MIND, REASON, AND
BEING-IN-THE-WORLD

EDITED BY
. JOSEPH K. SCHEAR




MIND, REASON, AND
BEING-IN-THE-WORLD

Jlohn McDowell and Hubert L. Drevfus are philnsophers of world
renown whose work has done much to shape the nelds of analveic philo-
sophy and phenomennlogy respectively. Mind, Reason, and Bring-in-che.
World: The McDowell-Drevjus Debate opens with their debate over one of
the most important and controversial subjects in philosophy: s human
experience permeated with conceptual rationality, or does experience mark
the limits of reason? [s all ineelligibility rational, or is there a form of intel-
ligibility at work in our skillful bodily rappore with the world that falls
outside our intellectual capacities! MeDowell and Dreyfus provide a fasci-
nating insight into some fundamental differences berween analytic philoso-
rhy and phenomenology a8 well a4 areas where they may have <omething in
common.

Fifteen 4pecially commissioned chapters by didtinguished international
contributors enrich the debate inaugurated by MeDowell and Dreyfus,
taking it in 8 number of different and importane directions. Fundamental
philozophical problems discussed include: the embodied mind, subjee-
rivity and sclf-conscionsnezs, intentionality, rationality, pracowal skills,
humon agency, and the history of philosophy from Kanr o Heldegger.
Wirh the additton of these ourstanding contributions, Mind, Reason, and
Being-in<he-Waorld should be considered cssential reading for srudents and
scholars of analvtic philnsophy and phenomennlopy.

Contributors: Lee Braver, Tavlor Carman, Tim Crane, Hubert L. Drevius,
Sebastian Gardner, John McDowell, Barbara Montero, Alva Noe, Robert
B. Pippin, Joseph Rouse, Joseph K. Schear, Susanna Schellenberg, Charles
Siewert, Charles Tavlor, and Dan Zahavi.

Joseph K. Schear s Lecturer in Philosophy and Tutorial Fellow ar Christ
Church, University of Oxford.
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INTRODUCTION

Joseph K. Schear

N one in nur day has done mare than Hubert L. Dreyfus to make Anglophone
philosophy less parachial. For some forty vears, he has helpad the rest of us
undesstand whar our Eurnpean colleagues are up m, intraduced us 1o them,
and encnuraged the study of theis works.

Richard Rarry!

Noa bBaak written In the past decade or so has generated more interest amongst
professional philosophers than John McDawell's Mind and World.
Nicholas H. Smuh?

The background to the volume

Hubert L. Dreyfus tonk the occasion of his 2005 American Philodophical
Association Presidential Address, “Overcoming the Myth of the Mental:
How Philosophers Can Profit from the Phenomennlogy of Everyday
Expertise,” to attack John McDowell’s position on mind and world. In
MceDowell's massively influential Book, Mind and Werld, one of his pn-
mary rargets, following Wilfeed Scllars, is the “Myrh of the Given.,™ ! The
mvythical idea of rhe given, McDowell contends, iz the Kea of an objecr
being given t a subject to know withour drawing on the rational capacities
required to know the nbject. In his Presidential Addrecss, Drevfus sccuses
MeDaowell of overreaching: in the urgency m avold the Myrth of the Given,
MeDaowell falls prey 1o whar Drevfus dubs the “Myth of the Menral.” The
mvthical iea of the menral, Drevius conrends, ks the sdea thar the “"mind 15
evervwhere the pure given is not,” or alternatively, the claim thar all intel
ligibility is pervaded by rational capacitics.” And so began a debare between
twa of our most important and influental philosophers.

