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1.220. Sculptor1: D�st�ngu�sh�ng between sc�ence and �ts m�sappl�cat�on

1.221. \  Hereandnow: Argu�ng analyt�c ph�losophy's �mpl�c�t emp�r�cal foundat�ons

1.222. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng the equ�valence of emp�r�cal prem�se and sc�ent�f�c parad�gm

1.223. \  Hereandnow: Defend�ng He�degger's complex ph�losoph�cal language on be�ng

1.224. \  Hereandnow: Assert�ng prem�se and parad�gm are fundamentally s�m�lar concepts

1.225. \  Hereandnow: Red�rect�ng d�scuss�on from sc�ence's soc�etal challenges to ph�losoph�cal ontology

2. Dennett's Defense of Qual�a



2.1.  Dennett: Defend�ng Dennett's sc�ent�f�c approach to consc�ousness aga�nst reduct�on�st cla�ms

2.2. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng metaphys�cal concepts of be�ng and essence as nonsens�cal

2.3. Atla: Cr�t�c�z�ng phenomenology and qual�a el�m�nat�v�sm �n consc�ousness stud�es

2.4.  Dennett: Clar�fy�ng Dennett's stance on qual�a as deflat�on�st, not el�m�nat�v�st

2.5. \  Hereandnow: Expla�n�ng He�degger's phenomenolog�cal approach to understand�ng be�ng

2.6. Gert�e: Challeng�ng phenomenolog�cal methodology's �mpl�c�t ontolog�cal assumpt�ons

2.7. Atla: Debat�ng Dennett's treatment of qual�a �n consc�ousness theory

2.8. Sculptor1: Argu�ng sc�ence as foundat�onal to knowledge and ontology

2.9. Gert�e: Quest�on�ng Dennett's spec�f�c deflat�on of qual�a

2.10.  Dennett: Defend�ng Dennett aga�nst el�m�nat�v�st character�zat�ons

2.11. \  Hereandnow: Respond�ng to cr�t�c�sm of Dennett's emp�r�cal approach

2.12. Atla: Challeng�ng Dennett's treatment of qual�a through om�ss�on

2.13. Atla: C�t�ng Dennett's d�rect statement on qual�a's non-ex�stence

2.14. Terrap�n Stat�on: D�st�ngu�sh�ng ontology from ep�stemology �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.15. GE Morton: A��rm�ng emp�r�cal sensory �nformat�on as ph�losoph�cal foundat�on

2.16. GE Morton: Cr�t�qu�ng He�degger's abstract ph�losoph�cal language as mean�ngless

2.17. \  Hereandnow: Cr�t�que of He�degger's myst�cal language and ontolog�cal concepts of 'be�ng'

2.18. \  Hereandnow: Ontology and ep�stemology as fundamentally �nterconnected

2.19. GE Morton: Reference to Dennett's 'Qu�n�ng Qual�a' paper for context

2.20. \  Hereandnow: Sc�ence and ph�losoph�cal ontology: balanc�ng emp�r�cal and foundat�onal knowledge

2.21. Atla: Phenomenolog�cal approach to psychos�s and percept�on of be�ng

2.22. Gert�e: Reflect�on on Dennett's 'Qu�n�ng Qual�a' and subject�ve exper�ence

2.23. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�que of He�degger-centr�c argumentat�on strategy

2.24.  Dennett: Dennett's v�ew of qual�a as representat�onal states of nervous system

2.25.  Dennett: Debate on Dennett's stance on reduct�on�sm and mental states

2.26.  Dennett: Defend�ng Dennett aga�nst cla�ms of deny�ng consc�ous exper�ence

2.27. \  Hereandnow: Challenge to art�culate ph�losoph�cal pos�t�on on sc�ent�f�c reduct�on�sm

2.28. Atla: D�spute over Dennett's treatment of qual�a and consc�ous exper�ence

2.29.  Dennett: Techn�cal def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm �n ph�losophy of sc�ence

2.30.  Dennett: Dennett's el�m�nat�on of qual�a as ph�losoph�cal strategy

2.31. Gert�e: Quest�on�ng the nature of representat�onal states �n consc�ousness

2.32. Atla: Debate on the ex�stence and ph�losoph�cal status of qual�a

2.33. Sculptor1: Cr�t�que of understand�ng qual�a and Dennett's ph�losoph�cal approach

2.34.  Dennett: Br�ef response to phenomenal exper�ence of nervous system states

2.35.  Dennett: Challeng�ng the absolute certa�nty of qual�a's ex�stence

2.36.  Dennett: Argu�ng the ongo�ng ph�losoph�cal debate about qual�a

2.37. GE Morton: Qual�a: Not BS, but challeng�ng to expla�n sc�ent�f�cally

2.38. Terrap�n Stat�on: Magenta expla�ned v�a electromagnet�c wavelengths

2.39. Atla: Challenge to sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of color percept�on

2.40. Terrap�n Stat�on: Qual�a as qual�tat�ve propert�es of mental bra�n states

2.41. Terrap�n Stat�on: Sc�ent�f�c reason�ng beh�nd color percept�on

2.42. Atla: Cr�t�que of sc�ent�f�c cla�ms about color percept�on

2.43. Gert�e: Qual�a as property of bra�n processes, not �llusory

2.44. GE Morton: Cr�t�que of metaphys�cal concept of 'Be�ng'

2.45. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defense of emp�r�cal reason�ng about color percept�on

2.46. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng skept�c�sm about color percept�on



2.47. Atla: Sc�ent�f�c proof v�a object�ve observat�on, challeng�ng phys�cal�st understand�ng

2.48. GE Morton: Qual�a as bra�n-produced exper�ent�al tags, not propert�es of processes

2.49. Sculptor1: Explor�ng Dennett's v�ew on qual�a: representat�on vs. �nstant�at�on of exper�ence

2.50. Atla: Challeng�ng qual�a's ex�stence outs�de bra�n representat�on

2.51. Sculptor1: Mary's color exper�ence: qual�a as new perceptual knowledge

2.52. Sculptor1: Magenta as perceptual representat�on, not external phenomenon

2.53. GE Morton: Magenta: color ex�sts externally, exper�ence ex�sts �nternally

2.54. Sculptor1: Color's mean�ng l�m�ted to subject�ve exper�ence

2.55. GE Morton: Mary's color percept�on: terms learned through external gu�dance

2.56. Atla: Magenta as qual�a: undetectable by sc�ent�f�c methods

2.57. GE Morton: Dennett's v�ew on qual�a: Reject�ng �ndependent phenomenal qual�t�es

2.58. GE Morton: Magenta: Wavelengths, not �nherent qual�a

2.59.  Dennett: Dennett's change bl�ndness exper�ment challenges qual�a def�n�t�on

2.60. Atla: Challeng�ng Morton's cla�m about magenta as wavelength representat�on

2.61.  Dennett: Dennett's v�ew: Bra�n processes, not phenomenal states

2.62.  Dennett: Dennett's cr�t�que of qual�a: No myster�ous non-phys�cal exper�ence

2.63. Gert�e: Explor�ng Dennett's perspect�ve on consc�ousness and qual�a

2.64. Terrap�n Stat�on: Debat�ng sc�ent�f�c ver�f�cat�on and emp�r�cal cla�ms

2.65. Terrap�n Stat�on: Dennett's v�ew: Bra�n represents, not �nstant�ates color

2.66. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng wavelength representat�on of color

2.67. Terrap�n Stat�on: Qual�a as propert�es of mental bra�n states, not separate from consc�ousness

2.68. Atla: Cr�t�que of sc�ent�f�c methodology and emp�r�cal proof understand�ng

2.69. Atla: Debate on color wavelengths and percept�on of magenta

2.70.  Dennett: Agree�ng w�th metaphor�cal explanat�on of representat�on

2.71. Terrap�n Stat�on: Explor�ng complex�ty of qual�a and unconsc�ous mental content

2.72. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng comb�nat�on of wavelengths as sc�ent�f�cally val�d

2.73. Atla: Challeng�ng sc�ent�f�c �nterpretat�on of wavelength comb�nat�ons

2.74. Gert�e: Seek�ng clar�f�cat�on on Dennett's v�ew of qual�a representat�on

2.75. Terrap�n Stat�on: Mock�ng reject�on of wavelength comb�nat�on concept

2.76. GE Morton: Expla�n�ng magenta as wavelength and perceptual exper�ence

2.77. GE Morton: Dennett's change bl�ndness exper�ment challenges the clar�ty of qual�a def�n�t�on

2.78. GE Morton: Bra�n states vs mental states: consc�ousness as a product of bra�n act�v�ty

2.79. GE Morton: Consc�ousness as a f�lm produced by bra�n s�gnal process�ng

2.80. Terrap�n Stat�on: Mental states are �dent�cal to bra�n states, reject�ng Dennett's product metaphor

2.81. Atla: Challeng�ng the not�on of mult�ple th�ngs be�ng �dent�cal

2.82. Atla: Qual�a as undetectable subject�ve exper�ence beyond sc�ent�f�c measurement

2.83. GE Morton: Dennett's v�ew on qual�a as bra�n's mode of represent�ng �nternal states

2.84. Sculptor1: Explor�ng Dennett's perspect�ve on representat�on vs. phenomenal qual�t�es

2.85. Sculptor1: Neural processes as representat�on of sensory exper�ences

2.86. Terrap�n Stat�on: Dennett's cr�t�que of qual�a: dropp�ng problemat�c ph�losoph�cal term�nology

2.87. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng the concept of 'one th�ng' �n phys�cs and percept�on

2.88. Terrap�n Stat�on: Qual�a as bra�n state propert�es: Sc�ence's observat�onal l�m�tat�ons

2.89. Atla: Reject�ng emergent propert�es �n phys�cs and percept�on

2.90. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng un�versal phys�cs and spat�otemporal perspect�ves

2.91. Sculptor1: Dennett's cr�t�que of qual�a: Dropp�ng problemat�c ph�losoph�cal term�nology

2.92. Sculptor1: Defend�ng subject�ve exper�ence aga�nst un�versal phys�cal laws



2.93. Terrap�n Stat�on: Analyz�ng phys�cs, percept�on, and the def�n�t�on of 'one th�ng'

2.94. Atla: Challeng�ng sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of subject�ve exper�ence

2.95. Terrap�n Stat�on: Relat�v�st�c perspect�ves on phys�cal propert�es

2.96. Atla: Demand�ng proof of compos�te qual�a propert�es

2.97. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng the mystery of magenta by referenc�ng sc�ent�f�c explanat�on

2.98. Atla: Debat�ng phys�cal laws, relat�v�ty, and spat�otemporal propert�es

2.99. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng relevance of Standard Model �n ph�losoph�cal debate

2.100. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng W�k�ped�a's descr�pt�on of magenta and qual�a problem

2.101. Terrap�n Stat�on: Mock�ng opponent w�th humorous g�f react�on

2.102. Atla: Challeng�ng Terrap�n Stat�on's understand�ng of phys�cal�sm

2.103. Terrap�n Stat�on: Pars�ng W�k�ped�a quote on magenta percept�on and deny�ng qual�a problem

2.104. Terrap�n Stat�on: K�ndle typo correct�on

2.105. Atla: Semant�c d�st�nct�on between '�s' and 'assoc�ated w�th'

2.106. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng phys�cal�sm aga�nst narrow �nterpretat�on

2.107. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng percept�on: 'assoc�ated w�th' vs '�s' �n understand�ng sensory exper�ence

2.108. Steve3007: Cur�ous about backstory of prev�ous d�scuss�on part�c�pant

2.109. Atla: Playful response to d�scuss�on �ntens�ty and perce�ved �ntellectual level

2.110. Atla: Defend�ng phys�cal�sm: Challeng�ng narrow �nterpretat�on of ph�losoph�cal stance

2.111. Atla: D�sput�ng nuanced explanat�on of percept�on and color exper�ence

2.112. Terrap�n Stat�on: Expla�n�ng phys�cal�sm: Not subserv�ence to phys�cs, but ph�losoph�cal approach

2.113. Atla: Br�ef d�sm�ssal of prev�ous argument about phys�cal�sm

2.114. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng �nterpretat�on of percept�on and qual�a �n sc�ent�f�c understand�ng

2.115. Terrap�n Stat�on: Shar�ng sc�ent�f�c resource on l�ght and color percept�on

2.116. Sculptor1: Challeng�ng demand for Standard Model explanat�on of qual�a propert�es

2.117. Terrap�n Stat�on: Sarcast�c challenge to sc�ent�sm's cla�m of un�versal explanatory power

2.118. Sculptor1: Reflect�on on color theory and bra�n's role �n percept�on

2.119. Atla: D�sm�ss�ve comment about m�sunderstand�ng wavelength and sc�ent�f�c reason�ng

2.120. Gert�e: Dennett's v�ew on qual�a: phys�cal processes vs mental exper�ence

2.121. GE Morton: Representat�on �n percept�on: no resemblance requ�red

2.122. Sculptor1: Quest�on�ng the layers of perceptual representat�on

2.123. GE Morton: Cr�t�que of mental states be�ng �dent�cal to bra�n states

2.124. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng �dent�ty of mental and bra�n states

2.125. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng m�sunderstand�ng of wavelength averag�ng

2.126. Sculptor1: Reject�ng myst�cal �nterpretat�ons of mental states

2.127. Atla: Cr�t�que of wavelength argument and �ntellectual capab�l�ty �n sc�ent�f�c debate

2.128. GE Morton: Ph�losoph�cal argument on �dent�ty and d�st�ngu�shable propert�es

2.129. Gert�e: Dennett-�nsp�red explorat�on of consc�ousness, qual�a, and bra�n's v�rtual model�ng

2.130. Atla: Skept�cal v�ew of Dennett's ph�losoph�cal cons�stency and mot�vat�ons

2.131. GE Morton: Debate on mental states, bra�n states, and phys�cal vs exper�ent�al realms

2.132. Gert�e: Challenge to �dent�ty of phys�cal bra�n and exper�ent�al mental states

2.133. Gert�e: Cr�t�c�sm of Dennett's ph�losoph�cal approach and cla�m substant�at�on

2.134. Atla: Speculat�on on Dennett's publ�c�ty-seek�ng ph�losoph�cal tact�cs

2.135. Sculptor1: Argument that all states are fundamentally phys�cal, reject�ng non-phys�cal realms

2.136. Steve3007: Meta-commentary on d�scuss�on part�c�pant's engagement style

2.137. GE Morton: Challeng�ng reduct�ve phys�cal�sm: Knowledge and mental states transcend pure phys�cal
descr�pt�on

2.138. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng wave frequency reduct�on �n ph�losoph�cal argument



2.139. Terrap�n Stat�on: Debat�ng �dent�ty and d�st�ngu�shab�l�ty of objects

2.140. Terrap�n Stat�on: Explor�ng f�rst-person vs th�rd-person perspect�ves on bra�n and mental states

2.141. GE Morton: Funct�onal explanat�on of consc�ousness and AI: Beyond reduct�ve causal�ty

2.142. GE Morton: Challeng�ng algor�thm�c translat�on between bra�n states and subject�ve exper�ence

2.143. Terrap�n Stat�on: Assert�ng mental propert�es as �nherently phys�cal propert�es

2.144. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng poss�b�l�ty of translat�ng bra�n states to mental states

