says, "tke kody is part of tke external world, continuous witk it."“̂  

V on Hans F. Geyer coins interesting terms, calling tke kody tkus conceived a 

"geopkilosopkical location" and a "world kody," to illustrate tkis understanding of 

interconnection.^

A  reader migkt respond tkat tke kody is sometking deknite, tka t ske can tell wkere 

ker kand ends and wkere tke space surrounding kegins. Notice tka t I kad said 

"ultimately." Wkitekead's point is tk a t on tke microscopic level, tkere is a great deal of 

interaction and fuzziness. As I type, skins cells flake off onto tke keys. W ken we 

consider tke molecular, atomic, and suk-atomic levels, surely tke interaction is even more 

constant and fuzzier. Tke line is vague. Nonetkeless, tkere is a sense in  wkick our kody

^^Wkitekead, Modes of Tkougkt (New York: Tke Macmillan Pukksking 
Company, Inc., 1938), 21.

^Ikid.

^Q uoted  in "Summary of 'Genetische Philosophie am Beispiel eines Philosopher! 
Alfred N ortk Wkitekead, " summary ky Ernst Wolf-Gazo, in W kitekead un A Jer 
Prozessheariff (Muncken: Verlag Kaid Alker Freikurg, 1984), 246 .
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is something reasonatly Je&nite. Wkitekead kimself acknowledges tk is  okservational 

claim—"Bodily experience . . . .  is tke skeer enjoyment of keing de&nitely sometking 

How to explain tkis apparent paradox between oux common-sense experience and our 

scientific understanding? Let me take a diversion into Wkitekead's tkeory society.

Societies

We are confronted ky observation of okjects tkat we consider to  be enduring, suck 

as ckairs, tables, and rocks. "O ur kves are dominated by enduring tkings, eack 

experienced as a un ity  of many occasions bound togetker by tke force of inkeritance."^^ 

Enduring okjects are often taken to be enduring substances; yet, tkey  are a unity  of 

occasions. Tkougk tke fundamental units of reakty are actual entities o r occasions, tkey 

do come togetker in  societies. Any grouping of actual entities is called a nexus. Any 

nexus tkat is dom inated by a particular ckaracter is called a s o c i e t y . T k u s  tke actual 

entities tkat compose a pebble are a nexus tka t is organized according to tke ckaracter of a 

pekkle. Or, in o tker words, tkis particular nexus instantiates tke universal "pebble" or, at 

least, tke set of universals tka t constitute "pebblekood."

A. H . Joknson writes tk a t "Societies arise because of tke fundam ental 

ckaracteristic of all actual entities: tke immanence of one in otkers by means of a process

^^Wkitekead, Tke Function of Reason (Boston: Beacon Press, 1929, 1958), 31.

^^Wkitekead, Adventures of Ideas (New York: Tke Free Press of Tke Macmillan 
Company, 1933, 1967), 2 8 0 .

^S ee  Ivor LeClerc, Wkitekead's Metapkvsics: A n Introductory Exposition 
(London: George A llen and Unwin Ltd., 1958), 214-15 .
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of prekension."^ Tkus, tke very interconnectedness of actual entities, tkat tkey relate to 

one ano tker internally, contriLutes to  tke rise of societies, groupings determined Ly a 

particular ckaracter. As suck, a society is understood to kave a duration tkrougk tim e. 

Because entities from tke causal past kelp to determine tke coming-to-ke of entities, in 

tke present, tkey pass tkeir order along to tke kecoming entity. Ckange occurs as a result 

of novel reactions ky present entities to tkeir pasts. Endurance results from a kasic 

repetition of tke  past ckaracter in current entities. Tke actual entities of tke petrified 

rock persist witk tke same kasic ckaracter for aeons, wkile tkose of tke tukp exkikit 

ckange at a greater frequency. Pkysical kodies, tken, are societies, tkougk kigkly complex. 

Joknson continues:

A  complex society analyzakle into various series or strands of personal societies is 
called a corpuscular society. F o r example, an animal kody is not a society of tke 
simple personal sort—one linear sequence of entities. It is composed of many 
entities, co-ordinated in a very complex faskion. A t any moment an animal kody 
is composed of a vast group of contemporary' actual entities, eack a memker of a 
different personal society, corpuscular society, or general nexus.^

Tke w kitekead ian  point is tkat kodies are kigkly complex manifestations of social order.

Tkey can ke perceived as enduring okjects, kecause tkere is a region tkat is definakle ky

tke persistence of a common ckaracter. However, tkat region is not isolated from its

environm ent. It is itself composed of intricate relations among tke sukordinate societies,

wkick tkemselves interact witk tke environment in different wavs. Wkitekead's doctrine

^Joknson, 51.

^Ik id ., 52 .
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of societies is especially developed to account for tke appearance of kotk ckange and 

endurance in  ou r experience. Wkitekead writes tka t "tke interweaving of ckange and 

permanence is eack required Ly tke otker."^

Types of Bodies

In  nature, societies fall into four different levels of aggregation, or, as Wkitekead 

writes, "four types of aggregations of actuakties." Tkese four are inorganic, vegetakle, 

animal, and kuman.^^ Wkitekead does warn tkat tkere are not clear and skarp 

distinctions Letween tkese levels. Also, as we skall see momentarily, it would kave keen 

kest to call tke  final level consciousness, given tkat "kuman" kegs certain questions against 

tke mental powers of kigker animals and tke possikikty of conscious aken life. In  fact, all 

of tke lakels could ke unclear. W kitekead considers tke inorganic, or non-kving, societies 

to ke governed ky mostly formal relationskips. Tkere is very kttle novelty or ckange in 

tkese societies; tkey do not possess individual expression; and at eack moment tkey largely 

conform to tkeir pasts. Again, tke ckunk of petrified wood serves as a good example.

"Vegetakles" do exkikit ckange and novelty and possess some indm dual expression. 

Tke class intended kere would likely include protozoa and otker lower life forms tkat are 

not strictly considered memkers of tke vegetakle kingdom. Tkese societies aim at tkeir 

own survival, and clearly exkikit growtk and development. Tkey respond to tkeir 

environment, as wken a daisy traces tke  patk of tke sun in tke sky or wken tke roots of a

^wkitekead, MT, 53. 

^̂ Ikid., 27-8.
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creekside tree grow towards tke water. W kitekead says tkat vegetable bodies are 

democracies—tbere is no central organizing constituent- if you mow your lawn, it 

continues to grow. If you remove tbe bead from tbe body of a French nobleman, tbe body 

ceases to function as a bving bum an body. However, if you remove a bead of cabbage, tbe 

cabbage plant pushes on.