Ar the 2006 meeting of the American Philosophical Association in
Washington, DC, Drevfus and McDowell, along with John Haugeland,
participated in a panel organized to thrash out whaet is ar stake in the
debate. McDowell clarined and defended his position against Drevfus's
charge ("What Mvyth!"), which was followed by a series of exchanpes
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between them published collectively, in 2007, in the pages of Inguiry, under
the editorship of Wavne Marctin.” James Conant organited a workshop
devoted to the exchanges in 2009 ar the Wissenschaftskolley 2o Berlin,
bringing together Dreyfus and McDowell, as well a5 3 number of other
philnsophers {including several of rthe contriburtors 1o this volume), for
three davs of scarching discussion. [n the present volume, Dreevfus and
MeDaoawell have written cssavs especially for the volume, cach summing up
their respeerive positions, Thiercen previouzly unpublished cz2avs, wrirten
by some of the many philosophers provoked by rthe debare, follow the
APChing Two c233vs,

The central issue ar stake berween Dreevfus and McDowell is the extent o
which conceprual ratinnaliey is involved in our skillful embodied rappore
with the world. Examples of skills thar agure in the exchange include
opening doors, plaving sports, and blitz chess, standing the appropriare
distance from someone in conversation, chasing strectcars, and carching a
frishee, amony others. McDowell urges that conceprual rationality is, as he
puts it, “everyvwhere in our lives,” including in our skillful embodied com-
portment.’ Dreyfus, by contrast, sceks ro identify and describe forms of
“absorbed coping™ that do not come within the scope of conceptual
rationality. These skills, Dreyfus argues, open us to a world thae solicits our
boadily comportment, @ world that 4 more basic than the objective reality tn
which we are npen in McDowell's broadly epistem e conception of experience.
We are not, Drevius urges, “full-time rational animals "

Dreyfus’s criticisms of McDowell are an effort 1o extend and elaborare
his long-standing ateack on various forms of intellectualism and rationalism
in the theory of human intelligzence. Bur this latest targer has little interese in
artificial reason: McDowell is not committed o any of the philodophical
assumprions abour the mind thar Deevfoz famously idennified as underiving
the dogged oprimism found in whar John Haugeland called GOFAT {gnod
old fashioned arrificial intelligence).” A mark of the sophistcarion of rhis
recent ranonalist targer, and surely rhe label in some sense Ars, 15 rhar
“rationaltsm,” and indeed “inrtellecrualizm,” are rerms of crineisin thar
MeDowell himself 15 prone 1o deploy, For example, MeDowell has Tong
sought 1o proreer Artstorle’s teaching abour vierue and pracresl wisdom
from varinus excessively rarionalistic and inrellectualized deformarnions he
believes iv has suffered in the hands of other commentatnrs. His effort o
make this reaching safe is offered in the name {(following David Wigygins) of
a “careful and sensitive moral phenomenolagy. "'’

Along with Aristorle, the exegesis of ngures such as Kant, Heideggper,
Sarere, Merleau-Poney, Gadamer, and Wittgenstein has figured in the
debare between Drevfus and McDowell. Anvone familiar with the work of
Drevfus and McDowell will not find this surprising. Both philosophers are
exemplars of how to integrate historical exepesis with ambitious systematic
philosophy {which s not to say thae they do this in the same way), This =
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no small part of whart makes their respective work so distinctive and
exciting, and what has made their debate provoke so much interest
acrnsd diverse spheres of the philosophical community. My aim  in
compiling thi4 collection of essays has been to tey and do justice to the
broad scope of svsremarie and historical refleenion the debare invires.

1 have parnculaely soughr ro include conrstbunons from philosophers
whn, ke Drevfus and MeDowell, ignore rhe dreary and increasingly
obaolere dwvision berween "analvric” philosophy and “conrinenral” philo-
sophy. (One way of ignoring the dwizion, in the broad zense T mean, 12 o
uncover wayvs in which currene artempts ar integrarion may be distorning;
see chaprer 5.) And while [ could hardly have discouraged philnsophers
from keeping score, [ did encourage the contnbutors to use the debate as a
context to deepen and expand the discussion of the issues ar stake. Topics
in the philosophy of mind, metaphysics and epistemnlopy, the philosophy
of actinn, the theory of rationality, acsthetics, the theory of virrue, and
prhilosophical methodology all come to life in the following chapters.