2.145. Terrap�n Stat�on: Prob�ng ph�losoph�cal cons�stency of object �dent�ty

2.146. GE Morton: Reject�ng cla�m of mental propert�es be�ng �dent�cal to phys�cal propert�es

2.147. GE Morton: Mental states transcend bra�n scans: content of thought cannot be captured by fMRI

2.148. GE Morton: Ident�cal observat�ons across t�me: Venus as morn�ng and even�ng star

2.149. Terrap�n Stat�on: Propert�es vary by spat�otemporal perspect�ve, not contrad�ct�on

2.150. Terrap�n Stat�on: Th�rd-person vs f�rst-person perspect�ves: fMRI reveals bra�n, not subject�ve exper�ence

2.151. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng �dent�ty: Morn�ng star and even�ng star have d�st�ngu�shable propert�es

2.152. GE Morton: Reject�ng perspect�ve-dependent propert�es: External objects have cons�stent attr�butes

2.153. GE Morton: Defend�ng object �dent�ty: Morn�ng star observat�ons d��er only �n context

2.154. Terrap�n Stat�on: No absolute reference po�nt: Propert�es ex�st only through spec�f�c perspect�ves

2.155. Terrap�n Stat�on: No observer-�ndependent propert�es: Reference po�nts always contextual

2.156. GE Morton: Cr�t�qu�ng th�rd-person perspect�ves: Mental content �naccess�ble v�a external observat�on

2.157. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng m�sunderstand�ng of perspect�ve as spat�otemporal reference po�nts

2.158. Terrap�n Stat�on: Only mental bra�n states prov�de f�rst-person reference po�nt access

2.159. GE Morton: Reject�ng relat�v�st v�ew: Object propert�es are constant across perspect�ves

2.160. GE Morton: D�sagreement on def�n�t�on of perspect�ve vs reference po�nts

2.161. GE Morton: Challeng�ng mental-phys�cal d�v�de: Bra�n states vs mental phenomena

2.162. Atla: Frustrat�on w�th forum d�scuss�on qual�ty and part�c�pant behav�or

2.163. Sculptor1: Knowledge as phys�cal: Argu�ng mental states requ�re phys�cal substrate

2.164. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng perspect�ve-dependent nature of object shape

2.165. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�c�z�ng r�g�d �nterpretat�on of term�nology usage

2.166. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng not�on of access�ng other reference po�nts

2.167. Gert�e: Explor�ng consc�ousness as a bra�n-generated model and AI potent�al

2.168. Gert�e: Challeng�ng perspect�ve on mental vs phys�cal bra�n states

2.169. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng how bra�ns can be 'exper�enc�ng systems'

2.170. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng spat�otemporal perspect�ve as explanat�on for consc�ousness

2.171. Gert�e: Acknowledg�ng uncerta�nty about bra�n exper�ence mechan�sms

2.172. GE Morton: Mental phenomena as dependent but not reduc�ble to phys�cal systems

2.173. GE Morton: Cr�t�qu�ng spat�otemporal reference po�nt explanat�on

2.174. Gert�e: Challeng�ng perspect�ve-based explanat�on of Subject-Object d�st�nct�on

2.175. GE Morton: Argu�ng for object�ve phys�cal propert�es �ndependent of reference po�nts

2.176. Sculptor1: Challeng�ng myst�f�cat�on of mental phenomena

2.177. GE Morton: Challeng�ng representat�ons of real�ty: qual�a as un�que consc�ous exper�ences

2.178. GE Morton: Debat�ng phys�cal�ty of knowledge and mental phenomena

2.179. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng bra�ns as exper�enc�ng systems w�thout phys�cal mental�ty

2.180. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng spat�otemporal reference po�nt explanat�on of propert�es

2.181. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng explanat�on of phenomenal exper�ence through reference po�nts

2.182. Terrap�n Stat�on: Debat�ng object shape and reference po�nt dependency

2.183. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng phys�cal�ty beyond laws of phys�cs

2.184. GE Morton: Explor�ng consc�ousness, AI, and Dennett's funct�onal approach



2.185. GE Morton: Argu�ng shape ex�stence �ndependent of reference po�nts

2.186. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng sphere shape def�n�t�on w�thout reference po�nts

2.187. Atla: Quest�on�ng the nature and compos�t�on of bra�n's v�rtual model

2.188. Terrap�n Stat�on: Press�ng for resolut�on of ontolog�cal d�sagreement on bra�n-m�nd relat�onsh�p

2.189. GE Morton: V�rtual model as emergent f�eld e�ect w�th�n bra�n systems

2.190. GE Morton: Clar�fy�ng prev�ous statement on f�eld e�ect metaphor

2.191. GE Morton: Reject�ng Terrap�n Stat�on's ontolog�cal framework as �ncoherent

2.192. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng Morton's d�sm�ssal of ontolog�cal object�ons

2.193. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng strong emergence as sc�ent�f�cally accepted 'mag�c'

2.194. Terrap�n Stat�on: Demand�ng clar�ty on Morton's 'non-tang�ble' bra�n model concept

2.195. Pattern-chaser: Meta-query about ongo�ng d�scuss�on on sc�ence's hegemony

2.196. Atla: Challeng�ng cr�t�que of bra�n model based on �ncomplete understand�ng

2.197. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng cla�ms of non-tang�ble consc�ousness beyond phys�cal explanat�on

2.198. evolut�on: Defend�ng object�ve knowledge cla�ms �n sc�ent�f�c d�scourse

2.199. Terrap�n Stat�on: D�sagreement over ep�stem�c certa�nty between forum part�c�pants

2.200. evolut�on: Assert�ve reject�on of opponent's arguments w�th cla�ms of absolute correctness

2.201. Steve3007: Humorous speculat�on on potent�al sc�ent�f�c governance model

2.202. Terrap�n Stat�on: Ph�losoph�cal analys�s of knowledge as just�f�ed true bel�ef

2.203. Terrap�n Stat�on: Meta-commentary on opponent's ep�stemolog�cal stance

2.204. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng Dennett's qual�a el�m�nat�v�sm as ontolog�cally problemat�c

2.205. evolut�on: Debat�ng d�st�nct�on between know�ng and bel�ev�ng

2.206. evolut�on: Assert�ng absence of personal bel�efs �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.207. evolut�on: Dennett's qual�a el�m�nat�v�sm: absurd sc�ent�st�c reduct�on of subject�ve exper�ence

2.208. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng s�mpl�st�c not�on of knowledge �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.209.  Dennett: D�sm�ss�ng qual�a as ph�losoph�cal �nvent�on, defend�ng sc�ent�f�c ontology

2.210. Gert�e: Explor�ng consc�ousness, AI, and the challenges of understand�ng subject�ve exper�ence

2.211. GE Morton: Hard Problem of consc�ousness: sc�ent�f�c method's l�m�ts �n expla�n�ng subject�ve phenomena

2.212. GE Morton: Quest�on�ng bra�n's self-awareness and model generat�on process

2.213. GE Morton: M�nor correct�on to prev�ous post

2.214. Atla: Retort to Faustus5's d�sm�ssal of qual�a �n ontology

2.215. Atla: Challeng�ng funct�onal�sm and defend�ng real�ty of mental exper�ence

2.216. Atla: Clar�f�cat�on of prev�ous statement on exper�ence

2.217. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng v�ew on phys�cal f�elds as theoret�cal constructs �n phys�cs

2.218. Gert�e: Cr�t�que of Dennett's approach to consc�ousness and explanatory gap

2.219. GE Morton: Defend�ng qual�a as emp�r�cal sensory �mpress�ons, not myst�cal phenomena

2.220. GE Morton: Bra�n-model dynam�cs and consc�ousness: Challeng�ng substrate requ�rements

2.221. GE Morton: Tur�ng test as potent�al measure of mach�ne consc�ousness

2.222. evolut�on: Br�ef exchange on nature of knowledge

2.223. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng m�s�nterpretat�on of homunculus model �n psychology

2.224. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge

2.225. Pattern-chaser: L�m�ts of sc�ent�f�c worldv�ew: Sc�ence cannot expla�n everyth�ng

2.226. Sculptor1: Sc�ence's appropr�ate role: Complementary, not central to complex doma�ns

2.227. Sculptor1: User confused by forum's ment�on funct�on

2.228. GE Morton: F�elds, theor�es as abstract�ons: challeng�ng reduct�ve explanat�ons of exper�ence

2.229. Atla: Challeng�ng emergence theor�es, argu�ng for un�versal qual�a

2.230. GE Morton: Ep�phenomenal�sm: mental phenomena's causal role �n phys�cal processes



2.231. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng Morton's understand�ng of phys�cal and spat�al concepts

2.232. GE Morton: Defend�ng def�n�t�on of 'phys�cal' and challeng�ng omn�presence concept

2.233. Atla: Po�nt�ng out Morton's confus�on between forces and f�elds

2.234. Atla: Challeng�ng Morton's v�ew on spacet�me and f�eld ex�stence

2.235. Gert�e: Explor�ng bra�n arch�tecture and emergence of un�f�ed self exper�ence

2.236. Terrap�n Stat�on: Refut�ng Morton's arguments about phys�cal and spat�al concepts

2.237. Sculptor1: Challeng�ng def�n�t�on of tang�ble: phys�cal th�ngs aren't always touchable

2.238. Terrap�n Stat�on: Mock�ng d�ct�onary def�n�t�on as s�mpl�st�c argument strategy

2.239. GE Morton: Qual�a as subject�ve exper�ence: not un�versal laws of nature

2.240. GE Morton: Expand�ng ph�losoph�cal mean�ng of 'tang�ble' beyond touch

2.241. GE Morton: Phys�cal vs everyday understand�ng: f�elds and locat�on

2.242. Gert�e: Explor�ng consc�ousness models: bra�n, feedback, and self-awareness

2.243. evolut�on: Reject�ng ph�losoph�cal analys�s �n favor of d�rect observat�on

2.244. GE Morton: Consc�ousness determ�ned by behav�or, not substrate

2.245. Atla: Qual�a as product of spec�f�c phys�cal systems, not un�versal

2.246. Sculptor1: Cr�t�qu�ng narrow understand�ng of phys�cal objects

2.247. Sculptor1: Challeng�ng language use and def�n�t�ons �n ph�losoph�cal debate

2.248. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng ph�losoph�cal analys�s and propos�t�onal knowledge approach

2.249. Terrap�n Stat�on: Bra�n-m�nd �dent�ty compared to morn�ng star/even�ng star perspect�ve

2.250. evolut�on: Defend�ng subject�ve percept�on and challeng�ng ph�losoph�cal context

2.251. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng part�c�pant's understand�ng of ph�losoph�cal context

2.252. Gert�e: Explor�ng consc�ousness, AI, and potent�al robot r�ghts w�th Dennett reference

2.253. GE Morton: Respond�ng to ad hom�nem cr�t�que �n ph�losoph�cal debate

2.254. GE Morton: Request�ng clar�f�cat�on of prev�ous cla�ms and quest�ons

2.255. Atla: Challeng�ng cr�t�cal th�nk�ng and conceptual understand�ng �n debate

2.256. GE Morton: Deta�led cr�t�que of bra�n-m�nd �dent�ty and perspect�val arguments

2.257. GE Morton: Challeng�ng Atla's understand�ng of ph�losoph�cal and sc�ent�f�c terms

2.258. Atla: Quest�on�ng Morton's grasp of phys�cal concepts and �dent�ty

2.259. Terrap�n Stat�on: A��rm�ng bra�n vs m�nd observat�onal d��erences

2.260. Terrap�n Stat�on: Emphas�z�ng f�rst-person vs th�rd-person observat�onal perspect�ves

2.261. GE Morton: Explor�ng Le�bn�z's �dent�ty cr�ter�a and qual�a-bra�n state relat�onsh�p

2.262. Atla: Challeng�ng def�n�t�ons of phys�cal and f�eld propert�es

2.263. Terrap�n Stat�on: D�sput�ng ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�on of 'phys�cal'

2.264. GE Morton: Argu�ng aga�nst qual�a-bra�n state �dent�ty through d�rect compar�son

2.265. GE Morton: Quest�on�ng un�queness of ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�ons

2.266. Terrap�n Stat�on: Reject�ng phys�cs-based def�n�t�on of 'phys�cal'

2.267. Terrap�n Stat�on: Qual�a and bra�n act�v�ty: perspect�ves reveal same underly�ng real�ty

2.268. GE Morton: Confus�on over f�rst-person vs th�rd-person observat�onal perspect�ves

2.269. Terrap�n Stat�on: Un�que f�rst-person perspect�ve of mental exper�ence d�st�ngu�shes consc�ousness

2.270. GE Morton: Consc�ousness as natural phenomenon emerg�ng from complex evolut�onary systems

2.271. Wossname: Ident�ty theory: consc�ousness as bra�n process, not separate phenomenon

2.272. Atla: Challeng�ng d�rect compar�son between qual�a and bra�n act�v�ty

2.273. Atla: Rad�cal cla�m: all phys�cal events are potent�ally mental events

2.274. Sculptor1: Bra�n scans can reveal qual�tat�ve exper�ences across perspect�ves

2.275. Steve3007: Def�n�ng 'phys�cal' through emp�r�cal observat�on and sc�ent�f�c descr�pt�on

2.276. Wossname: Quest�on�ng un�versal mental nature of all phys�cal events



2.277. Atla: Argu�ng phys�cal arrangement �mpl�es mental propert�es

2.278. Wossname: Quest�on�ng consc�ousness beyond bra�n act�v�ty

2.279. Atla: D�st�ngu�sh�ng two types of consc�ousness: self-awareness and un�versal qual�a

2.280.  Dennett: Challeng�ng Atla's v�ew on un�versal consc�ousness

2.281. Sculptor1: Cr�t�qu�ng assumpt�ons about consc�ousness and sc�ent�f�c d�scovery

2.282.  Dennett: Sarcast�cally quest�on�ng sc�ent�f�c or�g�n of qual�a concept

2.283. Atla: Defend�ng v�ew of un�versal f�rst-person exper�ence

2.284. Wossname: Request�ng clar�f�cat�on on Atla's consc�ousness theory

2.285. Steve3007: Express�ng confus�on about Atla's consc�ousness argument

2.286. Wossname: Struggl�ng to understand Atla's v�ew on consc�ousness

2.287. Steve3007: Interpret�ng Atla's two types of consc�ousness: un�versal vs. bra�n-spec�f�c

2.288. Gert�e: Challeng�ng Atla's cla�m of un�versal consc�ousness beyond nervous systems

2.289. Sculptor1: Sc�ence's role �n understand�ng subject�ve exper�ence and qual�a

2.290. Terrap�n Stat�on: Phys�cal events and mental propert�es as emergent phenomena

2.291. evolut�on: D�spute over understand�ng ph�losoph�cal context

2.292. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng def�n�t�on of propos�t�onal knowledge �n ph�losophy

2.293. Steve3007: Skept�c�sm about panpsych�sm and un�versal consc�ousness

2.294. Steve3007: Quest�on�ng consc�ousness through set theory and class�f�cat�on

2.295. Atla: Consc�ousness as ex�stence �tself, beyond sc�ent�f�c �nvest�gat�on

2.296. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng vague ph�losoph�cal cla�ms w�th demand for clar�ty

2.297. Atla: Defend�ng complex�ty of ph�losoph�cal �deas beyond common understand�ng

2.298. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng commun�cat�on barr�ers �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.299. Atla: Nondual�sm: Deep th�nk�ng requ�res pat�ence and personal e�ort

2.300. Gert�e: Explor�ng consc�ousness: Panpsych�sm and challenges of mater�al explanat�on

2.301. GE Morton: Debat�ng perspect�ves and propert�es of qual�a and exper�ence

2.302. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng references for understand�ng nondual�sm