Animal bodies, then, do have a central organizing component. W hitehead writes 

tha t they include "at least one central actuabty, supported by tbe intricacy of bodily 

functioning."^ H um an bodies have such an elevated central organization, that 

W hitehead considers them  to illustrate a new type of body. His analysis fits our com m on 

understanding that we are both like and distinct from animals. As I wrote before, 

however, these lines are no t clearly distinguished. Clear borderline cases include simple 

animals like tbe hydra o r complex plants like tbe venus fly trap or animals with higher 

m ental capacities such as dolphins or chimpanzees. I think that W hitehead wants us to 

see bodies as a continuum  beginning with the simplest sub-atomic physical particles and 

culminating in the conscious bodies of hum an beings. Along this continuum  there are 

four obvious regions, despite the fact th a t their borders may not be easily distinguishable.

"But we have to adm it that the body is the organism whose states regulate our 

cognisance of the world."^^ The body is the locus of our experience of the world. O r, 

viewed the other way, it  is the  avenue by which the world affects us. The Lockean

^Ihid., 28.

W h iteh ead , SM W , 93.
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experience, to  wkick I continue to appeal, is of tke fundam ental union between our bodies 

and minds, T ke role tka t body plays in our life is of central importance. W e do consider 

our bodies to  be constituent parts of wko we are. As W kitekead writes, "O ur bodily 

experience is tke  basis of existence.'"^

O u r experience of our bodies is primarily a m atte r of perception in tke mode of 

causal efficacy:

Tke in ternal functioning of a kealtky body provides singularly few sense data, 
primarily associated witk itself. Wben suck sense data appear, we send for a 
doctor. Tkey are mostly ackes and pains. And yet our feeling of bodily unity is a 
primary experience. It is an experience so kabitual and so completely a m atter of 
course tk a t we rarely mention it. N o one ever says, Here am I, and I kave brought 
my body witk me.^^

Tke kum an body functions, tken, as tke primary and central element in our experience.

w kitekead  defines tke kum an body as follows:

Tke body is tkat portion of nature witk wkick eack mom ent of bum an experience 
intim ately cooperates.

Tkis definition repeats tke earker claim about bodies in  general tkat tkey cannot be clearly 

and distinctly separated from tkeir surrounding environment, but, ratber, are closely 

interrelated writk it. Yet, tkey also indicate some region. In  tke case of kum an bodies, tke 

body is tka t region of physical reakty at any m om ent tk a t is cooperating witk tke central

^^NC^kitekead, M T, 114. 

"'Ibid.

"% id ., 115.
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organizing elem ent of kum an experience.^^

Life

A  goo& question is wkat differentiates tke organic from tk e  inorganic societies? 

w kitekead gives a skarp descriptive difference between tke two. He writes: "Tke 

ckaracteristic of life is reaction adapted to  tke capture of intensity, under a large variety of 

circumstances. B u t tke reaction is dictated by tke present and no t by tke past. It is tke 

clutck a t vivid immediacy.'"^ Simply put, life is tke capacity for greater novelty. Living 

organisms are m ost clearly tkose tka t do not simply repeat tke past. Wkitekead does no t 

kave a simple answer for kow life arises out of inorganic m atter, nor does ke consider tke 

distinction to be absolute. For one tking tkat is a quite complicated scientific question. 

Also, for m any people, not just tke creation scientists, it is also a  question of im portant 

rekgious significance. W kat Wkitekead does do is formulate an ontology wkick provides a 

more cokerent background from wkick to discuss tke issue. It is still problematic to 

explain kow life arises out of lifeless matter. Yes, tkat m atter becomes organized 

according to  certain structures, suck as DNA, tkat tkemselves are tke building-blochs for 

organisms. Tke W kitekeadian ontology anticipates tkese considerations by pointing out

"^^Many interesting issues arise from an Organic conception of tke kum an body. 
Tke abstract for V on Hans F. Geyer's paper "Geneb'scke Philosophie am Biespiei eines 
Philosopher!: Alfred N ortk Wkitekead" asserts tka t tke epistemological relevance oi:skin 
kas not keen sufficiently explored. Also, Wkitekead's view of bodies was kigkly i n f l u e n t i a l  

on Maurice M erleau-Ponty, particularly in  kis later work. F or an  interesting discussion 
see W ilkam S . Hamrick's "A Process View of tke Flesk: W kitekead and Merleau-Ponty," 
Process Studies 2 8 /1 -2  (1999): 98-116 .

44'W kitekead, PR, 105. See Rasvikary Das' discussion of tkese points, 68-9.
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tkat actual entities in  certain structural patterns give rise to life, wkile otker structural 

uattems do not. Wky do tkev S’ve rise to life? Tkey kave prcater novelty. Wky do tkese 

specific societies kave greater novelty? Well, tkat is still tke mystery.

w kitekead lists tkree ckaracteristics of kfe—aksolute self-enjoyment, creative 

activity, and a im .^  Tkese tkree seem to ke interconnected as an organism takes its data 

from tke environment and responds to tkem witk a goal to survival and adaptation in tke 

course of ckange. In  tkis process life is not merely creative, ku t is also destructive. A  

clear example is tke need for nouriskment. Non-kving societies do not need to destroy 

otker societies in order to maintain tkeir survival. In an interesting passage, Wkitekead 

writes:

Tkus, all societies require interplay witk tkeir environment; and in  tke case of 
kving societies tkis interplay takes tke form of rofkery. Tke kving society may, or 
may not, ke a kigker type of organism tkan tke food wkick it disintegrates. But 
wketker or no it te  for tke general good, life is rotkery. It is at tkis point tka t 
witk life morals tecome acute. Tke ro tte r  requires justification.^

Tkougk w kitekead never wrote a text tka t was expkcitly an etkics, moral pkilosopky still

permeates kis writing. Ajo.à Adventures o f Ideas is a t out as close as you can get.^' Life

introduces novelty and struggles against tke simple repetition of inorganic m atter. In tkis

quote we see tka t etkics itself is one area of novelty introduced ky life.

It would ke wrong, kowever, to  tk ink tkat novelty is exclusively reserved for organic

"^wkitekead, MT, 152. 

^wkitekead, PR, 105.