Among the many guestions raised by the debate and explored in the
contributinons are the following: What is the place of reason in human life!
Is all inecllipaikility racoral intelligibility, or is there a form of intelligibility
charactenistic of our skilled bodily engagement with the world that falls
outside the reach of reason? Whar is the relationship between bodily skills
and intentional action! What are conceprual capacitiecs?! How do such
capacitics Bgure in bodily movement and perceprual experience! Does
experience have nonconceptual content! Does embodied skilful comport-
ment have nonconceptual content! How should we understand the dis-
rinctively human form of relation to the world while doing justice to our
continuity with nonrational animals! Whae i the nature of the know-how
ar work in pracrical skills, and in whar sense, of ar all, s such know-how
rational? 12 reflection cssenmal to, or rather an encmy of, expert performance?
Does virtuous acrion require having a reason for one's actbon! Whar does
rthe charge of “inrellecrualism™ amount m, and who ultimarely 18 more
guilry of ar, McDowell or Drevfoz! Doez the first-person authority chae-
acreriznic of conscions expenience requite ratbonality and language? Whar s
the role of phenomenalogical reflection in addressing these guestions!
W hat is the relanonship between phennmenolopical methods in philosophy
and transcendeneal philnsophv! Is the tradition of existenrtial phenomenals
ogv {(Heidegper, Sarere, Merleau-Poney) an extension, or rather & decisive
critique, of Kant's project in the Oricique of Pure Reasor? W hat does Kant
mean by “apperception,” and by “synthesis”? What does Heidegper mean
by “beinganthe-world,” and by “thinking”? What does Sartre mean by the
“prereflective cogitn™! What does Merleau-Ponty mean by “motor inten-
rionaliey ™!

Anyone interested in these and related questions will discover much of
interest in the rich see of chapters that follows. The volume is partscularly




JOSEPH K. SCHEAR

valuable for those interedted in the increasing influence of the phenomeno-
Iogical tradition on contemporary  philosophy, and correlatively, the
increasing influence of contemporary debates on our reception of the
rhenomennlogical teadition.

QOf course, no single volume devoted ro an exchange as fertile as rhar
berween Drevfus and MeDowell can poszsibly do pusrice o all the eelevant
ropics and themes worth invesnganing. Hisrorical lacunae in this volume
nclude an independent discussion of Aristotle on vierae and pracrical
wisdom, on the one hand, and a focused inrerpretarion of Sarree's theory of
selficonscinusness, on the other. Systematic lacunae include an in.depth
discussion, raised bv McDowell’'s debr ro Anscombe, of practical self.
knowledye in action, on the one hand, and a thorough investigation, raised
by Drevfus’s contribution, of sncial norms and their eole in our relation o
the world, on the other. The volume, [ hope, will help provoke readers o take
up these and nn doubt ather avenues of approach to the McDowell-Drevfus
dispute in furure work.

The structure and content of the book

The volume is divided into five parts. Pare 1, “A baetle of myths,”
contains the new essays by Drevfus and McDowell. Dreyfus {chapter 1)
reddubs his charge against McDowell “The Myth of the Pervasiveness of the
Mental.” The original label “The Myth of the Mental™ had the misleading
implication that the mental as such i4 8 myth, which Dreyfus of course
does not endorde. Dreyfus sums up the basic contours of hid coase
against McDowell's thesis that conceprual capacities muse be  always
and everywhere operative in human experience. Presenting 8 number of
putative  counterexamples o McDowell's  thesis, while drawing on
select passages in the work of the existential phenomenologists Heidegger,
Sarrre, and Merleau-Ponry, Drevfus sims m idennfy and describe the
“nonconceprual world of absorbed coping.”™ Drecvfuz purs on display forms
of absorbed embodicd acrivity in whieh the "mind'world dwsrance” he
decms characreristic of conceprual ranonaliry 15 nor in play, McDowell
beging hiz sccount of the relatton of mind and world, a2 Drevfus purs ar,
“ron larc,”

Drevfus then moves to his arpument for the nonconcepruality of social
norms at work in our evervday relating to others. Styles of normative
comportment, examples of which include distance standing in conversation
and living out gender roles, are charged with meaning - e.y. the meaning of
intimacy in one's culture, or the meaning of whar it is to be masculine or
feminine. However, Dreyfus nontes that participants in these pracrices need
not ke, and generally are not, akle to cite such meanings as reasons for their
comportment. [ndeed, agents are eypically noe even aware of these mean-
ings, vet the meanings are nonetheless at work in their comportment. [f this
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absorbed coping i4 not rational engagement, yer it i more than o kind of
instinctual behavior, what 15 7 Dreyfus’s aim in the paper is to call our
attentinn to 3 distinetively human way of being-in-the-world thar falls out-
sxle what Drevfus sces as the limited space of options that controls
MeDowell’s thinking.,

