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PREFACE

What is the mind? What is the relationship between mind and body? Is the mind the same as
the brain? How can the mind affect the physical world? What is consciousness? Could a pure-
ly physical system be conscious? Can we explain subjective experience in objective terms?
How does the mind represent the world? What is the nature of belief and desire? What is the
relationship between consciousness and representation? Is the mind in the head or in the en-
vironment? What can we know about other minds, in humans, animals, and machines? What
is the self?

These are some of the central questions in the philosophy of mind. This book is a collec-
tion of articles addressing them. If the book has a thematic focus, it is on the many aspects of
the mind-body problem: What is the relationship between mind, brain, and body and be-
tween the mental and the physical? This is unquestionably the central problem in the philos-
ophy of mind, and it ramifies into any number of different questions, concerning different as-
pects of this relationship and concerning different aspects of the mind. The articles in this
book address these questions from many different angles.

This collection has three main parts, representing what are arguably the three main streams
in the philosophy of mind. The first concerns foundational questions about the metaphysics
of mind: What is the nature of the mind, and what is the relationship between the mental and
the physical? The second concerns questions about consciousness: What is the place of con-
sciousness in the natural world, is consciousness a physical process, and how can conscious-
ness be understood? The third concerns questions about mental content: How can the mind
represent the world, what is the nature of thought, and are the contents of our thoughts deter-
mined by the brain or by the environment? In addition, there is a brief fourth part addressing
the problems of other minds, personal identity, free will, and artificial intelligence.

The collection includes both classical articles that make up much of the standard history
of the field and contemporary articles that represent recent directions in the area. Much of
the classical background to recent debates, from Descartes’® dualism to various twentieth-
century forms of materialism, can be found in the first part of the book. The second and third
parts concentrate largely on material from the last few decades, with a good representation of
material at the edge of current research. The book contains a combination of highly accessi-
ble articles and more sophisticated articles, so it should be suitable for use in undergraduate
courses at all levels as well as in graduate courses. I hope that the book will also be interest-
ing to general readers interested in these issues.

The philosophy of mind has become an enormous and diverse area of research in recent
years, and it is impossible to cover the entire field in a book like this. In general, I have aimed
for depth of coverage in the central areas of the field, but difficult omissions have had to be
made. In particular, one cannot do justice to the thriving and sprawling area of the philoso-
phy of cognitive science as a mere section in a book like this. Instead, this topic will be cov-
ered in a forthcoming companion volume, Philosophy of Cognitive Science.

I have written introductions to each of the parts, giving relevant background for the
material in those parts as well as pointers for further reading. I have also put together a
Web site for this book containing links to relevant online material, including extensive bibli-
ographies and online articles and reference works. This Web site will be continually up-
dated to cover recent developments in the field. Readers are encouraged to consult it at
http://consc.net/pom.html,

I would like to thank Robert Miller of Oxford University Press for inviting me to put this
book together and for all his help on the editorial front. Brad Thompson was a great help in

xi
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chasing down permissions and in preparing the manuscript. Thanks are due also to Fiona
Cowie, George Graham, Jaegwon Kim, and two other reviewers for their helpful comments
on the contents and organization of the book. Finally, I owe a debt to the editors of previous
anthologies in the area—especially Ned Block (Readings in the Philosophy of Psychology),
David Rosenthal (The Nature of Mind), and William Lycan (Mind and Cognition)—for their
example.

SO TSN 2, 5 15 0 50 i
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Foundations

The articles in this part address foundational questions about the nature of the mind and
about the relationship between the mental and the physical. Many of these questions
concern the nature of mental states: states such as seeing red, feeling pain, experiencing
anger, and desiring happiness. What is the nature of a mental state? And how are mental
states related to physical states, such as states of the brain, of one’s body and behavior,
and of the physical world more generally? '

Traditionally, views on these issues can be divided into two main classes. Dualist
views hold that the mind is quite distinct from the body and the brain (although they may
be associated in some fashion), and/or that mental states are fundamentally distinct from
physical states. Materialist views hold that the mind is itself a broadly physical entity,
and/or that mental states are derivative on physical states. There also exist idealist views,
according to which physical states are derivative on mental states, but these will not be
as central here. The papers in this part discuss many varieties of dualist and materialist
views, as well as other foundational questions about relation between the mental and the
physical.

