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- object is then used to refer to that object, even in referring to
- counterfactual situations where the object doesn’t have the
- properties in question. An example was the case of a meter.

' Finally, at the end of the talk last time we were talking about
statements of identity. Statements of identity should seem very
;- simple but they are somehow very puzzling to philosophers. I
" cannot be sure in my own case whether I have all the possible
* confusions that can be generated by this relation straightened
out. Some philosophers have found the relation so confusing
that they change it. It is, for example, thought that if you have
two names like ‘Cicero’ and ‘Tully’ and say that Cicero is
| Tully, you can’t really be saying of the object which is both
. Cicero and Tully that it is identical with itself. On the con-
trary, ‘Cicero is Tully’ can express an empirical discovery, as
we mentioned before. And so some philosophers, even Frege
at one early stage of his writing, have taken identity to be a
relation between names. Identity, so they say, is not the relation
between an object and itself; but is the relation which holds
between two names when they designate the same object.

This occurs even in the more recent literature. I didn’t bring
the book along, but J. B. Rosser, the distinguished logician,
writes in his book, Logic for Mathematicians,*® that we say that
x = y if and only if ‘x’ and ‘y’ are names for the same object.
He remarks that the corresponding statement about the object
itself, that it in no way differs from itself, is of course trivial;
and so, presumably, cannot be what we mean. This is an
especially unusual paradigm of what the identity relationship
'should be because it would apply very rarely. As far as I know,
outside the militant black nationalist movement no one has
ever been named ‘x’. Seriously speaking, of course, ‘x” and ‘y’
in the open sentence ‘x =y’ are not names at all, they are
variables. And they can oceur with identity as bound variables
in a closed sentence. If you say for every x and y, if x = y then

L Ne“; York, McGraw-Hill (1953),. see Chapter VII, ‘Equality’.

LECTURE III: JANUARY 29, 1970

s

What’s been accomplished, if anything, up to now? First, I've
?rgued that a popular view about how names get their reference
in general doesn’t apply. It is in general not the case that the
reference of a name is determined by some uniquely identifying
marks, some unique properties satisfied by the referent an
kfxown or believed to be true of that referent by the speake’r;’
Flr.st, the properties believed by the speaker need not be
uniquely specifying. Second, even in the case where they are,
they may not be uniquely true of the actual referent of the”ﬂ
speaker’s use but of something else or of nothing. This is the. "
case where the speaker has erroneous beliefs about some person’if
He does not have correct beliefs about another person, but
erroneous beliefs about a certain person. In these casc; the
reference actually scems to be determined by the fact that the
speaker is a member of a community of speakers who use
the name. The name has been passed to him by tradition fror
link to link. . :
Second, I've argued, even if in some special cases, notably-
some cases of initial baptism, a referent is determined by-a
description, by some uniquely identifying property, what that
property is doing in many cases of designation is not giving»av
synonym, giving something for which the name is an abbrevia-
tion; it is, rather, fixing a reference. It fixes the rcferehcc by :
some contingent marks of the object. The name denoting that
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certain star scen in the evening and Phosphorus as a certain
star, or a certain heavenly body, seen in the morning; then
ere may be possible worlds in which two different _pla,nets
-would have been seen in just those positions in the evening and
‘morning. However, at least one of them, and maybe both,
“would not have been Hesperus, and then that would not have
been a situation in which Hesperus was not Phosphorus. Ft
ﬁxight have been a situation in which the planet seen in t:.lns
osition in the evening was not the planet seen in this position
in the morning; but that is not a situation in which Hesperus
‘was not Phosphorus. It might also, if people gave .the names
‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’ to these planets, be a situation in
‘which some planet other than Hesperus was called ‘Hesperus'.
But even so, it would not be a situation in which Hesperus

itself was not Phosphorus.®! .
Some of the problems which bother people in these situa-
tions, as I have said, come from an identification, or as I wou!d
fut it, a confusion, between what we can know a priori in
and that therefore it should be dropped, and identity should. advance and what is necessary. Certain statements—and th;
just be taken to be the relation between a thing and itself. T 'identity statement is a paradigm of such a statement on my
sort of device can be used for a number of philosophical ‘PBMIY . view if truc at all must be necessarily true. One does know
problems. ;v o a priori, by philosophical analysis, that if such an identity state-
We have concluded that an identity statement between’ ment is true it is necessarily truc. ’
names, when true at all, is necessarily true, even though one One qualification: when I say ‘Hesperus is Pho.spho'rus
may not know it q priori. Suppose we identify Hespérus ‘as a ¢ is necessarily true, I of course do not deny that situations
- might have obtained in which there was no such planet as
Venus at all, and therefore no Hesperus and no Phosphorus.
In that case, there is a question whether the identity statement
) ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’ would be true, false, or neither true
51 Recall that we describe the situation ix:s:dur language, nott the :;:f:::l:

i ituati ould have used. Hence we must use t!

gézgoﬂz.%f;;i?ﬁ?ina the same tefcrcmfc as in the actual world.
The fact that people in that situation might or might not have used these

names for different planets is irrelevant. So is the fact that .they might have
done so using the very same descriptions as we did to fix their references.

y = x, or something like that—no names occur in that s
ment at all, nor is anything said about names. This statem
would be true even though the human race had never existed
or, though it did exist, never produced the phenomen
names. g

If anyone ever inclines to this particular account of identjty
let’s suppose we gave him his account. Suppose identity wer,
relation in English between the names. I shall introduce:a
artificial relation called ‘schmidentity’ (not a word of Eng
which I now stipulate to hold only between an objec ,
itsel£.** Now then the question whether Cicero is schmidentical
with Tully can arise, and if it does arise the same problems ;
hold for this statement as were thought in the case of.the
original identity statement to give the belief that this w
relation between the names. If anyone thinks abou
seriously, I think he will see that therefore probably. his
original account of identity was not necessary, and probably
not possible, for the problems it was originally meant to so

89 Of course, the device will fail to convince a philosopher who wants to
argue that an artificial language or concept of the supposed type is logically
impossible. In the present case, some philosophers have thought that a relation,
being essentially two-termed, cannot hold between a thing and “itself. This
position is plainly absurd. Someone can be his own worst enemy, his own.
severest critic and the like. Some relations are reflexive such as the relation
‘no richer than’, Identity or schmidentity is nothing but the smallest teﬂ_exiife
relation. e

I hope to elaborate on the utility of this device of imagining a hypbthetical “
language elsewhere. '

e
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' For a time [the anti-essentialist] is winning. Yet there comes a time
when his claims appear a trifle too far fetched. The internalist
uggests that we cannot imagine that particular we call the Queen
' having the property of at no stage in her existence being human. If
¢ anti-internalist admits this, admits that it is logically incon-
BP%: ceivable that the Queen should have had the property of, say,
always being a swan, then he admits that she has at least one
internal property. If on the other hand he says that it’s only a

contingent fact that the Queen has ever been human, he says what
t is hard to accept. Can we really consider it as conceivable that she
should never have been human?%®

nor false.’® And if we take the last option, is ‘Hesperus -
Phosphorus’ necessary because it is never false, or should w
require that a necessary truth be frue in all possible worlds?;
am leaving such problems outside my considerations altogeth
If we wish to be somewhat more careful, we could replace th
statement ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’ by the conditional f;
Hesperus exists then Hesperus is Phosphorus’, cautiously taking
only the latter to be necessary. Unfortunately this condition
involves us in the problem of singular attributions of existence
one I cannot discuss here. In particular, philosophers syns:
pathetic to the description theary of naming often argue that:
one cannot ever say of an object that it exists. A suppose
statement about the existence of an object really is, so
argued, a statement about whether a certain descriptio
property is satisfied. As I have already said, I disagree
Anyway, I can’t really go into the problems of existenc
here. B

I want to mention at this point that other consideratio
about de re modality, about an object having essential properties
can only be regarded correctly, in my view, if we recogniz
the distinction between a prioricity and necessity. One migh
very well discover essence empirically, :

There are some examples of alleged essential properties-in
an article by Timothy Sprigge. ‘ '

‘At no stage in her existence’ and ‘always’ are justifications
Sprigge presumably introduces to allow such possibilities as
her right now being changed into a swan—by a wicked witch,
I guess. (Or a benign witch.)

One confusion I find in this discussion is that in the first case
Sprigge talks about whether there would be any contradiction
-.in supposing that we had an announcement that the Queen was
. born of parents different from the ones she actually had. And
in that there is no contradiction. Similarly, though, there is no
" contradiction in an announcement that the Queen, this thing we

thought to be a woman, was in fact an angel in human form,
or an automaton cleverly constructed by the royal family, who

did not want the succession to pass to that bastard so-and-so, or
- something. Neither of these announcements represent things
 that we couldn’t possibly discover, either. What is the question
- we are asking when we ask whether it’s necessary, concerning
* this woman, that she should either have been of royal blood or
have been human? Royal blood is a little complicated, because
“in order for it to be necessary for her to have been of royal
blood it has to be necessary that this particular family line at
some time attained to royal power; but the latter fact seems to

2]

The internalist [which means the believer that there are sdxﬁ
essential properties] says that the Queen must have been born o
royal blood. [He means that this person must have been of royal
blood.] The anti-essentialist says there would be no contradiction
in a news bulletin asserting that it had been established that- the
Queen was not in fact the child of her supposed parents, but had
been secretly adopted by them, and therefore the proposition th
she is of royal blood is synthetic . . .

¥

52 The same three options exist for ‘Hesperus is Hesperus’, and the answer
must be the same as in the case of ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’.

88 ‘Internal and External Properties’, Mind 71 (April, 1962), pp. 202-03.
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seems to me. It would be a situation in which there was some
other woman who had many of the properties that are in fact
true of Elizabeth. Now, one question is, in this possible world,
was Elizabeth herself ever born? Let’s suppose she wasn’t ever
born. It would than be a situation in which, though Truman
and his wife have a child with many of the properties of
Elizabeth, Elizabeth herself didn’t exist at all. One can only
become convinced of this by reflection on how you would
describe this situation. (That, I suppose, means in many cases
that you won't become convinced of this, at least not at the
moment. But it is something of which I personally have been
convinced.)

- How could a person originating from different parents,
from a totally different sperm and egg, be this very woman?
One can imagine, given the woman, that various things in her
life could have changed: that she should have become a
pauper; that her royal blood should have been unknown, and
so on. One is given, let’s say, a previous history of the world
up to a certain time, and from that time it diverges cons1dcrably
from the actual course. This seems to be possible. And so it’s
possible that even though she were born of these parents she
never became queen. Even though she were born of these
parents, like Mark Twain’s character® she was switched off
with another girl. But what is harder to imagine is her bemg
born of different parents. It seems to me that anything coming

from a different origin would not be this object.

| In the case of this table,5% we may not know what block of
wood the table came from. Now could ¢his table have been
made from a completely different block of wood, or even of
water cleverly hardened into ice—water taken from the
Thames River? We could conceivably discover that, contrary
to what we now think, thls table is indeed made of ice from

88 In The Prince and The Pauper.
8 Of course I was pointing to a2 wooden table in the room.

be contingent. Therefore I suppose it is contingent that h ;
blood should ever have been royal.