In defense of his clabm thar earional mindedness pervades our Twes,
MeDowell replies thar Deevfus’s allegarion itself rezts on a myrh, “The
Myrh of rhe Mind as Derached”™ (chaprer 2). According ro this myrh,
mindedness waplies the presence of & dersched self. Bur McDowell
rejeces  this implication, and so does nor accepr the conceprion of
rational mindedness o which Dreyfus objecrs. McDowell stresses, further-
maore, that part of his point in claiming thar rational mindedness s perva-
sive in our lives is tn insise that mindedness does nor always involve
detachment.

McDowell agrees with Drevfus thar anv adequate conception of our
active life in the world must accommodate absorbed coping and acting in
flow; he seeks to make room for these phenomena within his picture by
focusing especially on Dreyfus's case of the chess master absorbed in light-
ning chess. McDowell urges that the chess master’s absorprion does not
prevent him from knowing what he is up to, and that, moreover, if the
chess master really is 2 master, he will be able to give rational explanations
of his moves as intelligible responses to the forces on the board. So
understood, the chess master's expert play 18 a cade of “cultivated ration-
ality™ in operation. This i4 precisely the “acrualization” of conceptual capa-
cities in experience and action that McDowell is keen to highlight, As for
normative social comportment such a4 appropriate distance 4tanding in
conversation, McDowell i4 prepared to grane that such comportment is not
pervaded by rational mindedness, However, he insises thor rthe excrcises of
such soculized dispositions, as modes of responsivencss ro culrueal norms,
are not cxercizes of genuine ageney in his sense, So distance sranding,
MeDowell submirs, does nor theearen his basic rhesis abour the pervasively
rational narure of infentional agency = the ¢ase 18 "no more relevant ... than
16, 2ay, the distinenively human characrer of the things a Xhosza speaker docs
with her tonpue and palate in sounding those click consonants.”"!

Pare [1, “From Kant to existential phennmennlogy,™ contains the more
historical and exepetical contributions, though in cach chapter the readings
are informed by, and in the service of, systematic philosophical aims.

Charles Tavlor {chapter 3), whose pioncering work in post-Kantian
philosophy and the philosophy of mind is everywhere in the background
of the exchanges between Dreyfus and McDowell, offers a characteris-
tically wide-ranging historical narrative. Tavlor traces the slow overcoming
of what he calls the modern “mediational”™ picture of our relation to
the world. After identifying the diverse and powerful sources that have
made the mediational picture ateracrive, Taylor sketches an alternative
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picture of our being in “contact” with the world, 4trand4 of which are
present in the work of Kant, Hegel, Heidegger, Wittgenstein, and Merleau-
Ponty. Taylor reads the exchange between McecDowell and Dreyfus a8 o
testament o the progress contemporary philosophy has made in thas
“rerrieval of realism.”

Roberr B, Pippin (chaprer 4) explores what he deems the key histoneal
conneetion of the exchange, namely Kant’s ¢laim rhar experience 15 appee-
veprive. Pippin 18 of course keen 1o defend the claim; the precise inter-
preration of it haz been a rich source of conrention berween Pippin and
MceDowell in recent exchanges. In his chaprer, Pippin takes Dreyfus's denial
of the claim as an nvitation to spell out in a fresh way what precisely the
Kantian thought comes to. After sketching an interpretarion of Kane's con-
ception of the categorial uniry of experience, Pippin proceeds to uncover
the Aristotclian inheritance ar work in Sellars’s Kantian account of the
conceptual form of intitional contene. Pippin develops these resources o
propose a distinctively sensory actualization of conceptual powers that,
avording intellectualism about experience, nevertheless provides for a dis-
tinction between a nonrational animal's immersion in its environment and
our selfcorrecting reason-responsive nopenness to a world. Pippin concludes
his essay with some suggestive Hegelian considerations abour the “mediated
immedizey” of reason in human life,