A. Dualism

Dualist views come in two main varieties. Interactionism holds that the mental and phys-
ical are fundamentally distinct but interact in both directions: Physical states affect men-
tal states, and mental states affect physical states. Epiphenomenalism holds that the men-
tal and physical are fundamentally distinct and that physical states affect mental states,
but denies that mental states affect physical states.

In the history of philosophy, the most important dualist view is the interactionism of
René Descartes. Descartes’ most important work is his Meditations on First Philosophy.
~This is a series of six meditations, the second and sixth of which are reproduced here as
chapter 1. In the first meditation, Descartes attempts to cast doubt on all of his beliefs
and finds that he cannot be certain that the external world exists. In the second medita-
tion, Descartes finds that there is one thing he can be certain of: his own mind, and thus
his own existence (“I think, therefore I am”). He concludes that he is fundamentally “a
thing that thinks.” In the third through fifth meditations, Descartes infers the existence of
God and uses this to justify his belief in the external world (since God would not deceive
him). In the sixth meditation, Descartes reflects on the differences between the mental
and the physical and concludes that they are fundamentally distinct. He uses a number
of arguments here: One can be certain about the mental but not about the physical; the

1




2 FOUNDATIONS

mind is indivisible while any physical entity is divisible; and most famously, one can
imagine oneself existing without a body, so one must be distinct from one’s body and
likewise from any physical entity.

The Meditations argue for the distinctness of mind and body but do not say much about
their relationship. This question is addressed in more depth in Descartes’ Passions of the
Soul (chapter 2), which discusses the interaction between mind and body. Humans have
a rational soul, which receives perceptions as “passions” from the brain and performs ac-
tions through acts of will that affect the brain. Signals are passed between the brain and
the soul via the pineal gland (a small gland centrally located in the brain). On this picture,
mind and body involve separate substances but interact in both directions.

Descartes’ ideas about the mind have been highly influential, but today they are wide-
ly rejected. Many objections have been raised to the idea that a nonphysical mind con-
trols the movement of a physical body. It is not clear just how a nonphysical substance
and a physical substance can interact: The idea that the pineal gland mediates this inter-
action has long since been rejected on physiological grounds, and it is unclear whether
any better causal nexus could exist. Further, it is often held that this interaction cannot be
reconciled with physics, which postulates a closed network of physical interactions,
with no room for a nonphysical mind to play any role.

In reaction to objections of this sort, some have embraced epiphenomenalism, retain-
ing the distinctness of mind and body but denying any causal role for mind in the phys-
ical world. Such a view is put forward by Thomas Huxley (chapter 3). Huxley addresses
Descartes’ view that nonhuman animals are mere automata, whose behavior is con-
trolled entirely by their brain and which lack minds altogether. Huxley suggests that con-
temporary evidence favors the first aspect of this view, but does not favor the second:
That is, animals’ behavior is controlled entirely by their brain, but they have minds nev-
ertheless. On this view, the mind is a sort of by-product of the brain that has no effect on
it. At the end of his article, Huxley suggests that the same goes for humans.

Epiphenomenalism has the advantage of being easier to reconcile with science than
interactionist dualism, but it has the disadvantage of running strongly counter to com-
mon sense. Intuitively, it is hard to accept that our thoughts and feelings have no effect
on our behavior. Another problem is raised by Raymond Smullyan in his short fable “An
Unfortunate Dualist” (chapter 4): If mind has no effect on behavior, then it has no effect
on what we say about the mind, so it seems that one could remove the mind and we
would go on talking about it just the same. Smullyan raises the issue as a problem for du-
alism in general, but it is particularly pressing for an epiphenomenalist.

FURTHER READING

Objections to interactionism and epiphenomenalism are discussed in more detail by Kim
(chapter 22) and Chalmers (chapter 27). Chalmers gives a limited defense of both inter-
actionism and epiphenomenalism, while Jackson (chapter 28) defends an epiphenome-
nalist view. Elsewhere, interactionist views are defended by Foster (1991), Hodgson
(1991), Popper and Eccles (1977), and Swinburne (1986), while an epiphenomenalist
view is defended by Robinson (1988) and to a limited extent by Chalmers (1996). A rel-
evant collection is Smythies and Beloff (1989).

Chalmers, D. J. 1996. The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory. Oxford Uni-
versity Press.