2.303. Gert�e: Consc�ousness: AI, b�olog�cal s�m�lar�ty, and exper�ent�al uncerta�nty

2.304. GE Morton: Challeng�ng reduct�ve v�ews of mental phenomena and qual�a

2.305. Terrap�n Stat�on: Propert�es, perspect�ves, and the nature of consc�ous exper�ence

2.306.  Dennett: Dennett-al�gned cr�t�que of qual�a as unsc�ent�f�c �deolog�cal perspect�ve

2.307.  Dennett: Challeng�ng sc�ent�f�c status of Pe�rce's ph�losoph�cal work, compar�ng to Dennett

2.308. Atla: Explor�ng non-dual consc�ousness through Eastern ph�losophy and quantum mechan�cs

2.309. Terrap�n Stat�on: Engag�ng w�th Zen Buddh�sm and non-dual ph�losoph�cal perspect�ves

2.310. Atla: D�scuss�ng authent�c vs pseudo-Adva�ta �nterpretat�ons of consc�ousness

2.311. Terrap�n Stat�on: Br�ef exchange on recommended consc�ousness research mater�als

2.312. Sculptor1: Heated debate on sc�ent�f�c status of ph�losoph�cal knowledge cla�ms

2.313. evolut�on: Relat�v�st perspect�ve on propos�t�onal knowledge and observer-dependent truth

2.314. GE Morton: Deta�led ph�losoph�cal analys�s of m�nd-bra�n �dent�ty and subject�ve exper�ence

2.315. Wossname: Respond�ng to challenges �n m�nd-bra�n �dent�ty ph�losoph�cal debate

2.316. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng the def�n�t�on of propos�t�onal knowledge �n ph�losoph�cal debate

2.317. Atla: Sc�ence and nondual�ty conference: Interd�sc�pl�nary d�alogue w�th m�xed results

2.318. Atla: Cr�t�que of sc�ence and nondual�ty conference's cred�b�l�ty due to Deepak Chopra

2.319. evolut�on: Challeng�ng assumpt�ons about un�versal propos�t�onal knowledge def�n�t�on

2.320. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng personal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge concept

2.321. evolut�on: Emphas�z�ng spec�f�c�ty and context �n ph�losoph�cal quest�on�ng

2.322. GE Morton: Explor�ng m�nd-bra�n relat�onsh�p beyond trad�t�onal �dent�ty cr�ter�a



2.323. Wossname: Cr�t�qu�ng proposed m�nd-bra�n relat�onsh�p postulates and potent�al dual�sm

2.324. Terrap�n Stat�on: Rea��rm�ng request for personal perspect�ve on propos�t�onal knowledge

2.325. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�c�z�ng Mary's Room thought exper�ment as ph�losoph�cally flawed

2.326. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng �ncoherence of mental phenomena and phys�cal phenomena relat�onsh�p

2.327. Pattern-chaser: Warn�ng about potent�ally unsafe webs�te l�nk

2.328. Wossname: Acknowledg�ng webs�te safety warn�ng

2.329. GE Morton: Defend�ng Mary's Room thought exper�ment aga�nst cr�t�c�sm

2.330. Atla: Ver�fy�ng webs�te safety v�a v�rus scan

2.331. GE Morton: Explor�ng consc�ousness, AI, and exper�ent�al models �n ph�losoph�cal debate

2.332. Atla: Challeng�ng Kant�an d�v�de between phenomenal and noumenal worlds

2.333.  Dennett: Defend�ng ph�losoph�cal or�g�ns of qual�a concept aga�nst sc�ent�f�c cla�ms

2.334. Sculptor1: Argu�ng Pe�rce's sc�ent�f�c and ph�losoph�cal contr�but�ons

2.335.  Dennett: Challeng�ng cla�ms about Pe�rce's sc�ent�f�c work on qual�a

2.336. Sculptor1: Challeng�ng Pe�rce's sc�ent�f�c contr�but�ons and ph�losoph�cal s�gn�f�cance

2.337. Gert�e: Phys�cal�st Ident�ty Theory fa�ls to expla�n subject�ve exper�ence and consc�ousness

2.338. Atla: Exper�ence as fundamental, phys�cal real�ty as cogn�t�ve overlay

2.339. Steve3007: Placeholder post for future reflect�on on prev�ous d�scuss�on

2.340. Wossname: Defend�ng Ident�ty Theory's approach to consc�ousness and evolut�on

2.341. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng Mary's Room thought exper�ment as fundamentally flawed

2.342. Gert�e: Explor�ng challenges of �nter-subject�ve knowledge and exper�ent�al real�ty

2.343. Gert�e: Seek�ng cr�ter�a for evaluat�ng compet�ng consc�ousness theor�es

2.344. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng the su��c�ency of cla�m�ng exper�ence as fundamental

2.345. Gert�e: Acknowledg�ng new problems ar�s�ng from exper�ence-f�rst perspect�ve

2.346. evolut�on: Den�es hav�ng a personal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge

2.347. GE Morton: Cr�t�ques Kant�an phenomenal vs noumenal world d�st�nct�on

2.348.  Dennett: Challenges sc�ent�f�c credent�als of ph�losopher's sc�ent�f�c background

2.349. GE Morton: Quest�ons phys�cal�ty of qual�a �n Mary's Room thought exper�ment

2.350. Terrap�n Stat�on: Argues aga�nst quest�on-begg�ng �n Mary's Room ph�losoph�cal debate

2.351. Sculptor1: D�sm�ss�ve response to prev�ous user's cla�ms

2.352. Sculptor1: Argues qual�a are phys�cal, exper�ence reveals �nternal nature

2.353. Terrap�n Stat�on: C�tes sources show�ng Mary's Room challenges phys�cal�sm

2.354. Sculptor1: Argues sensory exper�ence cannot be fully descr�bed externally

2.355. GE Morton: Explores nuanced def�n�t�ons of 'phys�cal' �n qual�a debate

2.356. GE Morton: Challeng�ng dual�sm: Mary's red exper�ence doesn't necess�tate metaphys�cal d�v�de

2.357. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng Kant's noumenal/phenomenal world d�st�nct�on and exper�ence's fundamental�ty

2.358. Atla: Explor�ng exper�ence as fundamental and phys�cal world as cogn�t�ve overlay

2.359. Terrap�n Stat�on: Analyz�ng Mary's knowledge problem and qual�a's phys�cal nature

2.360. Terrap�n Stat�on: Def�n�ng 'phys�cal' and challeng�ng qual�a's non-phys�cal status

2.361. Sculptor1: Argu�ng phys�cal �nteract�on essent�al to understand�ng exper�ence

2.362. Gert�e: Debat�ng mental phenomena's reduc�b�l�ty and bra�n-m�nd relat�onsh�p

2.363. Gert�e: Quest�on�ng AI consc�ousness and behav�oral test�ng rel�ab�l�ty

2.364. GE Morton: Cr�t�qu�ng def�n�t�ons of 'phys�cal' and qual�a's product�on

2.365. GE Morton: Defend�ng behav�or as sole cr�ter�on for determ�n�ng consc�ousness

2.366. Steve3007: Explor�ng def�n�t�ons of 'phys�cal': beyond phys�cs textbooks and sensory percept�on

2.367. Pattern-chaser: Malwarebytes webs�te safety d�scuss�on

2.368. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challenge to c�rcular def�n�t�ons �n ph�losoph�cal term�nology



2.369. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng nuanced understand�ng of 'phys�cal' beyond s�mple mater�al equ�valence

2.370. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng ph�losoph�cal cur�os�ty about propos�t�onal knowledge

2.371. GE Morton: Challeng�ng substance ontology and explor�ng mental-phys�cal relat�onsh�p complex�ty

2.372. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng qual�a and substance theory �n m�nd-body problem

2.373. evolut�on: Challeng�ng �nd�rect quest�on�ng about ph�losoph�cal �nterests

2.374. Wossname: Explor�ng mental-phys�cal �nteract�on and ontolog�cal perspect�ves

2.375. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng d�rect response about ph�losoph�cal cur�os�ty

2.376. Gert�e: Quest�on�ng non-reduc�b�l�ty of mental phenomena to phys�cal bra�n states

2.377.  Dennett: Defend�ng non-reduct�ve v�ew of mental states w�thout separat�ng from bra�n states

2.378. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng clar�f�cat�on on prev�ous reduct�on�sm def�n�t�on

2.379. GE Morton: Expla�n�ng qual�a as non-reduc�ble e�ects of phys�cal systems

2.380. GE Morton: Challeng�ng assumpt�on of causal act�on beyond bra�n processes

2.381. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng GE Morton's arguments about qual�a and phys�cal e�ects

2.382.  Dennett: Restat�ng def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm as vocabulary transformat�on

2.383. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng l�ngu�st�c approach to m�nd-body problem

2.384. Terrap�n Stat�on: D�sm�ss�ng l�ngu�st�c convent�ons �n understand�ng m�nd-body relat�onsh�p

2.385.  Dennett: C�t�ng 'heat �s molecular mot�on' as successful reduct�on�sm example

2.386. GE Morton: Mental phenomena as e�ects of phys�cal processes, not alternat�ve substances

2.387. Steve3007: Def�n�ng phys�cal phenomena through sensory exper�ences and mater�al relat�ons

2.388. Gert�e: Challeng�ng the �rreduc�b�l�ty of mental exper�ence to bra�n act�v�ty

2.389. Gert�e: Funct�onal�st perspect�ve on mental states and bra�n states

2.390. Wossname: Explor�ng consc�ousness as generated phys�cal phenomenon beyond bra�n process�ng

2.391.  Dennett: Funct�onal�st cr�t�que of reduct�on�sm �n mental state descr�pt�on

2.392. Terrap�n Stat�on: D�scuss�on of ostens�ve def�n�t�ons �n ph�losoph�cal term�nology

2.393. Steve3007: Conf�rmat�on of ostens�ve def�n�t�on concept

2.394. Steve3007: Challeng�ng Faustus5's v�ew on reduct�on�sm's everyday appl�cab�l�ty

2.395.  Dennett: Defend�ng r�gorous ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm

2.396. Steve3007: D�scuss�ng techn�cal vs layperson's def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm �n sc�ent�f�c vocabulary

2.397.  Dennett: Faustus5 expla�ns preference for techn�cal ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm

2.398. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challenges of prov�d�ng non-c�rcular def�n�t�ons on message boards

2.399. GE Morton: Defend�ng qual�a: Reject�ng �dent�ty through semant�c prec�s�on

2.400. GE Morton: Why mental phenomena can't be reduct�vely expla�ned by sc�ence

2.401. Steve3007: Def�n�ng 'phys�cal' through sensory exper�ence and past ostens�ve def�n�t�ons

2.402. evolut�on: Seek�ng prec�se clar�f�cat�on �n ph�losoph�cal d�alogue

2.403. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng �nterest �n ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge

2.404. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng ep�stemolog�cal un�versal�ty �n def�n�ng mater�al concepts

2.405. Steve3007: Defend�ng approach to def�n�ng phys�cal concepts through sensory understand�ng

2.406. Terrap�n Stat�on: Ostens�ve def�n�t�ons are c�rcular and only work when po�nt�ng to exact referent

2.407. Steve3007: Learn�ng through mult�ple examples and context, not just s�ngle po�nt of reference

2.408. Steve3007: Explor�ng how people ga�n understand�ng of abstract terms l�ke 'phys�cal'

2.409. Gert�e: Qual�a not reduc�ble: mental phenomena beyond sc�ent�f�c explanat�on

2.410. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng personal def�n�t�on of 'matter' beyond colloqu�al understand�ng

2.411. Atla: Phys�cs' l�m�tat�on �n detect�ng qual�a challenges m�nd-bra�n �dent�ty theory

2.412. Steve3007: Def�n�ng phys�cal terms through emp�r�cal sensory patterns and exper�ence

2.413. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng d��erent senses of 'phys�cal' term �n ongo�ng debate

2.414. Steve3007: Prob�ng understand�ng of abstract term�nology acqu�s�t�on



2.415. Steve3007: Seek�ng focused d�scuss�on on term comprehens�on

2.416. GE Morton: Phys�cs vs qual�a: challeng�ng the not�on that phys�cs den�es subject�ve exper�ence

2.417. Atla: Cr�t�que of conflat�ng phys�cs' explanatory l�m�ts w�th ontolog�cal den�al of qual�a

2.418. GE Morton: Challeng�ng semant�c confus�on �n understand�ng word mean�ngs and commun�cat�on

2.419. Steve3007: Ep�stemolog�cal debate on def�n�ng terms and emp�r�cal ontology construct�on

2.420. Terrap�n Stat�on: Deflect�ng d�scuss�on on term def�n�t�on

2.421. GE Morton: Theor�es as explanatory constructs: l�m�ts of understand�ng bra�n-exper�ence generat�on

2.422. evolut�on: Acknowledg�ng potent�al semant�c d��erences �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.423. GE Morton: Sc�ent�f�c ev�dence of consc�ousness �n b�rd bra�ns: neural correlates and cogn�t�ve complex�ty

2.424. Gert�e: Challeng�ng mater�al�st �dent�ty theory: exper�ence, hard problem, and consc�ousness

2.425. GE Morton: Defend�ng subject�ve exper�ence as emergent feature of bra�n funct�on�ng

2.426.  Dennett: Dennett's sc�ent�sm: Challeng�ng subject�ve exper�ence as separate from bra�n events

2.427. Sculptor1: Cr�t�qu�ng Faustus5's v�ew on subject�ve exper�ence and evolut�on

2.428. Gert�e: Challeng�ng homunculus theory through bra�n scan �nterpretat�ons

2.429. Sculptor1: Defend�ng neural act�v�ty as the essence of exper�ence

2.430. Gert�e: Respond�ng to Gert�e's cr�t�que of homunculus model

2.431. GE Morton: Defend�ng qual�a as measurable, mean�ngful bra�n phenomena

2.432.  Dennett: Challeng�ng ep�phenomenal�sm's causal role

2.433.  Dennett: Cr�t�qu�ng dual�st �nterpretat�ons of mental causat�on

2.434. GE Morton: Explor�ng self-model theory and bra�n consc�ousness mechan�sms

2.435. GE Morton: Defend�ng mental events as causal �n sc�ent�f�c understand�ng

2.436. Gert�e: Challeng�ng homunculus theory: bra�n's self-observat�on mechan�sm not central�zed

2.437.  Dennett: Dennett's stance: mental phenomena are phys�cal bra�n events

2.438. Terrap�n Stat�on: Prob�ng def�n�t�on of 'phys�cal' �n mental phenomena d�scuss�on

2.439. Steve3007: Explor�ng d��erent �nterpretat�ons of 'phys�cal' �n sc�ent�f�c context

2.440. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�qu�ng colloqu�al vs sc�ent�f�c understand�ng of 'phys�cal'

2.441. GE Morton: Defend�ng non-reduct�ve explanat�on of consc�ousness as phys�cal e�ect

2.442. Steve3007: D�sagreement on phys�cs and tang�b�l�ty of sc�ent�f�c concepts

2.443. Terrap�n Stat�on: Phys�cs extends beyond colloqu�al not�ons of tang�b�l�ty

2.444. GE Morton: Def�n�ng 'tang�ble' �n sc�ent�f�c and emp�r�cal contexts

2.445. Atla: Iron�c comment on surreal nature of ph�losoph�cal d�scuss�on

2.446. Steve3007: Phys�cs as sensory model: extend�ng percept�on through �nstruments and data analys�s

2.447. Gert�e: Consc�ousness as �ntang�ble e�ect: challeng�ng reduct�ve explanat�ons of subject�ve exper�ence

2.448. Gert�e: Ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry �nto ex�stence of unobservable sc�ent�f�c ent�t�es

