THE CASE FOR MATERIALIS M

S0 the completeness of Physics 15 a doctrine with a history, and a
very interesting history at that, in the Appendix [ detail this tistory.
My main purpose in doing this is to show that there is good emptrical
evidence far the completeness of physles, But the historica story also
shows that this evidence is relatively recent, and that prioT to the
twentieth century the empirical case for the completeness of physics
was by no means persyasive.

Al the beginning of this chapter 1 ralsed the question of why
philosophical materialism has became Popular only in the last fifty
years of 50. As 1 pointed out, this historics] cltoumstance lends
weight to the snggestion that contemporary materialivm i3 a creature
of fashion rather than serious philesophiral atgument, 1 take the
story [ teil in the Appendix to rebut this suggestion. There is indeed a
good case for materialism. But it has not always been availabie to

Philosophers. This is bocause jts cruciz] premiss, the completeness of
physics, rests on empirtcal evidence which has emerged onjy
relatively recently,
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Chapter 2

CONCEPTUAL
DUALISM

2.1 Introdiction

The last chapter offered an argument for & materialist view of
corsciousness, where materialism is {0 be understood as a matter of
property ldentity. Conscious properties are ldentical to material

propertigs—that 1s, they are identical either o strictly physical

propertles, or to physically realized higher properties.

5till, while | arn a materlalst abont conscious properties, ! am a sort
of dualist about the concepts we use to refer ta these properties.! 1
think that we have two quite different ways of thinking abour
conscious propetties. Moreover, 1think that it is crucially Important
for materialists to realize that conscious properties can be referred to
in these two different ways. Materialists who do not acknowledge
this—and there are some—wil! find themselves unable to answer

some standand anti-materialist chailenges.

I'shall call these two kinds of concepts ‘phenomenal’ concepts and
‘material’ concepts. [ shal? have plenty to say about both kinds of
concepts in what follows. But It will be helpful to start with a rough
Initla! characterization,

' I Mennants of Meaning Stephen Schiffer {1967) combines a 'sentential
dualism' with an ontological physicalism about propositional attitudes. There are
effinitles between this and my 'corweptoal dualism' about conscious experlences,
though also many spectfic dlfierances. -
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Materlal concepts are those which Pick out conscious properties as
items in the third-personai, causal world. Most commonly, these will
be role concepts, by which I mean concepts which refer by describing
seme causal or other role, such as pain's role in mediatlig between
bodily damage and avoidance behaviour.? But [ want alsa to inciude
under this heading directly rhysical cemcepts which identify their
referents in terms of some intrinsic physical constitution—far
example, in terms of shape, mass, charge, and so on,?

The category of phenomenal £oncepts is less familiar. The peneral
idea is that when we use phenomenal concepts, we think of mental
properties, not as items in the materiaj world, but in terms of who
tiey are Yike. Consider what ha Prens when the dentist's dri]] sl s and
hits the nerve in your tooth, You can think of thiy materially, in
terms of nerve messages, brain activity, bodily flinching, facial
grimaces, and so on. Or you can think of It in terms of what It waould
be tike, of how it wonld feel if it happened to you.*

Now, as 2 materialist, 1 hold that even phenomenal concepts refer
to materlal properties. In distingulshing phenomenal concents from
material concepts, Tdo not wish to sluggest that they zefer to different
entitles. The argument of the last chapter ZAVEUS EYeTY 183500 to take
the two kinds of concepts to make common reference to material
properties. The iiea, then, Is that we have two quite different ways oof
thinking about pain, sy, of tasting chocolate, or seein § an efephant,

* Ay we saw earller (Ch, 1 . I} tole concepts of properties can be of B rypes.
They can name whicheyer property realicos the rele, or they can name the hlgher
proporty which constitutes the role. This distincion won't matter in the present

- chapter. (It {5 perhaps werth noting that it 15 wee 3 prian, even I 1 s frue, that
material role cowcepts of either kind shauld name material Lreperties a5 defined In
the last chapter; for it is not a priori, even if true, that the relevant roles will e
physically realized )

* T could pethaps also have incuded some perceptuat concepts uoder 1 heg ding
of material concepts of consclous takes, such as visual concepts of certalit brain
stales. Bul since such perceptial concepts of brain states play no prominent raje in
My arguonents wntil Chapeer &, It wiil shinplify thtings to leave them ot

! My distinction between ‘phenemenal’ and *materia)” cuncepls is slomifar i
David Chalmers's distinetlon hetween ‘plienoimernalt and yychological' CONCepts
(L halmers 1006} Bt his ‘nsychnlogicalt concepts are specifically roje CORCCpES,

and for present purposes 1F 35 moge comwernteot o work with MY more peneral
catgory of non-phenomenal ‘materal’ concepts, In Chapter 4, howsver, | shall
biave occasion 1o make use of Chalmers's ‘psychological” category.
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both of which refer to the same materlal properties in reality. By way
of an obvious analogy, consider the case where we have two terms,
'water’ and *Ha(¥, say, both of which refer to the same liquid.

