






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Psycho-physical identity statements can serve as 
such connecting principles, just as statements 
like "gas is a collection of molecules" and 
"Temperature is the mean kinetic energy of mole­
cules" serve as connecting principles in the 
reduction of classical thermodynamics to statis­
tical mechanics. 
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Kim then argues that while this seems to be a plausible view, 

it does not support the assertion that 'sensations' and 'BP' 

denote one and the same process. 

What needs to be shown is that unless the iden­
tification is made, the derivation of mentalistic 
laws from neuro-physiological laws is impossible. 
That is, it has to be shown that nothing less 
than psycho-physical identity statements will do 
as psycho-physical connecting principles. But 
it is dubious that this can be shown; in fact, 
psycho-physical correlation statements seem 
sufficiently strong to function as the requisite 
connecting principles. 

Kim's contention is that the correlation statement may be 

true, and psychology may be reducible to physiology, and yet 

the corresponding identity statement may not hold. 

In attempting to meet this objection we have to ask: 

what are the conditions in which the identity statement 

would be falsified? One of these conditions would be if sen-

sations have properties that failed to fit into the space­

time-causal network, and consequently could not be reduced to 

properties that do fit into that network. If sensations do 

have such properties, then not all properties of sensations 

are reducible, and thus one of the conditions of theoretical 

identity, viz., property identity, would not be fulfilled. 

The result of this, it seems to me, would be the 

abandonment of the identity theory. For, if sensations have 

properties that do not fit into the space-time-causal network, 
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then sensations must be thought of as having non-physical, 

psychic, properties. This conclusion is precisely the one 

that Feigl appears to adopt at the end of his long monograph.~ 
In distinguishing his position from epiphenomenalism Feigl5 

writes: 

Our solution of the mind-body problem differs quite 
fundamentally from materialistic epiphenomenalism 
in that: (1) it is monistic, whereas epiphenomenal­
ism is a form of dualistic parallelism; (2) the 
"physical" is interpreted as a conceptual system 
(or as the realities described by it), but not as 
the primary kind of existence to which the mental 
is appended as a causally inefficacious 1~, 
or "shadowy" secondary kind of existence; (3) q_ui te 
to the contrary, mental states experiences and/or 
knowable by acquaintance are interpreted as the 
very realities which are also denoted by a (very 
small) subset of physical concepts. • •• Speaking 
"ontologically" for the moment, the identity theory 
regards sentience (qualities experienced, and in 
human beings knowable by acquaintance) and other 
qualities (unexperienced and knowable only by 
description) the basic reality. 

It seems then that 'basic reality' is made up of two kinds of 

qualities: those that fit into the space-time-causal network, 

and those that do not. Sensations have both kinds of quali­

ties or properties. Insofar as they have the former kind, 

they are reducible to BP, insofar as they have the second 

kind, they are non-reducible. Feigl calls those qualities 

that do not fit into the space-time-causal network, collec­

tively, 'raw feels.' 

4H. Feigl, 'The "Mental" and the "Physical,'" 
Minnesota Studies in the Philoso of Science, Vol. II, 
eds. H. Feigl, M. Scriven, G. Maxwell Minneapolis: Univer­
sity of Minnesota Press, 1958), pp. 370-482. 

5Feigl, p. lt74. 
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Let us go back now to Kim's objection and restate it. 

It may be argued from the putative fact that the assertion 

of a perfect correlation between sensations and BP is true, 

and from the putative fact that the common sense view of 

sensations is reducible to physiology it does not follow 

that all the properties sensations have are also properties 

that BP have. For sensations do, while BP do not, have a 

'raw feel' component. Consequently, sensations and BP cannot 

be identical. It is necessary to enquire, therefore, whether 

or not sensations have an irreducible raw feel component. 

(2) As far as I know the expression 'raw feel' was first 

used by Tolman. 6 Presenting, with the view of criticising, 

an argument against his own position Tolman writes: 7 

Sensations, says the orthodox mentalist, are more 
than discriminanda-expectations. • •• They are 
in addition immediate men tal givens, "raw feels." 
They are unique subjective suffusions in the mind, 
And it is these "raw feels," these suffusions, 
which constitute the ultimate entities in which 
as psychologists we are, or should be, interested. 

Tolman does not deny the existence of raw feels, nor for that 

matter, does he enquire what "subjective suffusions" are. He 

does go on to say, however, that even if raw feels exist, 

scientists gua scientists are justified in disregarding them. 