^^In tka t text ke says, "Unfortunately life is an offensive, directed against tke 
repetitious meckanism of tke Universe," 80.
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societies. As Das writes, "We know wkat we call a stone is really a succession of stony 

occasions, and in  tkis succession we get mere repetitions w itkout any appreciakle novel 

addition," wkile still admitting tkat even in tke stone "tkere is no actual occasion wkick 

entirely fads to  make tkis novel contrikution.’"^ Life is tke capacity for great novelty, 

great adaptakdity to tke environment. Tkougk tke stone does undergo ckanges over time, 

it does not, for instance, struggle to m aintain  its own survival. Tke boundary, tken, 

between kving and non-living may no t be easdy differentiated, wkick does seem to be tke 

case. Tkus W kitekead's doctrines claim tkat tkere are societies tk a t are mere aggregates 

tk a t as that society are inert and largely endure over time. Tkere are also tkose societies 

tka t operate as tke ir own organized entity, and tkese give rise to  life. At root, kowever, all 

tke  fundamental units, ad. actual entities, possess some degree of novelty, tkougk tka t is 

no t properly or ordinardy called "life." W kitekead's strong criticism of materialism is tkat 

it could not, under its own principles, answer questions about life, minds, and etkics. 

However, an  ontology, wkick reakzes, along witk contemporary pbysics, tkat tke 

fundamental units are tkemselves not inert substances, does provide tke basis witk wkick 

to address tkese ultim ate concerns.

^Das, 68.
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Actuality as Active

Ckarles H artskom e writes:

A  stone is ketter interpreted as a colony of swirls of atoms (crystals) tkan are its 
atoms interpretakle as servants or organs of tke stone. Tke atoms and crystals are 
sukstances; tke stone-properties, tke accidents. B ut in  tke animal kody, tkere is 
tru tk  almost equally in  tke view of cells as tke sukstantial reakties witk tke wkole 
kody as tkeir appearance or functioning as in tke converse view. Tke anim al kody 
and its cells are alive, tke stone and its molecules are presumed to ke aksolutely 
dead. But tkis notion of deadness okviously originates from an illegitimate 
inference krom stone-properties to molecule- and atom-properties, wkereas tke 
latter are tke fundam ental ones, ky no means directly revealed to tke senses wkick 
perceive stones. Tke organism of kigkly and rkytkmically active particles wkick is 
an atom [or molecule] is different from tke stone in  ways wkick point in  tke 
opposite direction from materiaksm

Hartskom e's criticism of modem materialism is tkat it took stones and like kodies as its

standard and interpolated tkose properties onto tke fundam ental particles. B ut stones are

not fundamental. Twentietk-century pkysics kas clearly demonstrated tkat electrons and

quarks do not kekave kke stones, or even tke oft-used kiUiard kails. In fact, tkese

fundam ental units skare similarities witk kving kodies in tk a t tkey are active and in

constant states of flux. Fundam ental reakty, tken, is viewed as active, upkolding tke long

tradition of metapkysics tk a t arises out of tke ancient Greeks.

F or w kitekead, tkis assertion takes tke form of kis polemic against ontologies

tka t tolerate wkat ke term s "vacuous actuakty," actuakties tk a t kave no power. He

considered materiaksm to ke an akstraction^° tkat commits kis fallacy of misplaced

^^Hartskome, 5 8 .

W k ite k ea d , SM W , 80.
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concreteness—taking an akstraction and assuming it to ke an actuality. M atter was 

" anything wkick kas tkis prcperb- of simple location' (empkasis in  original) As was 

discussed in  tke previous chapter and tkis one as well, tke cosmos m ust ke viewed as 

interconnected, witk no entity keing ultimately separakle from its world. Also, space and 

tim e are not aksolute, kut are constructed out of tke internal relations of actual entities. 

Therefore, tke notion of okjects witk a simple location in spacetime is not acceptable.

Yet, on tke otker hand, W kitekead insists tkat all actuakty is physical (tkougk not in tke 

sense of traditional materialisms) W kitekead insists tkat we examine wkat we mean ky 

tke physical, and we soon discover tka t experience does not present us witk knowledge of 

vacuous actuakties. Vacuous actuakties would ke unakle to ckange, grow, adapt, or even 

kave internal relations. Actuakty m ust kve up to its name and ke active. Tke 

fundam ental physical units suck as electrons and quarks are active. And, through societal 

cooperation, tkis activity blossoms into tke activity present in tke kigker-ordered kodies of 

kving organisms and ultimately in hum ans.

Actuakty is reconceived as possessing power in itself, and tkis power is in tke form 

of feeling :

W e shall never elaborate an explanatory metapkysics unless we abolish tkis notion 
of valueless, vacuous existence. Vacuity is tke character of an abstraction, and is 
wrongly introduced into tke notion of a finally real tking, an actuality. Universals 
and propositions are vacuous, ku t are not actualities. But if we discard tke notion 
of vacuous existence, we m ust conceive eack actuakty as attaining an end for itself.

^'Ikid., 50.

=^Das, 78.
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Its very existence is tke presentation o l its many components to  itself, for tke sake 
of its own ends. In  otker words, an actuakty is a complex unity, wkick can ke 
analysed as a erecess of feeling its own components. Tkis is tke  doctrine tkat eack 
acruaiity is an occasion or experience, tke outcome of its own purposes

Tke analysis of tkat doctrine remains for us in tke final ckapter.

^^Wkitekead, Tke Function of Reason (Boston: Beacon Press, 1929, 1958), 30-
31.
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CHAPTER NINE 

PANEXPERIENTIALIST PHYSICALISM

It belongs also to tkis part of our subject to inquire wbetker tkere is anytking in 
tke known world tka t is not part of tkis metapkysically primitive material of 
pkysics. Here we derive great assistance from our earlier epistemological inquiries, 
since tkese enable us to  see kow pkysics and psyckology can be included in one 
science, more concrete tkan tke form er and more comprekensive tk an  tke latter. 
Pkysics, in itself, is exceedingly abstract, and reveals only certain matkematical 
ckaracteristics of tke material witk wkick it deals. It does n o t tell us anytking as 
to tke intrinsic ckaracter of tkis material. Psyckology is preferable in  tkis respect, 
but is not causally autonomous: if we assume tkat psyckical events are subject, 
completely, to causal laws, we are compelled to postulate apparently extrapsyckical 
causes for some of tkem . But by bringing pkysics and perception togetker, 
we are able to include psyckical events in tke material of pkysics, and to give to 
pkysics tke greater concreteness wkick results from our more intim ate 
acquaintance witk tke subject-m atter of our own experience.^

T ke preceding quotation does not come from tke writings of Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead.