2.449. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng def�n�t�on of 'tang�ble' �n sc�ent�f�c context

2.450. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng colloqu�al understand�ng of 'tang�ble' �n sc�ent�f�c d�scourse

2.451. GE Morton: Ontology of sc�ent�f�c ent�t�es: ex�stence def�ned by pred�ct�ve ut�l�ty

2.452. GE Morton: Dennett's stance on qual�a: el�m�nat�ve mater�al�sm and mental phenomena

2.453. Terrap�n Stat�on: Mental phenomena as perspect�val d��erences of �dent�cal processes

2.454. GE Morton: Challeng�ng perspect�val argument for mental-neural �dent�ty

2.455. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng algor�thm�c transformat�on of perceptual qual�t�es

2.456. Terrap�n Stat�on: Request�ng example of algor�thm that captures non-quant�tat�ve propert�es

2.457. GE Morton: Algor�thms map sets, not �nherent object qual�t�es

2.458. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng debate on algor�thm�c translat�on of perspect�val propert�es

2.459. GE Morton: Object propert�es rema�n constant across perspect�ves

2.460.  Dennett: Defend�ng Dennett's v�ew on consc�ousness as phys�cal, cr�t�qu�ng dual�sm



2.461. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng concrete example of algor�thm�c property translat�on

2.462. Gert�e: Ask�ng about Dennett's perspect�ve on mental states and qual�a

2.463. GE Morton: D�scuss�ng sc�ent�f�c methodology for understand�ng consc�ousness

2.464. GE Morton: Reject�ng not�on of algor�thms 'captur�ng' propert�es

2.465. Gert�e: Conclud�ng debate on consc�ousness and sc�ent�f�c explanat�on

2.466. Steve3007: Challeng�ng def�n�t�on of 'phys�cal' beyond med�um-s�zed dry goods perspect�ve

2.467. Steve3007: Ex�stence def�ned by pred�ct�ve ut�l�ty, not transcendental ontology

2.468. Steve3007: Clar�fy�ng Aust�n's 'med�um-s�zed dry goods' express�on

2.469. Terrap�n Stat�on: Challeng�ng algor�thm's ab�l�ty to correlate w�th propert�es

2.470. Terrap�n Stat�on: D�st�ngu�sh�ng ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�ons of phys�cal�sm and tang�b�l�ty

2.471. Steve3007: Argu�ng sensory exper�ence def�nes understand�ng of 'phys�cal' and 'mater�al'

2.472. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng c�rcular def�n�t�ons and contextual understand�ng of terms

2.473. Terrap�n Stat�on: Clar�fy�ng personal stance on ph�losoph�cal def�n�t�ons of phys�cal�sm

2.474. Terrap�n Stat�on: Emphas�z�ng �nherent c�rcular�ty �n all def�n�t�ons

2.475. GE Morton: Reject�ng not�on of algor�thms correlat�ng w�th propert�es

2.476. Steve3007: Def�n�ng 'mater�al' for everyday understand�ng: v�s�ble, observable stu�

2.477.  Dennett: Dennett's v�ew: Mental states ex�st, but qual�a are unnecessary theoret�cal baggage

2.478. Atla: Challeng�ng Dennett's Global Neuronal Workspace: Hard Problem rema�ns unaddressed

2.479. Gert�e: Ph�losoph�cal challenge: Expla�n�ng consc�ousness beyond funct�onal neurosc�ence

2.480. GE Morton: Debat�ng m�nd-bra�n causat�on and �dent�ty from mult�ple perspect�ves

2.481. GE Morton: Quest�on�ng Dennett's stance on qual�a and consc�ous exper�ence

2.482. Atla: Skept�cal v�ew: Sc�ent�f�c ev�dence cannot prove bra�n-mental event causat�on

2.483. GE Morton: Challeng�ng sc�ent�f�c skept�c�sm about bra�n-mental event causat�on

2.484.  Dennett: Defend�ng Dennett's v�ew: Hard Problem �s a ph�losoph�cal �nvent�on

2.485.  Dennett: Sc�ent�sm perspect�ve: Neurosc�ence w�ll expla�n exper�ence w�thout ph�losophy

2.486. Pattern-chaser: Correlat�on vs causat�on �n mental event understand�ng

2.487. GE Morton: Nuanced v�ew on correlat�on and causat�on �n sc�ent�f�c reason�ng

2.488.  Dennett: Challeng�ng dual�st�c �nterpretat�ons of bra�n-m�nd relat�onsh�p

2.489. Atla: Skept�cal stance on sc�ent�f�c detect�on of mental events

2.490. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng Dennett's approach to qual�a and ph�losoph�cal cons�stency

2.491. GE Morton: Debat�ng sc�ent�f�c methodology and subject�ve exper�ence

2.492. Gert�e: Ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry �nto consc�ousness beyond sc�ent�f�c correlat�on

2.493. Atla: Def�n�ng sc�ent�f�c object�v�ty and subject�ve exper�ence

2.494. Pattern-chaser: Methodolog�cal caut�on �n assert�ng causal relat�onsh�ps

2.495. GE Morton: Correlat�on vs causat�on: nuanced explorat�on of causal relat�onsh�ps

2.496. Terrap�n Stat�on: Explor�ng propert�es of percept�on and apparent character�st�cs

2.497. GE Morton: Plural�st cr�t�que of m�nd-bra�n �dent�ty and sc�ent�f�c reduct�on�sm

2.498. GE Morton: D�st�ngu�sh�ng perce�ved propert�es from actual object propert�es

2.499. Pattern-chaser: Methodolog�cal sequence �n prov�ng causal relat�onsh�ps

2.500. Steve3007: Nuanced analys�s of causat�on, correlat�on, and sc�ent�f�c �nference

2.501. Steve3007: Br�ef acknowledgment of prev�ous d�scuss�on po�nt

2.502. Terrap�n Stat�on: Quest�on�ng algor�thm�c transformat�on of perceptual propert�es

2.503. GE Morton: Algor�thm�c �nd��erence to transformed propert�es

2.504. Terrap�n Stat�on: Seek�ng clar�f�cat�on on reference frame �n property transformat�on

2.505. GE Morton: D�sm�ss�ng deta�led �nqu�ry �nto perspect�ve and propert�es

2.506. GE Morton: Explor�ng correlat�on vs causat�on �n sc�ent�f�c observat�ons



2.507. Terrap�n Stat�on: Cr�t�que of perspect�ve and scrut�ny �n ph�losoph�cal d�scuss�on

2.508.  Dennett: Dennett's v�ew: Sc�ent�f�c explanat�on trumps ph�losoph�cal mystery

2.509. Atla: Cr�t�que of Western ph�losophy's dual�st�c th�nk�ng and consc�ousness debates

2.510. Pattern-chaser: Challeng�ng cla�ms of dual�st�c ph�losophy's sc�ent�f�c refutat�on

2.511. Gert�e: Challeng�ng Faustus5's sc�ent�f�c reduct�on�sm of consc�ousness

2.512. thrasymachus: Quest�on�ng d�sm�ssal of ph�losoph�cal perspect�ves on consc�ousness

2.513. Pattern-chaser: Seek�ng clar�f�cat�on on cla�ms of ph�losoph�cal refutat�on

2.514. thrasymachus: Challeng�ng sc�ent�f�c reduct�on�sm's approach to knowledge and consc�ousness

2.515. thrasymachus: Cr�t�qu�ng sc�ent�sm and causal models of knowledge

2.516.  Dennett: Defend�ng sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of consc�ous exper�ence

2.517. Atla: D�sm�ss�ng phenomenology as �nadequate psycholog�cal explorat�on

2.518. Atla: Assert�ng sc�ent�f�c refutat�on of dual�st�c concepts

2.519. Atla: Challeng�ng ph�losoph�cal concepts of separateness and object�v�ty

2.520.  Dennett: Defend�ng sc�ent�f�c approach aga�nst accusat�ons of sc�ent�sm

2.521. Pattern-chaser: Quest�on�ng cla�ms of ph�losoph�cal refutat�on

2.522. Atla: Explor�ng l�m�ts of prov�ng or d�sprov�ng ph�losoph�cal concepts

2.523. Terrap�n Stat�on: Analyz�ng log�cal poss�b�l�t�es of prov�ng negat�ves

2.524. Gert�e: Challeng�ng Faustus5's reduct�ve v�ew of consc�ousness explanat�on

2.525. Gert�e: Explor�ng mater�al�st approaches to m�nd-body problem

2.526. Pattern-chaser: D�scuss�ng l�m�ts of proof and ph�losoph�cal certa�nty

2.527. Sculptor1: Argu�ng poss�b�l�ty of prov�ng negat�ves through def�n�t�on

2.528. Atla: Challeng�ng absolute skept�c�sm �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.529. Atla: Quest�on�ng th�rd-person understand�ng of subject�ve exper�ence

2.530. Pattern-chaser: Embrac�ng uncerta�nty �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.531. Atla: Reject�ng absolute certa�nty �n ph�losoph�cal reason�ng

2.532. Pattern-chaser: Agree�ng on l�m�ts of ph�losoph�cal proof

2.533. Atla: Assert�ng refutat�on of dual�st�c ph�losoph�cal concepts

2.534.  Dennett: Dennett's stance: Hard problem of consc�ousness �s ph�losoph�cal art�fact

2.535.  Dennett: Defend�ng sc�ent�f�c approach to understand�ng subject�ve exper�ence

2.536. Gert�e: Dennett's v�ew: m�nd-body problem �s a phantom created by bad ph�losophy

2.537. GE Morton: Sc�ent�f�c explanat�on traces causal pathways, not subject�ve exper�ence

2.538. Atla: Challeng�ng sc�ent�f�c measurement of subject�ve exper�ence

2.539. Pattern-chaser: D�scuss�ng certa�nty and ph�losoph�cal refutat�on of dual�st�c concepts

2.540. Atla: Quest�on�ng absolute certa�nty �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.541. GE Morton: Cr�t�qu�ng panpsych�sm as an explanat�on for mental phenomena

2.542. Gert�e: Explor�ng ph�losoph�cal openness to alternat�ve consc�ousness models

2.543. Atla: Reject�ng Western ph�losoph�cal dual�sm and substance theory

2.544.  Dennett: Dennett's v�ew: bra�n act�v�ty correlates val�date subject�ve reports

2.545. Atla: Quest�on�ng the ex�stence of qual�a beyond observable bra�n states

2.546. Terrap�n Stat�on: Argu�ng for the real�ty of subject�ve exper�ence based on human research

2.547. GE Morton: Challeng�ng the �dent�ty of bra�n states and mental exper�ences

2.548. GE Morton: Cr�t�qu�ng mon�sm and explor�ng ontolog�cal complex�ty

2.549. Terrap�n Stat�on: Defend�ng sc�ent�f�c correlat�on as ev�dence of exper�ence

2.550. Gert�e: D�scuss�ng ph�losoph�cal frameworks and ontolog�cal model�ng

2.551.  Dennett: Dennett's d�sm�ssal of ph�losoph�cal skept�c�sm about qual�a

2.552.  Dennett: Defend�ng m�nd-bra�n �dent�ty from a sc�ent�f�c perspect�ve



2.553. Atla: Challeng�ng Dennett's �ncons�stent stance on qual�a

2.554. Sy Borg: Explor�ng the fundamental nature of consc�ousness

2.555. Pattern-chaser: Debat�ng the refutat�on of dual�st�c ph�losoph�cal approaches

2.556.  Dennett: Dennett's defens�ve response to qual�a cr�t�c�sm

2.557. GE Morton: Challeng�ng Dennett's v�ew on m�nd-bra�n �dent�ty

2.558. Atla: Suggest�ng metaphys�cal �ns�ghts from sc�ent�f�c d�scover�es

2.559. Atla: Respond�ng to Dennett's rhetor�cal tact�cs

2.560. Pattern-chaser: Request�ng ev�dence for ph�losoph�cal refutat�on cla�ms

2.561. Pattern-chaser: D�st�ngu�sh�ng metaphys�cs from sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry

2.562. Atla: Argu�ng for non-dual�ty based on sc�ent�f�c observat�ons

2.563. Gert�e: Explor�ng alternat�ve consc�ousness models and l�m�tat�ons

2.564. Pattern-chaser: Quest�on�ng the refutat�on of dual�st�c sc�ent�f�c approaches

2.565. Steve3007: D�scuss�ng quantum mechan�cs and ph�losoph�cal �mpl�cat�ons

2.566. Pattern-chaser: Quantum mechan�cs reveals observer's act�ve role �n sc�ent�f�c observat�on

2.567. Pattern-chaser: Western sc�ence's dual�sm vs Eastern ph�losoph�cal perspect�ves

2.568. Steve3007: Quantum mechan�cs and the dawn of observer-dependent sc�ence

2.569. Atla: Quantum mechan�cs po�nts to non-dual ph�losoph�cal parad�gm

2.570. Atla: Reduct�on�sm as sc�ent�f�c tool, not ontolog�cal stance

2.571. Atla: Quantum mechan�cs' measurement problem challenges sc�ent�f�c object�v�ty

2.572. Steve3007: H�stor�cal d�scuss�ons of quantum measurement problem

2.573.  Dennett: Emp�r�cal observat�on l�m�ted to bra�n states and motor responses

2.574. Atla: Quantum mechan�cs reveals deep connect�on between m�nd and phys�cal world

2.575. Pattern-chaser: Pragmat�c dual�sm vs ontolog�cal pur�ty �n sc�ent�f�c pract�ce

2.576. Atla: Accept�ng dual�sm for pract�cal sc�ent�f�c purposes

2.577. GE Morton: Mental content and theoret�cal constructs of outs�de world

2.578. GE Morton: Challeng�ng Faustus5's v�ew on emp�r�cal observat�on of mental phenomena

2.579. Atla: Cr�t�que of noumenon and phenomena ph�losoph�cal d�st�nct�on

2.580. Atla: Kant's ph�losoph�cal d�chotomy as pragmat�c rather than ontolog�cal

2.581. Gert�e: Intersubject�ve exper�ence and shared world model

2.582.  Dennett: Restr�ct�ng emp�r�cal observat�on to �ntersubject�ve ver�f�cat�on

2.583. GE Morton: Challeng�ng restr�ct�ve emp�r�c�sm and subject�ve mental phenomena

2.584. GE Morton: Sc�ent�f�c model vs hypothet�cal noumenal realm

2.585. Steve3007: Assess�ng model coherence and sc�ent�f�c understand�ng

2.586. Gert�e: Assumpt�ons underly�ng shared exper�ence and world model

2.587. Atla: Kant's ph�losoph�cal l�mbo between sol�ps�sm and external world

2.588. GE Morton: Postulat�ng external cause for mental phenomena

2.589. GE Morton: Necess�ty of postulat�ng external cause for mental phenomena

2.590. GE Morton: Sc�ent�f�c model and unobservable noumenal real�ty

2.591. Atla: Challeng�ng trad�t�onal causal�ty and phenomena �nterpretat�on

2.592. GE Morton: Ph�losoph�cal explorat�on of models, exper�ence, and external world assumpt�ons

2.593. GE Morton: Non-cogn�t�ve propos�t�ons and ph�losoph�cal hypothes�s

2.594. Atla: Reject�ng one-d�rect�onal causal�ty between phenomena and noumena

2.595. Steve3007: Coherence, quantum mechan�cs, and ph�losoph�cal �nterpretat�ons

2.596. Atla: Quantum mechan�cs challenges real�ty's coherence and sens�b�l�ty

2.597. Steve3007: Quest�on�ng the equ�valence of randomness and mean�nglessness

2.598. Steve3007: Quantum mechan�cs as exper�mental pred�ct�on vs metaphys�cal real�ty



2.599. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng �nstrumental�sm as ph�losoph�cal abd�cat�on