Let’s try and refine the question a little bit. The question
really should be, let’s say, could the Queen—could this won‘
herself—have been born of different parents from the paren
from whom she actually came? Could she, let’s say, have been
the daughter instead of Mr. and Mrs. Truman? There would
be no contradiction, of course, in an announcement that (Ih
the ages do not make this impossible), fantastic as it-
sound, she was indeed the daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Trum
I'suppose there might even be no contradiction in the discovery
that—it seems very suspicious anyway that on either hypothes
she has a sister called Margaret—that these two Marga
were one and the same person flying back and forth in a clev,
way. At any rate we can imagine discovering all of thes
things.

But let us suppose that such a discovery is . not in fact th
case. Let’s suppose that the Queen really did come from. thes
parents. Not to go into too many complications here about
what a parent is, let’s suppose that the parents are the people
whose body tissues are sources of the biological sperm and cg
So you get rid of such recherché possibilities as transplants:
the sperm from the father, or the egg from the mother, in
other bodies, so that in one sense other people might haye
been her parents. If that happened, in another sense her parents
were still the original king and queen. But other than that,
we imagine a situation in which it would have happened th
this very woman came out of Mr. and Mrs. Truman? The
might have had a child resembling her in many properties
Perhaps in some possible world Mr. and Mrs., Truman eve
had a child who actually became the Queen of England -and:
was even passed off as the child of other parents. This still would
not be a situation in which this very woman whom we call
‘Elizabeth II' was the child of Mr. and Mrs. Truman, or so it
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the river. But let us suppose that it is not. Then, though we cin & ¥R ¢ - These are only examples of essential properties.’® 1 won't

gnagi{le n?skin.g :1 table out of another block of wood or:- e could erginaly have boen made of anything other than wood
om Ice, 1dentical in a earance wi h thi : Vj‘s:‘_e er the table could originally have made of anything other WOO!
could ha’ve ut it in thf P .. ‘ 1fhls one, and t‘houghw_ is relevant. Obviously this question is related to the necessity of the origin of
that thi P : § v.ery position 1n the room, it seems: he table from a given block of wood and whether that block, too, is essentially
me that this is nof to imagine this table as made of wood or wood (even wood of a particular kind). Thus it is ordinarily impossible to

but rather it is to imagine another table, resembling this on imagine the table made from any substance other than the one of which it is
actually made without going back through the entire history of the universe,

all externa i -
of ice.56. 5.,1 details, made of another block of wood, or ev a mind-boggling feat. (Other possibilities of the table not having been wooden
originally have been suggested to me, including an ingenious suggestion of

Slote’s, but I find none of them really convincing. I cannot discuss them here.)

A full discussion of the problems of essential properties of particulars is

% .impossible here, but I will mention a few other points: (1) Ordinarily when
1. we ask intuitively whether something might have happened to a given object,
we ask whether the universe could have gone on as it actually did up to a
certain time, but diverge in its history from that point forward so that the
vicissitudes of that object would have been different from that time forth.
s Perhaps this feature should be erected into a general principle about essence.
C’ name another piece of wood. Then suppose B were made from A4, s Note that the time in which the divergence from actual history occurs may be
the actual world, but also another table D were simultaneously made fro: i sometime before the object itself is actually created. For example, I might have

|

%¢ A principle suggested by these examples is: If a material object has its origin
i

(We assume that there is no relation between A and C which makes;the been deformed if the fertilized cgg from which I originated had ged

Srom a certain hunk of matter, it could not have had its origin in any other matter
Some qualiﬁcations might have to be stated (for example, the vague-nésisbb 3
notiort of hunk of matter leads to some problems), but in a large class of ca
the principle is perhaps susceptible of something like proof, using thép ciple
of the necessity of identity for particulars. Let ‘B’ be a name (rigid designaf
of a table, let ‘4’ name the piece of wood from which it actually came

possibility of making a table from one dependent on the possibility of in certain ways, even though I presumably did not yet exist at that time. (2) I
a table &?m the other.) Now in this situation B % D; hence, even if D am not suggesting that only origin and substantial makeup are essential, For
made~by itself, and no table were made from A, D would not be B. Stri example, if the very block of wood from which the table was made had
speaking, the ‘proof” uses the necessity of distinctness, not of identity. Ho: instead been made into a vase, the table never would have existed. So (roughly)
ever, the same types of considerations that can be used to establish the latter being a table seems to be an essential property of the table. (3) Just as the
can b-e used to establish the former. (Suppose X # Y; if X and Y were' question whether an object actually has a certain property {e.g. baldness) can
identical to some object Z in another possible world, then X = Z, be vague, so the question whether the object essentially has a certain property
%wnct.a X =Y.) Alternatively, the principle follows from the necessity*of can be vague, even when the question whether it actually has the property is
ldenn!:y' .plus the ‘Brouwersche’ axiom, or, equivalently, symmetry of ' c decided. (4) Certain counterexamples to the origin principle appear to exist
accefsxbxhty r'elation between possible worlds. In any event, the argument -~ in ordinary parlance. I am covinced that they are not genuine counter-
3PP1{“ only if the making of D from C does not affect the possibili ' examples, but their exact analysis is difficult. I cannot discuss this here.
m:kmg B ff?m 4, and vice-versa. o . 88 Peter Geach has advocated (in Mental Acts, Routledge and Kegan Paul,
"In ad‘.l‘“fm to the principle that the origin of an object is essential to it London, 1957, Section 16, and elsewhere) a notion of ‘nominal essence’
another Pl’lnCll:.)le suggested is that the substance of which it is made is essential; different from the type of essential property considered here. According to
Several 'comphcations exist here. First, one should not confuse the typé of Geach, since any act of pointing is ambiguous, someone who baptizes an
essence involved in the question ‘What properties must an object retain if it " object by pointing to it must apply a sortal property to disambiguate his . |
not to cease to exist, and what properties of the object can change whilé’ " reference and to ensure correct criteria of identity over time—for example, ! |
object endures?’, which is a temporal question, with the question "Wk someone who assigns a reference to ‘Nixon’ by pointing to him must say, ‘I
(“mel“f) properties could the object not have failed to have, and .wi] use “Nixon” as a name of that man’, thus removing his hearer’s temptations
properties coul'd it have lacked while still (timelessly) existing?’, which, to take him to be pointing to a nose or a time-slice. The sortal is then in some
concerns necessity and not time and which is our topic here. Thus the question sense part of the meaning of the name; names do have a (partial) sense after all,
of whether the table could have changed into ice is irrelevant here. The quésﬁbxi though their senses may not be complete enough to determine their references,
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dwell on them further because I want to go on to the.more hat Immanuel Kant says about gold. (He was a wealthy
general case, which I mentioned in the last lecture, o i spcculator who kept his possessions under his bed.) Ka.nt is in-
identities between terms for substances, and also the ‘pria" t 308 ' troducing the distinction between analytic and synthetic judge-
of substances and of natural kinds. Philosophers have, a; ‘ments, and he says: ‘All analytic judgements depend wholly'
said, been very interested in statements expressing theore! ®on the law of contradiction, and are in their nature 4 priori
identifications; among them, that light is a stream of pho cognitions, whether the concepts that supply them x.mth matter
that water is H,O, that lightning is an electrical dischmi‘gé hat 380 € be empirical or not. For the predicate of an affirmative anal?'tlc
gold is the element with the atomic number 79. TR judgement is already contained in the concept of the subject,
To get clear about the status of these statements we mu ‘of which it cannot be denied without contradiction. . . .
first maybe have some thoughts about the status of su For this very reason all analytic judgements are 4 priori even
stances as gold. What's gold? I don’t know if thisisan ¢ ] hen the concepts are empirical, as, for example, “Goldisa i
which has particularly interested philosophers. Its. inter ¥ vellow metal”; for to know this I require no experience be- |
financial circles is diminishing because of increased stab i syond my concept of gold as a yellow metal. It is, in fact, Fhe . ﬁ
currencies.®® Even so gold has interested many people. ‘He % very concept, and I need only analyze. it without -lo.okmg %
-_ , ‘beyond it."s® I should have looked at the German. ‘It is in facf H . !
as they are in description and cluster-of-descriptions theories. If I und; the very concept’ sounds as if Kant is saying here that gOId i 1

Geach correctly, his nominal essence should be understood in terms ust means ‘yellow metal’. If he says that, then it’s cspeci ally
strange, so let’s suppose that that is not what he’s saying. At

dealing with ‘nominal’, not ‘real’, essences). So ‘Nixon is a man', ‘Dobb least Kant thinks it’s a part of the conc.ept that g°ld is to be a

is a horse’, and the like would be a priori truths. ‘ ellow metal. He thinks we know this a priort, and that we
I need not take a position on this view here. But I would briefly mention :could not possibly discover this to be empirically false.

the following: (1) Even if a sortal is used to disambiguate an ostensive referen % Is Kant right about this? First, what I would have wanted to

surely it need not be held a priori to be true of the object designated. o’ ¢ . b 1d being a
Dobbin turn out to belong to a species other than horses (though superficially. %-.do would have been to discuss the part about go cing

. 1}
he looked like a horse), Hesperus to be a planet rather than a star, o " metal. Thjs, however, is comphcated because first, I don’t

advocated here (perhaps this is part of what he means when he say

3

guests, even if he names t.hem, to be angels rather than men? Perhaps Gea know too much chemistry. I_nvcstigating this a few da}’s ago
should stick to more cautious sortals. (2) Waiving the objection in (1), L. £ I found in a more hcnomenolog-
there is a substantial gap between premise and conclusion. Few speakers:dotir : -in just a coup le of references, I found in ) P dlﬁi cul

fact Jearn the reference of a given name by ostension; and, even if they picked: Jical account of metals the statement that it’s very t to

up the name by a chain of communication leading back to an ostension, why ay what a metal is. (It talks about mallcablhry, ductlllty, and
should the sortal allegedly used in the ostension be, in any sense, part of'th the like, but none of these exactly work,) On the other haﬂd,
]

‘sense’ of the name for them? No ar ent is offered here. (An extrems . 1 19t
A mathematician’s wife overhears hiru-xll:usband muttering tflq name 'Nanéy somCthing about the p eriodic table gave 2 desqnptlon of
She wonders whether Nancy, the thing to which her husband referred, iis |
woman or a Lie group. Why isn’t her use of ‘Nancy’ a case of naming?’
isn’t, the reason is not indefiniteness of her reference.) - .

$% I may have spoken too soon. That is what some financial pages said when: - subsequent cursory look at the German,
these lectures were delivered, January, 1970. : " real competence here.