No, it  is straigkt out of Bertrand Russell's Anu/ys/s o f Matter. Tkis text impkes tkat

Russell bekeved tkat botk fields—pkysics and psyckology—kave some legitimate claim to

tru tk , bu t tkat tke complete tru tk  could only be discovered by syntkesizing tke two.

W ken Ana/ysis o f Matter was pubksked in 192Y, Wkitekead was just beginning to release

kis more systematic metapkysics. In  Analysis o f Matter Russell does rely keavily upon

w kitekead's early work in tke pkilosopky of science. W kat is interesting is kow tkis quote

so clearly expresses wkat W kitekead took to be kis agenda. Tkougk Russell and

w kitekead  differed in  tke approackes tkeir careers took after tbe twenties, tkeir aims are

^Bertrand Russell, Analvsis of M atter (NY: Dover Pubkcations, Inc., 1927, 
1954), 10.
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so close to  one anotker. W kitekead's metapkysics led kim to defend a pkysicaksm tkat 

makes room for tke mental. Many contemporary Wkitekeadians refer to  tkis view as 

panexperienitalisi pkysicalism, a label tk a t I skall adopt as well.

Panexperientiakst pkysicaksm claims tkat tke discussion of bodies from Descartes 

tkrougk Kim kas focused on an akstraction. Also, tke discussion of minds kas keen about 

an  abstraction. Tke two are abstracted from a more fundamental reakty tka t espouses 

q^uakties tk a t we label "mental" and "pkysical." Ernest Wolf-Gazo writes "A question suck 

as, How is tke mind related to  tke kody presupposes unwarranted categoreal entities— 

m ind and  kody. For tkis question asserts tkat tkere is, initially, two separate items wkick, 

somekow, communicate. Yet wkat are tke criteria for stating tkat tkere are, in fact, two 

suck separate items?"^ W olf-Gazo points to tke very keart of W kitekead's concern witk 

m odem  pkilosopky and science—Wky assume tkese two categories in tke  6 rst place? 

w kitekead 's claim is tk a t tkese are akstractions, tkat in  our experience tkey are clearly 

experienced as a unity (tke Lockean experience and Descartes's primary notion of union 

discussed in  tke last ckapter) and tka t it is tke goal of pkilosopky to develop a metapkysics 

tk a t is adequate in interpreting tkese data and is consistent witk tkem. T o tka t end, ke 

denies vacuous actuakty and insists tk a t tke fundamental units of reality, wkick are 

pkysical, ke viewed as active, feeling entities, witk tkeir own sukjectivity. Tkus, even

^Ernest Wolf-Gazo, "Toward a  Process Tkeory of Mindness kased on Lucretius, 
Spinoza, Alexander, and W kitekead," in  Whitehead und der Prozessheanff (Muncken: 
Verlag Karl Alker Freikurg, 1984), 346 .
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fuxidamental reality kas wkat ke calls a "mental pole" in conjunction witk tke "pkysical 

pole."

O ne quick note of warning. Wkitekead is not a panpsyckist. I take panpsyckism 

to te  tke view tka t minds are ukiquitous. Tkomas Nagel's essay on panpsyckism discusses 

tke view in  tkese terms, as does David Ckalmers’ work. Ckalmers claims tkat tkermostats 

could kave minds. Wkitekead would deny tkis claim tecause tkermostats are merely 

aggregates and are not societies witk personal order. M any earker Wkitekeadians used tke 

term  panpsyckism wken discussing Wkitekead or tkeir own views, particularly Ckarles 

H artskom e. I read most of tkese pkilosopkers as not disagreeing witk me in suk stance; 

tkey simply, and unfortunately, use a different terminology, wkick kas quite a Lit of 

pkilosopkical kaggage. Tke Wkitekeadian view is tkat experience, in  tke form of 

sukjective feeling, is ukiquitous. Minds are a kigker-order property or product of tkis 

sukjectivity.

No Bifurcation of Nature

In  kis early work in pkilosopky of science, W kitekead kecame concerned rvitk wkat 

ke called tke "kifurcation of nature," wkick was kasically tke  spUt ketween pkysical okjects 

and tke  m ind of tke kuman knower.^ He saw tkis kifurcation as tke source of difficulties 

witk mind/kody, knower/known, appearance/reality, etc. As we've seen, Descartes is tke

^During tke discussion period following a conference presentation of mine given 
since writing tkis section, Jorge Noko ckaracterized tke kifurcation of nature as separating 
apparent reality from  causal reakty. Tke distinction is tke same, tkougk I really like kis 
ckaracterization. I t demonstrates wky Kim will kave a dilemma kecause mind is already 
assumed to  ke outside tke realm of causakty.
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most im portan t source of tkese dmialisms for m odem  pkilosopky. W kitekead perceived 

tkese dualisms as failures on tke p a r t of pkilosopky, not just tecause tkey couldn't answer 

tke questions, ku t tecause tkey exkikited an  incorrect pkilosopkical metkodology. He 

writes:

N atural pkilosopky skoulcd never ask, wkat is in  tke mind and wkat is in nature.
To do so is a confession tlkat it kas t i l e d  to  express relations ketween tkings 
perceptively known, nam ely to express tkose natural relations wkose expression is 
natu ral pkilosopky.^

Tke t i lu r e  is metkodological, tecau se  it assumes two reakties instead of addressing wkat

migkt ke m ore fundamental. Tkcaugk in 1920  ke resisted metapkysical speculation into

fundam ental reakty, Wkitekead la te r  came to  realize tk a t kis concerns could only te

addressed t y  retkinking tasic ontology. However, even at tkis time, ke saw kis goal to ke

tke unification of tke data of experience:

Tke primary task of a pkilosopky of natural science is to elucidate tke concept of 
nature, considered as one complex fact for knowledge, to exkikit tke fundamental 
entities and tke fundamemtal relations ketween entities in  terms of wkick all laws 
of nature kave to ke stated , and to secure tka t tke entities and relations tkus 
exkikited are adequate for tke expression of all tke relations ketween entities wkick 
occur in  nature.^

Muck of tk e  rest of kis work can Ike read as an attem pt to elucidate tke data of kum an 

experience witk tke goal of seeing tk a t experience as a unity and not sometking to ke 

kroken in to  akstractions. Centrall to tke data drawn from tkat metkodology is tke unity

^Alfred N ortk Wkitekead„ Tke Concept of N ature (Camkridge: Camkridge 
University Press, 1920, 1986), 3 0 .

^Ikid., 46 .
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of minfl and tody , wkick ke called "tke fundam ental kasic persuasion on  wkick we found

tke wkole practice of our existence."^

Ckarles H artskom e, Wkitekead's most famous interpreter, also asserted tkis unity

of m ind and m atter as fundamental to kis own, independent work. He writes.