Foster, J. 1991. The Immaterial Self: A Defense of the Cartesian Dualist Conception of Mind.
Routledge. :

Hodgson, D, 1991. The Mind Matters: Consciousness and Choice in a Quantum World. Oxford
University Press.

Popper, K., and Eccles, J. 1977. The Self and Its Brain: An Argument for Interactionism.’

Springer.
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Robinson, W. S. 1998. Brains and People: An Essay on Mentality and Its Causal Conditions.
Temple University Press.

Smythies, J. R., and Beloff, I. (eds.). 1989. The Case for Dualism. University of Virginia Press.

Swinburne, R. 1986. The Evolution of the Soul. Oxford University Press.

B. Behaviorism

In the second half of the twentieth century, dualism was widely rejected, and many dif-
ferent forms of materialism were explored. This was both a reaction to the problems
of dualism and a product of the success of physical explanations in many different
domains.

Gilbert Ryle’s 1949 book The Concept of Mind is recognizably the antecedent of
much recent work in the philosophy of mind. This book argues against dualist views and
puts forward a positive view of its own. Included here is the first chapter of the book,
“Descartes’ Myth” (chapter 5). As the title suggests, this chapter is largely directed
against the dualism of Descartes. He accuses Descartes and others of subscribing to the
“dogma of the ghost in the machine” and suggests that these views rest on a “category
mistake” in posing questions about the relationship between mind and body. The mind
is not to be seen as something distinct from the body and steering it from the inside, but
as an aspect of the body’s own activities.

Ryle’s positive views (developed in other chapters of his book) are subtle and hard to
summarize, but one strand in these views seems to involve a sort of behaviorism. rough-
ly, the view that the mind is an aspect of behavior. On this view, to be in a given mental
state (such as pain) is to be in a certain behavioral state (such as wincing), or at least to
have a disposition to behave in certain ways (such as the disposition to express pain if
queried). Thus mind is seen as a public aspect of human activity, rather than as a private
inner aspect.

"This sort of behaviorism is more explicit in Rudolf Carnap’s “Psychology in Physical
Language” (chapter 6). Carnap was a logical positivist, holding roughly that all mean-
ingful claims can be translated into claims about observable, verifiable phenomena. In
the case of the mind, this comes to the claim that meaningful claims about the mind can
be translated into claims about behavior. This is a form of logical behaviorism, holding
ultimately that that what we mean when we make claims about the mind involves un-
derlying claims about behavior. (This differs from scientific behaviorism, which holds
roughly that the scientific study of the mind is the study of behavior.) Given that be-
havior itself seems to be a physical phenomenon, behaviorism can be seen as a form of
materialism.

Like dualism, behaviorism has been subject to a number of objections. It seems more
intuitive to say that mind is an inner cause of behavior, rather than an aspect of behavior
itself. More concretely, one can argue that any given mental state is distinct from any
given behavioral state or behavioral disposition. This sort of argument is mounted by Hi-
lary Putnam in “Brains and Behavior” (chapter 7). Putnam argues that specially trained

-beings (“super-spartans”) might feel pain while having no associated behavioral dispo-
sitions at all. Likewise, it can be argued that a perfect actor might have any given behav-

ioral disposition without the associated mental state. If so, mental states cannot be be-
havioral dispositions.

FURTHER READING

Apart from being the classic statement of a broadly behaviorist view, Ryle (1949) con-
tains nuanced discussions of many aspects of the mind and mentality. The views of
Hempel (1949), Wittgenstein (1953), and Quine (1960) also have some affinity with be-
haviorism. Dennett (chapter 52), who was a student of Ryle’s, puts forward a view that
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can be seen as a sophisticated contemporary descendant of behaviorism. Important ob-
jections to behaviorism are given by Geach (1957) and Block (1981). Scientific behav-
iorism is advocated by Watson (1930) and Skinner (1971).

Block, N. 1981. Psychologism and behaviorism. Philosophical Review 90:5-43.
Dennett, D. C. 1987. The Intentional Stance. MIT Press.
Geach, P. 1957. Mental Acts. Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Hempel, C. 1949. The logical analysis of psychology. In H. Feigl and W. Sellars, eds., Readings
in Philosophical Analysis, pp. 373-84. Appleton-Century-Crofts.

Quine, W. V. 1960. Word and Object. MIT Press.