80 Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, Preamble Section 2.b. (Prussian
Academy edition, p. 267). My impression of the passage was not charlged bya
though I can hardly lay claim to any
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discover that we are wrong about them. Further, there might
be a substance which has all the identifying marks we com--
monly attributed to gold and used to identify it in the first
place, but which is not the same kind of thing, which is not
e same substance. We would say of such a thing that though
‘has all the appearances we initially used to identify gold, it is
not gold. Such a thing is, for example, as we well know, iron
pyrites or fool’s gold. This is not another kind of gold. It’s a
completely different thing which to the uninitiated person
Jlooks just like the substance which we discovered and called
.gold- We can say this not because we have changed the meaning
‘of the term gold, and thrown in some other criteria which
“distinguished gold from pyrites. It scems to me that that’s not
ue. On the contrary, we discovered that certain properties
-were true of gold in addition to the initial identifying marks
by -which -we identified it. These properties, then, being
‘characteristic of gold and not true of iron pyrites, show that
‘the fool’s gold is not in fact gold. - ,

.- We should look at this in another example. It says som

where in here:$! ‘I say “The word ‘tiger’ has meaning .in
‘English”. ... If I am then asked “What is a tiger?” I might
reply “A tiger is a large carnivorous quadrupedal feline, tawny
~yellow in color with blackish transverse stripes and white
“belly,” (derived from the entry under “tiger” in the Shorter
Oxford English Dictionary.)’ And-now suppose someone says
“You.have just said what the word “tiger” means in English.
And Ziff asks, ‘Is that so?’ and he says, correctly, ‘I think not.’
His example is, ‘Suppose in a jungle clearing one says “look, a
three-legged tiger!”: must one be confused? The phrase “a
three-legged tiger” is not a contradictio in adjecto. But if “tiger”
in.English meant, among other. things, either quadruped or
* quadrupedal, the phrase “a three-legged tiger” could only be a
* 81 Paul Ziff, Semantic Analysis, Ithaca, Cornell University Press, 1960, pp-
184-85.

but since the move will tempt many, and can be refuted: :
after I develop my own views, it will not be suitable:to
‘Gold is a metal’ as an example to introduce these views.
But let’s consider something easier—the question ofy
yellowness of gold. Could we discover that gold was.not
fact yellow? Suppose an optical illusion were prevalent,.due
peculiar properties of the atmosphere in South Africa:
Russia and certain other areas where gold mines are comm
Suppose there were an optical illusion which made th
stance appear to be yellow; but, in fact, once the peeul
properties of the atmosphere were removed, we woulds:
that it is actually blue. Maybe a demon even corrupted:
vision of all those entering the gold mines (obviously:
souls were already corrupt), and thus made them béli;{iré
this substance was yellow, though it is not. Would. ther
this basis be an announcement in the newspapers: ‘It
turned out that there is no gold. Gold does not exist.
we took to be gold is not in fact gold.’? Just imagine the w
financial crisis under these conditions! Here we havean
dreamt of source of shakiness in the monetary system. .
It seems to me that there would be no such announcem
On the contrary, what would be announced would be
though it appeared that gold was yellow, in fact goldi}
turned out not to be yellow, but blue. The reason is, I think
that we use ‘gold’ as a term for a certain kind of thing. Othy
have discovered this kind of thing and we have heard
| We thus as part of a community of speakers have a: cert
| connection between ourselves and a certain kind of thing. Th
kind of thing is thought to have certain identifying marks,.Some

penda s

of these marks may not really be true of gold: We might
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contradictio in adjecto.” So, his example shows that if it is part of .2

the concept of tiger that a tiger has four legs, there couldn’t be
a three-legged tiger. This is the sort of case which many;

philosophers tend to explain as a ‘cluster concept’. Is it evena. |
contradiction to suppose that we should discover that tigers
never have four legs? Suppose the explorers who attribu
these properties to tigers were deceived by an optical illusion,

and that the animals they saw were from a three-legged species;
would we then say that there turned out to be no tigers after; .

all? I think we would say that in spite of the optical illus
which had deceived the explorers, tigers in fact have three

external appearances of a tiger as described here, has an inte;
structure completely different from that of the tiger. Actuall
the word ‘feline’ was put in here, so it is not entirely fair. Let’s
suppose it were left out, for this example. That a tiger belongs
to any particular biological family, anyway, was somethin
we discovered. If ‘feline’ means just having the appearance «
cat, let’s suppose that it does have the appearance of a big:
We might find animals in some part of the world whi
though they look just like a tiger, on examination were disz
covered not even to be mammals. Let’s say they were in fact
very peculiar looking reptiles. Do we then conclude on;, th
basis of this description that some tigers are reptiles? We don
We would rather conclude that these animals, though they
have the external marks by which we originally -identifi

tigers, are not in fact tigers, because they are not of the s '

concept of tiger has been replaced by a new scientific definitic
I think this is true of the concept of tiger before the internal
structure of tigers has been investigated. Even though we do

g
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Eknow the internal structure of tigers, we suppose—and let us
suppose that we are right—that tigers form a certain species or
natural kind. We then can imagine that there should be a
creature which, though having all the external appearance of
tigers, differs from them internally enough that we should say
that it is not the same kind of thing. We can imagine it without
knowing anything about this internal structure—what this
internal structure is. We can say in advance that we use the
term ‘tiger’ to designate a species, and that anything not of
this species, even though it looks like a tiger, is not in fact a tiger.
Just as something may have all the properties by which we
originally identified tigers and yet not be a tiger, so we might
also find out tigers had none of the properties by which we
originally identified them. Perhaps none are quadrupedal, none
tawny yellow, none carnivorous, and so on; all these properties
turn out to be based on optical illusions or other errors, as in
the case of gold. So the term ‘tiger’, like the term ‘gold’, does
not mark out a ‘cluster concept’ in which most, but perhaps
not all, of the properties used to identify the kind must be
satisfied. On the contrary, possession of most of these pro-
perties need not be a necessary condition for membership in
the kind, nor need it be a sufficient condition. '
Since we have found out that tigers do indeed, as we
suspected, form a single kind, then something not of this kind
is not a tiger. Of course, we may be mistaken in supposing
that there is such a kind. In advance, we suppose that they

probably do form a kind. Past experience has shown that

usually things like this, living together, looking alike, mating
together, do form a kind. If there are two kinds of tigers that
have something, to do with each other but not as much as we
thought, then maybe they form a larger biological family. If
they have absolutely nothing to do with each other, then there
are really two kinds of tigers. This all depends on the history

énd on what we actually find out. :
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The philosopher I find most to recognize this sort of con
sideration (our thoughts on these matters developed
dependently) is Putnam. In an article called ‘It Ain’t Necessa
S0’,%% he says of statements about species, that they are ‘les
necessary’ (as he cautiously says) than statements like ‘bachelor.
aren’t married’. The example he gives is ‘cats are anima
Cats might turn out to be automata, or strange demons (i
his example) planted by a magician. Suppose they turned ‘ou
to be a species of demons. Then on his view, and I think also
my view, the inclination is to say, not that there turned-ou

"be no cats, but that cats have turned out not to be animal
we originally supposed. The original concept of cat is:
kind of thing, where the kind can be identified by paradigmatic
instances. It is not something picked out by any qualitative
dictionary definition. However, Putnam’s conclusion is ‘tha
statements like ‘cats are animals’ are ‘less necessary’ than staté
ments like ‘bachelors are unmarried’. Certainly I agree that
the argument indicates that such statements are not known4
priori, and hence are not analytic;® whether a given kind is’

8% Journal of Philosophy, 59, No. 22 (October 25, 1962), pp. 658-71.
subsequent work on natural kinds and physical properties, which I have not
had a chance to see at the time of this writing, Putnam has done further wos]
which (I gather) has many points of contact with the viewpoint expressed
here. As I mentioned in the text, there are some divergencies between Put:
nam’s approach and mine; Putnam does not base his considerations on the
apparatus of necessary versus a priori truths which I invoke. In his earli
paper, ‘The Analytic and the Synthetic’, Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy
Science,*vol. I1I, pp. 358-97, he seems closer to the ‘cluster concept’ theory’ m
some respects, suggesting, for example, that it applies to proper names. .

I should emphasize again that it was an example of Rogers Albritton which-
called my attention to this complex of problems, though Albritton probably
would not accept the theories I have developed on the basis of the example.

% Iam presupposing that an analytic truth is one which depends on meanings
in the strict sense and therefore is necessary as well as a priori. If statements’
whose a priori truth is known via the fixing. of a reference are counted
analytic, then some analytic truths are contingent; this possibility is exclude
in the notion of analyticity adopted here. The ambiguity in the notion of
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‘species of animals is a matter for empirical investigation.

erhaps this epistemological sense is what Putnam means by

necessary’. The question remains whether such statements are
necessary in the non-epistemological sense adw{ocated in these
 lectures. So the next thing to investigate is (using the con‘cept
" of necessity that I talked about): are such statements as cats
" are animals’, or such statements as ‘gold is a yellow metal’,.
‘necessary?

So far I've only been talking about what we could find out.

' I've been saying we could find out that gold was not in fact
" yellow, contrary to what we thought. If one went in more
Jetail into the concept of metals, let’s say in terms of valency
 properties, one could certainly find out that thO}lgh one took
 gold to be a metal, gold is not in fact a metal. Is it necessary or
" contingent that gold be a metal? I don’t want to go into detail
* on the concept of a metal—as I said, I don’t know enot.lgh
about it. Gold apparently has the atomic nuxfnber 79-Lsita
necessary or a contingent property of gold that it has the atomic
- number 79? Certainly we could find out that we were mis-
" taken. The whole theory of protons, of atomic numbers, the

whole theory of molecular structure and of atomic structure,
on which such views are based, could all turn out to b‘f false.
Certainly we didn’t know it from time imnu?morial. So in that
sense, ‘gold could turn out not to have atomic number 79-

- Given that gold does have the atomic nun.lbcr 79, coulc:
something be gold without having the atomic numlber 79?1

S

ici arises from the ambiguity in the usual uses of such terms
:a‘l}:ﬁizi:xgcﬁm'. I have not attempted to deal ?vith the delicate
problems regarding analyticity in these lecturc's, bu.t I will say. that ::zc
(though not all) of the cases often adduced to discredit the analytxc—synkindsc
distinction, especially those involving natural phf.nomena and natural " s
should be handled in terms of the apparatus of fixing a reference mvok.ed' ertz‘
Note that Kant's example, ‘gold is a yellow metal’, 1.s not eveu a pt.'wfz, ;ln
whatever necessity it has is established by scientific investigation; 1t is thus
far from analytic in any sense.
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element, nor can there be such a case (except in the epistemic o
ense of ‘possible’). Given that gold is this element, any 'other
substance, even though it looks like gold and is found in the ‘
ery places where we in fact find gold, would not be go}d. It'
would be some other substance which was a counterfeit for o
"gko,ld. In any counterfactual situation where the same geo- i
raphical areas were filled with such a substance, they would ! f
not have been filled with gold. They would have been filled O
.with something else. » BN
wSo if this co;glsideration is right, it tends to show that suc!l
statements representing scientific discoveries about whz‘tt this .
stuff is are not contingent truths but necessary tfuths in the |
strictest possible sense. It’s not just that it’s a.sc1ent1ﬁc la.w, but
of course we can imagine a world in which it would fail. Any ‘i :
world in which we imagine a substance which. does not have I
these properties is a world in which we %magme a su_bst:.mc;
which is not gold, provided these properties form the l?asm' of
what the substance is. In particular, then, present sacntlﬁ.c o
theory is such that it is part of the nature of go,lfi as we have it
to be an element with atomic number 79. It will therefore .be |
necessary and not contingent that gold be an element with
atomic number 79. (We may also in the same way, then, |
investigate further how color and metallic properties follow ;
from what we have found the substance gold to be: to the |
extent that such properties follow from the atomic structure of |
gold, they are necessary properties of it, even Ehoug’h they un-
questionably are not part of the meaning of ‘gold’ and were
not known with a priori certainty.)