In  actual experience, mind and m atter are togetker, namely, in  our experiences. If 
we know m atter at all, we somekow perceive it. But we also perceive mind, for at 
eack m om ent we are aware kotk of pkysical tkings and  of our own experiences, 
feelings, tkougkts, desires, and so on. Tkus kotk minds (I use tke word 'mind' to 
refer to  tke reakty of experiences) and kodies are togetker as tkings given in 
kum an  experiences. Every experience kas an aspect of sense perception, and also 
an  aspect of self-awareness, or awareness of experience itself.'

I find H artskom e's statements on tkis point to ke consistent witk my own experience.

Today is a keautiful May day witk temperatures in tke sixties and seventies. Tke sun is

skining. Everytking is green kecause of tke wonderful amounts of rain we kave received

tke last two m ontks, kringing us out of two years of drougkt. Tke wind is mild. Tke

kirds are singing. I t is an all-around keautiful day; one of tkose I descrike as "perfect

weatker. " As I just looked out my door and descriked tkese experiences, I was not only

aware of tke sunkgkt, wind, leaves, etc., kut I was also aware tka t I was kaving tkese

^w kitekead. Modes of Tkougkt (New York: Tke Free Press, 1938, 1968), l 6 l .

^ckarles H artskom e, Wkitekead's Pkilosopkv: Selected Essays, 1935-1970 
(Lincoln: University of Nekraska Press, 1972), 114. Hartskom e is kimself an ideakst. 
H e also interprets W kitekead as one. Tke type of idealism is one tka t takes experience as 
tke fundam ental u n it of reakty. I tkink H artskom e kimself commits an akstraction a t 
tkis point. W kitekead's pkilosopky takes pkysical and mental to kotk ke parts of kasic 
reakty; tkus I am  defending a panexperientiakst pkysicalism instead of an ideaksm. 
Process pkilosopky kas suffered, I kekeve, kecause of tke tke influence of certain 
H artskom ian  interpretations suck as tkis one.
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experiences. I am aware of a purple flower on the deck. I am also aware of my purple 

feeling nf the flower on the d e ti . To tlh-dile these elements in  experience is to  ahstract 

from the particular experiences. Much as Nel Noddings reprimands Kantian ethics for 

creating universal rules as abstractions at the expense of particular situations and the very 

conditions, in  her view, tha t make them moral dilemmas, the bifurcation of nature would 

violate a fundamental coherency in  experience.

W hitehead claims tha t our experience affords us no knowledge of what he terms 

vacuous actuality— voi d of activity or power. Given that the standard view of 

contemporary empiricism disagrees with Whitehead,^ let me point to seven reasons for 

questioning the existence of vacuous actuahty that are presented by David Ray Griffin, a 

leading contemporary W hiteheadian. Much as Daniel Dennett's intuition pumps, these 

points are to  engage thought, bu t are not necessarily arguments.

No Vacuous Actuality 

First, G rifhn makes the following statement, "We know from our own experience 

tha t experiencing actuakties can exist, but we have no experiential knowledge tha t a

®It is interesting to note tha t modem philosophy, by fe.r, does not hold to  a 
vacuous actuakty. F or Spinoza, fundamental reakty is active, just as it is for Leibniz. 
Locke's doctrine of power and Berkeley's ideas deny vacuous actuakty, as do elements of 
the philosophies of Schelling, Hegel, Schopenauer, Bradley, Cavendish, Conway, and 
numerous others. Contemporary philosophies of vacuous actuakty seem to develop from 
Cartesian views of substance (excepting his doctrine of God) and Humean views of ideas 
as interpreted by Kant's critical philosophy.
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vacuous actuality is even possible."^ David Ckalmers and Bertrand Russell eack made very 

similar statements. G ri& n's claim points to an oft-overlooked fact akout mainstream 

pkysicaksm, tk a t a  doctrine of pkysicakty kased solely upon extrinsic properties is a 

theoretical com m itm ent. O f course, it will ke argued tkat you cannot proceed from a claim 

akout one entity to  a claim akout all entities. Tkis okjection, clearly, is true. Griffin does 

not present it as tk a t type of argument. Tke mainstream pkysicakst will likely argue tka t 

we kave knowledge of an indefinite numker of okjects and tkat our knowledge is limited 

only to external properties—tkat we kave no knowledge of tke internal relations of otker 

okjects (tkus tke proklem of otker minds, wkick, I must admit, I've never really felt tke 

force of as a prohlem). Clearly tke point m ust ke granted tkat we do not kave tkis intrinsic 

knowledge. However, no one is asserting tkat we can "get inside" otker entities and 

experience tkeir sukjectivity. But, as Russell and Ckalmers claimed, it does no t violate 

common sense to assume tkat tkere are internal properties. Also, Nagel's "Wkat is It 

Like to Be a Bat?" was an attempt to skow tkat we do kave intuitions akout sukjectivity in 

otker entities. Tke only intrinsic properties tkat we do kave knowledge of are our own. A 

cokerent tkeory would ke one tkat keld tkat tke intrinsic properties of otker pkysical 

objects are of like nature witk our own.

Tke second point Griffin makes is a development of Berkeley's esse ist percipi

^David Ray Griffin, "Panexperientiakst Pkysicalism and tke M ind-Body Proklem," 
at www.ozemail.com.au/—farleigk/DGpanexp.ktml, 4.
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argum ent. Griffin writes tk a t Berkeley's question wcis "W kat does it mean to say tka t 

pkysical tkings exist?" Berkeley concludes tkat in  our experience tkere are tkose tkings 

perceived and tkose tkings tka t perceive. Tke tkings perceived end up being ideas in tke 

minds of perceivers; tkerefore, tkey are not fundamentally actual. Tkougk Berkeley was 

an  idealist, Griffen takes tkis argument's conclusion to be tka t all actuakties are perceivers 

(wkick is more like Leibniz). I am not convinced tkat Berkeley's argument is conclusive 

tk a t all actuakties are perceivers, but given tke importance and influence of tke argum ent 

in  m odem  pkilosopky, i t  a t least increases tke support for tke intuition made in Griffin's 

first point. Berkeley is correct tka t our most intim ate knowledge is of being-as-perceiver. 

Parsimony could lead us to  an ontology tkat all actuakties are perceivers instead of 

positing two fundam ental substances (Wkitekead's bifurcation of nature). Tke reductive 

pkysicakst would argue tk a t ske is not supporting a bifurcation, bu t a reduction of mind 

to  m atter or even a elim ination of tke category of mind all togetker. But, is Berkeley not 

rigkt tka t our most in tim ate knowledge is of being-as-perceiver?