In his bold historical survey, “Transcendeneal philosophy and  the
possibility of the given," Sebastian Gardner {chapter 5) argues that
trandcendental philosophy s devoted to the preempirical explanation of
the very possibility of o subject’s being presented with an object (“the
given"). This explanatory project extends beyond s original setting in
Kant's theory of synthesis, Fichte's theory of object-positing, and Hegel's
sdealist meraphvaics of reason, Gardner conrends, for it was adopred by
the main pracnirioners of the phenomenological rradivion, ncluding
Heidegger and Merleau-Ponry. Borth MeDowell and Dreevfus, on Gardner’s
reading, ulnimarely back away from rthe true explanatory obligarions of
rranscendental philosophy = McDowell by scrring his sights narrowly on
the juzrifability of beliefz, and Drevfus by serthing for o merely descriprive
approach ro “the mind.” Gardner diagnoses the dispute between them as
rooted in their respective wavs of refusing, or ar least scaling down, the
aspirations of transcendental philosophyv. Concluding  his cssay  with
some sugpestive remarks abour the pnssible rension between MeDowell's
rranscendentalism  and  his  (Wittgensteinian) therapeutic  approach
philosophy, Gardner also casts suspicion on making the unitcation of
postanalytic  philosophy  and  post-Kantian  continental  philosophy a
regulative ideal.

Lee Braver (chaprer 6) surveys the history of Dreyfus's influential pursuit
of the idea that “mindedness is the enemy of embodied coping,” before
challenging its Heidegperian provenance. Braver c¢laims thar Heidegger
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himselfl considered mindless coping the enemy of 3 lucid awarencss of
being. Braver proceeds to draw on Heidegger's late work (as well as Win-
genstein's late work) to offer 3 phenomenology of thinking: Braver urges
that the absnrbed characrter Dreyfus stresses as characteristic of embodied
skills 15 also characrenistie of absreact thinking and deliberanon.

Parr NI, “Inrcllecrualism  and undersranding,” conrains contriburions
which mounr one form or another of the charge of intellcernalism, The
venteal positive theme of rthese cssavs 13 the sense in which undersranding,
cither inrelleerual or “moroe,” does or does nor enter into experience. In
cach picce, the systemaric argument is partly moved by readings of ngures
in the tradition of phenomenology.

Tavior Carman {chapter 7) charges McDowell with committing the
“scholastie fallacy,” namely the illicit projection of the structure and con-
tent of reflection into unreflective experience. This is a standing rempration
for reflection, especially for the philosopher, whose business after all is o
reflece, hence the difficulty of phenomenalogy. However, Carman urges that
by careful artention to the skillful sncial intelligence ar work in the art of
conversation, we can resist succumbing to the scholastic fallacy. Carman
exploits the example to distinguish the baby from the bathwarer of
Drevfus's critique of McDowell. The baby lies in the distinction between
the kind of content involved in the “engaged” atirude and, by conerast,
the detachable and abstraceable contents suitable to rational inference,
deliberation, and decision.

Dreyfus charges MeDowell, in effect, with an overintellectualizing of
experience and activity: Alva Noeé {chapter 8) claims that this charge rests
on, 34 his title announces, an “overintellecrualizing of the intellece.” With
this diagnosis, that Dreyfus mistakenly thinks the only legitimate exercide of
rthe undersranding iz deliberarive judgment or contemplation, Noé jnins
forces wirth MeDaowell's conrsiburion. Noé proceeds 1o develop the swdea of
a nonjudgmental use of conveprs i expenience, undersrond a5 ways of
achieving access o the world, (This allows Noé ro reply o some recent
criticizm of his own views by his eollcague John Campbell) Noé proposes
furthermaore thar we rake the involvemenr of undersranding and ¢nincism in
aestheric experience as & paradigm for the sense in which understanding
informs perceprual experience more generally. Doing so, Noé concludes,
promises insighe into the nature of phenomennlogy.