Putnam’s example ‘cats are animals’ comes under .tl-xc same |
sort of heading. We have in fact made a very surprising dis~ .
covery in this case. We have in fact. found nc?t}un;g to go ‘
against our belicf. Cats are in fact animals! Then is this truth a
necessary truth or a contingent one? It scems to me @t it is
necessary. Consider the counterfactual situation in which in

Let us suppose the scientists have investigated the nature:
gold and have found that it is part of the very nature of:t}
substance, so to speak, that it have the atomic number.
Suppose we now find some other yellow metal, or some. other
yellow thing, with all the properties by which we originall
identified gold, and many of the additional ones that we }
discovered later. An example of one with many of the init
properties is iron pyrites, ‘fool’s gold.” As I have said, 3
wouldn’t say that this substance is gold. So far we are speaking
of the actual world. Now consider a possible world. Consider
a counterfactual situation in which, let us say, fool's gold:
iron pyrites was actually found in various mountains in's
United States, or in areas of Soyth Africa and the Soviet Uni '
Suppose that all the areas which actually contain gold now;
contained pyrites instead, or some other substance which
counterfeited the superficial properties of gold but lacked
atomic structure.* Would we say, of this counterfactu
situation, that in that situation gold would not even have been
an element (because pyrites is not an element)? It seems to-me
that we would not. We would instead describe this as a situati
in which a substance, say iron pyrites, which is not -gold
would have been found in the very mountains which actually,
contain gold and would have had the very properties by which
we commonly identify gold. But it would not be gold
would be something else. One should not say that it would
still be gold in this possible world, though gold would the
lack the atomic number 79. It would be some other stuff,
some other substance. (Once again, whether people counter=
factually would have called it ‘gold” is irrelevant. We do not
describe it as gold.) And so, it seems to me, this would no
be a case in which possibly gold might not have been an

% Even better pairs of ringers exisft; for example, some pairs of elements of a
single column in the periodic table which resemble each other closely but
nevertheless are different elements. ”

«
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place of these creatures—these animals—we have in fact little

demons which when they a
. pproached us brou lu
3;1::3.6 il;?luldl we describe this as a situation lih;l}:i‘iluc
e vz ;) ut1 ;ecgl:xsdteo me t}.zat these demons would notw
have discovered that the I;::(t):::l Ta; t?:;hkc }fomL v s
Once we have discovered, however, t} they ace n
of their very nature that, when w;
world in which there were such dem

o ons around, we must
emons would not be cats. It would be a worl

containin i
o mg‘;ngxt];?nnz Itnasqll)leradmg as cats. Although we could
A :n t;al e demons, 9f a certain species, giv’v'c
il o fact ;, " 12 any cat-like being which is not'an
T ihe aceual rld or in a counterfactual one, is -

¢ holds even for animals with the appearance o

re demot
that they are not, it is p;

g y | 24

wcr)ruli;i ILOt be cats, but ‘fool’s cats’.
0bjeC: T:;:csler:; r:janon also to the essence of a particul:
et lecular theory has discovered, let’s say, -that
e e is .c.ompc?sed of molecules. This was cer;:ain]v
o importan a;xcnl.)mcal dlSCO.VCI'}.'. It was something we di
oy i adv 0; ; maybe this might have been composed for
i o 3 :lc:ime ethereal entelechy. Now imagincf*an’.
olect < emflyulllg s very .position in the room which was an
peres ot aec y. Would it !)e this very object here? It might "
e e i};e}:ra;‘l?c o.f this object, but it seems to me that
oo nore d%t is thing. Tl.1e vicissitudes of this thing migh-ttj
pave been rycl ifferent from its actual history. It might have
poon tans Il))cl?:stin c;o the Kremlit.x. It might have already \been‘
hings i b 11110 longer exist at the present time. Various
oy might | ;e .appcned to it. But whatever we imaginé
e th?n aving happex.led to it other than what actually
) the on: g we cannot imagine happening to this thing
» given that it is composed of molecules, should Stll%

describe a counterfactiial

-~ tions, and proper names as names. He say

' non-connotative if they are proper names.
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have existed and not have been composed of molecules. We
can imagine having discovered that it wasnt composed of

olecules. But once we know that this is a thing composed of
molecules—that this is the very nature of the substance of
which it is made—we can’t then, at least if the way I see it is

" correct, imagine that this thing might have failed to have been

omposed of molecules.
:. According to the view I advocate, then, terms for natural

“kinds are much closer to proper. names than is ordinarily
“supposed. The old term ‘common name’ is thus quite appro-
priate for predicates marking out species or natural kinds, such
as ‘cow’ or ‘tiger’. My considerations apply also, however, to
. certain mass terms for natural kinds, such as ‘gold’, ‘water’,
" and the like. It is interesting to compare my views to those of
" Mill. Mill counts both predicates like ‘cow’, definite descrip-
s of ‘singular’ names
 that they are connotative if they are definite descriptions but
On the other hand,
-~ Mill says that all ‘general’ names are connotative; -such a
predicate as ‘human being’ is defined as the .conjunction of
certain properties which give necessary and sufficient conditions
for humanity—rationality, animality, and certain physical
features.®® The modern logical tradition, as represented by
Frege and Russell, seems to hold that Mill was wrong about
singular names, but right about gcneral names. More recent
philosophy has followed suit, except that, in the case of both
proper names and natural kind terms, it often replaces the
notion of defining properties by that of a cluster of properties,
only some of which need to be satisfied in each particular case.
My own view, on the other hand, regards Mill as more-or-less
right about ‘singular’ names, but wrong about ‘general’ names.
Perhaps some ‘general’ names (‘foolish’, ‘fat’, ‘yellow’) express

& Mill, op. cit.
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#'as the polywater allegedly discovered in the Soviet Union,
¥ with very different identifying marks from that of what we
now call water—it is a form of water because it is the same
e ubstance, even though it docsn’t have the appearances by
which we originally identified water.
Let’s consider the statement ‘Light is a stream of photons’ or
‘Heat is the motion of molecules’. By referring to light, of
course, I mean something which we have some of in this room.
When I refer to heat, I refer not to an internal sensation that
someone may have, but to an external phenomenon which
¢ perceive through the sense of feeling;; it produces a charac-
eristic sensation which we call the sensation of heat. Heat is
the motion of molecules. We have also discovered that in-
creasing heat corresponds to increasing motion of molecules,
r, strictly speaking, increasing average kinetic energy of
. molecules. So temperature is identified with mean molecular
‘kinetic energy. However I won't talk about temperature
ecause there is the question of how the actual scale is to be set.
Tt might just be set in terms of the mean molecular kinetic
_energy.®” But what represents an interesting phenomenological
.discovery is that when it's hotter the molecules are moving
- faster. We have also discovered about light that light is a stream
f photons; alternatively it is a form of electromagnetic
adiation. Originally we identified light by the characteristic
internal visual impressions it can produce in us, that make us
able to see. Heat, on the other hand, we originally identified
by the characteristic effect on one aspect of our nerve endings
or our sense of touch. a
Imagine a situation in which human beings were blind or
- their eyes didn’t work. They were unaffected by light. Would
" that have been a situation in which light did not exist? It seems

rODerties 86 .
fn dp‘etr.tles.’ In a significant sense, such general names as ‘cow
iger' do not, unless being a cow counts triviall i
property. Certainly ‘cow’ ‘tiger’ !
property. y cow’ and ‘tiger’ are not short forith
cor junction of Ilalropcmes a dictionary would take to def
m, as Mill thought. Wh i
e} . ether science can di
hen | . scover em=
g ally that certain properties are necessary of cows, or;of:
gfrs: is another question, which I answer aﬂirmativeiy
! ::S s conmde‘r how' this applies to the types of idcntit? sta
e expressglg scientific discoveries that I talked 5bout"‘
re—say, that water is H,Q. I i s,
‘ . It certaink
> - 0. y represen
d sci?svclx;y that water is H,O. We identified waterpori ina
t g; tas(t: aracteristic feel, appearance and perhaps taste, (thougt
substane may usually be due to the impurities). If there wer
substas 22 e:en Z:maﬂ)lrl, which had a completely differen
ucture from that of water, b »
ut resembled ;
oy ) water.
t h;:; respects, would we say that some water wasn’t HzO
not. i i foo
ol thert W:l would say instead that just as there is a-foo
gold. hc could bf: a fool’s water; a substance which, thoug
havin (ig the Prc;per;;es by which we originally identified water
not 1n fact be water. And thi ink, : not
8 this, I think, appli
- X , applies not onl
e ttll::l a‘ctual. worl? but even when we talk about counte
situations. If there had b o
! een a substan, hich
fool’s water, i Lm0t waten, €
, it would then be fool’ @
s water and not wat
: woul er.
he other hand if this substance can take another form—s

¥

propert?r in the required sense. Actually, however, it i i ertai
;ﬁ:r:nn:a:i ge::;lmezt ?f its own, for on the prcsent' viel\snn;ctll‘:\lvd;:;ti: ::nam
e g mzbes:ﬁnated as that' cxte'mal physical property of the obj
espect v d)l' eans of .the visual impression of yellowness. It does in
¢ the natural kind terms. The phenomenological quality of

sensation i
on itself, on the other hand, can be regarded as a quale in some pu:

sense. Perhaps I am rather ) e
sceons uaneoewary beee, vague about these questions, but further precision