Griffin's tkird po in t raises a question about tke context witkin wkick materiaksm 

developed in  tke early m odem  world. Tkougk it is not an argument against mainstream 

pkysicaksm or vacuous actuakties, I tkink tkese types of kistorical/cultural analyses do 

sked kgkt on tke motives and concems of original tkinkers, and in doing so migkt point 

to  tke  patk tka t followed as being in  error, muck as evidence tk a t results from an illegal

'"Ibid.
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searck is declared "poisoned kn it."  Griffin writes tka t kistorians of science kave

empkasized tk a t modem materialism, for many tkinkers, was a result of rekgious

convictions, i t  was

adopted in tke seventeentk century less for empirical tkan for tkeological- 
sociological reasons, suck as defending tke existence of a supernatural deity, tke 
reakty of supernatural miracles, and tke immortakty of tke soul. . . .  For 
example, tkis idea of nature's elementary units, according to  wkick tkey were 
wkolly inert and (in Newton's words) 'massy, kard, and impenetrakle, ' proved (to 
tke  satisfaction of Boyle, Newton, and tkeir followers) tkat m otion and tke 
matkematical laws of m otion kad to  kave keen impressed upon tkese particles at 
tke  keginning of tke world ky an external creator."

O f course, tkis strategy kackfired. Is tkis an argum ent against pkysicaksm? No, except

tkat it illustrates tka t tkese early tkinkers realized tkat a matter tkat was vacuous needs an

external, even supernatural, force to  provide it witk tke activity okserved in experience.

Tkey okserved tkat vacuous m atter could do notking on its own.

Tke fourtk point tkat G riffin makes comes from tke nature o f science itself. He

says tka t science is limited to asking certain types of questions and seeking certain types

of answers. Tke point made repeatedly tk a t science looks only at external relations is an

illustration of tkis fourtk contention. I would suk m it tkat it is an assumption, alkeit a

good one, tka t science is tke source of muck of our kest knowledge. However, it does

seem kasty to  rule out a priori, and as a part of tkeoretical commitments, aspects of

individual experience and mayke even tke data of poets, mystics, or painters.

Tke ffftk contention of Grif&n's seems redundant, and I kave used it to expkcate

"Ik id ., 5.
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previous points. I t  is tke claim tkat direct experience gives no evidence of vacuous 

achialities. Tkis point alone is reallv wortUess since a pkysicalist could say tk a t 

experience gives no evidence of non-vacuous actualities outside ourselves (we m igkt even 

grant tke point if we are restricted to presentational immediacy, to wkick tke 

contemporary pkysicalist is likely to  ke restricted kerself as well). Tke pkysicakst would 

point to doors, takles, rocks, etc. for strong support.

Tkis pointing, kowever, leads to Griffin's sixtk contention—tkat tke sciences kave 

skown us tkat fundam ental pkysical stuff does not kekave like doors, takles, and rocks. I 

discussed tkese claims in  Ckapter Eigkt and will no t revisit tkem kere.

Griffin's seventk point is kis most important. A  worldview kased on vacuous 

actuakties kas to lead to  tke mind-kody proklem. How are vacuous kits of m atter 

supposed to explain minds, particularly tke kum an intellect? He writes tka t you end up 

witk some form of duaksm, including epipkenomenaksm in tkis category, or materiaksm. 

Tkougk ke doesn't specify wkat type of materiaksm, tkere really seem to ke four options. 

Tke first two are eliminativism or reductive materiaksm, kotk of wkick would deny tke 

okvious experience of minds. Tkirdly, one could ke an emergentist of some sort. As I will 

demonstrate skortly, emergentism commits a category-mistake ky claiming tk a t a  set of 

entities or properties develops from a completely different set. Finally, tkere is 

nonreducrive pkysicalism. Tke nonreductive pkysicakst's views are prokakly just veiled 

forms of property dualism. O r, tkey simply succumk to  tke arguments made against 

tkem  ky Jaegwon Kim and developed in tke k rst section of tkis paper. In  fyct, Kim's
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dilemm a seems to te  consistent witt. G ri& n's statement kere. F or Kim, eitker we kave to

ke an epipkenomenakst o r a reductive pkysicakst. Grifkn's empkasis is tk a t tke inakikty

to explain tke mind-kody proklem, tke very fact tkat it is even a proklem, stems from tke

view tkat m atter is vacuous actuakty. To tkat end, "Tke mind-kody proklem can

reasonakly ke taken . . .  as a reductio ad absurdum of tke view tkat tke ultim ate units of

nature are vacuous actuakties."

Tkese "intuition-pumps" at least raise questions akout vacuous actuakties. If

notking else, we ougkt to  ke prepared to examine any viakle option. Wkitekead demands

tka t we re-tkink many of our traditional pkilosopkical and scientific conclusions kecause

tkey kave ignored muck of tke pertinent evidence. He writes:

Tke conduct of kum an affe.irs is entirely dominated ky our recognition of foresigkt 
determining purpose, and purpose issuing in conduct. . . . Tke motions of kis 
kody [President-elect Hoover as part of a story akout intentions], tkose of tke 
kodies of tke sailors, like tke motions of tke skipkuilders, were purely governed ky 
tke pkysical laws wkick lead a stone to roll down a slope and water to koil. Tke 
very idea is ridiculous. . . . Again we are told tkat we skould look at matter 
kistoricaüy. M ankind kas gradually developed from tke lowkest forms of life, and 
must tkerefore ke explained in  terms appkcakle to suck forms. B ut wky construe 
tke latter ky analogy to tke earker forms. Wky not reverse tke process? It would 
seem to ke more sensikle, more truly empirical, to allow eack kving species to 
make its own contrikution to tke demonstration of factors inkerent in kving 
tkings. . . .  We kave kere a colossal example of anti-empirical dogmatism arising 
from a successful metkodology. Evidence wkick kes outside tke metkod simply 
does not count.

Tke only actuakty of wkick we kave intim ate knowledge is ourself. Wkitekead's

'% id ., 6.