If there be "raw feels" • • • these "raw feels" 
are by very definition "private" and not capable 

6 E. G. Tolman, 
(New York: Century Co., 

7Tolman 1 pp. 250-251. 



of scientific treatment. And we may leave the 
question as to whether they exist, and what to do 
about them, if they do exist, to other disciplines 
than psychology--e.g, to logic, epistemology, and 
metaphysics. And whatever the answers of these 
other disciplines4 we, as mere psychologists need 
not be concerned,o 

In support of this position Tolman9 quotes Lewis:10 

In the end, the supposition of a difference in 
immediate experience ("i.e. our raw feels," says 
Tolman) which is not to be detected through diver­
gence in discrimination and relations, is a notion 
very difficult to handle • Because such difference 
would, ex hypothesi, be ineffable. We can have no 
language for discussing what no language or behav­
ior could discriminate, And a difference which no 
language or behavior could convey is, for purposes 
of communication, as good as non-existent. 
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Accordingly, Tolman11 proposes to discard raw feels onto one 

of several ''scrap-heaps." We could ignore them; or, we could 

admit their existence, but recognize that their existence 

"makes no difference"; or, we could proceed on the assumption 

that "raw feels may be the way physical realities are intrin­

sically, i.e. in and for themselves," or, with a slight 

variation, we could argue following Russell, "that experienced 

qualities are the intrinsic nature of a nervous process." 

Tolman ~ psychologist is perhaps justified in dis­

regarding raw feels, The identity theory, however, cannot 

afford the same luxury. One of the objections against the 

8Tolman, p. 25'3. 

9Tolman, p. 426. 

lOc. I. Lewis, Mind and the World-Order, (New York: 
Scribner, 1929), see p. 112. 

11Tolman, pp. 426-427. 



theoretical identity of sensations and BP is based on the 

alleged existence of raw feels. 
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(3) It is extremely difficult to state precisely what 

the objection is, because it is not easy to discover what 

raw feels are supposed to be. To a~ that raw feels are 

'ineffable' or 'subjective suffUsions,• or that raw feels 

'may be thew~ physical realities are intrinsically,' is to 

obscure the problem even more. The difficulty in stating 

what raw feels are supposed to be is due to the fact that 

even if they exist we talk about them only in terms of their 

alleged causes and effects. 

We might approximate, however, what raw feels are 

thought to be by the following illustration. Imagine a 

millenial neurophysiologist. Suppose that he can attach 

electrodes to the 'pain center' of the brain. If he sends 

mild electro-shocks through the electrodes the person may 

exclaim 'Ouch!', his blood pressure may increase, his pupils 

may dilate; in a word, we may detect the typical causes and 

effects of pain. If he remains conscious during the experi­

ment, we pan ask him: 'Do you feel pain?'; he may reply: 

'No.• Something seems to be lacking. It is a raw feel that 

is lacking. Normally, the presence of the indicators of pain 

jueti~j the assumption that the person feels pain. In this 

case the person felt no pain. The objection against the 

theoretical i.dentification o:f sensations and BP is that if 

raw feels are not always present when BP are present, but are 

always present when sensations are present, then sensations 



cannot be theoretically identical with BP. 

In order to appreciate the force of this objection it 

is necessary to step outside, as it were, of the identity 

theory. If one does not do this, the objection will be felt 

to beg the question. Identity theorists would merely assume 

that the difference between the situation created by the 

millenial neurophysiologist's manipulations and ordinary 

pain-producing situations is the absence of certain BP, viz., 

those identical with raw feels. The immediately experienced 

qualities of sensations, i.e. those raw feels with which we 

are all supposed to be directly acquainted, are really 

nothing but BP. What we apprehend introspectively is identi­

cal with what neurophysiologists observe instrumentally. 

Talk about raw feels, argues the identity theorist, does 

nothing to invalidate this argument. 

The disagreement between the identity theorist and 

the champion of irreducible raw feels is a disagreement about 

the question of proof. The latter feels that the former 

ought either to show how raw feels are reducible to BP, or 

abandon the identity theory. The former feels that unless 

the notion of irreducible raw feels is given cognitive sig­

nificance no objection has been made. Accordingly, I shall 

enquire whether the assertion that there are irreducible raw 

feel components of sensations has cognitive significance. 

Let us assume that the correlation statement is true. 

Not only the identity theory, but also different forms of 

dualism, viz., parallelism, epiphenomenalism, some forms of 
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interactionism, and the double aspect theory, are consistent 

with the truth of the correlation statement. The raw feel 

argument is in support of dualistic theories, and against 

the identity theory. Its purpose may be regarded as showing 

that it is unjustified to pass from the truth of the correla­

tion statement to the assertion of the identity statement. I 

shall consider the raw feel objection as it was formulated by 
12 

Feigl. The objection comes to this: 

If the synthetic (i.e. contingent) element in the 
relation that we have stressed throughout is 
admitted, then there is something which purely 
physical theory does not and cannot account for. 
Is there then a kind of 'brute fact' which our 
monistic theory has to accept but for which there 
is possibly no explanation, in the same sense as 
there can be (within naturalistic empiricism) no 
explanation for the fact that our world is what 
it is. • • • ? 

Feigl's objection is, I think, based on the fact that he is 

impressed by the testimony of immediate experience. It is 

undoubtedly true that immediately experienced raw feels 

appear to have no relation of identity to any instrumentally 

observed BP. If this appearance turns out to be no more 

than that, i.e. if raw feels merely correspond to, but are 

not identical with, some BP, then perhaps we would have to 

regard raw feels as irreducible 'brute facts.• In conse­

quence, the identity theory would have to be abandoned. 