87 Of course, there is the question of the relation of the statistical mechanical
" notion of temperature to, for example, the thermodynamic notion. I wish to
- leave such questions aside in this discussion.
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to me that it would not. It would have been a situation, i
which our eyes were not sensitive to light. Some creatures
have eyes not sensitive to light. Among such creatures
mfor@ately some people, of course; they are called ‘blind!
Even if all people had had awful vestigial grovn'hs‘a.tir&} _]us
couldn’t see a thing, the light might have been atouﬁd-' b(lt /]
would not have been able to affect pcople’s‘ eyes in the ,,pr;)p
v‘vay..So it seems to me that such a situation wodld«géma
situation in which there was light, but people could norths;:»
.So, th0}1gh we may identify light by the characteristic visual}
impressions it produces in us, this seems to be a good cxaml
of fixing a reference. We fix what light is by the fact that
whatever, out in the world, affects our eyesin a ccrtainwwa i)
Bt:t now, talking about counterfactual situations in whi
!et s say, .peoplc were blind, we would not then say that sin
in suc}} situations, nothing could affect their eyes, light woilld
not exist; rather we would say that that would be a sxtuatl
in which light—the thing we have identified as that whic
fact enables us to sce—existed but did not manage to hel
see due to some defect in us. s
Perhaps we can imagine that, by some miracle, sound wa ;
sc?mchc.)w enabled some creature to see. I mean, they gave
visual impressions just as we have, maybe exactly the sam
color sense. We can also imagine the same creature to
completely insensitive to light (photons). Who knows wh:
subtle undreamt of possibilities there may be? Would we.
that in such a possible world, it was sound which was ligh
that thcfse wave motions in the air were light? It seems togn;
t%xat, given our concept of light, we should describe.:th
situation differently. It would be a situation in which certamy
creatures, maybe even those who were called ‘people;fﬁ
inhabited this planet, were sensitive not to light but to soun
wav.ef, sensitive to them in exactly the same way that wgaxi
sensitive to light. If this is so, once we have found out wha
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ght is, when we talk about other possible worlds we are

‘talking about this phenomenon in the world, and not using
“light’ as a phrase synonymous with ‘whatever gives us the visual
impression—whatever helps us to see’; for there might have
been light and it not helped us to see; and even something else
‘might have helped us to see. The way we identified light fixed

a reference.
And similarly for other such phrases, such as ‘heat’. Here heat

is something which we have identified (and fixed the reference
of its name) by its giving a certain sensation, which we call ‘the

sensation of heat’. We don’t have a special name for this

sensation other than as a sensation of heat. It’s interesting that
the language is this way. Whereas you might suppose it, from
‘what I am saying, to have been the other way. At any rate, we
identify heat and are able to sense it by the fact that it produces
in us a sensation of heat. It might here be so important to the
concept that its reference is fixed in this way, that if someone
else detects heat by some sort of instrument, but is unable to
feel it, we might want to say, if we like, that the concept of
‘heat is not the same even though the referent is the same.
Nevertheless, the term ‘heat’ doesn’t mean ‘whatever gives
people these sensations’. For first, people might not have been
sensitive to heat, and yet the heat still have existed in the
external world. Secondly, let us suppose that somehow light

 rays, because of some difference in their nerve endings, did give

them these sensations. It would not then be heat but light which

- gave people the sensation which we call the sensation of heat.

Can we then imagine a possible world in which heat was not
molecular motion? We can imagine, of course, having dis-
covered that it was not. It seems to me that any case which
someone will think of, which he thinks at first is a case in which
‘héat—contrary to what is actually the case—would have been
‘something other than molecular motion, would actually be a

case in which some creatures with different nerve endings from
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ours inhabit this planet (maybe even we, if it’s a contingent
fact about us that we have this particular neural structure), and
in which these creatures were sensitive to that something
say light, in such a way that they felt the same thing that w
feel when we feel heat. But this is not a situation in which, sa
light would have been heat, or even in which a stream
photons would have been heat, but a situation in whic
stream of photons would have produced the characteristi
sensations which we call ‘sensations of heat’. _*
Similarly for many other such identifications, say, 't )
lightning is electricity. Flashes of lightning are flashes:.of
electricity. Lightning is an electrical discharge. We can imagin
of course, I suppose, other ways in which the sky might,be
illuminated at night with the same sort of flash without :
electrical discharge being present. Here too, I am inclined to:
say, when we imagine this, we imagine something with all the’
visual appearances of lightning but which is not, in fact,.
lightning. One could be told: this appeared to be lightning:
_ but it was not. I suppose this might even happen now. Someone
might, by a clever sort of apparatus, produce some pheno~
menon in the sky which would fool people into thinking tha
there was lightning even though in fact no lightning . was
present. And you wouldn’t say that that phenomenon, because’
it looks like lightning, was in fact lightning. It was a different
phenomenon from lightning, which is the phenomenon of
an electrical discharge; and this is not lightning but just some-
thing that deceives us into thinking that there is lightning.
What characteristically goes on in these cases of, lets say,
‘heat is molecular motion’? There is a certain referent which
we have fixed, for the real world and for all possible worlds,
by a contingent property of it, namely the property that it's
able to produce such and such sensations in us. Let’s say it’s a
contingent property of heat that it produces such and such
sensations in people. It’s after all contingent that there should

know a priori what physical phenomenon, described in. other; -
erms—in basic terms of physical theory—is the phenoTnenon
which produces these sensations. We don’t know tlns, and
* we've discovered eventually that this phcnomen'on is in fa'ct
molecular motion. When we have discovered this, we've dis-
" covered an identification which gives us an essential prop-
erty of this phenomenon. We have discovered a phenom.enon
which in all possible worlds will be molecuhft motion—
- which could not have failed to be molecular motion, because
 that's what the phenomenon is.®® Qn the other hand, .the
* property by which we identify it originally, that Qf pr-oducglg
- such and such a sensation in us, is not a necessary propcrt).r ut
a contingent one. This very phenomenon could have existed,
But due to differences in our neural structures and so on, have
failed to be felt as heat. Actually, when I say our n‘eural struc-
tures, as those of human beings, I'm really h?dgmg. a point
WMch I made eatlier; because of course, it might be part of
the very nature of human beings that they ha.ve a neurzl
structure which is sensitive to heat. Theref:orc.thls too cou!
turn out to be necessary if enough investigation s.ho'wed l:lllt.
This I'm just ignoring, for the purpose of simplifying hi:
discussion. At any rate it’s not necessary, I suppose, that th

‘s have been inclined to argue that although certainly_we
cannzt? ::; tl})::psl::und waves ‘would have been hat'.if th.ey l‘md 'been felt I::ly;
the sensation which we feel when we feel hea.t, the situation mldlﬁ'ertlendtis \::l n
respect to a possible phenomenon, not present in the actu.al world, anth pn
from molecular motion. Perhaps, it is suggested, there might be anc:h er form
of heat other than ‘our heat’, which was not m?lecular motion; douf,ou]d
actual phenomenon other than molecular motion, suc?x as so:x; 1, would
qualify. Similar claims have been made for gold and for l.lght. Atlﬂ _odlfl% -
disinclined to accept these views, they would make relanv.el).' l:lmeed ; cr;t;ld
t‘ov the substance of the present lectures. Sox'nco?g‘ wh? 1‘s in : oin od
these views can simply replace the terms ‘light’, he.at . pain ,fetc.;vill the
examples by ‘our light’, ‘our heat’, ‘our pain’ and the like. I therefore
take the space to discuss this issue here.
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~ever have been p_eople on this planet at all. So one doesn’t;
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planet should have been inhabited by creatures sensitiv fying their views only by rcp'lacmg the notion ofh a t;amefas
heat in this way. ; iven by a particular conjunction of properties wi o t lc:i E
I will conclude with some remarks about the application; sense as given by a ‘cluster’ ofPfoP_cmes’ only enough ot W cd
: the foregoing considerations to the debate over the mind-bod ‘need apply. The present view, ‘d,lrecftly reversing Frege all)n :
identity thesis. Before I do so, however, I wish to recapitula Russell, (more or less) endorses Mill’s view of singular terms, bu
the views I have developed, and perhaps add a point or tw *:'disputes his view of general terms. . '
First, my argument implicitly concludes that certain genera * Second, the present view asserts, in the case of species b;rtr;;:
§ terms, those for natural kinds, have a greater kinship ‘wit as in that of proper names, that one should l?ear in min ties
sl proper names than is generally realized. This conclusion hol ‘contrast between the a priori but pcrhapf contingent ProPﬁex p
for certain for various species names, whether they are cot B%. carried with a term, given by the way its tefer?nce was fixed,
] nouns, such as ‘cat’, ‘tiger’, ‘chunk of gold’, or mass termssu¢ % and the analytic (and hence nccessary? properties a term may
as ‘gold’, ‘water’, ‘iron pyrites’. It also applies to certain tert carry, given by its meaning. Fo'r species, as for prcl;pet nan;es:i
for natural phenomena, such as ‘heat’, ‘light’, ‘sound’, ‘ligh , :the way the reference of a term is fixed should not be regar t; X
ning’, and, presumably, suitably elaborated, to corresponding 1s a synonym for the term. In the case of proper lnamef» C
adjectives—‘hot’, ‘loud’, ‘red’. il WS reference can be fixed in various ways. In an initia :1? -
Mill, as I have recalled, held that although some ‘sin is typically fixed by an ostension or a description. Otherwise,

names’, the definite descriptions, have both denotation.-and the reference is usually dcyermincd by a ?haxn, flﬁssi'mg 'th;

connotation, others, the genuine proper names, had denotation “name from link to link. The same ‘obs'ervatlons -h?h ‘ ::1 S(IK:1 ’
but not connotation. Mill further maintained that ‘gener 1 % a general term as ‘gold’. If we imagine a hYP°b etical \a X
names’, or general terms, had connotation. Such termst mittedly somewhat artificial) baptism of the ‘s:ll ﬁsnts:n'ce”w
i ‘cow’ or ‘human’ are defined by the conjunction of ce ~must imagine it picked out as by some :such e Eon aos;

properties which pick out their extension—a human being, *Gold is the substance instantiated by the items over there,

r example, is a rational animal with certain' physical chara ‘at any rate, by almost all of them’.' Sev'eral' fet}jtu‘?:ﬁftit::f
! teristics. The hoary tradition of definition by genus and differens *_baptism are worthy of note. First, the identity “:h :h hl cach
b is of a piece with such a conception. If Kant did, ind ‘does not express a (completely).neccssary truth: 0133” ol
f suppose that ‘gold’ could be defined as ‘yellow metal’, it may: BB of these items is, indeed, fesscnnfllly (ne.ccssarlly) fo d’ ﬁn;gtxon

. f well be this tradition which led him to the definition. (‘Metal¥ ‘might have existed even if the 1te:m.s dldhnqt- ;{1 es ar; e
i would be the genus, ‘yellow’ the differentia. The different ~ does, however, express an a priort trutli,(;n e: meter —

; could hardly include ‘being gold’ without circularity.) “as (and with the same qualifications appie tl::) I eneral

! The modern logical tradition, as represented by Frege an B length of S’: it fixes a reference. 1 believe that, in g ,

Russell, c?lsputed Mill on the issue of singular names, but en; e Assusming, of course that they are ll gold; a  say below, some may be

dorsed him on that of general names. Thus all terms, b ool o“n] deI < know in advance, a priori, that it is not the case that the items
. . s ’ ool's . ’ ' .

singular and general, have a ‘connotation’ or Fregean sens are typgically fool's gold; and all those items which are actually gold are, of