^^Wkitekead, Function  of Reason (Boston: Beacon Press, 1929, 1958), 12-15.
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metkotiology would tu rn  tke traditional metkodology on its kead and take tke 

e"—' r:enc;ng kum an keing as its starting-point. We must k rst examine and explore wkat 

we know akout ourself. From  tkere we extrapolate or interpolate kow otker actuakties are 

similar and different. Tke usual reverse is to start witk fundamental m aterial building- 

klocks (tkemselves n o t always conceived according to tke best contemporary pkysics) and 

try  to explain every o tker actuakty as arising ou t of tkose budding-klocks. Yet, as 

w kitekead kas asserted, tkis second metkod starts witk an akstraction, a kopeless 

akstraction wkick will never serve as explanation for all of concrete reakty. W ken one 

adopts tke second metkod, one ends up ruling out muck of kum an experience, particularly 

experience of mind-kody interaction, because it cannot be reduced to  tkese material 

kuilding-klocks (witness tke on-going debates about various quaka). W kitekead's question 

is simple—Wky adopt tkis limited metkodology instead of beginning witk tke actuality of 

wkick we kave tke m ost intim ate knowledge? In  tkis simple inversion, Wkitekead's 

pkilosopky becomes more adequate in interpreting tke data of our experience (because 

tk a t is wkere it begins), and it is more appkcable to our kum an experience (because it can 

speak to issues concerning minds, values, aestketic qualities, and o tker factors in 

experience).

Dipolaritv

We know tk a t tke kum an being, as an  experiencing subject, kas aspects tkat we 

call "pkysical" and aspects tka t we call "mental." Using tke W kitekeadian metkodology, 

we skould examine all actuality to see if all o tker beings also possess tkis dipolarity. O ne
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of tke m ost okvious features of our own pkysical kodies is tkat tkey largely endure from 

one m om ent to  tke  next. It is quite clear tkat tkey undergo ckange, but from one 

m om ent to  tke next, tkere is relative conformity to tke past. M ental aspects of tke 

kum an keing kave a  greater am ount of novelty. O u r perceptions can ckange quite 

radically from  one m om ent to  tke next. Also, our ideas move very quickly k:om one 

mental picture to  anotker or from one topic to anotker (tkus tke experience in a 

conversation of realizing tka t one kas spent many minutes on a tangent and trying to 

work oneself kack to  tke main topic). O ur mental aspects abound witk creativity and 

novelty. Tkey are also sukjective. My friends can observe tke pkysical features of my 

kand as well as I can. However, I am tke only one wko can experience tke pain if I were 

to cut m y finger wkile preparing lunck. A neurosurgeon would become more familiar witk 

my brain tkan  I am; tkougk ke could not gain access to my tkougkts. Finally, we also 

observe tk a t tke novelty introduced by mentakty is aimed. As Brentano stated, mentakty 

is largely akout intentions, purposes. I identify tkree important ckaracteristics of 

mentality—novelty, sukjectivity, and aim.

As we kave seen in  tke last two ckapters, W kitekead claimed tk a t tke fundamental 

pkysical units of reakty do possess tkese ckaracteristics. First, tkere is an element of 

novelty in  eack new actual entity. Even tke actual entity locked witkin tke petrified wood, 

tkougk alm ost completely a conformation to its past, does introduce some novelty. Tke 

novelty will be sometking negkgible and largely uninteresting. Because eack concrescence 

(coming-to-be of a  new actual entity) prekends all of tke previous actual entities tkat fall
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witkin. its causal kistory, eack new actual entity will kave a different past to prekend. Tke 

novelty can t e  as simple as tk a t. Secondly, even tkese fundam ental units kave 

sukjectivity. Tkere is sometking tka t it is like to ke a kat. Tkere is also sometking tka t it 

is like to ke an atom. A  ca rto n  atom  tkat is in a diamond structure will kave a different 

"point of view" tkan a ca rto n  atom in  a kuman toe. And, since eack actual entity is tke 

concrescence of tke prekensions of its past, eack entity kas a different, sukjective make­

up.

Tkirdly, all actual entities express aim. W kitekead's doctrine of causation is 

expressed in tke form of prekensions. He also calls tkese prekensions feelings. Feelings 

are not to ke mistaken for kuman-like emotions, tkougk tkere is an element of valuation 

involved. Tke usage is more similar to sometking like "Tkese clotkes are not dry; tkey 

still feeJ wet." Tke actual entity feels tke past, meaning tk a t it grasps tke data of tke 

antecedent world. In  tkis way, actual entities not only are causally connected to tkeir 

pasts, kut tkey also experience tkeir pasts. Tke experience is tke causal connection. 

H um an experience includes perception in tke mode of causal efficacy. Tkis mode is kotk 

causal and experiential. F rom  tkat, we conclude tka t tke causal relation must ke similar 

in  all actuakties—tkat it ke kotk causal and experiential. Tkerefore, all entities are taken 

to  ke experiential. All actual entities feel.

"Value is inkerent in  actuakty itself. To ke an  actual entity is to kave a self- 
interest. Tkis self-interest is a feeling of self-valuation; it  is an  emotional tone. . . .  I t  is 
tke ultimate enjoyment of keing actual," Religion in tke Making, first edition 1927  (New 
York: Fordkam  University Press, 1996), 100.
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Now, in tkis process o f concrescence, tkere is an aim. W kitekeaJ calls it 

"sukjective aim." Simply put, tke goal is tke coming-to-Le of tk e  entity in  question. Its 

sukjective aim  includes kow it responds to its past world. B ut tk a t how really is tke entity 

in  question. Tke response is emkodied in tke coming-to-te of tke  actual entity. So, even 

fundam ental pkysical reakty includes tke aim of its own coming-to-be ou t of its 

prekensions of its causal past.

I identifeed tkree im portant ckaracteristics of mentality—novelty, subjectivity, and 

aim . T ke  W kitekeadian ontology claims tkat even fundamental pkysical reality includes 

novelty, subjectivity, and aim. Tkerefore, fundamental reality expresses aspects of wkat we 

consider to  be "pkysical" and aspects of wkat we consider to be "mental" in ordinary 

kum an experience. Just as tke kum an being is Jipalar, so is fundam ental actuakty.

A ctual entities are a sukjective, creative process of coming-to-ke (mental) tka t prekend 

tkeir causal past and become data in tke causal past of future actual entities (pkysical).