Ryle, G. 1949. The Concept of Mind. Hutchinson and Co.

Skinner, B. F. 1971. Beyond Freedom and Dignity. Alfred A. Knopf.
Watson, J. 1930. Behaviorism. Norton.

Wittgenstein, L. 1953. Philosophical Investigations. Blackwell.

C. The Identity Theory

The mind-brain identity theory holds that mental states are brain states. Most theorists
accept that mental states are at least associated or correlated with brain states: For ex-
ample, feeling pain might be correlated with a certain sort of brain activity. The identity
theory goes further to hold that mental states are identical to the associated brain states:
These states are one and the same. This identification, unlike the behaviorist thesis, is not
intended to be grounded in an analysis of our concepts. Rather, it is supposed to be an
empirical claim, analogous to the claim that lightning is identical to electrical discharge
or that water is identical to H,O. In this way, the identity theory can be seen as driven by
scientific developments, especially in neuroscience.

The identity theory in its modern form was put forward by U. T. Place, J. J. C. Smart,
and Herbert Feigl in the late 1950s. The original statement of the view was given by
Place (chapter 8) and was refined and elaborated by his colleague Smart (chapter 9).
Both Place and Smart recognize the strong intuitive resistance to the claim that mental
states are brain states, especially in the case of conscious experiences. They try to defuse
this resistance by careful diagnoses of its source: Place locates this in a “phenomeno-
logical fallacy,” while Smart addresses a number of objections to the thesis, putting for-
ward the idea that mental concepts can be analyzed in a “topic-neutral way,” so that noth-
ing in these concepts alone dictates whether or not mental states are physical. This
suggests that while we it may not seem antecedently that mental states are physical, we
can discover their physical nature through empirical science.

Feigl’s form of the identity theory has a somewhat different flavor from Place’s and
Smart’s. Feigl gives more weight to intuitions about the special nature of conscious ex-
perience than do Place and Smart, but he argues that these can be reconciled with an
identity view once we correctly understand the nature of physical understanding. Physi-
cal theory characterizes its entities structurally and leaves open their intrinsic nature.
This raises the possibility that mental states are tied to the intrinsic aspect of physical
states. This possibility is explored in the selection from Feigl here (chapter 10), which is
a short excerpt from his article “The ‘Mental’ and the ‘Physical.’ ”

An objection to the identity theory, developed by Putnam (chapter 11), is that states
such as pain cannot be identical to any particular brain states, since a creature such as a
Martian might have pain without having the brain state in question. As Putnam put it, it
is plausible that mental states are multiply realizable. If this is right, one cannot identify
a mental state fype, such as being in pain, with a physical state type, such as a specific
sort of brain state. This still leaves open the possibility that one can identify mental state
tokens, such as a specific pain of a subject, with physical state tokens, such as a specific
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biological state of that subject. Many philosophers think that the type identity theory is
refuted by this objection but that the token identity theory is left open.

FURTHER READING

Feigl’s long and interesting 1958 article is reprinted with an afterword as Feigl (1967).
The identity theory provoked a great deal of critical discussion in the 1960s, some of
which is collected in Borst (1970); another collection is Presley (1967). Influential
objections to the identity theory are developed by Putnam (chapter 11) and Kripke
(chapter 32). Hill (chapter 33; see also Hill 1991) advocates a version of the type identi-
ty theory.

Borst, C. V. (ed.). 1970. The Mind/Brain Identity Theory. Macmillan,

Feigl, H. 1967. The ‘Mental’ and the ‘Physical.’ University of Minnesota Press.

Hill, C. S. 1991. Sensations: A Defense of Type Materialism. Cambridge University Press.

Presley, C. P. (ed.). 1967. The Identity Theory of Mind. University of Queensland Press.

D. Functionalism

Functionalism is a descendant of both behaviorism and the identity theory. Broadly
speaking, it holds that mental states correspond to functional states: states of playing a
certain role within the cognitive system. Some forms of functionalism identify mental
states with functional states, while other forms identity of mental states with the physi-
cal states that play the functional role in question. Functionalism was developed in the
1960s by Hilary Putnam, David Armstrong, and David Lewis, in somewhat different
forms.