More recent theorists have followed Frege and Russell, modi course, essentially gold.
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originally identified as the causes of certain concrete experi-
rental effects. I do not attempt to give exhaustive charac-
terizations here, only examples.
.» Third, in the case of natural kinds, certain properties, be-
ieved to be at least roughly characteristic of the kind and
‘believed to apply to the original sample, are used to place new
tems, outside the original sample, in the kind. (‘Properties’ is
od here in a broad sense, and may include larger kinds: for
example animality and felinity, for tigers.) These properties
need not hold a priori of the kind; later empirical investigation
may establish that some of the properties did not belong to the
original sample, or that they were peculiarities of the original
sample, not to be generalized to the kind as a whole. (Thus the
yellowness of gold may be an optical illusion; or,, more
plausibly, though the gold originally observed was indeed
yellow, it could turn out that some gold is white.) On the
other hand, an item may possess all the characteristics originally
used and fail to belong to the kind. Thus an animal may look
just like a tiger, and fail to be a tiger, as mentioned above; .
distinct elements in the same column of the periodic table
may resemble each other rather closely. Such failures are the
exception; but, as in the periodic table, they do arise. (Some--
times a failure of the initial sample to have the characteristics
associated with it may lead us to repudiate the species, as in
the J-K-L case above. But this phenomenon is not typical, let
alone universal; see the remarks on the yellowness of gold, or
whether cats are animals.) A priori, all we can say is that it is
am empirical matter whether the characteristics originally
associated with the kind apply to its members universally, or
even ever, and whether they are in fact jointly sufficient for
membership in the kind. (The joint sufficiency is extremely
unilikely to be necessary, but it may be true. In fact, any animal
looking just like a"tiger is a tiger—as far as I know—though it
is (metaphysically) possible that there should have been animals

really gpld. If, on the other hand, the supposition that ther
one uniform substance or kind in the initial sample‘» e
more radically in error, reactions can vary: sometimes WP ;
declare that there are two kinds of gold, sometimes vt;e o
drop the term ‘gold’. (These possibilities are not suppés q
be exhaustive.) And the alleged new kind may prove--iﬁus
for other reasons. For example, suppose some itéms .(ie
set of th.em be I) are discovered and are believed to belon
anew klfld K. Suppose that later it is discovered that the ite
inI are indeed of a single kind; however, they beldng i
prev1001.ls_1y kn‘own kind, L. Observational error led"t:ﬁ
false initial belief that the items in T possessed some charact
C excluding them from L. In this case we would surely;
that the kind K does not exist, in spite of the fact that lt -‘
fieﬁned by reference to a uniform initial sample (No.te tha
if .L had not previously been identified, we migh.t Wcll :
saxd. tha? the kind K did exist, but that we were in error m su
posing it to be associated with the characteristic C1) Totlfl,
extent that the notion ‘same kind’ is vague, so is thc': origtd
;f::::it;f gold. Ordinarily, the vagueness doesn’t matté_r‘
In the case of a natural phenomenon perceptible to th

;il;:lt which is sensed by sensation S’. Once again, the identity
Ixes a referf:ncc: it therefore is a priori, but not nece‘s;saf;r'
fmciz ’he.at might have existed, though we did not. ‘Heat’ lik; :
gold’, is a rigid desi i 1 by fts
‘deﬁnj,tion’ »Ogh gnator, whose reference is fixed by its

. Other natural phenomena, such as electricity, are |
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that resembled tigers but were not tigers. The universal appli
cability, on the other hand, may well be necessary, if.
‘Cats are animals’ has turned out to be a necessary truth. In
of many such statements, especially those subsuming
species under another, we know a priori that, if they are tria
at all, they are necessarily true.) .

Fourth, scientific investigation gencrally discovers characy
teristics of gold which are far better than the original set. Fg

« items.” (In the case of gold, men applied
‘:;:Zd(:)flsn:gon to the (task. Those who <.1oubt the natuu?li
scientific curiosity of Man should consider this case. Only s "
anti-scientific fundamentalists as Bryan cast aspersions OIfl'r e
‘;éﬁ'ort.) More important, the species-name may be passed ;Z
link to link, exactly as in the case of proper names, so t

many who have seen little or no gold can st11.1 use the t;c:n;
Their reference is determined by a causal (historical) chain,

i
O S

e AL

example, it turns out that a material object is (pure) gold if an,
only if the only element contained therein is that with atomic
number 79. Here, the ‘if and only if” can be taken to be s
(necessary). In general, science attempts, by investigating basi
structural traits, to find the nature, and thus the essence (in:the
philosophical sense) of the kind. The case of natural phenomena
is similar; such theoretical identifications as ‘heat is molecul
motion’ are necessary, though not a priori. The type of property,
identity used in science seems to be associated with necessity,
not with a prioricity, or analyticity: For all bodies x and o xis
hotter than y if and only if x has higher mean molecular
kinetic energy than y. Here the coextensiveness of the predic
is necessary, but not a priori. The philosophical notion of -
attribute, on the other hand, seems to demand a4 priori (and.
analytic) coextensiveness as well as necessary coextensiveness:
Note that on the present view, scientific discoveries of species
essence do not constitute a ‘change of meaning’; the possibility;
of such discoveries was part of the original enterprise. We
- need not even assume that the biologist’s denial that whales
are fish shows his ‘concept of fishhood’ to be different from
that of the layman; he simply corrects the layman, discovering
that ‘whales are mammals, not fish’ is a necessary truth. Neither
‘whales are mammals’ nor ‘whales are fish’ was supposed to be
a priori or analytic in any case. _
Fifth, and independently of the scientific investigations just
mentioned, the ‘original sample’ gets augmented by the dis<

by use of any items. 1 will make even less effort here
ltl: t sp};ll out an}::x_act theory than in the case of proper
naIInJ::J.ally, when a proper name is passe.d fto.m lmk to w,
the way the reference of the name is fixed is of little mpoﬁl'xtandcie
to us. It matters not at all that different speake.rs may - e
reference of the name in different ways, provided that they
give it the same referent. The situation is probal.le not m
different for species names, though the temptation ftrq "
that the metallurgist has a different concept of gold Qm"rhe
man who has never seen any may be som?what greatet. The
interesting fact is that the way the reference is fixed seems over-

- whelmingly important to us in the case of sensed phenomena:

a blind man who uses the term ‘light’, even though he uses it
as a rigid designator for the very same phenomen};n; as wteo,
seems to us to have lost.a great deal, per‘haps en01’1g or us °
declare that he has a different concept. ( ('Ionc.ept l.1ere is use
non-technically!) The fact that we 1dent1fy. h'_ght ina certanf
way seems to us to be erucial, even though it is gotnxmi
the intimate connection may create an :I{uston of necesls:sty.
think that this observation, together with .the remar d:z
Property—identity above, may well be essential to an un

70 Obviously, there are also artificialities in this whol;::lcount. lPorGO mmld n;ie;
- ’ ich i itute the original sample.
i hard to say which items constitute : . y
:a:::z; discoverez independently by various people at various times. I do
not feel that any such complications will radically alter the picture.
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e acknowledged that Elizabeth II might have ttfn'led out
to be the daughter of George VI, or even to originate 1n
particular sperm and egg we had thought, and this table
might have turned out to be made from ice made from water
om.the Thames. I gather that Hesperus might have turned
ot to be Phosphorus. What then can you mean when you
v.that such eventualities are impossible? If Hesperus mfght
ave turned out not to be Phosphorus, then Hesperus mlgl?t
ot have been Phosphorus. And similarly for the other cases: if
e.world could have turned out otherwise, it coul.d have been
herwise. To deny this fact is to deny the .st.:lf-.ewdcn.t modal
rinciple that what is entailed by a possibility must 1.tself be
ossible. Nor can you evade the difficulty by dec.:la’r’mg the
;xj;ight have” of “might have turned out o}hcrwme to be
ely epistemic, in the way that “Fermat's Last Theoren,l’
ht turn out to be true and might turn out to b.e fa-lse

erely expresses our present ignorance, and “Anthm.ctxc might
have turned out to be complete” signals our former ignorance.
— ¢ mathematical cases, we may have been ignorant, but
in fact mathematically impossible for the answer to turn
,other than it did. Not so in your favorite cases;of essence
and of identity between two rigid designators: it really is
lo glcally possible that .gold should have turned out to .be a
mpound, and this table might really have turned out not to
‘made of wood, let alone of a given particular block of wood.
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standing of the traditional disputes over primary and seco)
qualities.” =
Let us return to the question of theoretical identific
Theoretical identities, according to the conception I'ady,
are generally identities involving two rigid designator
therefore are examples of the necessary a posteriori.: Ng
spite of the arguments I gave before for the distinction betweén
necessary and a priori truth, the notion of a posteriori:
truth may still be somewhat puzzling. Someone ma
inclined to argue as follows: ‘You have admitted"th t
~ might have turned out not to have been molecular ‘nio
and that gold might have turned out not to have bee:
element with the atomic number 79. For that matter, yo

™ To understand this dispute, it is especially important to realizé"
yellowness is not a dispositional property, although it is related to a dispo
Many philosophers for want of any other theory of the meaning of;th
‘yellow’, have been inclined to regard it as expressing a dispositio
At the same time, I suspect many have been bothered by the ‘gut feg
yellowness is a manifest property, just as much ‘right out there’ as hard
spherical shape. The proper account, on the Ppresent conception is, o
that the reference of ‘yellowness’ is fixed by the description ‘that
property of objects which causes them, under normal circumstances :
seen as yellow (i.e., to be sensed by certain visual impressions)’; ‘yell;’;iv\'r_’(??gz"
course, does not mean ‘tends to produce such and such a sensation’; if we
had different neutral structures, if atmospheric conditions had been differ
if we had been blind, and so on, then yellow objects would have done.n
thing. If one tries to revise the definition of ‘yellow’ to be, ‘tends to prod 1 he contrast with the mathematical case could not lt)lf greater
such and such visual impressions under circuimstances C’, then one fini i . 3 est, there ma
that the specification of the circumstances C either circularly involves ,yeué and would not. be allevxate‘d CVCll lf’ as Yol‘:l s‘:f)gkn;w . Im.o".?:
ness or plainly makes the alleged definition into a scientific discovery. rather be mathematical truths which it is impossi g ? ¢ ious
than a synonymy. If we take the ‘fixes a reference’ view, then it is upt \ e,rhaps anyone who has caught the spirit o my P rcvx9
physical scientist to identify the property so marked out in any more f; x:emarks can give my answer himself, but thereisa clarification
mental physical terms that he wishes. < : MRAARS & iscussion which is relevant here. The objector
Some philosophers have argued that such terms as ‘sensation of - yell ofmy previous discussion w. : ¢his table could aot
‘sensation of heat’, ‘sensation of pain’, and the like, could not be in thelangiag is ‘COHOCt'jWhCn he argues that if T hold that ta .e
have been made of ice, then I must also hold that it could not

unless they were identifiable in terms of external observable phenom
ave turned out to be made of ice; it could have turned out that P

as heat, yellowness, and associated human behavior. I think-that thxsqua
is independent of any view argued in the text.
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_ conclusion from the premise that the body could have existed
to the erroneous view that ‘R; = R,’ might have turned:ou without the mind.’* Now the one response which [ regard as
otherwise. | ; plainly inadmissible is the response which cheerfully accepts