We might say that the dlfference between phenomenal and
material concepls s a difference at the level of sense, not reference,
As in standard cases of co-reference, we have two terms which refer to
the same entlty, but in different ways—that is, ln virtue of differenit
senses. There will be many questions to answer about these Jistinet
modes of reference, and in particular about the mode In which
phenomenal concepts refer. But the underlying assumption witl
rematn, that these different mades both point to the same objective
material property®

! phenomenal and material concepts are quite distinct at the level
of sense, there will be no a priori route to the identification of their
referents. Examinations of the cuncepts themselves will not tell us
that they refer to the same properties. Such knowledge can only be
arrived at a posteriod, on the basis of empirical evidence about thelr
actual H.mmmnmn? Stilk, this will not worry materialists wha defend
materialism in the way outlined in the last chapter. For nothing in
that line of argument depended on any a priori analysis of concepts.

Ned Block (forthcomingd has recently coined some useful
terminology. He uses the term ‘inflationists’ for philosophers
who recognize an extra range of phenomenal concepts. Mot all
materialists ate Inflationists. As we shall see, a number of leading
materialist philosophers, including David Lewis and Daniel
Dennett, deny phenomenal concepts, and hold that all references
to conscious states are made using material concepts alone. Since
these philosoplters do not recognize any distinctive conceptual

* To forestall one possible confuston, let me make clear that | do oot take my
conceptual *dualism' stself to demand any special non-material ontology. In my
vivw, the deployment of plienomenal concepts depends on material processes in

thinkers' brains, |ust as much as the deployment of any other concepts, [ndeed, |
shall shortly say something more about the brain processes that might underky the
deployment of phenvmenal concepts. It s true that the ontology of CONCEPEs
themselves is 2 somewhat obscure matter, Some philosophers would argue that
they are a species of abstract entity, akin to numbers. | have ooy doubts ubout this,
and would hope Lo parse away any such references to coneepts as abstract abjecs,

But, in any case, questions to do with abistiacr oblects are guite independent of any
of the lssues addressed L this book.

44



CONCEPTUAL DUALISM

appatatos for referrng to conscious states, Block calls them
‘deflationists’.

2.2 Jackson’s Knowiedge Argument

The best way to demonstrate the existence of phenomenal concepts
Is via Frank Jackson’s ‘knrowledge argument’ 198z, 1986), Jackson
himself originally proposed this argument as a way of demonstrating
the existence of distinctive phenomenal properfies—that is, conscious
pProperties which cannot be identified with any material properties,
and which therefore refute materialism. 1 think that his stary does
e establish this anci-materialist conclusion, and will shortly argue
a8 much. But at the seme time it does provide an excellent way of
establishing the exlstence of distinctive phenomenal concepts.

Jackson's argument is made graphic by his weli-known ‘Mary’
thought-experiment. Mary is some future cogmitive scientist. She is
an absolute authority on human vision, and n particular on colour
perception. She has complete material knowiedge about what goes
¢n in humans when they see colours. She knows all about light
wives, and reflectance profiles, and rods and cones, and about the
many areas concerned with vision in the occipital lobe, and what
they each do, and about the kinds of clrcumstarices that produce
different colour experiences, and the kinds of Hlominabon that
pieduce colour illusions, and so on,

However, apart from thls, Mary has had a somewhat unusual
upbringing. She has never seen any colours herself. She has lived all
her life Inside a house palnted black and white and shades of grey, All
her knowledge of colour vislon is book learnin’, and none of her
books contains any colour illustrations. 3he has a TV, but it is an old
black-and-white set,

Then one day Mary walks out of her fant door, and sces a red
rose. At this point, Jacksen chserves, Mary learns Something new,
something she didn't know before. $he learns what it is like to see
Something red.

Jackson takes this to show that Mary becomes acquainted with
some new property of red experiences, the ‘consclous feel’ of red
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experence.® Afret all, befora she came out of the house, she already
knew about every material property of red expetiences. If she leams
about something new, argues Jackson, this must involve her now
knowing about some further feature of red experiences, 1he conscious
feature, which cannot therefore be identical with anything materal.
Fowever, materialists who recognlze phenomenal concepts
needn’t accept this argument. They can respond that, while there
ts Indeed a genuine before-after difference in Mary, this is just a
matter of her coming to think in new ways, and in particular of het
acquidng a new concepr of seeing something red. There are no new
experiential properties in the offing. The proprerty she refers to with
this concept is still a perfectly good material propetty, that materia)
property, whatever it is, that is present in just those peopie who are

- seeing something red, and which she could think abgiet perfectly well,

albeit only using material concepts, even before she saw the rose,

2.3 Denying Any Difference

Let me go a littke more slowly. Not all materialist philosophers
respond to Jackson's argument in this way—that is, by arguing that
Mary is changed at the level of concepts, even if not by any
acquatntance with new phenomenal properties. 1 shall consider twe
alternative materlalist responses which deny that she acguires any
new concepts, These are ‘deflationlst’ responses to Jackson's
argument, in that they see no reason to credit Mary with anything
but material concepts, evern after she leaves her house. Exposing 1he
dehciencies in these deflationist strategles wlll help to make it clear
why materialists fieed to recognize distinctively phenomenat

CumCEpts.

& In alllog experiences ‘Ted', 1 do not of coutse mean that they have the same
guality as ripe tomatoes or piltar-boxes. A mowe careful phrase would be 'an
experlence as of seeing something red”, But | shall use the less carefud ‘red
experience’ when it is expositorlly smoother 1o do so, and in e danger of causing
confuston. I shabl also sometlines ease the exposition by using ‘seeing something
red” for the longer "an expericnce qs ot seping something red’; in general this should
nob be tiken to imply that the thing seen is aclually red, or even that samething
actual is seern.

5T