In Putnam’s “The Nature of Mental States” {chapter 11), he argues against behavior-
ism and the identity theory and proposes instead a hypothesis that has come to be known
as machine functionalism, according to which mental states are functional states of a
computational machine. This makes mental states more abstract than any particular bio-
logical state, and so allows the possibility of multiple realization. It also allows a loose
tie between mental states and behavior, without an absolute tie. This analogy between
minds and machines has been very influential in conternporary philosophy of mind and
cognitive science and has been developed in many different directions.

Armstrong (chapter 12) puts forward a different form of functionalism, cast not in
terms of machines, but in terms of the general idea that mental states are defined in terms
of their causal role. Specifically, he holds that the concept of a mental state is the concept
of a state that is apt to be the cause of certain effects or apt to be the effect of certain caus-
es. Where Putnam viewed his thesis as a sort of empirical hypothesis (like the identity
theory), Armstrong puts forward his thesis as a sort of conceptual analysis (like logical
behaviorism). It is a view about what we mean when we talk about the mind. Because of
this, the view is often known as analytic functionalism. Unlike Putnam, Armstrong sees
his view as supporting the identity theory rather than competing with it. If it turns out
that in humans, a specific brain state plays the causal role associated with pain, then that
brain state is itself a pain,

This sort of functionalism is developed in much more detail by Lewis (chapter 13).
One might ask: Which causal roles are relevant to defining mental states? Lewis suggests
that these roles are given by our everyday theory of the mind, as reflected in common-
sense claims about mental states, their connections to one another, and their role in guid-
ing behavior. If these claims are gathered together, they can be seen as providing a sort
of definition of what it is to be the mental state in question: So pain is whatever state
plays the role that common sense associates with pain, and so on. For this purpose,
Lewis adapts Frank Ramsey’s idea that the claims of a theory can be represented in a sin-
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gle long sentence (the “Ramsey sentence”), and then used to identify the entities that sat-
isfy the theory. Like Armstrong’s view, Lewis’ functionalism is a form of analytic func-
tionalism, put forward as an analysis of what mental concepts mean.

A common objection to functionalism holds that it cannot deal with the “qualitative”
aspects of conscious experience, such as the experience of seeing red or feeling pain.
Ned Block (chapter 14) develops the “absent qualia” objection, according to which a
system could have the same functional states as a conscious system, while having no
qualitative states at all. He argues for this thesis using a thought-experiment involving a
vast number of people causally organized to realize the given organization. Martine
Nida-Riimelin (chapter 15) develops a version of the “inverted qualia” objection, ac-
cording to which two systems could have the same relevant functional states as a con-
scious system while having different qualitative states. If these objections are correct,
then qualitative states are not identical to functional states, so functionalism is false.

FURTHER READING

There is an enormous and scattered literature on functionalism; some relevant papers are
collected in Biro and Shahan (1982). Putnam’s version of functionalism is developed in
a series of papers collected in Putnam (1975) and is repudiated in Putnam (1987). Arm-
strong’s functionalism is developed at length in Armstrong (1968). The idea that mental
states are defined in terms of a theory is also present in Sellars (chapter 50) and is devel-
oped further by Churchland (chapter 53). Searle (chapter 63) gives an argument against
machine functionalism that is closely related to the absent qualia argument. Dennett
(chapter 26) tries to deflate the idea of absent and inverted qualia, while Shoemaker
(1975) and White (1986) give important defenses of functionalism against absent qualia
objections. See also a number of related papers on this topic (e.g., those by Nagel,
Chalmers, Kripke, and Hill) in Part 2 of this book. Shoemaker (1982) and Palmer (1999)
discuss inverted qualia from a philosophical and empirical standpoint, respectively.

Armstrong, D. M. 1968. A Materialist Theory of the Mind. Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Biro, J. 1., and Shahan, R. W. (eds.). 1982. Mind, Brain and Function. Oklahoma University
Press.

Palmer, S. 1999. Color, consciousness, and the isomorphism constraint. Behavioral and Brain
Sciences 22:1-21.

Putnam, H. 1975. Mind, Language, and Reality. Cambridge University Press.

Putnam, H. 1987. Representation and Reality. MIT Press.

Shoemaker, S. 1975. Functionalism and qualia. Philosophical Studies 27:291-315. Reprinted
in Identity, Cause, and Mind (Cambridge University Press, 1984).