Lfinally turn to an all too cursory discussion of the application: the Cartesian premisc while denying the Cartesian conclusion.
of th§ foregoing considerations to the identity thesis. Identit Let Descartes’ be a name, or rigid designator, of 2 cortaid
Fheor.lsts have been concerned with several distinct typ person, and let ‘B’ be a rigid designator of his body. Then if
1dent1f1cations: of a person with his body, of a particula Descartes were indeed identical o B, the supposed idensiy,
sensation (or event or state of having the sensation) witl being an identity between two rigid designators, would be
pa..ttlcul:fr brain state (Jones's pain at 06 : 0o was his CA
stimulation at that time), and of types of mental states with:the
corresponding types of physical states (pain is the stimulatio "

C—ﬁb.ers). Each of these, and other types of identificatio
the htc'ararurfe, present analytical problems, rightly raised:by
Cartesian critics, which cannot be avoided by a simple ab cal
to an alleged confusion of synonymy with identity. I shoulg
men‘tion that there is of course no obvious bar, at least (I-sa;
cautiously) none which should occur to any intelligent thinker
ona .ﬁtst reflection just before bedtime, to advocacy of soms
identity theses while doubting or denying others. For examp
some. philosophers have accepted the identity of partlcular
sensations with particular brain states while denying the pos-
sibility of identities between mental and physical types.»"-’.‘l«' ill

concern myself primarily with the type-type identities, and the

p!uloso.phers in question will thus be immune to much of the
discussion; but I will mention the other kinds of identities briefly:
.Dcs'cartes, and others following him, argued that a pcrsc;
mind is distinct from his body, since the mind could exist-wi
out the body. He might equally well have argued the same
" Thomas Nagel and Donald Davi i vie
are very interesting, and I wish I c::lsgltl?sr;:sott;ﬁ e;mﬁgﬁttzw;ws
floubtﬁ.ll that such philosophers wish to call themselves ‘materialists’. Davi'ckm{ ;
in part':lcular_, basw his case for his version of the identity theory on the suf :
posed impossibility of correlating psychological properties with physical ones.

The argument against token-token identification in the text does apply ‘to
these views. B , g

‘D, = D,’ may well be contingent, and this is often what lea

not exist without Descartes. The case is not at all comparable to
" the alleged analogue, the identity of the first Postmaster
General with the inventor of bifocals. True, this identity
obtains despite the fact that there could have been a first
Postmaster General even though bifocals had never been
invented. The reason is that ‘the inventor of bifocals’ is not a
rigid designator; a world in which no one invented bifocals is
not ipso facto a world in which Franklin did not exist. The
alleged analogy therefore collapses; a philosopher who wishes

74 Of course, the body does exist without the mind and presumably. without
the person, when the body is a corpse. This consideration, if accepted, would
already show that a person and his body are distinct. (See Dayid Wiggins, ‘On
Being ‘at the Same Place at the Same Time’, Philosophical Review, Vol. 77
(1968), pp. 90-s.) Similarly, it can be argued that a statue is not the hunk of
matter of which it is composed. In the latter case, however, one might say
instead that the former- is ‘nothing over and above’ the latter; and the same
device might be tried for the relation of the person and the body. The difficul-
ties in the text would not then arise in the same form, but analogous difficulties
would appear. A theory that a person is nothing over and above his body in
the way that a statue is nothing over and above the matter of which it is
composed, would have to hold that (necessarily) a person exists if and only if
his body exists and has a certain additional physical organization. Such a thesis
would be subject to modal difficulties similar to those besetting the ordinary
identity thesis, and the same would apply to suggested analogues replacing the
identification of mental states with physical states. A further discussion of this
matter must be left for another place. Another view which I-will not discuss,
although I have little tendency to accept it and am not even certain that it has
been set out with genuine clarity, is the so-called functional state view of

psychological concepts. -

' necessary, and Descartes could not exist without B and B could -




‘a necessary property of each pain? The identity theorist w

‘without being a sensation, the way a certain inventor (Franklin).
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so some contingent property of the brain state must make it
_into a pain. Generally they wish this property to be one
- statable in physical or at least ‘topic-neutral languagf:, so that
" the materialist cannot be accused of positing irreducible non-
' physical properties. A typical view is that bei.ng a pain, as a
 property of a physical state, is to be analyzed in terms o.f thc?
‘causal role’ of the state,” in terms of the characten.stm stl.m.ull
e.g., pinpricks) which cause it and the characteristic behavior
‘ it causes. I will not go into the details of suc%l analyses, even
though I usually find them faulty on specific grounds in
addition to the general modal considerations I argue here. .All
I need to observe here is that the ‘causal role’ of the pl'xysmal
3 state is regarded by the theorists in question as a contingent
property of the state, and thus it is supposed to be a contingent
property of the state that it is a mental state at al!, let a}lo,ne that
it is something as specific as a pain. To repeat, this notion seems
to me self-evidently absurd. It amounts to the view that the
very pain I now have could have existed without being a mental
state at all. - o

I have not discussed the converse problem, which is closer to
the original Cartesian consideration—namely, that just as it
seems that the brain state could have existed without any pain,
so it scems that the pain could have existed without t_;_h.e :
corresponding brain state. Note that vbeing. a brain state is
evidently an essential property of B (the brain state). Inde.cd,
even more is true: not only being a brain state, but even being
a brain state of a specific type is an essential property .of B. "I‘hc
configuration of brain cells whose presence at a given time
constitutes the presence of B at that time is essential to B, and
in its absence B would not have existed. Thus someone who

to refute the Cartesian conclusion must refute the Cartesian
premise, and the latter task is not trivial.
Let ‘A’ name a particular pain sensation, and let ‘B’ name
the corresponding brain state, or the brain state some identity,
theorist wishes to identify with A. Prima facie, it would:seem
that it is at least logically possible that B should have exis
(Joness brain could have been in exactly that state at the '
in question) without Jones feeling any pain at all, andthuj
without the presence of 4. Once again, the identity theori
cannot admit the possibility cheerfully and proceed from ther
consistency, and the principle of the necessity of identiti
using rigid designators, disallows any such course. If 4 -and:
were identical, the identity would have to be necessary. The
difficulty can hardly be evaded by arguing that although:
could not exist without A, being a pain is merely a contingei
property of A, and that therefore the presence of B without
pain does not imply the presence of B without 4. Can
case of essence be more obvious than the fact that being a pain

o

wishes to adopt the strategy in question must even argue tha
being a sensation is a contingent property of 4, for prima f; cie.
would seem logically possible that B could exist without.an
sensation with which it might plausibly be identified. Consider:
a particular pain, or other sensation, that you once had. Do yo
find it at all plausible that that very sensation could have existe

could have existed without being an inventor?

I mention this strategy because it seems to me to be adopte:
by a large number of identity theorists. These theorists, be
lieving as they do that the supposed identity of a brain stat
with the corresponding mental state is to be analyzed on the
paradigm of the contingent identity of Benjamin Franklin
with the inventor of bifocals, realize that just as his continger
activity made Benjamin Franklin into the inventor of bifocals,-

7 For example, David Arm;uong, A Materialist Theory of the Mmd, London
and New York, 1968, see the discussion review by Thomas Nagel, Philosophical
Review 79 (1970), pp. 394-403; and David Lewis, ‘An Argument for the
Identity Theory’, The Journal of Philosophy, pp. 17-25. :
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wishes to claim that the brain state and the pain are identical
must argue that the pain 4 could not have existed withou
quite specific type of configuration of molecules. If A :
then the identity of 4 with B is necessary, and any essen
property of one must be an essential property of the oth
Someone who wishes to maintain an identity thesis canno
simply accept the Cartesian intuitions that 4 can exist withoy
B, that B can exist without A, that the correlative presence
anything with mental properties is merely contingent ¢
and that the correlative presence of any specific physical
properties is merely contingent to 4. He must explain these
intuitions away, showing how they are illusory. This:task
may not be impossible; we have seen above how some thin.
which appear to be contingent turn out, on closer examination;
to be necessary. The task, however, is obviously not chil
play, and we shall see below how difficult it is. =
The final kind of identity, the one which I said would get th
closest attention, is the type-type sort of identity exemplifi
by the identification of pain with the stimulation of C-fibe
These identifications are supposed to be analogous with.su
scientific type-type identifications as the identity of heat wit
molecular motion, of water with hydrogen hydroxide; an
the like. Let us consider, as an example, the analogy supposed
to hold between the materialist identification and that of hea
with molecular motion; both identifications identify two types'
of phenomena. The usual view holds that the identification-of
heat with molecular motion and of pain with the stimulation:
of C-fibers are both contingent. We have seen above tha
since ‘heat’ and ‘molecular motion” are both rigid designator
the identification of the phenomena they name is necessar
What about ‘pain” and ‘C-fiber stimulation’? It should be clear:
from the previous discussion that ‘pain’ is a rigid designator,of
the type, or phenomenon, it designates: if something is a pain
it is essentially so, and it seems absurd to suppose that pain
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could have been some phenomenon other than the one i.t is.

. The same holds for the term ‘C-fiber stimulation’, provided

that ‘C-fibers’ is a rigid designator, as I will suppose here. (The

supposition is somewhat risky, since I know virtually. no@g

about C-fibers, except that the stimulation of them is s:fld‘ to

be correlated with pain.?® The point is unimportant; if C—
fibers’ is not a rigid designator, simply replace it. by one which
is, or suppose it used as a rigid designator in the Brcscnt
context.) Thus the identity of pain with the stimulation of
C-fibers, if true, must be necessary.