{4) In reply to the objection let us first agree that 

the testimony of immediate experience establishes the 

12Feigl, pp. 390-391. 



existence of raw feels. The identity theory does not deny 

their existence. The point at issue is the correct analysis 

or interpretation of the testimony of immediate experience. 

It is agreed by both sides that we learn introspectively 

that we have raw feels, the dispute is about what raw feels 

are. Feigl, in his objection, holds that raw feels are 

irreducible brute facts that cannot be accommodated by a 

physicalistic identity theory, I hold that they can be. 

How can this dispute be settled? It is clear that 

empirical evidence is no longer of any help. The conflict 

arises only after all the empirical evidence is available. 

The dispute is about the interpretation of the empirical 

evidence. A difference, as James said, to be a difference 

must make a difference. Let us therefore see what differ­

ence it makes which interpretation we adopt. 

If, per impossibile, an identity theorist were to 

draw up a list containing all the known classes of events 

occurring in the universe, the list would contain 'n' items. 

If their opponents, who are being considered here, were to 

do the same, the list would contain at least 'n + 1' items; 

the additional item being raw feels. Some identity theo­

rists deny, while their opponents assert, that raw feels are 

part of the 'basic fUrniture' of the universe, 

What reason is there for supposing that either side 

is correct in this dispute? How do we settle questions 

about the possible existence of basic, unanalyzable entities 

in the universe? I shall discuss several possible lines of 
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argument in favor of dualism and Feigl's position. The view 

that raw feels are basic, unanalyzable parts of the universe 

could not be held on empirical grounds. Not only is there 

no empirical evidence for this view, there ex hypothesi 

could be none. The reason for this is that according to the 

initial assumption §11 the empirical evidence for the exist­

ence of raw feels is already available, viz., in the correla­

tion statements whose truth is assumed; the conflict is about 

the interpretation of this evidence. 

It might be argued that the testimony of immediate 

experience is evidence for the conclusion that raw feels 

cannot be given a reductive account. It has to be admitted, 

of course, that the properties predicated of raw feels on 

the basis of direct acquaintance appear to be quite different 

from the properties predicated of BP on the basis of instru­

mental observation. However, the fact that phenomenon (A) 

appears to have certain characteristics under certain condi­

tions, and a phenomenon (B) appears to have quite different 

characteristics under different conditions licenses neither 

the conclusion that A and B are distinct nor that they are 

irreducible. The apparent difference between them may be 

due to the different observational conditions.13 If dualists 

and Feigl wish to argue for the irreducibility of raw feels, 

they cannot by relying upon introspective evidence alone; 

additional arguments are required. 

13This point was argued in Chapter Seven. 



Another argument sometimes offered for the 

bility of raw feels is the doctrine of the given. 

argues that 

irreduci-

F . 114 e:J.g 

epistemology, in order to provide an adequate 
reconstruction of the confirmation of knowledge 
claims must employ the notion of immediate 
experience as a confirmation basis; (the "given" 
cannot be entirely a myth). 

Let us tentatively accept Feigl's argument. Its natural 

extension to the present case is the identification of the 

given with raw feels. The argument supporting Feigl's and 

the dualist's view of raw feels then becomes the following: 

through introspection we have evidence of the existence of 

raw feels. Raw feels are the given. The given is the con­

firmation basis of all of our empirical knowledge claims, 

hence its existence cannot be questioned. Nor, if raw feels 

are the given, can they be explained in terms of BP, for it 

is in terms of the given that everything else, including BP, 

is ultimately explained. 

My criticism of this argument is that it conceals a 

confUsion between two ways of regarding the given: the 

epistemological and the ontological. The view that there is 

an epistemological given may be justified, but it does not 

support the conclusion that raw feels are 'inexplicable.' 

The view that there is an ontological given is unjustified 

and rather well-refUted, hence it cannot be used to support 

the 'inexplicability' of raw feels. I shall not argue 

14 Feigl, p. 392. 



against there being an ontological given, I accept the 

criticisms of this view presented by Feyerabend, Popper, 

Quine, Sellars, Wittgenstein, and others. That is to say, 

~1 

I deny that if we penetrated 'deeply' enough into the nature 

of reality we would there find a level of existence in terms 

of which everything else that exists can be explained, but 

which itself cannot be explained. 

On the other hand, I accept the need for the epis­

temological given. I take the claim that there must be an 

epistemological given to mean that there must be primitive 

observational terms in any scientific theory. These observa­

tional terms are, of course, inexplicable in terms of the 

theory in which they function as primitives. Their inexpli­

cability, however, is not due to some peculiar ineffable 

property that the referents of the observational terms have; 

their inexplicability is due rather to the way in which the 

theory has come to be constructed. Other, alternative, con­

structions are possible in which what is given is different. 

In the light of this, one can accept Feigl's claim that raw 

feels are the given in a particular theory and hold, at the 

same time, that in another theory raw feels need not be the 

given, i.e. need not be the primitive observational terms. 