Shoemaker, S. 1982. The inverted spectrum. Journal of Philosophy 79:357-81. Reprinted in
Identity, Cause, and Mind (Cambridge University Press, 1984).

White, S. 1986. Curse of the qualia. Synthese 68:333—68. Reprinted in N. Block, O. Flanagan,
and G. Giizeldere (eds.), The Nature of Consciousness (MIT Press, 1997).

E. Other Psychophysical Relations

A number of other views about the relationship between the mental and the physical
have been put forward. One important view is the emergentism of C. D. Broad (chapter
16) and others, holding that the mental is an emergent property of an underlying physi-
cal substrate. A property is emergent in Broad’s sense when it is a property of an under-
lying physical substance but cannot be deduced in principle from the low-level physical
properties of that substance. Broad illustrates emergence in the domains of chemistry
and biology, contrasting emergentism with mechanism, on which high-level properties
are deducible from low-level properties, and with substantial vitalism, on which sepa-
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rate substances are involved. Broad argues both for emergent qualities (high-level qual-
ities that cannot be deduced from underlying qualities) and for emergent behavior (high-
level behavior that cannot be deduced from the principles governing low-level behavior).
This view of chemistry and biology is now widely rejected, although many theorists em-
brace a sort of weak emergence where high-level properties are surprising consequences
of low-level properties, while still (unlike Broad’s strong emergence) being deducible

_ from them in principle. In the case of the mind (to which Broad applies the framework
in a later chapter), strong emergence is more popular. In this domain, Broad’s view has
something in common with the interactionism of Descartes, but with just one underlying
substance and two sorts of properties.

Another important view is the anomalous monism of Donald Davidson (chapter 17).
This view can be seen as an attempt to preserve materialism without any strong reduc-
tion of the mental to the physical. On Davidson’s view, any given mental event is identi-
cal to a physical event (a form of token identity theory), but there are no strict laws that
connect mental events to physical events, and there are no strict laws governing mental
events themselves. Davidson argues for this view by considering the distinct character of
mental and physical concepts along with the causal connections between mental events
and physical events.

There has been much discussion of whether the mental can be reduced to the physi-
cal, where this is understood as requiring more than the mere truth of materialism. Jerry
Fodor (chapter 18) argues that in general, one cannot expect that the theories of a high-
level “special science” should be reducible to the theories of a low-level science such as
physics. Because of the many ways in which a high-level kind can be realized at a low
level, the general principles in a high-level science cannot be captured by a low-level sci-
ence except in a very complex and arbitrary way. This applies especially to the science
of psychology, suggesting that one cannot expect that psychology can be reducible to
physics, or even to neuroscience. Instead, it will always have a degree of autonomy.

In a more recent paper (chapter 19), Jaegwon Kim replies to Fodor’s argument, sug-
gesting that multiple realizability does not pose an obstacle to reduction. We may still be
able to reduce the psychological principles that apply to humans (or some other particu-
lar species) to lower-level principles and to reduce species-specific psychological kinds
to lower-level kinds. One should not expect anything more, since there may not be any
general principles that apply to all possible minds. Where one has multiple realizability,
one has multiple psychological principles. So the important principles and kinds always
lie at a species-specific level.

It has also been suggested that the mental—physical relationship can be analyzed using
the notion of supervenience. A class of high-level properties supervenes on a class of
low-level properties when any two possible systems (or possible worlds) that have the
same low-level properties have the same high-level properties. This captures the intu-
itive materialist idea that a system’s physical properties might determine its mental prop-
erties, without making further commitments about the relationship. The idea is dis-
cussed critically by Terence Horgan (chapter 20). Horgan sketches the history and the
various versions of supervenience and argues that while supervenience is a useful tool,
it needs to be augmented to yield a full materialist theory of the mental-physical rela-
tions. In particular, we need an explanation of why the mental properties supervene on
physical properties. Supervenience augmented by this sort of explanation yields what
Horgan calls superdupervenience.

Finally, Frank Jackson (chapter 21) argues for an important role for conceptual analy-
sis in understanding the mental-physical relation. Jackson argues that the truth of mate-
rialism requires a sort of supervenience of the mental on the physical and he argues that
this in turn requires that mental concepts can be analyzed in such a way so that there is a
sort of a priori entailment from physical truths to mental truths. This sort of analyzabili-
ty can be seen as one way of answering Horgan’s request for an explanation of superve-