So far the analogy between the identification of heat with

"molecular motion and pain with the stimulation of C—flbers
has not failed; it has merely turned out to be the opposite qf
what is usually thought—both, if true, must be necessary. This
means that the identity theorist is committed to the view thfxt
there could not be a C-fiber stimulation which was not a pain

nor a pain which was not a C-fiber stimulation..'.I‘hese con-
sequences are certainly surprising and counterintuitive, but let
us not dismiss the identity theorist too quickly. Can he perhaps
show that thé'apparent possibility of painnot having turned out
to be C-fiber stimulation, or of there being an instance of one of

76 | have been surprised to find that at least one able listener t?ok my use of

such terms as ‘correlated with’, ‘corresponding to’: and_ the hlse 2 altnfiy
begging the question against the identity thesis. The identity thesis, so he st;xd,
is not the thesis that pains and brain states are correlated, but rath.er that they
are identical. Thus my entire discussion presupposes ghe ann-mau.ena'hst
position that I set out to prove. Although I was surprised to hw an ob?ectlon
which concedes o little intelligence to the argument, I Fave tnf:d My to
avoid the term “correlated’ which seems to give rise to the objection. Ijlever-
theless, to obviate misunderstanding, I shall explain my usage. Assuming, at
least arguendo, that scientific discoveries have turned out so as not to reﬁx.te
materialism from the beginning, both the dualist and the identity theorist
agree that there is a correlation or correspondence bet.ween 'mafml states anfi
physical states. The dualist holds that the ‘oortela?lon relauon'm qumu?:h is
irceflexive; the identity theorist holds that it s simply a special case om:
identity relation. Such terms as ‘correlation’ and ‘correspondence an be
neutrally without prejudging which side is correct.
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the phenomena which is not an instance of the other, is‘axi

ﬂlusion of the same sort as the illusion that water might no
ave been hydrogen hydroxide, or that heat might not ha¥

been molecular motion? If so, he will have rebutted:the

its : ) . ’ glv
premise of the contingency of the identification, is granted

to yield its conclusion, the premise is to be exposed as superfi

cially plausible but false.

necessary a posteriori? The strategy was to argue that although
the statement itself is necessary, someone could qualitati:eg-lﬂg :
speal.:mg, be in the same epistemic situation as ’the origiﬁély 2
and in such a situation a qualitatively analogous statement could
be false. In the case of identities between two rigid designators;
the strategy can be approximated by a simpler one: Considexi :
ho.w Fhe references of the designators are determined; if these -
coincide only contingently, it is this fact which g,ivcs ‘the

original statement its illusion of contingency. In the case of '~

heat and molecular motion, the way these two paradigms

work (?ut is simple. When someone says, inaccﬁratel %ha;; :
%1eat nught have turned out not to be molecular motiony’what ’
1s true in what he says is that someone could have se;lsed a

h i s
phenomenon in the same way we sense heat, that is, feels it by

means ?f its production of the sensation we call ‘the sensation -
of heat’ (call it ‘S’), even though that phenomenon was not -
m'olecular motion. He means, additionally, that the planet
might have been inhabited by creatures who did not get S
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when they were in the presence of molecular motion, though
perhaps getting it in the presence of something else. Such
creatures would be, in some qualitative sense, in the same
epistemic situation as we are, they could use a rigid designator
for the phenomenon that causes sensation S in them (the rigid
designator could even be ‘heat’), yet it would not be molecular
motion (and therefore not heat!), which was causing the
sensation.
Now can something be said analogously to explain away
the feeling - that the identity of pain and the stimulation of
C-fibers, if it is a scientific discovery, could have turned out
otherwise? I do not see that such an analogy is possible. In the
case of the apparent possibility that molecular motion might
have existed in the absence of heat, what seemed really possible
is that molecular motion should have existed without being
felt as heat, that is, it might have existed without producing
the sensation S, the sensation of heat. In the appropriate
sentient beings is it analogously possible that a stimulation of
C-fibers should have existed without being felt as pain? If this
is possible, then the stimulation of C-fibers can itself exist
without pain, since for it to exist without being felt as pain is
for it to exist without there being any pain. Such a situation
would be in flat out contradiction with the supposed necessary
identity of pain and the corresponding physical state, and the
analogue holds for any physical state which might be identified
with a corresponding mental state. The trouble is that the
identity theorist does not hold that the physical state merely
produces the mental state, rather he wishes the two to beidentical
and thus a fortiori necessarily co-occurrent. In the case of
molecular motion and heat there is something, namely, the
sensation of heat, which is an intermediary between the
external phenomenon and the observer. In the mental-
physical case no such intermediary is possible, since here the
physical phenomenon is supposed to be identical with the
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internal phenomenon itself. Someone can be in the same
epistemic situation as he would be if there were heat, even in
the absence of heat, simply by feeling the sensation of heat;

and even in the presence of heat, he can have the same evidence

as he would have in the absence of heat simply by lacking the -
sensation S. No such possibility exists in the case of pain and
other mental phenomena. To be in the same epistemic situation:

that would obtain if one had a pain is to have a pain; to be in -

the same epistemic situation that would obtain in the absence

of a pain is not to have a pain. The apparent contingency of
the connection between the mental state and the correspond- -
ing brain state thus cannot be explained by some sort of
qualitative analogue as in the case of heat. ot
We have just analyzed the situation in terms of the notion of
a qualitatively identical epistemic situation. The trouble is that 7
the notion of an epistemic situation qualitatively identical to

one in which the observer had a sensation § simply is one in
which the observer had that sensation. The same point can be:

made in terms of the notion of what picks out the reference of

a rigid designator. In the case of the identity of heat with
molecular motion the important consideration was that al-

though ‘heat’ is a rigid designator, the reference of that

designator was determined by an accidental property of the
referent, namely the property of producing in us the sensation”
S. It is thus possible that a phenomenon should have been
rigidly designated in the same way as a phenomenon of heat,

with its reference also picked out by means of the sensation S, -

without that phenomenon being heat and therefore without
its being molecular motion. Pain, on the other hand, is not
picked out by one of its accidental properties; rather it-is

picked out by the property of being pain itself, by its im-

mediate phenomenological quality. Thus pain, unlike heat, is
not only rigidly designated by ‘pain’ but the reference of the
designator is determined by an essential property of the
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referent. Thus it is not possible to say that although pain is
necessarily identical with a certain physical state, a .ccrtam
phenomenon can be picked out in the same way we pick out
pain without being correlated with that physical state. If any
phenomenon is picked out in exactly the same way that we
pick out pain, then that phenomenon is pamn.
Perhaps the same point can be maf:le more vivid 'w1thout
such specific reference to the techmcal. apparatus in these
lectures. Suppose we imagine God creating the world; what.
does He need to do to make the identity of heat and molecula.r
motion obtain? Here it would seem that all He nc-eds to do is
to create the heat, that is, the molecular motion 1t.sc1f. If ic
air molecules on this earth are sufficiently agitated, if there is a
burning fire, then the earth will be hot even if there are no
observers to see it. God created light (and thus c.reated streams
of photons, according to present scientific doctrine) before He
created human and animal observers; and the same presum-
ably holds for heat. How then does it appear to.us-tl.lat .thc
identity of molecular motion with heat is a substan.nve scientific
fact, that the mere creation of molecular motion still lea.vcs (;30d
with the additional task of making molecular motion into
heat? This feeling is indeed illusory, but what is a subs'tantlve
task for the Deity is the task of making molecul.ar motion felt
as heat. To do this He must create some sentient megs to
insure that the molecular motion produces the sensation Sin
them. Only after he has done this will there be beings Yvho can
learn that the sentence ‘Heat is the motion of molecules’ expres-
ses an a posteriori truth in precisely the same way that we do.
What about the case of the stimulation of C-fibers? To create
this phenomenon, it would seem that Go.d need only cn?ac:i
beings with C-fibers capable Ef the appropriate type Zf; pl;};stl !
imulation; whether the beings are conscious
si):'lrelcvant here. It would seem, though, that to ma?:e the C-fiber
stimulation correspond to pain, or be felt as pain, God must
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do something in addition to the mere creation of the C-fiber.
stimulation; He must let the creatures feel the Cfiber stimula-
tion as pain, and not as a tickle, or as warmth, or as nothing, as
apparently would also have been within His powers. If these -

things in fact are within His powers, the relation between the

pain God creates and the stimulation of C-fibers cannot be

identity. For if so, the stimulation could exist without the pain;
and since ‘pain’ and ‘C-fiber stimulation’ are rigid, this fact

implies that the relation between the two phenomena is not

that of identity. God had to do some work, in addition to

making the man himself, to make a certain man be the inventor -
of bifocals; the man could well exist without inventing any

such thing. The same cannot be said for pain; if the pheno-

menon exists at all, no further work should be required to -

make it into pain.

In sum, the correspondence between a brain state and a -
mental state seems to have a certain obvious element of con-
tingency. We have seen that identity is not a relation which
can hold contingently between objects. Therefore, if the
identity thesis were correct, the element of contingency would -
not lie in the relation between the mental and physical states, . *
It cannot lie, as in the case of heat and molecular motion, in- * *
the relation between the phenomenon (= heat = molecular
motion) and the way it is felt or appears (sensation §), since in -

the case of mental phenomena there is no ‘appearance’ beyond
the thental phenomenon itself.

Here I have been cmphasizing the possibility, or apparent
possibility, of a physical state without the corresponding mental
state. The reverse possibility, the mental state (pain) without
the physical state (C-fiber stimulation) also presents problems -
for the identity theorists which cannot be resolved by appeal
to the analogy of heat and molecular motion.

I have discussed similar problems more briefly for views
equating the self with the body, and particular mental events
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with particular physical events, wid19ut discussing possible
countermoves in the same detail as in the type-type case.
Suffice it to say that I suspect that. the cons.ldcraflons given
indicate that the theorist who wxsh.cs to 1dcnt1fy. various
particular mental and physical events will havF to face prob.lefs
fairly similar to those of the type-type theorist; he too will be
unable to appeal to the standard all'eged analoguc?s. |
That the usual moves and analogies are not available to so Vt;
the problems of the identity theori'st is, of course, 10 a};lrc:;:
that no moves are available. I certainly cannot discuss ’ e
possibilities here. I suspect, however, that the present considera-
tions tell heavily against the usual form,? of matemllsmf
Materialism, I think, must hold that a physical descnptlo?a o
the world is a complete description of .it, that any mental : ;ts
are ‘ontologically dependent’ on physical facts in the straig Nt-
forward sense of following from them by necessity. No
identity theorist seems to me to have nfac-le a ctc;lnvmcmg
argument against the intuitive view that this is not the case.

i the identity theory in the text, I
77 Ha expressed these doubts about‘ : xt,
should :;:fhasxxfe two things: first, identity theorists have pm;;nned S;;o;:u:;
ir vi hich I certainly have not ere.
arguments for their view, w : answered-ml s Some o
seem eak or based on ideological prejudices,
these arguments to me to be wi ideolopicl foes, b
i i presen
others strike me as highly compelling a.rgumenm whid e gl
incingly. Second, rejection of the identity thesis does
t::cmzne;czr;wcm dualism. In fact, my view above that a person .coullld
:ot }P;ave come from a different sperm md.egg from the ones &.om \zvhxch 1:'
actually originated implicitly suggests a te_]ecuon of -the Car;::an pml:urelmiste;it
we had a clear idea of the soul or the mind as an indepen t, sus d;
spiritual entity, why should it have to have any necessary cmnon V;IA
l:u'tic:ular material objects such as a particular sperm or a parti eggthe
l:onvincad dualist may think that my views onthsper:::r and egﬁgli l:cfth“
~ way;
ti ainst Descartes. I would tend to argue the o :
;iu;s hzlrldafo imagine me coming from a spenlx:a and egsi;;fle::u from tlix;z
indi no

ctual origins seems to me to indicate tltat we have concep!

:;f a soul g:nsself. In any event, Descartes notion secms to hav.e bmt;ndued
dubious ever since Hume's critique of the notion of 3 Cm : regard
the mind-body problem as wide open and extremely confusing.
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