It is plausible to regard raw feels as being unanalyzable 

primitives in the common sense framework. Nothing that 

Feigl or dualists say, however, prevents one from attempting 

to construct a theory in which raw feels are not unanalyza­

ble primitives. And this is precisely what the identity 



theory is trying to do. It is unsatisfactory, therefore, to 

object to the identity theory by pointing out that in another 

theory raw feels play a different role. 

(5) The dispute between the identity theorist and his 

critics now stands in the following way: according to the 

identity theory sensations and BP are theoretically identi­

cal. This assertion is criticized by saying that the theo­

retical identity of sensations and BP is compatible with 

their distinctness. That is, the truth of the correlation 

statement is sufficient for the fulfillment of the require­

ments of the theoretical identity; there is neither need nor 

justification for the assertion of the corresponding identity 

statement. The identity theorist meets the objection by 

arguing that if sensations and BP are to be regarded as dis­

tinct, even though they are acknowledged to be theoretically 

identical, there must be a difference between them. This 

difference, it is argued, against the identity theory, is 

that sensations do, while BP do not, have a raw feel compo­

nent. Further, not only must it be true that only sensations 

have a raw feel component, but also that this raw feel compo­

nent must be irreducible. The two arguments offered for the 

irreducibility of raw feels, viz., one based on the testimony 

of immediate experience, the other based on the doctrine of 

the given, were shown not to support the irreducibility of 

raw feels. The situation now is that both the identity 

theorist and his critics accept the testimony of immediate 

experience concerning the existence of raw feels. The 



disagreement is about the interpretation of the testimony 

of immediate experience. I have been arguing up to now for 

the view that the interpretation offered by Feigl and dual­

ists is mistaken. I shall argue that the interpretation 

offered by the identity theory should be accepted. 

The success of an interpretation, or rather, of a 

theory, should be judged by examining whether or not the 

theory fUlfills certain criteria. The difficulty is, how­

ever, that the criteria of success that the identity theory 

would accept are not the same as those that its critics would 

accept. It is thus possible that there is complete agreement 

between the identity theorist and his critic as to what the 

facts are, what precisely the theory is trying to do, how it 

does it, and yet there be disagreement as to whether the 

theory is successfUl. 

In order to decide, in the last analysis, between 

the identity theory and competing theories of mind, one would 

have to decide which criteria of success should be accepted. 

Now I do not know how to justifY my acceptance of certain 

criteria of success except by saying why I accept them. And 

saying this will ultimately come down to saying that they 

seem plausible to me. If this is less than a good justifica­

tion, I can find consolation in two things. First, my pri­

mary concern is to show that given certain reasonable cri­

teria of success, the identity theory is successful. So it 

is, at the very least, a competitor among theories of mind. 

Second, not only the identity theory, but all theories are 



judged by criteria of success whose adoption is not justified 

any better than is the identity theory's. 

I shall offer two criteria of success: simplicity 

and unity of explanation. These two criteria are not cri­

teria of success of theories, they are rather criteria of 

success of a theory relatively to other theories. That is, 

I assume that any theory competing with the identity theory, 

and the identity theory itself, fulfills such requirements 

as explaining all the relevant facts, being internally con­

sistent, and being, at least partially, testable. MY argu­

ment is that given the fulfillment of these conditions, one 

should accept the theory that is simpler and gives a unitary 

explanation. Let us consider these criteria. 

(6) The criterion of simplicity favoring the identity 

theory may be stated in this way. Given the truth of the 

correlation statement, we should accept the corresponding 

identity statement because it is simpler to suppose that 

there is only one process, rather than there being two pro­

cesses. The argument for simplicity then takes the following 

form; as Kim15 puts it: 

A correlation statement cries out for an explana­
tion: Why is it that whenever and wherever there 
is water, there is H20? Why is it that wherever 
and only whenever a person has pain he is in some 
specific brain state? • • • We can answer these 
questions if, and perhaps only if, we accept the 
corresponding identity statements. That is, we 



~hall answer: Because water~ H20, because pain 
~ brain state, 
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The question is what sort of simplicity is achieved by moving 

from the correlation statement to the corresponding identity 

statement? 

Kim16 argues that "the simplicity thus achieved is 

rather trivial and of minimal significance from a scientific 

point of view." The reason for this conclusion is that: 

The factual cash value of the identity is simply 
the correlation, and in terms of factual informa­
tion we are simply repeating in the explanans what 
is supposed to be explained. This is a far cry 
from the usual kind of scientific explanation in 
which a fact or regularity is explained by involv­
ing more general and mora comprehensive laws and 
theoretical principles. I 

The replacement of the correlation statement by the identity 

statement does not reduce the number of primitive concepts, 

nor does it reduce the number of primitive assumptions. The 

replacement yields "neither economy of concepts, nor economy 
18 

of assumptions." 

We have to argue, it seems to me, that the simplicity 

achieved by the identity theory is almost completely irrele­

vant from the scientific point of view. However, scientific 

simplicity is not the only kind of simplicity there is. I 

shall call the relevant kind of simplicity 'ontological.' 

If we assume an ontological framework that has as 

16Kim, · p. 230. 

17Kim, P• 230. 