2.600. GE Morton: Debat�ng causal�ty, phenomena, and mental content �n metaphys�cs

2.601. GE Morton: Quantum mechan�cs descr�bes observable phenomena

2.602. Atla: Defend�ng quantum mechan�cs' descr�pt�on of exper�mental observat�ons

2.603. GE Morton: Challeng�ng metaphys�cal cla�ms w�th phys�cs term�nology

2.604. Atla: Blurr�ng boundar�es between phys�cs and metaphys�cs �n measurement problem

2.605. Atla: Recommend�ng book on quantum measurement problem and consc�ousness

2.606.  Dennett: Skept�cal of phys�c�sts d�scuss�ng consc�ousness v�a quantum mechan�cs

2.607. Pattern-chaser: Acknowledg�ng potent�al quantum �ns�ghts �nto consc�ousness

2.608. Atla: Clar�fy�ng book's focus on quantum measurement problem

2.609. Pattern-chaser: Quest�on�ng or�g�n of quantum consc�ousness arguments

2.610. Atla: D�sm�ss�ng cr�t�que of quantum measurement understand�ng

2.611. Atla: Frustrat�on w�th s�mpl�fy�ng complex quantum measurement �ssues

2.612.  Dennett: Cr�t�qu�ng Penrose's quantum consc�ousness arguments

2.613.  Dennett: Acknowledg�ng quantum phys�cs' challenges to sc�ent�f�c real�sm

2.614. Atla: Defend�ng quantum phys�cs' encounter w�th consc�ousness

2.615.  Dennett: Reject�ng consc�ousness's role �n quantum mechan�cs

2.616. Pattern-chaser: Challeng�ng book-based quantum consc�ousness cla�ms

2.617. Atla: D�sm�ss�ng alternat�ve quantum understand�ng approaches

2.618. Atla: Present�ng phys�c�st quotes on consc�ousness and quantum mechan�cs

2.619. Atla: Ant�c�pat�ng deeper understand�ng of measurement problem

2.620.  Dennett: Reject�ng New Age �nterpretat�ons of quantum measurement

2.621. Pattern-chaser: Ma�nta�n�ng theoret�cal stance desp�te l�m�ted ev�dence

2.622. Atla: Assert�ng complex�ty of quantum measurement understand�ng

2.623.  Dennett: Challeng�ng deta�led explanat�on of quantum measurement process

2.624. Steve3007: Humorously explor�ng quantum book pr�c�ng

2.625. Steve3007: Prepar�ng to read quantum measurement book

2.626. Atla: Challeng�ng Atla's quantum measurement cla�ms and demand�ng prec�se sc�ent�f�c explanat�on

2.627. Atla: Recommend�ng book on quantum myster�es w�th Nobel laureate rev�ews

2.628. Steve3007: Surpr�sed by phys�c�sts' late real�zat�on of quantum mechan�cs' fundamental myster�es

2.629. Atla: Expla�n�ng h�stor�cal suppress�on of quantum mechan�cs' ph�losoph�cal �nterpretat�ons

2.630. Steve3007: Quest�on�ng why phys�cs graduates m�ss fundamental quantum mechan�cs �ns�ghts

2.631. Atla: H�ghl�ght�ng h�stor�cal d�sm�ssal of quantum mechan�cs' deeper myster�es

2.632. Steve3007: Skept�cal of phys�c�st's late understand�ng of quantum electron behav�or

2.633. Atla: Argu�ng measurement problem �s systemat�cally excluded from standard phys�cs educat�on

2.634. Pattern-chaser: Cr�t�c�z�ng Atla's commun�cat�on style and cla�ms of super�or knowledge

2.635. Pattern-chaser: Challeng�ng Atla's cla�m about measurement problem's unava�lab�l�ty

2.636. Steve3007: Request�ng spec�f�c references to undergraduate phys�cs textbooks

2.637. Atla: Argu�ng W�k�ped�a's treatment of measurement problem �s superf�c�al

2.638. Atla: Quest�on�ng w�despread phys�c�sts' �gnorance of measurement problem

2.639. Pattern-chaser: D�st�ngu�sh�ng phys�cs from ph�losoph�cal metaphys�cs of quantum mechan�cs

2.640. Steve3007: Recall�ng un�vers�ty exper�ences of quantum mechan�cs ph�losoph�cal d�scuss�ons

2.641. Pattern-chaser: Request�ng deta�led explanat�on of measurement problem beyond W�k�ped�a

2.642. Atla: Quantum measurement and un�verse's perfect correlat�on w�th observer's act�ons

2.643.  Dennett: Challeng�ng Atla's quantum cla�ms as unsupported New Age speculat�on

2.644. Atla: Defend�ng mult�ple �nterpretat�ons of consc�ousness beyond GNW model



2.645. Steve3007: Prob�ng Atla's phys�cs background and textbook knowledge

2.646. Steve3007: Br�efly rev�ew�ng quantum mechan�cs book chapter

2.647.  Dennett: Defend�ng Global Neuronal Workspace model of consc�ousness

2.648. Atla: D�scuss�ng observer-dependent real�ty �n quantum phys�cs

2.649. Atla: Cla�m�ng competence �n consc�ousness model�ng wh�le cr�t�qu�ng GNW

2.650.  Dennett: Challeng�ng Atla to prove l�m�tat�ons of consc�ousness model

2.651. Atla: Respond�ng to Faustus5's challenge about consc�ousness �n quantum phys�cs

2.652. Pattern-chaser: Adv�s�ng on commun�cat�on style �n ph�losoph�cal d�scourse

2.653. Atla: Defend�ng aga�nst accusat�ons of �nsult�ng commun�cat�on

2.654. Pattern-chaser: D�st�ngu�sh�ng ph�losoph�cal d�scourse from personal attacks

2.655. Atla: Defend�ng prev�ous arguments and commun�cat�on approach

2.656. Pattern-chaser: Defend�ng ph�losoph�cal d�scourse aga�nst personal attacks

2.657. Atla: Challeng�ng cla�ms of m�srepresentat�on �n commun�cat�on styles

2.658.  Dennett: Reject�ng metaphys�cal concept�ons of exper�ence �n sc�ent�f�c models

2.659. Atla: Quest�on�ng Faustus5's understand�ng of sc�ent�f�c consc�ousness models

2.660. Atla: Cla�m�ng ph�losoph�cal �ns�ghts beyond current forum d�scuss�on

2.661.  Dennett: Challeng�ng quantum consc�ousness cla�ms w�th sc�ent�f�c skept�c�sm

2.662. Pattern-chaser: Cr�t�qu�ng vague ph�losoph�cal cla�ms and lack of clar�ty

2.663. Atla: Accus�ng others of be�ng stuck �n outdated ph�losoph�cal worldv�ews

2.664. Pattern-chaser: Request�ng clar�f�cat�on on prev�ously made cla�ms

2.665. Atla: L�nk�ng to prev�ous d�scuss�on on quantum measurement problem

2.666. Atla: Defend�ng quantum consc�ousness perspect�ve aga�nst Faustus5's cr�t�que

2.667. Atla: Expla�n�ng metaphor�cal �nterpretat�on of phys�cs and consc�ousness �nteract�on

2.668.  Dennett: Defend�ng sc�ent�f�c models aga�nst ph�losoph�cal metaphys�cal cla�ms

2.669.  Dennett: Challeng�ng cla�ms about sc�ent�f�c ev�dence and consc�ousness

2.670. Pattern-chaser: Analyz�ng wave-part�cle dual�ty and consc�ousness cla�ms

2.671. Pattern-chaser: Skept�cal v�ew of consc�ousness 'shap�ng' the un�verse

2.672. Robert66: Quest�on�ng r�g�d boundar�es between sc�ent�f�c and ph�losoph�cal �nqu�ry

2.673. Atla: Defend�ng the Hard Problem of Consc�ousness aga�nst Faustus5's cr�t�que

2.674. Atla: Elaborat�ng on quantum measurement and consc�ousness connect�on

2.675. Sy Borg: D�scuss�ng neurosc�ent�f�c perspect�ves on consc�ousness generat�on

2.676. Atla: Explor�ng d��erent models of human consc�ousness beyond bra�n-centr�c v�ew

2.677. Sy Borg: Ph�losoph�cal explorat�on of consc�ousness, emergence, and system�c boundar�es

2.678. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng strong emergence as mag�cal th�nk�ng �n sc�ence

2.679. Pattern-chaser: Expla�n�ng emergence as reconf�gurat�on, not mag�cal creat�on

2.680. Atla: D�st�ngu�sh�ng weak from strong emergence �n consc�ousness debate

2.681. Sy Borg: Explor�ng gradual emergence and causal cha�ns �n consc�ousness

2.682. Atla: Suggest�ng ph�losoph�cal �mpasse �n understand�ng consc�ousness

2.683. Pattern-chaser: Expla�n�ng emergence through �nterconnect�ons and bra�n complex�ty

2.684. Pattern-chaser: Challeng�ng percept�on of emergence as mag�cal phenomenon

2.685. Atla: Clar�fy�ng def�n�t�ons of weak and strong emergence

2.686. Pattern-chaser: Emergence expla�ned: �nterconnect�ons matter more than �nd�v�dual parts

2.687. Atla: Clar�fy�ng strong vs weak emergence �n sc�ent�f�c d�scourse

2.688. Pattern-chaser: Red�rect�ng d�scuss�on from consc�ousness to sc�ence's hegemony

2.689. Atla: D�spute over context of emergence and consc�ousness d�scuss�on

2.690.  Dennett: Challeng�ng Hard Problem of Consc�ousness w�th Global Neuronal Workspace model



2.691. Atla: Respond�ng to Faustus5's cla�ms about consc�ousness and sc�ent�f�c consensus

2.692. Gert�e: Phys�cal�st account fa�ls to expla�n emergence of consc�ous exper�ence

2.693. Pattern-chaser: Consc�ousness too undef�ned for formal sc�ent�f�c d�scuss�on

2.694. Pattern-chaser: Quantum mechan�cs: photons �nterfer�ng w�th themselves �n double-sl�t exper�ment

2.695. Atla: Reject�ng quantum myst�c�sm around consc�ousness and wavefunct�on collapse

2.696. Pattern-chaser: Quest�on�ng role of consc�ous observer �n quantum mechan�cs

2.697. Pattern-chaser: Prob�ng quantum mechan�cs' myster�ous photon behav�or

2.698. Atla: Deny�ng consc�ous observer's role �n quantum collapse

2.699. Atla: Quantum mechan�cs: photons �n superpos�t�on through uncerta�nty

2.700. Atla: Thought exper�ment on quantum �nformat�on and wavefunct�on collapse

2.701. Pattern-chaser: Cons�der�ng pr�or research on quantum �nformat�on preservat�on

2.702. Pattern-chaser: Seek�ng clar�f�cat�on on quantum observer and consc�ousness

2.703. Atla: Explor�ng quantum mechan�cs, consc�ousness, and potent�al non-dual ex�stence

2.704. Atla: Correct�ng prev�ous statement on quantum man�festat�on

2.705. Atla: Speculat�ve �deas about consc�ousness and quantum real�ty

2.706. Sculptor1: Debunk�ng myst�cal cla�ms about mental �nfluence on real�ty

2.707. Sculptor1: D�sm�ss�ng speculat�ve quantum consc�ousness theor�es

2.708. Atla: Reject�ng unfounded cla�ms about mental �nfluence

2.709. Sculptor1: Challeng�ng rhetor�cal language �n d�scuss�on

2.710. Pattern-chaser: Assert�ng consc�ousness's role �n quantum probab�l�ty collapse

2.711. Pattern-chaser: Clar�fy�ng m�sconcept�ons about quantum 'collapse'

2.712. Pattern-chaser: Cr�t�c�z�ng use of �nsults over substant�ve arguments

2.713. Atla: Challeng�ng cla�ms about consc�ous observers �n quantum mechan�cs

2.714. Steve3007: Expla�n�ng 'wavefunct�on collapse' as mathemat�cal concept

2.715. Atla: Quest�on�ng �nterpretat�on of quantum mechan�cs as metaphor�cal

2.716. Steve3007: Phys�cs mathemat�cs and descr�b�ng propert�es of natural world

2.717. Atla: Cr�t�que of avo�d�ng ontolog�cal d�scuss�ons �n quantum mechan�cs

2.718. Steve3007: Clar�f�cat�on on scope of d�scuss�on about wavefunct�on

2.719. Atla: Interpretat�on of quantum states beyond mathemat�cal equat�ons

2.720. Leont�skos: Cr�t�que of narrow v�ew of ph�losophy as pragmat�c problem-solv�ng

2.721. Leont�skos: Defend�ng ph�losophy's broader scope beyond sc�ent�f�c parad�gms

2.722. \  Hereandnow: Cont�nental ph�losophy's approach to understand�ng be�ng

2.723. Leont�skos: H�stor�cal ph�losoph�cal trad�t�ons br�dg�ng analyt�c and cont�nental thought

2.724. Atla: Cr�t�que of phenomenology's l�m�ted perspect�ve on be�ng

2.725. Leont�skos: Defend�ng He�degger's nuanced understand�ng of be�ng

2.726. Atla: Challeng�ng phenomenology's cla�ms about world's g�venness

2.727. Leont�skos: Quest�on�ng phenomenology's fundamental ph�losoph�cal approach

2.728. Atla: Explor�ng complex�ty of real�sm and ant�-real�sm def�n�t�ons

2.729. Leont�skos: Clar�fy�ng ant�-real�st skept�c�sm and phenomenolog�cal perspect�ves

2.730. Atla: Representat�onal consc�ousness and sc�ent�f�c model of exper�ence

2.731. Leont�skos: Sc�ence's fundamental requ�rement of external world assumpt�on

2.732. Atla: Imposs�b�l�ty of conceptual�z�ng w�thout assum�ng external world

2.733. Sy Borg: Explor�ng mult�ple perceptual worlds and �nterd�sc�pl�nary understand�ng

2.734. Leont�skos: Challeng�ng ant�-real�st stance's compat�b�l�ty w�th sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry

2.735. Atla: Reject�ng f�xed '�sness' and explor�ng world �nterpretat�on strateg�es

2.736. Leont�skos: Analyz�ng sh�fts �n real�st and ant�-real�st ph�losoph�cal pos�t�ons



2.737. Sculptor1:

2.738. Atla: Cr�t�qu�ng real�sm vs ant�-real�sm as �nadequate ph�losoph�cal categor�es

2.739. Leont�skos: Conclud�ng ph�losoph�cal d�scuss�on on representat�on and real�ty

3. Tartışmaya Katılın



B

Charles Darw�n m� yoksa
Dan�el Dennett m�?

B Ö L Ü M  1 .