In his “Inrellectualism, experience, and motor understanding,” Charles
Siewert (chaprer 9) granes McDowell’s claim thar our nature as self.
conscinus reasnners pervasively shapes our perceprual experience. How-
ever, Siewert rejects MeDowell's claim that every aspect of experience is las
MeDowell puts it) “present in a form in which it is suitable to constitute
the content of conceptual capacities.” Siewert argues that there are nonfocal
variations in appearance that structure visual experience of objects, which
are sufficient for intentionality, but are not “conceptually ready.” Siewert
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proceeds o develop the argument by appropriasting Merlean-Ponty’s
account of the motor understanding at work in experiencing objeces. The
essay culminates with a sympathetic and detailed interpretation (and revised
rrandlation) of the passage in Merleau-Poney's Phenomenology of Perception,
mocked by MeDowell, thar lonmed so large i the Inguirs exchanges
berween Drevius and MeDowell '

Parr IV, "Expernience, eonceprs, and nonconceprual conrene,”™ contains
conretbuninns abour the nature of conceprual capacities and rhe peoblem of
the content of experience, Each chaprer, prompred by the McDowell-
Drevfuz exchange, offcrs a new intervenrion i the debare, inaugurared
by Gareth Evans, about whether the eontent of perceptual experience is
conceptual or nonconceprual.

C. L Lewis's view of the “given™ in his 1929 bonk The Mind and World
Order was one of Wilfred Sellars’s targers in his 1956 atrack on the “Myth
of the Given" — an attack thar has of course been central to MceDowell's
project. In his essay “The Given,” Tim Crane (chaprer 10) secks to revive a
nonmythical conception of the given, moved by the question: What
precisely is given or conveved to the subject in experience! After surveying
various optinns for specifying the content of exprerience in propositio-
nalist terms {Russellian, Fregean, and the Lewis/Stalnaker view), Crane dis-
ringuishes the phenomennlogical conception of the content of experience
from a# sermantic one. Drawing on Frege's conception of “ideas” and Husder]'s
account of “real content,” Crane offers 3 new case for his long-standing
commitment to the nonconceptual [phenomenological) content of experience.

Joseph Rouse (chaprer 1) distinguishes a descriptive account of concepts
from a normative account of concepts. He claims that Drevfus’s crivicisms
of McDowell's claim thae conceptual understanding i pervasive in percep-
tion rest on atteibuting to MeDowell @ descriptive account. However,
MeDowell, a2 well as John Haugeland, adopt: a normarive approach, which
Rousze clatms 15 ulnimarely orrhogonal o Deevfus’s concerns, Rouse pro-
veeds o propose a "merger” berween McDowell and Drevfus, Building on
Drevfus's phenomennlogy of absorbed coping, Rouse skerches @ theory of
dicurzsive practce avenrding m which conceprual undersranding irself iz a
form of pracrical-perceprual coping with the enviennment.

fusanna Schellenberg (chaprer 12) sheds light on the debate between
Drevfus and MeDowell abour the rale and nature of concepts in perceptual
experience, by considering the following trilemma:

(C1) Nonrational animals and humans can be in mental states with the
same kind of content when they are perceptually related to the very
same environment.

(C2) Nonrational animals do not possess concepts.

(C3) Content s constituted by modes of presentations and is, thus,
conceprually structured.
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She discusses reasons for accepting and rejecting cach of the three claims,
By developing 3 substantive notion of modes of presentation a4 constituting
nonconceptual content, she argues thae the erilemma s best resolved by
giving up (C3), [n doing 40, she discusses the nature of mental content and
irs relanon m boadily skills and conceprual capacirics as well as the notions
of conceprual and nonconceprual conrenr,

Parr V, “Bodily skills, rationality, and zclf<onsciouzness,” conrains
cs2avs devored 1o exploring the relarionship berween bodily skills and our
capacity for self<onscious rationality and reflecnion, 0z well as the question
of whether selficonscinusness requires rationaliey.