18Kim, P• 230. 



basic entities particulars, e.g. persons, animals, material 

objects, and the like, and properties, e.g. solidity, 

brittleness, being opaque, and the like, then we can explain 

the identity of processes on the basis of identity of par­

ticulars and identity of properties. In such a framework 

the distinctness of processes would entail that there are 

different particulars and properties involved in the occur­

rence of processes, 

Given this ontological framework, it would be onto­

logically simpler to assume that sensations and BP are iden­

tical, rather than distinct, processes. Their distinctness 

entails the existence of a greater number of particulars and 

properties than does their identity. Therefore, if all 

other factors are equal, the identity theory is to be pre­

ferred, because it is ontologically simpler. The simplicity 

of the identity theory is based on its postulation of the 

existence of a smaller number of particulars and properties 

than do competing theories. 

There are at least two different ways in which dual­

istic theories could conflict with the identity theory. The 

identity theory assumes that there is only one kind of par­

ticular, viz., the body or the brain, and only one kind of 

property, viz., physical, involved in giving a psychological 

description of a person. Radical dualism disagrees: accord­

ing to this view there are two different kinds of particulars, 

viz., the mind and the body, and two different kinds of 

properties, viz., mental and physical, involved in giving a 



psychological description of a person. A more moderate dual­

istic theory may agree that there is only one kind of par­

ticular, yet hold that two different sets of properties, 

mental and physical, should be predicated of the one par­

ticular. The identity theory is simpler, from the ontologi­

cal point of view, than is either radical or moderate dual­

ism. 

A dualist may agree with everything I said, but may 

still disagree with my conclusion. It might be asked: why 

should one prefer ontological simplicity to ontological com­

plexity? In reply to this, it seems to me, one can only say: 

if the assumption that there exists only one kind of particu­

lar with only one kind of property will explain all the facts, 

then the assumption that there exists two kinds of particu­

lars or two sets of properties must be vacuous. One can con­

clude absurdity from vacuity, however, only if a narrow 

verificationist view is taken. The inescapable conclusion 

seems to be that while dualists may have a valid claim, 

vis-a-vis ontological simplicity, the claim has not been made 

out. In order to make it out, dualists have to specify what 

mind and mental properties are, apart from the brain or the 

body and their physical properties. 

(7) In this section I shall discuss the second criterion 

whose fulfillment should lead us to prefer the identity 

theory vis-a-vis other theories of mind. The criterion is 

that of giving a unitary explanation of all explananda. If 

this criterion is accepted, then the identity theory is to 
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be preferred to other theories, because it fits into and con­

tributes to a unitary explanatory framework. 

Smart19 explains his view of philosophy partly as an 

attempt to fulfill this criterion: 

As I propose to use the word 'philosophy' it will 
stand primarily for an attempt to think clearly 
and comprehensively about: (a) the nature of the 
universe, and (b) the principles of conduct. • •• 
Notice that I have said both 'to think clearly' 
and 'to think comprehensively.• The former expres­
sion ties up with the prevailing conception of 
philosophy as linguistic or conceptual analysis, 
and the latter ties up with another conception of 
philosophy as the rational reconstruction of langu­
age so as to prov~Be a medium for the expression 
of total science. 

Smart then goes on to explain what he means by 'thinking com­

prehensively': 

A man might analyse biology in a certain way. He 
might argue, as I shall do, that living organisms, 
including human beings, are simply very compli­
cated physico-chemical mechanisms. This man might 
also analyse physics as the ordering and predicting 
of sense experiences. • •• But though he might be 
thinking c~Iarly, he would not be thinking compre­
hensively. 

As a biologist, this man would postulate one kind of relation 

between man and nature; as a physicist he would postulate 

another. Thinking as a biologist he would say that man is 

part of nature; thinking as a physicist he would say that 

what nature is thought to be depends on the experiences of 

19smart, PSR., Chapter One. 
20smart, pp. 1-2. 
2lsmart, p. 2. 



man. Smart wri tea: 22 

To think comprehensively he would have to discover 
a way of thought which enabled him to think both 
as a biologist and as a physicist. Presumably a 
comprehensive way of thought would be one which 
brought all intellectual disciplines into a har­
monious relationship with one another. 

But more needs to be said. Identity theorists as well as 

their critics may have claim to comprehensive thinking. What 

needs to be shown is that the identity theory, as opposed to 

other theories, supports a particular kind of comprehensive 

thinking. 

This requirement is fulfilled if one accepts the 

criterion of unitary explanation in addition to comprehen­

siveness. That is, this criterion is fulfilled if the same 

type of explanation is provided for all explananda. The 

same type of explanation would be given if the program of the 

unity of science were possible. That is, if all explananda 

fitted into one science or another, and if all sciences were 

reducible to one fundamental science, then all explananda 

would be given a unitary, viz., scientific, explanation. 

The program of the unity of science may be conceived 

in several different ways: 23 

First, Unity of Science in the weakest sense is 
attained to the extent to which all terms of science 
are reduced to the terms of one discipline, (e.g. 
physics or psychology). 