<B�l�m�n Saçma Hegemonyası Üzer�ne=

Dan�el C. Dennett �le B�l�mc�l�k ve Qual�a Üzer�ne B�r
Tartışma

Steve3007: <Bu konu popülerl�ğ�yle ünlü.=

<Sonu olmayan b�r k�tap... Yakın tar�h�n en popüler felsefe
tartışmalarından b�r�.=

u e-k�tap, ünlü felsefe profesörü Dan�el C. Dennett'�n b�l�mc�l�ğ� savunduğu ve � ⃤
Qual�a'yı reddett�ğ� Þ  Çevr�m�ç� Felsefe Kulübü üzer�ndek� çevr�m�ç� b�r tartışmanın
gönder�ler�n�n d�z�n�n� �çermekted�r.

Or�j�nal tartışmaya onl�neph�losophyclub.com/forums/v�ewtop�c.php?t=18123 üzer�nden
katılab�l�rs�n�z.

Tartışma PDF ve ePub formatlarında e-k�tap olarak mevcuttur.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 .

Önsöz
Ünlü felsefe profesörü Dan�el C. Dennett'�n "b�l�mc�l�k" savunmasına ve
metaf�z�k felsef� sorgulamayı redded�ş�ne tanık olun. Bu sorularla
uğraşan f�lozofların l�stes�yle karşılaştığında ünlü sözü: <Bu �nsanların
h�çb�r�yle en ufak b�r �lg�m yok. Kes�nl�kle h�ç yok=.

https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?t=18123
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?t=18123


Bu çarpıcı tartışma, b�l�msel b�lg�n�n sınırlarını ve bunun �nsan deney�m� ve değerler�  �le
�l�şk�s�n� araştırıyor.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 2 .

Faustus5'�n Dan�el C. Dennett olduğuna da�r kanıtlar

Faustus5 kullanıcısının gerçekten f�lozof Dan�el C. Dennett olduğuna ve bu
tartışmaya yarı açık b�r şek�lde katıldığına da�r �kna ed�c� kanıtlar  bu
makalede detaylı olarak sunulmuştur.

Dan�el C. Dennett'�n görüşler�yle �lg�lenenler �ç�n. Bölüm 2.^ <Dennett'�n Qual�a
Savunması=, Dennett'�n � ⃤ Qual�a'yı redded�ş�n� tartışan 400'den fazla gönder�
�çermekted�r.

1.78. by Dan�el C. Dennett

Dennett: <Gerçek �nsanlar �ç�n gerçek sorunları çözme umudu olmayan, bel�rs�z ve muğlak
alanlara g�ren herhang� b�r felsef� tartışmanın ben�m �ç�n h�çb�r anlamı yok, bu yüzden b�l�m
tek başına yeterl� b�r temeld�r.=

Dennett: <Bu �nsanların h�çb�r�yle en ufak b�r �lg�m yok. Kes�nl�kle h�ç yok.= ~ 1.84.^

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

<Hayır, hayır, hayır. Dışarıda ÇOK şey var. Sadece redded�yorsunuz çünkü eğ�t�m�n�z felsef�
ve ontoloj�k açıdan pusulasız, ve bu b�l�m�n ve deney�m�n temeller�n�n ötes�n�
okumadığınız �ç�n böyle. Kant'ı, K�erkegaard'ı, Hegel'� (k� d�ğerler�nden daha az
b�l�yorum), Husserl'�, F�nk'�, Lev�nas'ı, Blanchot'yu, Henry'y�, Nancy'y� (Fransızlar
olağanüstü) He�degger'�, Husserl'�, hatta Derr�da'yı ve d�ğerler�n� okuyun. Felsefe İŞTE
BURADA �lg�nç hale gel�yor.=

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 3 .

Open�ngs Post
Hereandnow on >  19 Ağustos 2020 Çarşamba 13:06

All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human drama, �f you
w�ll. That �s, even as the dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer records more
facts to support other facts, the actual event �s w�th�n an "aesthet�c" context,
�.e., exper�ence: there �s the �nterest, the thr�ll of be�ng a sc�ent�st, of d�scovery, of pos�t�ve
peer rev�ew and so forth. The actual pure sc�ence �s an abstract�on from th�s (see, btw,

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Dewey's Art as Exper�ence for a n�ce take on th�s. NOT to agree w�th Dewey �n all th�ngs).
The whole from wh�ch th�s �s abstracted �s all there �s, a world, and th�s world �s �n �ts
essence, br�mm�ng w�th mean�ng, �ncalculable, �ntractable to the powers of the
m�croscope. It �s eternal, as all �nqu�ry leads to openness, that �s, you cannot p�n down
exper�ence �n propos�t�onal knowledge.

All th�s means that when sc�ence makes �ts moves to "say" what the world �s, �t �s only
r�ght w�th�n the scope of �ts f�eld. But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no
bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all
�nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply
perverse.

Sc�ence: know your place! It �s not ph�losophy.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  19 Ağustos 2020 Çarşamba 23:38

I get that what you wr�te must make sense to you, but to me--and not just th�s post, but
your posts �n general--�t just seems l�ke a long str�ng of nonsequ�turs, a bunch of words
that don't have much to do w�th each other.

For example, your f�rst sentence says, "All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human
drama, �f you w�ll."

And then your second sentence starts o� w�th, "That �s"--as �f you're go�ng to expla�n the f�rst
sentence �n other words, but then what you say �s, "even as the dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer
records more facts to support other facts," and I don't see what that would have to do w�th
"w�tness�ng human drama." The two th�ngs just don't seem to go together. It seems l�ke a w�ld leap
from one thought to a completely d��erent thought.

And then you say, "the actual event �s w�th�n an 'aesthet�c' context," wh�ch �s even more
myst�fy�ng, and then you wr�te "�.e., exper�ence," as �f there's some connect�on between "events
be�ng w�th�n an 'aesthet�c' context" and exper�ence �n general.

I just don't ever really know what you're on about, but I'm assum�ng �t must make sense to you.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 5 .

~

Hereandnow on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 01:45



Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

I get that what you wr�te must make sense to you, but to me--and not just th�s post, but
your posts �n general--�t just seems l�ke a long str�ng of nonsequ�turs, a bunch of words that
don't have much to do w�th each other.

For example, your f�rst sentence says, "All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human
drama, �f you w�ll."

And then your second sentence starts o� w�th, "That �s"--as �f you're go�ng to expla�n the f�rst
sentence �n other words, but then what you say �s, "even as the dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer
records more facts to support other facts," and I don't see what that would have to do w�th "w�tness�ng
human drama." The two th�ngs just don't seem to go together. It seems l�ke a w�ld leap from one
thought to a completely d��erent thought.

And then you say, "the actual event �s w�th�n an 'aesthet�c' context," wh�ch �s even more myst�fy�ng,
and then you wr�te "�.e., exper�ence," as �f there's some connect�on between "events be�ng w�th�n an
'aesthet�c' context" and exper�ence �n general.

I just don't ever really know what you're on about, but I'm assum�ng �t must make sense to you.

I cons�der th�s an �mprovement on the usual d�sparagement even �f you are just be�ng n�ce.

The �nsp�rat�on for th�s comes from John Dewey's Art as Exper�ence and h�s Exper�ence and Nature.
To see the th�nk�ng here, one has to put down the not�on that the world �s handed to us as �t �s. We
make the mean�ngs when we th�nk about the world. It �s our log�c, our language, emot�ons, our
exper�ent�al construct�on of past to future, our car�ng, pa�n, joys and everyth�ng you can name, or
pred�cate a property to, all �s w�th�n exper�ence. Real�ty �s exper�ence,and whatever there �s out
there that "causes" us to have the exper�ences we have �s g�ven �n exper�ence and we have never
stepped out of th�s to observe the world, for to do so would be to step out of the log�c and language
that makes thought even poss�ble.
If I want to know what an object �s, the actual event �n wh�ch th�s cur�os�ty occurs �s a complex
matr�x of exper�ent�al content. The cur�os�ty has a sett�ng �n wh�ch I am mot�vated, and th�s �s
attached to prev�ous exper�ences wh�ch f�ll out my past and make for a pr�or, ant�c�patory f�eld of
�nterests �n wh�ch my mot�vat�ons or�g�nate. There �s dr�ve there, amb�t�on �n the background. The
cur�os�ty "event" �s just as a�ect�ve as �t �s cogn�t�ve as �t �s ego�c as �t �s.. All these (and of course
more) are part of a whole, they are "of a p�ece". It requ�res an act of abstract�on from the whole to
the "part" (though th�nk�ng �n "parts" here rather v�olates the �dea) to th�nk about real�ty be�ng
any th�ng at all, for once anyth�ng �s taken up �n thought, the abstract�ng process that makes
th�nk�ng poss�ble �s �n place.

Of course, th�s does not mean we cannot th�nk respons�bly about what the world �s. But �t does p�n
respons�ble th�nk�ng to an �nclus�veness that sc�ence �s not �nterested �n do�ng. Sc�ence does not do
ontology. It does not take the structure of exper�ence �tself as an object of study. Rather, �t
presupposes (or does not th�nk at all about) such structures �n order for �t to do �ts bus�ness. So: a
sc�ent�st wants to study Jup�ter's atmosphere. What would th�s enta�l? The po�nt here �s that �t
would requ�re noth�ng of the exper�ence, full and complex, �n the object of �nqu�ry. Inqu�ry would
be spec�f�c, exclus�ve, formula�c.



Th�s expla�ns why sc�ence �s so �ll su�ted for ph�losoph�cal thought.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 6 .

~

MAYA EL on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 05:33

I agree

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 7 .

~

Steve3007 on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 09:05

Hereandnow wrote:...But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any
more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all �nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t
such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply perverse.

Sc�ence: know your place! It �s not ph�losophy.

To help the d�scuss�on, could you g�ve an example �n wh�ch ph�losophy has, �n your v�ew,
m�stakenly or �ncorrectly y�elded to sc�ence? What would �t actually mean for ph�losophy, or
anyth�ng else, to y�eld to sc�ence? Sc�ence �s a formal�zat�on of the s�mple process of observ�ng the
world, spott�ng patterns and regular�t�es �n those observat�ons and try�ng to use those regular�t�es
to pred�ct future observat�ons. What would �t mean to y�eld to that?

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 8 .

~

Steve3007 on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 09:43

I tend to agree w�th TS's analys�s that most of the passages you wr�te seem to be str�ngs of
nonsequ�turs - sets of sentences that, judg�ng by the�r arrangement, look as though they're
supposed to be construct�ng an argument �n wh�ch each sentence bu�lds on what was sa�d �n the
prev�ous ones, but they don't. They look to me as though they're wr�tten more for poet�c value than
to try to make any k�nd of argument. It looks to me as though you construct a sentence on the bas�s
of whether �t sounds n�ce, and then construct another one on the same bas�s, w�thout attempt�ng
to l�nk �t to the prev�ous one. So you get a sequence of n�ce sound�ng but d�sconnected thoughts.

Noth�ng wrong w�th poetry, of course. But poetry �sn't generally used to support a propos�t�on such
as "sc�ence has hegemony and �t shouldn't". Yet that appears to be what you're try�ng to do. You
appear to want to propose someth�ng and then support that propos�t�on w�th an argument. Do you?



Sample from your prev�ous post:

Hereandnow wrote:Of course, th�s does not mean we cannot th�nk respons�bly about what the world �s.
But �t does p�n respons�ble th�nk�ng to an �nclus�veness that sc�ence �s not �nterested �n do�ng. Sc�ence
does not do ontology.

As we know, ontology �s the study of how th�ngs are and what th�ngs ex�st, as opposed to, for
example, the study of how we know th�ngs or how th�ngs appears to be or the study of our
exper�ences. So, "th�nk�ng about what the world �s" would be th�nk�ng about onotology, yes? So �n
the f�rst sentence above are you say�ng that sc�ence �nvolves "th�nk�ng about what the world �s"? If
so, the last sentence contrad�cts th�s doesn't �t?

It does not take the structure of exper�ence �tself as an object of study.

Th�s, com�ng after "Sc�ence does not do ontology" would appear to be �ntended to bu�ld on/expand
on that statement. You appear to be equat�ng "ontology" w�th "tak�ng the structure of exper�ence
�tself as an object of study" (and say�ng that sc�ence does ne�ther). But ontology �s not about
study�ng "the structure of exper�ence" �s �t? It's not ent�rely clear what you mean by "study�ng the
structure of exper�ence", but �t doesn't sound l�ke ontology.

Rather, �t presupposes (or does not th�nk at all about) such structures �n order for �t to do �ts bus�ness.
So: a sc�ent�st wants to study Jup�ter's atmosphere. What would th�s enta�l? The po�nt here �s that �t
would requ�re noth�ng of the exper�ence, full and complex, �n the object of �nqu�ry. Inqu�ry would be
spec�f�c, exclus�ve, formula�c.

So you propose that sc�ence presupposes "the structure of exper�ence"? Study�ng Jup�ter's
atmosphere would enta�l look�ng at Jup�ter's atmosphere. How does stat�ng that "�nqu�ry would be
spec�f�c, exclus�ve, formula�c." relate to th�s? Are you say�ng that �n order to study the atmosphere
of Jup�ter we should look at someth�ng other than the atmosphere of Jup�ter? Or perhaps look at
everyth�ng? Do you apply th�s to all study? Can you see that you're not mak�ng any k�nd of coherent
argument here? Do you want to?

Th�s expla�ns why sc�ence �s so �ll su�ted for ph�losoph�cal thought.

Not to me. The above assert�on may well be r�ght, but you certa�nly haven't constructed an
argument to demonstrate �t.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 9 .
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Sculptor1 on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 10:03



You have not demonstrated that our hegemony �s based on sc�ence.
You seem to �mply, totally wrongly that sc�ence �s absurd. Aga�n, you have done noth�ng to support
th�s.
Then you have �mpl�ed that sc�ence does not know �ts place. Aga�n, noth�ng but a bold assert�on
back up w�th noth�ng.
If I were to character�se our current hegemony �n th�s arena I would po�nt to the absurd hegemony
of ant�-sc�ence and pseudo-sc�ence wh�ch seem to �nfect soca�l med�a l�ke a v�rus.

You vast cla�ms for ph�losophy �gnore the many occa�sons where ph�losphy has had to bow down to
the d�scover�es of sc�ence and mod�fy �ts ways.

1.3. by \  Hereandnow

All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human drama, �f you w�ll. That �s, even as the
dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer records more facts to support other facts, the actual event �s w�th�n
an "aesthet�c" context, �.e., exper�ence: there �s the �nterest, the thr�ll of be�ng a sc�ent�st, of d�scovery,
of pos�t�ve peer rev�ew and so forth. The actual pure sc�ence �s an abstract�on from th�s (see, btw,
Dewey's Art as Exper�ence for a n�ce take on th�s. NOT to agree w�th Dewey �n all th�ngs). The whole
from wh�ch th�s �s abstracted �s all there �s, a world, and th�s world �s �n �ts essence, br�mm�ng w�th
mean�ng, �ncalculable, �ntractable to the powers of the m�croscope. It �s eternal, as all �nqu�ry leads to
openness, that �s, you cannot p�n down exper�ence �n propos�t�onal knowledge.

All th�s means that when sc�ence makes �ts moves to "say" what the world �s, �t �s only r�ght w�th�n the
scope of �ts f�eld. But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any
more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all �nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t
such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply perverse.

Sc�ence: know your place! It �s not ph�losophy.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 0 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 10:52

Your response to me makes a lot more sense to me than your �n�t�al post d�d, but �t has
way too much stu� to address. Ser�ously, there's enough mater�al there for probably 100
d��erent lengthy d�scuss�on threads.