In “Are we essentially rational animals?,”™ my contribution to the volume
fchaprer 13}, [ claim, fest, thar the McDowell-Drevfus exchange, to the
extent that it 15 a real dispure, is abour this question. [ then distinguish two
of Drevfus's arpuments against McDowell — the arpument from critical dis.
rance, on the one hand, and the phennmenological argumene from the
“merging™ structure of embodied skillful comportmene, on the other. The
first argument, | suggest, mistires. The sccond, by contrast, promises to
meet its targer; the questinon of its persuasiveness turns on whether Drevfus's
rhenomenalogy of “merging” is faithful. [ close by considering a separate
argument for our essentially rational way of being, sympathetic to McDaowell,
that calls atrention to our power to ask the guestion of what, or who, we
are. This argument, [ urge, supports only 3 weak reading of our essentially
rational character with which Drevfus, and certainly Heidegger, need not
digagree. This raises an open and pressing an exegetical question about
Heidegger and the problem of reason, with which 1 conclude.

In her “A doancer refleces,” Barbara Montero (chapter 14), o profestional
ballet dancer turned philosopher, artacks whar she calls the principle of
auromanaity in the rtheory of expernise. This principle haz long been
endorsed by Drevfus, among other philosophers and psyehologisrs. The
principle srates, roughly, rhar experr action does nor involve thoughe or
cogninion (e, self-reflection, planning, predering, deliberating). Tn addition
ro some neuenlogical dara thar might seem o support the principle,
Monrern considers the widely held “maxim of cognitive interference,” rhar
thinking about whar you are doing while doing it interferes with perform-
ing. Monrern argues that the psychological evidence available does not
decisively support the principle. fhe proceeds ro offer some arstpersonal
observarions on how thinking and deliberare consideration are essennal o
the expere performance of, sav, the W hite Swan pas de deasx.

Dan Zahavi (chaprer 15) seeks to reject an assumption about mindedness
that he deems McDowell and Dreyfus both share, namely that the first-
personal character of conscinus experience involves conceptuality, ration-
ality, and language. Dreyfus, according to Zahavi, assumes this to reject the
wdea that selfeconsciousness is operative at the level of absorbed coping. But
if, drawing on Sarere and Heidepger, we can recognize a more basic form of
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self-acquaintance prior to and independent of rational self-conscinusness,
we con see that absorbed coping, <o farasit i conscious, indeed involves a sende
of 4elf. Recogniting this primitive reflexivity, Zahavi further contends, puts
a =erions burden of proof on McDowell, whode conception of mature adult
subjectvity renders the transition feom nonlinguistic infanr sclf-awarencss
ro coneeprual self-awarencss a “miracle,”

Notes

Foreword o Wrathall and Malpax {eds), Herdegger, Aumbenticity, and Maodomiey.

Introduction 1o Smith (ed.), Reading McDowell,

The bonk ix composed of lectures firsr delivered as= the John Locke lectures in

Oxfard in Trinity Term, 1991,

4 See Lectures 1-[T of MeDowell, Mind und Wenld. For & maore recent

statement by MecDawell, an which my formukition deaws, see his "Avouling the

Muyth of the Given." in Lindgaand (ad.), Iokn MeDowell: Espevience, Nurm, and

N ture,

Direyius, “Overcoming the Myth of the Mennl" p. 52,

MeDaowell, “Whar Myth!™; Dreyfus, “Retarn of the Myth of the Mennal';

MeDawell, “Respanse 1o Deeyius'; Dreyius, “"Respanse ta McDowell." While

the statements of their respective pasitians in this volume are self.canmuined and

reliable summarles, readers interestad In every twist and turn are encouraged o

consult the Tsguiry exchanges.

McDaowell, “Whar Myth?," p. 341,

Direyfus, "Rermarn of the Myth of the Menml," p. 354,

See part 1T of Dreyfus's wellknown and new victorious Wha Compuners

Cus'’t Do,

10 See, for example, McDawell's classic essay, “Virtue and Reason,” reprinted in
his Mind, Value, and Realits, as well as his more recent paper, “Deliberation and
Moral Development in Aristotle’s Ethics,” reprinted as chapter 3 in his collection,
The Enguged Tnuellect.

11 McDowell, “The myth of the mind as detached,” this volume, p. 55.

12 The passage in the standard translason, as it figured in the exchanges, reads: “In

perceptson we do not think the object and we do not think ourselves thinking =,

we are given over to the object and merge inta this boady which s better
informed than we are about the world, and abour the matives we have and the

means at our dispasal.” Merleau-Ponty, Fhenomenadugy oy Percepting, p. 177.
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