22Smnrt 2 '""' ' p • • 
23P. Oppenheim and H. Putnam, 'Unity of Science as 

Working Hypothesis,' Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of 
Science, Vol. II, eds. H. Feigl, H. Scriven, G. Maxwell, 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1958), pp. 3-32. 
See especially pp. 3-4. 
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This conception of the unity of science is based on the unity 

of language: 

Second, Unity of Science in a stronger sense 
(because it implies Unity of Language, whereas 
the reverse is not the case) is represented by 
Unity of Laws. It is attained to the extent to 
which the laws of science become reduced to the 
laws of some one discipline. 

So the program of the unity of science, or the achievement of 

a unitary explanatory framework, depends on the unity of 

language or on the unity of laws. 

Now my point is that if one accepts the desirability 

of a unitary explanatory framework, and if there are two or 

more competing theories that differ only in respect of one 

thing, viz., whether or not they fit into a unitary explana­

tory framework, then one should accept the theory that does 

fit into the framework. 

It seems to me that of the identity theory and com­

peting dualistic theories only the identity theory fulfills 

this requirement. For while dualistic theories may provide 

comprehensive explanation, they do not provide unitary ones. 

The reason for this is that dualistic theories assume the 

existence of either both mental particulars and mental 

properties, or only of mental properties. It is essential 

for dualistic theories that mental particulars and properties 

be irreducible to physical particulars and properties. So 

if there is a comprehensive dualistic explanation it cannot 

be unitary, since the explanation of mental particulars and 

properties must differ in kind from the explanation of physi­

cal particulars and properties. 
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So, if the only difference between the identity 

theory and its dualistic competitors were the giving of uni­

tary explanations, then given this criterion, the identity 

theory should be accepted. 

II 

(8) 

far as 

The term 'The Criteriological View' was invented, as 
24 I know, by Chappell. He uses it to refer collec-

tively to certain views of Wittgenstein, Malcolm, and 

Strawson; Shoemaker, I think, could be safely added to the 

list. 25 The basic assumption of the criteriological view is 

that there is a criterial relation between mental states and 

behaviour, and simpliciter between sensations and behaviour. 
26 

Chappell writes: 

This relation is a logical relation: it is not just 
a fact that certain things are said and done by a 
man who has a pain. The relation is logical, because 
as Malcolm puts it • • • "the satisfaction o:f the 
criterion of z establishes the existence of z beyond 
question," or because to use Strawson's phrase ••• 
the presence or satisfaction of a criterion consti­
tutes a "logically adequate basis" for asserting the 
existence of the thing of which it is a criterion, 

24v. c. Chappell, ed. The Philosophy of Mind, 
(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1962), p. 17. 

25These views are expressed mainly in Wittgenstein's 
The Blue and Brown Books, and Philoso~hical Investigations, 
Malcolm's 'Review of Wittgenstein'shilosophical Investiga­
tions,• Dreaming, 'Knowledge of Other Minds,' Strawson's 
'Critical Notice' of Philosophical Investigations, 'Persons' 
which is a chapter in Individuals, and Shoemaker's Self­
Knowledge and Self-Identity. 

26chappell, p. 17. 



or for ascribing that thing (if that is the sort 
of thing it is) to something. Behavior is a cri­
terion of pain, according to those who hold this 
View, because an appeal to a man's behavior estab­
lishes beyond question that he has pain, because 
if he is behaving in a certain way he must have a 
pain. 
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The criteriological view may be understood as an attempt to 

explain what justification there is for describing others 

and ourselves as having certain experiences. The justifica­

tion is that the presence of criteria for the experience in 

question logically entitles one to describe a person as hav­

ing the experience. 

Strawson27 argues that there is an ambiguity of pur-

pose in Wittgenstein's version of the criteriological view. 

Strawson writes:
28 

Wittgenstein seems to me to oscillate in his dis­
cussion of this subject between a stronger and a 
weaker thesis, of which the first is false and the 
second true. These may be described, rather than 
formulated, as follows. • •• The stronger thesis 
says that no words name sensations (or 'private 
experiences'); and in particular the word 'pain' 
does not (cf. 293). The weaker thesis says that 
certain conditions must be satisfied for the 
existence of a common language in which sensations 
are ascribed to those who have them; and that cer­
tain confusions about sensations arise from a 
failure to appreciate this, and consequently to 
appreciate the way in which the language of sensa­
tions functions. 

The strong thesis is reminiscent of behaviourism; sensation­

predicates, according to this view, do not refer to mental 

27P. F. Strawson~ 'Critical Notice--Philosophical 
Investigations,' Mind, 6b (19~), pp. 70-99. 

28strawson, pp. 83-84. 
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states, they refer rather to actual and potential behaviour. 

I agree with Strawson that the strong thesis is false, but I 

shall not argue for this point. 

The purpose of this part of the chapter is to shed 

fUrther light on the identity theory by showing that it is 

compatible with the weaker thesis. Indeed, the identity 

theory may be regarded as an attempt to go beyond the weaker 

criteriological view. 