Let's take just one cla�m:

People say such th�ngs often, but �t always seems very cur�ous to me. It seems l�ke there must be
people who only th�nk l�ngu�st�cally--because otherw�se why would they make cla�ms l�ke
"language �s necessary to make thought even poss�ble," but not everyone only th�nks l�ngu�st�cally.
Now, �f there are people who only th�nk l�ngu�st�cally, they probably won't bel�eve that th�s �s not
the case for everyone, and there's probably not much we can do about that as�de from work�ng on

1.5. by \  Hereandnow

to do so would be to step out of the log�c and language that makes thought even poss�ble.



gett�ng them to real�ze that �t wouldn't have to be the case that all th�nk�ng �s the same for all
ent�t�es that can th�nk. Th�s �s eas�er sa�d than done, though, because there seems to be a common
personal�ty/d�spos�t�on that has a hard t�me w�th the not�on that not everyone �s essent�ally the
same.

Also, the not�on that we can't observe or perce�ve th�ngs w�thout act�vely th�nk�ng about them, a la
apply�ng concepts, apply�ng mean�ngs, hav�ng a l�ngu�st�c �nternal commentary about them, etc.
would need to be supported, but I don't know how we'd support that as�de from s�mply brute-
force, stomp�ng-our-foot-down-and-not-budg�ng cla�m�ng �t. It's a lot l�ke the cla�m that all
thought �s l�ngu�st�c. Maybe some people's m�nds work so that they can't s�mply perce�ve th�ngs
w�thout apply�ng concepts/mean�ngs, etc., and aga�n, they're just not go�ng to bel�eve that not
everyone's mental exper�ence �s just l�ke the�rs.

But at any rate, I don't see how we can cla�m such th�ngs w�thout need�ng pretty good supports of
them over the contrad�ctory cla�ms (that not all thought �s l�ngu�st�c (and/or log�cal) and that not
all percept�on �s theory-laden, or accompan�ed by thoughts a la concepts, mean�ngs, etc.)
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 10:57

Certa�nly cla�m�ng such th�ngs w�thout good support and then just poet�cally, k�nd of
stream-of-consc�ously trans�t�on�ng to other obl�quely-related �deas, also w�thout good
support, and then others and others and others, all l�nked w�th as many prepos�t�onal phrases as
poss�ble, all wh�le avo�d�ng per�ods for as long as poss�ble, doesn't really work as ph�losophy �n my
op�n�on. i
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Gert�e on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 11:21

HAN

All th�s means that when sc�ence makes �ts moves to "say" what the world �s, �t �s only r�ght w�th�n the
scope of �ts f�eld. But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any
more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all �nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t
such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply perverse.

Maybe.

What the sc�ent�f�c method rel�es on �s that there �s a real world of stu� wh�ch our mental
exper�ence relates to, and we can know someth�ng about that stu�. Not perfectly or
comprehens�vely, but well enough to pass the tests of �nter-subject�ve agreement and



pred�ctab�l�ty.

And that has g�ven us an �ncred�bly complex, coherent and useful work�ng model of a mater�al
world we share.

But you're r�ght to say sc�ence doesn't know how to go about expla�n�ng mental exper�ence - wh�ch
all �ts cla�ms are based �n. B�t of a paradox that one. And �mo suggests the fundamental nature of
the un�verse �s uncerta�n. Ph�losophy of m�nd �s com�ng up w�th all k�nds of speculat�ons about the
m�nd-body problem, but they rema�n �naccess�ble to test�ng - unless you have a suref�re method?

Mater�al�sm has �ts own untestable ph�losoph�cal hypotheses about how mental exper�ence m�ght
be reduc�ble to mater�al processes, �nclud�ng ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng. If you th�nk you have a better
ph�losoph�cal case, can you lay �t out as s�mply and clearly as poss? (Ser�ous request)

Because �t's easy to spot the flaws w�th the all the hypotheses, not so easy to conclus�vely argue
wh�ch one should be accepted as correct.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 11:24

Th�s �s for everyone who has these �ssues, wh�ch �s many of our posters w�th a
cont�nental bent (and I should probably make th�s a separate thread): �t could be an �ssue
of read�ng and th�nk�ng a great deal about th�s stu�, and your m�nd has a tendency to "race." That
could eas�ly lead to rambl�ng wr�t�ng that seems d�sconnected to readers.

You'd not want to change anyth�ng when wr�t�ng your f�rst draft, but when read�ng �t back to
yourself before post�ng (wh�ch hopefully everyone �s do�ng), you need to take a deep breath, slow
down, and remember that people aren't already "�n your m�nd." They may not have read
everyth�ng you've read. They certa�nly won't have had the same thoughts about �t even �f they d�d
read �t. They're not go�ng to already know all of the �nterconnect�ons you're th�nk�ng. And you need
to be careful when �t comes to �nterconnect�ons, background assumpt�ons, etc. that are second-
nature to you--aga�n, other people are not already �n your m�nd, so these th�ngs probably won't be
second-nature to them.

A good stance to assume �s someth�ng l�ke "Imag�ne that I'm address�ng reasonably �ntell�gent
h�gh school students who have no spec�al background �n what I'm talk�ng about. If I put myself �n
the�r place wh�le read�ng back what I wrote, would they be able to understand �t and follow me? Am
I present�ng an argument that would seem plaus�ble to them?" Your aud�ence m�ght have a much
more extens�ve background �n the subject matter than th�s, but �t doesn't hurt to assume that they
do not.

It's a b�t s�m�lar to the �dea of need�ng to "show your work" �n mathemat�cs class. The teacher
already knows how to work out the problem, and they'll often know that you know how to work �t



out, too, but there's value, �nclud�ng for your own th�nk�ng, �n sett�ng a requ�rement to spell out
just how you're arr�v�ng at the conclus�ons you're arr�v�ng at. That can seem labor�ous, perhaps,
but �f you're really say�ng someth�ng that would be worthwh�le for other people to read and th�nk
about, �sn't �t worth putt�ng the work �n?
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Gert�e wrote:What the sc�ent�f�c method rel�es on �s that there �s a real world of stu� wh�ch our mental
exper�ence relates to, and we can know someth�ng about that stu�. Not perfectly or comprehens�vely,
but well enough to pass the tests of �nter-subject�ve agreement and pred�ctab�l�ty.

It doesn't even really rely on that. Obv�ously we bel�eve, for perfectly sens�ble reasons, that �t �s true
that there �s th�s real world of stu�. But the sc�ent�f�c method doesn't rely on �ts ex�stence. All �t
rel�es on �s the ex�stence of patterns �n our observat�ons. That the ex�stence of those patterns �s a
result of the fact that the observat�ons are of object�vely ex�st�ng th�ngs may be true, but I wouldn't
say �t's rel�ed on as such. The sc�ent�f�c method can study anyth�ng w�th a pattern.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 12:53

What we should say there �s "all �t rel�es on �s the ex�stence of patterns �n my observat�ons." As
soon as we pos�t other people that we can �nteract w�th, and that we can know we can �nteract w�th,
we're pos�t�ng a real world of (some sort of) stu�.

1.14. by Steve3007

It doesn't even really rely on that. Obv�ously we bel�eve, for perfectly sens�ble reasons, that �t �s true
that there �s th�s real world of stu�. But the sc�ent�f�c method doesn't rely on �ts ex�stence. All �t rel�es on
�s the ex�stence of patterns �n our observat�ons.
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Steve3007 on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 13:02

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:What we should say there �s "all �t rel�es on �s the ex�stence of patterns �n my
observat�ons." As soon as we pos�t other people that we can �nteract w�th, and that we can know we
can �nteract w�th, we're pos�t�ng a real world of (some sort of) stu�.



True.
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Gert�e on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 13:09

OK, I'll go w�th that.

1.16. by Steve3007

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:What we should say there �s "all �t rel�es on �s the ex�stence of patterns �n my
observat�ons." As soon as we pos�t other people that we can �nteract w�th, and that we can know we
can �nteract w�th, we're pos�t�ng a real world of (some sort of) stu�.

True.
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Hereandnow on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 14:36

Steve3007 wrote

To help the d�scuss�on, could you g�ve an example �n wh�ch ph�losophy has, �n your v�ew, m�stakenly or
�ncorrectly y�elded to sc�ence? What would �t actually mean for ph�losophy, or anyth�ng else, to y�eld to
sc�ence? Sc�ence �s a formal�zat�on of the s�mple process of observ�ng the world, spott�ng patterns and
regular�t�es �n those observat�ons and try�ng to use those regular�t�es to pred�ct future observat�ons.
What would �t mean to y�eld to that?

F�rst, �t's not about the sc�ent�f�c method, wh�ch I use to put on my shoes �n the morn�ng. Th�s k�nd
of th�nk�ng we assoc�ate w�th sc�ence has �ts bas�s �n everyday l�fe and there �s no escap�ng th�s
unless one breaks w�th l�v�ng �tself. It �s the hypothet�cal deduct�ve method and �t �s d�st�nct�vely
t�ed to a pragmat�c structure of exper�ence. It �s future look�ng, just as exper�ence �s �nherently
future look�ng (�n our Heracl�tean world)

Emp�r�cal reduct�ve th�nk�ng �s what I have �n m�nd. By th�s I mean a d�sm�ss�veness of what cannot
be conf�rmed �n "observat�on" (keep�ng �n m�nd that the term observat�on �s not �n �tself th�s
proh�b�t�ve). Ph�losophy �s apr�or�, not emp�r�cal, and so �t takes the world as �t �s g�ven �n emp�r�cal
sc�ence and elsewhere (observat�ons of mental events) and asks, what �s requ�red �n order for th�s
to be the case? For exper�ence has structure, there are quest�ons about the or�g�n of exper�ence,
paradoxes that ar�se on the assumpt�on that emp�r�cal observat�on �s the foundat�on of knowledge
such as: From whence comes knowledge of the world? Observat�on. What IS th�s? Bra�n act�v�ty
(keep�ng �t short). So when you observe a bra�n �t �s bra�n act�v�ty do�ng the observ�ng? Yes. Then
what conf�rms the bra�n act�v�ty that produces the conclus�on that �t �s bra�n act�v�ty that produces
emp�r�cal observat�ons. Bra�n act�v�ty. A bra�n �s conf�rmable as an observat�on based ent�ty, and



that makes �t just as emp�r�cal as everyth�ng else. It �s cont�ngent, therefore, �n need of someth�ng
else to conf�rm IT. That �s, �t has no foundat�on, noth�ng beneath �t, and to �gnore th�s �s s�mply to
take a wrong turn.
Sc�ence cannot d�scuss eth�cs. Of course, the sc�ent�f�c method �s always �n place, and one can
produce a hedon�c calculator to determ�ne ut�l�ty, but eth�cs �s not a demonstrable sc�ence for value
�s not emp�r�cal. The WHAT �s eth�cs?, of course, �s what I am talk�ng about. Not the what to do
about �t.
Sc�ence as a touchstone of what �s Real systemat�cally leaves out f�n�tude/etern�ty, transcendence,
metaphys�cs, ontology, the �nev�table foundat�onlessness of all enterpr�ses: the reason why these
sound so al�en to your common sense �s not because they have no presence �n the world or �nherent
fasc�nat�on bear�ng content. Rather, �t �s because these have been systemat�cally put out of
relevance, utterly s�de l�ned by the technolog�cal success and the endless, unquest�on�ng bus�ness
�t produces. We are, as a sc�ence �nfatuated culture, endlessly d�stracted, and mean�ng has become
tr�v�al�zed �n th�s. We just assume there �s noth�ng to see because the mean�ngs I am talk�ng about are
not emp�r�cal.
And my compla�nt goes on. As to who, I suppose �t would be the Dan�el Dennetts, the R�chard
Dawk�ns', the analyt�c trad�t�on that rests w�th the assumpt�on that parallels that of emp�r�cal
sc�ence: to know �s to know MORE. and more �s paras�t�cal on emp�r�cal sc�ence.

My take �s that ph�losophy �s already done. It has shown us that there �s no progress to make
emp�r�cally. The f�nale: sc�ence presupposes value. Why bother w�th ANYth�ng? The answer we seek
�n ph�losophy �s not cogn�t�ve, but a�ect�ve. Not more, but more penetrat�ng. What we seek �n all
our endeavors �s not d�stract�on but consummat�on of what we are, and th�s rests w�th value, not
propos�t�onal knowledge, but a�ect, mean�ng.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 14:41

As we suddenly d�sm�ss a huge percentage of ph�losophers, haha.

1.18. by \  Hereandnow

Ph�losophy �s apr�or�, not emp�r�cal,
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Pattern-chaser on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 14:43



I can't d�sagree w�th you, but I fear the analyt�cal/sc�ence/object�ve crew w�ll object. They don't l�ke
�t when anyone even �mpl�es that there are areas of knowledge that sc�ence cannot address. I w�sh
you luck! ¨

1.3. by \  Hereandnow

All th�s means that when sc�ence makes �ts moves to "say" what the world �s, �t �s only r�ght w�th�n the
scope of �ts f�eld. But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any
more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all �nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t
such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply perverse.

Sc�ence: know your place! It �s not ph�losophy.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 14:48

What an a pr�or� approach can tell you about �s how the ph�losopher �n quest�on happens
to th�nk. The mental d�spos�t�ons they have. It makes �t l�ke autob�ograph�cal
psycholog�cal analys�s.
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Pattern-chaser on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 14:59

It's not "sc�ence" that has done th�s, �t's �ts pract�t�oners and followers. Sc�ence has ach�eved a
huge amount. Th�s can be emp�r�cally ver�f�ed, and I see no need to just�fy �t further. It has been
(and rema�ns) so successful that �t �s often appl�ed when �t �s not the appropr�ate tool for the job.
Th�s �s not the fault of sc�ence. And when pol�t�c�ans cla�m they're 'follow�ng the sc�ence', as they
have done recently, th�s �s often another m�sappl�cat�on of sc�ence.

Sc�ence �s a great �nvent�on, and �t has proved �ts worth t�me after t�me. Sc�ence �s, IMO, a Good
Th�ng. But �t �s not un�versally appl�cable. I th�nk th�s top�c �s attempt�ng to address the
m�sappl�cat�on of sc�ence, not to attack sc�ence of �tself. Th�s top�c stands �n d�rect oppos�t�on to
those who cla�m that sc�ence �s the only acceptable tool to �nvest�gate and understand l�fe, the
un�verse, and everyth�ng. [Yes, there are such people.]

Just my two pennyworth. ¨

1.9. by Sculptor1

you have �mpl�ed that sc�ence does not know �ts place.

Ö Ü
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Hereandnow on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 15:00

Steve3007 wrote
As we know, ontology �s the study of how th�ngs are and what th�ngs ex�st, as opposed to, for
example, the study of how we know th�ngs or how th�ngs appears to be or the study of our exper�ences.
So, "th�nk�ng about what the world �s" would be th�nk�ng about onotology, yes? So �n the f�rst sentence
above are you say�ng that sc�ence �nvolves "th�nk�ng about what the world �s"? If so, the last sentence
contrad�cts th�s doesn't �t?

I defend a phenomenolog�st's def�n�t�on of ontology: what IS, �s a process (one way to put �t). To
even br�ng up a th�ng as ex�st�ng �s to do so �n a process of thought, exper�ence and to th�nk beyond
th�s, to some a��rmat�on of what Really �s, �s bad metaphys�cs; an empty sp�nn�ng of wheels.
Ontology �s a term that rem�nds me of Kuhn's "parad�gm": taken up everywhere once ach�eved
popular�ty. These days, marketers, educat�on theor�sts, everyone talks about an ontology of th�s or
that, and by th�s they mean what someth�ng �s foundat�onally �n the�r f�eld. But ph�losoph�cal
ontology �s tr�cky. In my th�nk�ng (always, already der�vat�ve) ontology �s a study of the structures
of exper�ence. It �s reduct�ve talk about everyth�ng, and a sc�ent�st's reduct�ve talk would be
phys�cal�sm or mater�al�sm, m�ne �s process: for mater�al�sm presupposes the process of thought
that produces the very �dea. ALL th�ngs presuppose th�s, and th�s �s why process th�nk�ng
(Heracl�tus' world) �s AS reduct�ve as one can get. It �s the bottom l�ne of analys�s just pr�or to go�ng
rel�g�ous.