A n  actual entity, tkerefore, kas mentakty. It does noi kave a "mind"; and it is 

clearly no t "conscious." W kitekead rejected tke emergentism o f kis day tka t got 

som etking out of notking. He viewed tkis as a category-mistake; tk a t a t some moment in 

pkysical evolution a gkost would pop into tke mackine. W ilkam Ernest Hocking 

expresses tkis same concern. H e writes, "Emergence is tke nam e for a problem, not for a 

solution." Emergentism violates simple cokerence, in tkat one m ust postulate a

^^Wdkam Ernest Hocking, "Wkitekead on Mind and N ature," in  Tke Pkilosopkv 
of Alfred N ortk  Wkitekead, ed. by Paul A rtkur Sckilpp for tk e  Library of Living
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different class o f entity or property tkan  kas keen existing kefore. Wkitekead presents tke 

logical alternative. "Mental" aspects occur alongside "pkysical" aspects in even tke most 

fundamental of entities. Hence, as evolution leads to more and more complex pkysical 

structures and organisms, it also leads to more and more complex mentality. Tkus, at 

some vague poin t along tke kody-continuum of quarks to kum ans, we kegin to get 

recognizakle "minds." Also, at some point, tke more complex state known as

consciousness anses.

Final Tkougkts

Tkere is no distinction ketween mentality and pkysicakty to Le explained. Tke 

mentakty of entity  X  is simply X's sukjective relation and reaction to its environment. O f 

course, wken we come to minds, particularly conscious minds, tkere are a kost of 

questions tka t rem ain. For example, kow do tke various neurons of tke kum an Lrain get 

integrated to produce Beetkoven's N in th l Tkese questions are a m atter of cognitive 

science and tke cooperation of psyckologists, neurologists, and otkers. David Ckalmers is 

attempting to  estakksk a new science of consciousness Lased upon kis own re-tkinking of 

tke ontological com m itm ents. Tke W kitekeadian organic pkilosopky goes H rtker and 

provides wonderful vistas from wkick to approack cognitive science in a new way. Tke 

point of tkis paper kas keen to  illustrate tk a t a  different ontology Lased upon a different

Pkilosopkers Series (New York: Tudor Pukksking Company, 1941, 1951), 395 .
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metkoclology is possitle and preferatle. As Roy Wood Sellars wrote, "To me tke kigk 

value of wkitekead's tkougkt is ontological. It is a serious alternative to any form of 

materialism. "

Initially I introduced four criteria from wkick to judge tke two tkeories developed 

in  tkis paper—consistency, cokerence, adequacy, and appkcakikty. First, I will assume 

tk a t kotk Kim's and W kitekead's pkilosopky are logically consistent—tkey contain no 

inkerent logical contradictions. Secondly, I kave concluded tkat Wkitekead Letter meets 

tke  criterion of cokerence. I initially defened cokerence ky korrowing a definition from 

Frederick Ferre—"tke conceptual elements of our tkeory m ust positively kang togetker so 

tk a t we can move smootkly witkout gaps from one element to anotker."^' Wkitekead does 

no t commit tke emergence category-mistake tkat Kim does. Kim assumes tkat minds are 

properties of kigk-order pkysical kodies wkose separate status m ust ke explained. Tke very 

fact tk a t tkere is a mind-kody proklem for Kim is a result of kis akstractions from direct 

experience.

Tke tkird principle is tka t of adequacy in explaining tke data. First, Kim did not 

place kis empkasis upon tke data. Instead, ke took mind as part of tke a priori 

commitments of practical reason. Tkis orientation of kis resulted from an inadequate

^^Roy Wood Sellars, "Pkilosopky of Organism and Pkysical Realism," in  Tke 
Pkilosopkv of Alfred N ortk W kitekead. Ed. ky Paul A rtkur Sckilpp. 2nd Edition. New 
York: Tudor Pukksking Company, 1941, 1951., 425.

^^Frederick Ferre, Being and Value: Toward a Constructive Postmodern 
Metapkvsics (Alkany: S tate University of New York Press, 1996), 2.
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doctrine of kum an experience. A  more comprekensive and autkentic pkilosopky of 

experience supports tke Lockean claim tkat minds and todies are uniked and interact. 

W kitekead meets tkis criterion witk kis original pkilosopky of experience tkat refuted 

classical empiricism and its keirs. Wkitekead's doctrine of experience does not reduce or 

eliminate im portant elements of experience t u t  attempts to explain tkem as autkentic and 

actual elements in  tke world.

Finally, we kave to test tke two tkeories for tkeir appkcakdity to kuman life. Let 

me tu rn  to Jokn Dewey to explain tkis feature. He writes:

Tkus tkere is kere suppked, I tkink, a first-rate test of tke value of any 
pkilosopky wkick is offered us: Does it end in conclusions wkick, wken tkey are 
referred tack  to ordinary life-experiences and tkeir predicaments, render tkem 
more signikcant, more luminous to us, and make our dealings witk tkem more 
fruitful? O r does it terminate in rendering tkings of ordinary experience more 
opaque tkan tkey were tefore, and in depriving tkem of kaving in 'reakty' even tke 
signikcance tkey kad previously seemed to kave? ̂>is

Kim leaves us in a quandary—eitker accept tkat mentality is sometking distinct from 

identikcation or reduction to tke pkysical or accept tkat mentakty is sometking witk 

causal efkcacy. Lut you can't kave kotk. Kim would kave us to deny key elements in 

experience, in life. Wkitekead would not. Tkougk in W kitekead tkere is a form of 

identity ketween mental and pkysical, tke pkysical kas keen so dramatically revised, tkat 

tkere is no serious damage to tke mentakty tka t we so treasure. Also, mentality plays an 

im portant causal role as tke sukjective experience of actual entities is tke key element in

^®Jokn Dewey, Experience and Nature (New York: Dover Pukkcations Inc.,
1958), 7.
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tke ir com ing-to-te, wkick tken affects all siiksequent actuality. Kim's views would 

alienate nkilcsopkv from kfe. wkereas W kitekead seeks to enkgkten and enkance our kves.

In  a straigktforward metkodological analysis, Wkitekead's pkilosopky is superior in 

tk a t it satisfies all four criteria. He satisfies tke definition of pkilosopky tka t opened tkis 

paper —an attem pt to  construct a set of tefiefs for tke individual and tke  com m unity 

based upon experience, wkick set of bekefs is consistent, coherent, appkcable to  its subject 

m atter, and adequate in  interpreting tke data. A nd so I conclude witk a  grand statem ent 

of pkilosopky's purpose:

Tkere is one moral to be drawn. A part from detail, and apart from system, 
a pbilosopkic outlook is tke very foundation of tkougkt and of life. Tke sort of 
ideas we attend to , and tke sort of ideas wkick we pusk into tke negkgible 
background, govern our bopes, our fears, our control of bekaviour. As we tkink, 
we kve. Tkis is wky tke assemblage of pbilosopkic ideas is more tk an  a speciakst 
study. It moulds our type of civikzation.^*^

"^Wkitekead, M T, 63.
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