(9) Strawson29 argues that in order to ascribe sensations 

to others it is necessary to have a common sensation-languag~ 

he then goes on to say: 

The only possible common pain-language is the langu­
age in which pain is ascribed to those who talk 
the language, the criteria for its ascription being 
(mainly) pain-behaviour. And because of this fact 
it is necessarily empty and pointless {I will ll2! 
say meaningless) either (a) to speculate about the 
ascription of pain to anything which does not 
exhibit behaviour comparable in relevant respects 
with human behaviour, or (b) to raise generalized 
doubts about other people's experience of pain, or 
about one's own knowledge of this. It is the above 
points which I take Wittgenstein essentially to be 
making. 

That is, the weak criteriological view holds that it is a 

necessary condition of having knowledge of other minds that 

there be a common sensation-language. Sensations are 

ascribed to others in this common language on the basis of 

criteria, and the criteria are the many different kinds of 

pain behaviour. 

29 Strawson, p. 88. 
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Strawson agrees with Wittgenstein up to this point. 

Strawson, however, claims that the way in which Wittgenstein 

argues is misleading:3° 

For from none of those facts does it follow that 
'pain' is not the name of a sensation. On the 
contrary. It is only in the light of the fact 
that 'pain' is the name of a sensation that those 
facts are intelligible; or better, to say that 
'pain' is the name of a sensation is (or ought to 
be) just to begin to draw attention to those facts. 
One could say: that pain is a sensation (ort that 
sensations have the special status they haveJ is a 
fact of nature which dictates the logic of 'pain.' 

Strawson's interpretation of Wittgenstein points, it seems to 

me, to the following conclusion. The weak criteriological 

view is engaged in an investigation of what Strawson calls 

"the logic of 'pain. •" I take this to be an attempt to dis­

cover the conditions in which 'pain' is used correctly, to 

discover what are the criteria for the correct use of 'pain,' 

to investigate the "depth grammar" of 'pain' and other 

sensation-predicates. In other words, the weak criteriologi­

cal view attempts to clarifY the way in which sensation 

predicates are used in common, ordinary language. 

However, 'pain' and other sensation-predicates are 

terms not only in the vocabulary of ordinary language, but 

also in the vocabulary of scientific languages, e.g. the langu­

age of neurophysiology. Neurophysiologists may be taken to be 

investigating partly that "fact of nature which," according to 

Strawson, "dictates the logic of pain." 

30 Strawson, p. 88. 
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The identity theory may be regarded as an attempt to 

bring together the philosophical analysis of the use of 

sensation-predicates in ordinary language and the scientific 

analysis of the phenomenon of sensation. If the identity. 

theory is successful in combining the philosophical and the 

scientific analyses of sensations, then it will have taken 

a useful step in the direction of achieving unity of explan­

ation. This will result, we may hope, in the eventual 

achievement of the goal that Smart described as bringing "all 

intellectual disciplines into a harmonious relationship with 

one another. "31 

(10) Some of Shoemaker•s32 arguments can be used in sup-

port of my claim that the identity theory performs an impor­

tant task in bringing together philosophical and scientific 

analyses. Shoemaker33 argues that corrigible first-person 

psychological statements have both a necessary and a con­

tingent component. 34 The necessary component of these state­

ments is that, according to Shoemaker, it is a necessary 

31 Smart, p. 2. 

32s. Shoemaker, Self-KnowledRe and Self-Identity, 
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1963). 

33shoemaker, pp. 215-239. 

34shoemaker denies that all first-person psychologi­
cal statements are corrigible. I argued against this claim 
in Chapters Four and Five. Here I shall assume that most 
of those statements that Shoemaker regards as incorrigible 
are, in fact, corrigible. 
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truth that corrigible first-person psychological statements 

are generally true. Or, to put it differently, if corrigible 

first-person psychological statements are made at all, most 

sincere and confident statements are true. Shoemaker 

argues: 35 

It is a necessary truth that if a group of human 
beings ••• make [corrigible first-person] state­
ments, there will exist correlations ((e.g.)] ••• 
between the uttering of certain sounds (or the 
making of certain gestures) and its being the case 
that the speaker's eyes are open and directed 
toward an object of a certain kind. • •• But 
that such correlations do exist in the behaviour 
of any group of human beings will be a contingent 
fact. 

The necessary component in first-person statements is due to 

the criterial relation that is asserted to hold between the 

ascription of the experience to the person and the person's 

behaviour. Shoemaker holds that the existence of this neces-

sary truth requires no explanation. The reason for this is, 

I suppose, that Shoemaker holds that if there are human 

beings to speak a language, then they necessarily require 

criteria. 

On the other hand, the existence of contingent cor­
relations of the sort discussed above is something 
for which an explanation may be demanded. But the 
explanation of the fact that these correlations 
exist is hardly to be found in any epistemological 
theory ••• what is to be explained is an empirical 
phenomenon ••• and it is to the natural sciences 
(perhaps to physiology), not to epistemology that we 
must turn if we want an explanation of' it • .30 

There is much in this passage with which an identity 

3 5shoemaker, p. 238. 

36shoemaker, p. 239. 
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theorist could agree. I argued3? that the identity theory 

has a philosophical and an empirical component. The empiri­

cal component, it will be remembered, is a statement assert­

ing that there is a perfect correlation between the process 

of having a sensation and the occurrence of BP. The philo­

sophical component is made up: first, of the clarification 

of how sensations could be identified independently, and 

second, of a justification for arguing from the truth of the 

correlation statement to the assertion of the identity state­

ment. 

The identity theory and Shoemaker are in complete 

agreement about the first philosophical component. That is, 

the identity theory and Shoemaker (or, rather the weak cri­

teriological view) agree that in order to give any sort of 

analysis of sensations it is necessary to identify them 

independently. There is the further agreement that sensa­

tions are identified independently through behaviour; and 

that what makes the identification possible is the existence 

of criterial and symptomatic relations between. sensations 

and behaviour. 

There is also a measure of agreement between the 

identity theory and the weak criteriological view concerning 

the empirical component of the identity theory. That is, 

while Shoemaker claims that the correlation is purely a 

scientific matter, the identity theory holds that it is 

37chapter Three, Section (1). 



largely a scientific matter. There are philosophical and 

logical considerations involved in establishing the correla­

tion. It is not a matter of indifference to a philosophical 

analysis of sensations whether or not there is a perfect 

correlation between the criteria of sensations and sensa­

tions; nor is it a philosophically neutral question whether 

or not the correlation can be tested by considering the spa­

tial location of the correlated items. 

The disagreement between the identity theory and 

Shoemaker's version of the weak criteriological view arises 

in connection with the second philosophical component of the 

identity theory, viz., the justification for passing from 

the correlation statement to the identity statement. 

Shoemaker's attempt at separating the necessary and the con­

tingent components of first-person corrigible psychological 

statement, and his insistence upon the philosophical rele­

vance of the necessary component only, stems from a view of 

the task of philosophy that the identity theory does not 

share. 

The disagreement may be expressed in terms of the 

distinction between two conceptual frameworks. One is the 

everyday, common sense framework populated by persons, 

animals, plants, and by middle-sized material objects, i.e. 

rocks and houses, pebbles and mountains, but not by electrons 

and galaxies. These entities are observable, and normally 

are observed, through the unaided senses. The language of 

the common sense framework is ordinary language. The other 
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framework is the framework of science. The entities of this 

framework are normally not observable by the unaided senses, 

but only by instruments, if indeed they are observable at 

all. Molecules, electrons, kinetic energy, bacteria, quasar~ 

and the like, constitute the field of investigation of the 

scientific framework. The language of the scientific frame­

work is sophisticated, precise, quantifiable, technical 

language. 

Now it seems to me that Shoemaker and the weak cri­

teriological view regard the common sense framework and 

ordinary language as the proper field of philosophical analy­

sis. The identity theory, however, considers the proper task 

of philosophy to be the investigation of the relation between 

the common sense and the scientific frameworks, as well as an 

examination of the common sense framework. This requires, 

of course, some understanding of the scientific framework. 

Insofar as the identity theory concerns itself with sensa­

tions as they appear in the common sense framework, there is 

no disparity of purpose between it and the weak criteriologi­

cal view. However, when the identity theory leaves the 

common sense framework and attempts to see what bearing 

scientific investigations of sensations have on the ordinaxy, 

common sense view of sensations, it parts oo.mpany with the 

weak criteriological view. 

It seems to me that there is a need for bridging the 

ever-widening gap between the scientific world-view and the 



sophisticated common sense view of the world. Ryle38 

argues the same way; he writes: 

We often worry ourselves about the relations 
between what we call 'the world of science' and 
••• 'the world of common sense' ••• When we 
are in a certain intellectual mood, we seem to 
find clashes between the things that scientists 
tell us about our furniture, clothes and limbs 
and the things we tell about them. We are apt to 
express these felt rivalries by saying that the 
world whose parts and members are described by 
scientists is different from the world whose 
parts and members we describe ourselves, and 
yet, since there can be only one world, one of 
these seeming worlds must be a dummy-world. 
Moreover, as no one nowadays is hardy enough to 
say 'Bo' to science, it must be the world that 
we ours~lves describe which is the dummy­
world,5~ 
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The identity theory may be regarded as an attempt to show 

that there are not two worlds. It is the case, rather, that 

we describe our one world in two different ways. When we 

regard the world as scientists, we express ourselves in a 

terminology suitable for the purpose of science. When we 

express ourselves during the routines of daily life, we use 

a different terminology, because our purposes in expressing 

ourselves in day to day living are different from our pur­

poses as scientists. 

Part of the purpose of the identity theory is to show 

that when we talk about sensations in ordinary language, we 

talk about the same things as we do when we talk about 

38G. N¥le, 'The World 
WorldJ' Dilemmas, (Cambridge: 
pp. 6b-8l. 

39N¥le, p. 68. 

of Science and the Everyday 
University Press, 1956J, 



sensations in scientific language. Neither the world of 

science nor the world of common sense is a "du.m:my-world." 

They are the results of different ways of observing and 

thinking about one and the same world. 
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