Th�s, com�ng after "Sc�ence does not do ontology" would appear to be �ntended to bu�ld on/expand on
that statement. You appear to be equat�ng "ontology" w�th "tak�ng the structure of exper�ence �tself as
an object of study" (and say�ng that sc�ence does ne�ther). But ontology �s not about study�ng "the
structure of exper�ence" �s �t? It's not ent�rely clear what you mean by "study�ng the structure of
exper�ence", but �t doesn't sound l�ke ontology

The assumpt�on �s, one cannot step outs�de of exper�ence; the very thought �s absurd. And
exper�ence �s not a th�ng. Th�ngs appear before us, IN exper�ence, but th�ngness presupposes
exper�ence. What IS foundat�onal, �s not a th�ng, but the process �n wh�ch th�ngs are recogn�zed as
th�ngs. I th�nk we l�ve �n �nterpretat�on of th�ngs, and th�s �nterpretat�on �s also what th�ngs
essent�ally are.

So you propose that sc�ence presupposes "the structure of exper�ence"? Study�ng Jup�ter's atmosphere
would enta�l look�ng at Jup�ter's atmosphere. How does stat�ng that "�nqu�ry would be spec�f�c,
exclus�ve, formula�c." relate to th�s? Are you say�ng that �n order to study the atmosphere of Jup�ter we
should look at someth�ng other than the atmosphere of Jup�ter? Or perhaps look at everyth�ng? Do you
apply th�s to all study? Can you see that you're not mak�ng any k�nd of coherent argument here? Do
you want to?

All th�nk�ng �s about someth�ng. If we are look�ng for what ph�losophy should be about, we f�nd
that emp�r�cal sc�ence �s too exclus�ve of the body of what the world �s. Ph�losophy needs to be
about the most general, �nclus�ve perspect�ve. To get to th�s level, one has to put as�de the
�nc�dentals, the tokens, �f you w�ll, of what the world �s, and phys�cs, b�ology and the rest becomes
tokens of the broader �nclus�veness.



Not to me. The above assert�on may well be r�ght, but you certa�nly haven't constructed an argument
to demonstrate �t.

The only way to do that would be to address all of your �ssues on the matter. That takes t�me.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 15:02

I wouldn't say �t's the only appl�cable tool (heck, I wouldn't have stud�ed ph�losophy otherw�se),
but I'd say that sc�ence, just l�ke ph�losophy, �s appl�cable to everyth�ng. The d��erences are �n the
methodolog�es, not �n what are apt or �napt focuses for those methodolog�es.

1.22. by Pattern-chaser

It's not "sc�ence" that has done th�s, �t's �ts pract�t�oners and followers. Sc�ence has ach�eved a huge
amount. Th�s can be emp�r�cally ver�f�ed, and I see no need to just�fy �t further. It has been (and
rema�ns) so successful that �t �s often appl�ed when �t �s not the appropr�ate tool for the job. Th�s �s not
the fault of sc�ence. And when pol�t�c�ans cla�m they're 'follow�ng the sc�ence', as they have done
recently, th�s �s often another m�sappl�cat�on of sc�ence.

Sc�ence �s a great �nvent�on, and �t has proved �ts worth t�me after t�me. Sc�ence �s, IMO, a Good Th�ng.
But �t �s not un�versally appl�cable. I th�nk th�s top�c �s attempt�ng to address the m�sappl�cat�on of
sc�ence, not to attack sc�ence of �tself. Th�s top�c stands �n d�rect oppos�t�on to those who cla�m that
sc�ence �s the only acceptable tool to �nvest�gate and understand l�fe, the un�verse, and everyth�ng.
[Yes, there are such people.]

Just my two pennyworth. ¨

1.9. by Sculptor1

you have �mpl�ed that sc�ence does not know �ts place.
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Pattern-chaser on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 15:07



Yes and no. ¨  Sc�ence �s not appl�cable to metaphys�cs, moral�ty or rel�g�on, for a start. That's not
a shortcom�ng of sc�ence. No tool can address every task.

1.24. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I wouldn't say �t's the only appl�cable tool (heck, I wouldn't have stud�ed ph�losophy otherw�se), but I'd
say that sc�ence, just l�ke ph�losophy, �s appl�cable to everyth�ng. The d��erences are �n the
methodolog�es, not �n what are apt or �napt focuses for those methodolog�es.

1.22. by Pattern-chaser

Sc�ence �s a great �nvent�on, and �t has proved �ts worth t�me after t�me. Sc�ence �s, IMO, a Good
Th�ng. But �t �s not un�versally appl�cable. I th�nk th�s top�c �s attempt�ng to address the
m�sappl�cat�on of sc�ence, not to attack sc�ence of �tself. Th�s top�c stands �n d�rect oppos�t�on to
those who cla�m that sc�ence �s the only acceptable tool to �nvest�gate and understand l�fe, the
un�verse, and everyth�ng. [Yes, there are such people.]
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Sculptor1 wrote
You have not demonstrated that our hegemony �s based on sc�ence.
You seem to �mply, totally wrongly that sc�ence �s absurd. Aga�n, you have done noth�ng to support
th�s.
Then you have �mpl�ed that sc�ence does not know �ts place. Aga�n, noth�ng but a bold assert�on back
up w�th noth�ng.
If I were to character�se our current hegemony �n th�s arena I would po�nt to the absurd hegemony of
ant�-sc�ence and pseudo-sc�ence wh�ch seem to �nfect soca�l med�a l�ke a v�rus.

You vast cla�ms for ph�losophy �gnore the many occa�sons where ph�losphy has had to bow down to the
d�scover�es of sc�ence and mod�fy �ts ways.

I would ask you to read more closely and d�spass�onately. I never even h�nted that sc�ence was
absurd. The bold assert�ons may have �ssues. I wonder, what are they?
Soc�al med�a? Look, you have others matters bear�ng on th�s that I have no part �n. If you want to
ra�se another related problem, then I am pretty much open to anyth�ng. I come here to argue; I l�ke
th�nk�ng and wr�t�ng. So argue a case. My th�nk�ng �s overreach�ng because....; emp�r�cal sc�ence
odes prov�de adequate parad�gms for ph�losoph�cal matters because....
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Steve3007 on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 16:19

Hereandnow wrote:To even br�ng up a th�ng as ex�st�ng �s to do so �n a process of thought



Ontology, as convent�onally understood, �s the study of what ex�sts. Obv�ously be�ng "the study"
means that "the study of Ontology" �s a process of thought. That doesn't mean that Ontology �s
about thought. That would be l�ke say�ng that woodwork �s not about work�ng wood. It's about
th�nk�ng about woodwork.

The assumpt�on �s, one cannot step outs�de of exper�ence

The assumpt�on of what? Of sc�ence? That would be l�ke say�ng that the assumpt�on of woodwork �s
that one cannot step outs�de of wood. Sc�ence, by def�n�t�on, �s largely about sensory exper�ences �n
the sense that �t �s emp�r�cal. That doesn't mean you can't "step outs�de". If you want to try to do
that �n some way you're free to do so. You just won't be do�ng sc�ence then. There's no law say�ng
that you have to.

All th�nk�ng �s about someth�ng. If we are look�ng for what ph�losophy should be about, we f�nd that
emp�r�cal sc�ence �s too exclus�ve of the body of what the world �s. Ph�losophy needs to be about the
most general, �nclus�ve perspect�ve. To get to th�s level, one has to put as�de the �nc�dentals, the tokens,
�f you w�ll, of what the world �s, and phys�cs, b�ology and the rest becomes tokens of the broader
�nclus�veness.

You're talk�ng as �f somebody has told you that ph�losophy has to be all about sc�ence. Obv�ously �t
doesn't. But obv�ously �t makes sense for �t to be �nformed by sc�ence's f�nd�ngs for the same
reason that �t makes sense for �t to be �nformed by any other f�nd�ngs.

So I st�ll don't see what the po�nt of the OP �s. Its t�tle seems to suggest that �t's a defense of the
propos�t�on "Sc�ence has hegemony and that's absurd". But maybe �t �sn't. I'm none the w�ser!
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Steve3007 on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 16:22

I never even h�nted that sc�ence was absurd.

But �ts hegemony �s, yes?
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Hereandnow on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 16:22

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
Your response to me makes a lot more sense to me than your �n�t�al post d�d, but �t has way
too much stu� to address. Ser�ously, there's enough mater�al there for probably 100 d��erent lengthy
d�scuss�on threads.



Sure, but �t �s, �f you pardon the locut�on, themat�cally l�m�ted. There are spec�f�c cla�ms and
spec�f�c �deas.

Let's take just one cla�m:
Hereandnow wrote: ↑Yesterday, 9:45 pm
to do so would be to step out of the log�c and language that makes thought even poss�ble.
People say such th�ngs often, but �t always seems very cur�ous to me. It seems l�ke there must be people
who only th�nk l�ngu�st�cally--because otherw�se why would they make cla�ms l�ke "language �s
necessary to make thought even poss�ble," but not everyone only th�nks l�ngu�st�cally. Now, �f there are
people who only th�nk l�ngu�st�cally, they probably won't bel�eve that th�s �s not the case for everyone,
and there's probably not much we can do about that as�de from work�ng on gett�ng them to real�ze
that �t wouldn't have to be the case that all th�nk�ng �s the same for all ent�t�es that can th�nk. Th�s �s
eas�er sa�d than done, though, because there seems to be a common personal�ty/d�spos�t�on that has a
hard t�me w�th the not�on that not everyone �s essent�ally the same.

In order for me to make sense of th�s, you would have to make sense of thought w�thout log�c or
language. Th�nk�ng �s def�ned by what we f�nd �n the world. There �s �nst�nct, motor hab�ts,
reflexes, what a feral ch�ld m�ght possess, true. The feral ch�ld would be the most �nterest�ng.

At any rate, �t �s not so much the expl�c�t use of log�c and language that �s be�ng argued here, but
the structure of exper�ence �tself: Get up �n the morn�ng, see the t�me �n the clock on the wall,
ant�c�pate your a�a�rs for the day, and so on. All of th�s has the structure of rat�onal organ�zat�on.
Unspoken "knowledge" �s �mpl�c�t assert�ons, cond�t�onals, negat�ons and so on. And th�s rests
w�th what �s already there, �n memory that const�tutes one's fam�l�ar�ty w�th the world. Memory,
recollect�on, repet�t�on, recogn�t�on, hab�t, these are exper�ent�al matters that are descr�pt�ve of
the cow �n the meadow, not mak�ng any thought, part of the exper�ent�al "world".

Also, the not�on that we can't observe or perce�ve th�ngs w�thout act�vely th�nk�ng about them, a la
apply�ng concepts, apply�ng mean�ngs, hav�ng a l�ngu�st�c �nternal commentary about them, etc.
would need to be supported, but I don't know how we'd support that as�de from s�mply brute-force,
stomp�ng-our-foot-down-and-not-budg�ng cla�m�ng �t. It's a lot l�ke the cla�m that all thought �s
l�ngu�st�c. Maybe some people's m�nds work so that they can't s�mply perce�ve th�ngs w�thout apply�ng
concepts/mean�ngs, etc., and aga�n, they're just not go�ng to bel�eve that not everyone's mental
exper�ence �s just l�ke the�rs.

That IS an �nterest�ng po�nt. I would argue that one cannot perce�ve w�thout apperce�v�ng. When an
�nfant l�es �n the cr�b, there �s already, as soon as synapt�c connect�ons are completed and events �n
the womb recorded, an appercept�ve presence, hence, a person, albe�t a th�nly constructed one. But
what makes the whole a�a�r recogn�zable, a case of exper�enc�ng real�ty �s the comb�nat�on of the
fam�l�ar�ty of apprecept�on and the essent�al features of the m�nd, wh�ch are cogn�t�ve, a�ect�ve
and so on. It �s exactly the oppos�te of what I argue to say that there are "facult�es" of reason as �f
the whole possessed th�s rat�onal mach�nery. Rather, �t �s a stream that can be analyzed, and the
analys�s y�elds an abstract�on from the whole.
If there �s no presence of log�c, does th�s precludes assert�ons and the rest? Even a non symbol�c
mental�ty, as w�th that of a cow, has a proto rat�onal�ty: �t looks up from a worn patch of ground for
greener places, assoc�ates green w�th food; and the other typ�cal behav�or. It could be argued that
�n all th�s prel�ngu�st�c behav�or, the "know�ng" cow �s �n possess�on of a k�nd of protolog�c.
But th�s doesn't really go to the matter about exper�ence as the f�nal ground for reduct�ve attempts.



But at any rate, I don't see how we can cla�m such th�ngs w�thout need�ng pretty good supports of them
over the contrad�ctory cla�ms (that not all thought �s l�ngu�st�c (and/or log�cal) and that not all
percept�on �s theory-laden, or accompan�ed by thoughts a la concepts, mean�ngs, etc.)

I would argue all thought �s theory laden. One only has to f�rst def�ne theory as a forward look�ng
�nterpretat�ve pos�t�on, and then, s�mply exam�ne non problemat�c examples of thought. After all,
�t �s from th�s exam�nat�on that we even have a d�sc�pl�ne called log�c at all. Log�c �s �nferred from
exper�ence.
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Hereandnow on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 16:28

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

Certa�nly cla�m�ng such th�ngs w�thout good support and then just poet�cally, k�nd of stream-of-
consc�ously trans�t�on�ng to other obl�quely-related �deas, also w�thout good support, and then others
and others and others, all l�nked w�th as many prepos�t�onal phrases as poss�ble, all wh�le avo�d�ng
per�ods for as long as poss�ble, doesn't really work as ph�losophy �n my op�n�on. i

It �s method of analys�s, and the "good support" you seek l�es �n the argument �tself. What �s there,
�n our m�dst as exper�enc�ng people, �s taken up and looked at to see what sense can be made of �t.
Th�s �s why log�c �s a ph�losoph�cal d�sc�pl�ne: the proof l�es �n the thought construct�ons about the
way we th�nk. It �s a step backwards, ask�ng, well, what does th�s presuppose �f �t �s true?
�t �s not at all unl�ke other th�nk�ng �n that we analyze all the t�me, only here, �t �s bas�c quest�ons,
bas�c assumpt�ons.
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I th�nk you m�ght want to d�rect that to the person who opened the thread.

1.22. by Pattern-chaser

It's not "sc�ence" that has done th�s, �t's �ts pract�t�oners and followers. Sc�ence has ach�eved a huge
amount. Th�s can be emp�r�cally ver�f�ed, and I see no need to just�fy �t further. It has been (and
rema�ns) so successful that �t �s often appl�ed when �t �s not the appropr�ate tool for the job. Th�s �s not
the fault of sc�ence. And when pol�t�c�ans cla�m they're 'follow�ng the sc�ence', as they have done
recently, th�s �s often another m�sappl�cat�on of sc�ence.

Sc�ence �s a great �nvent�on, and �t has proved �ts worth t�me after t�me. Sc�ence �s, IMO, a Good Th�ng.
But �t �s not un�versally appl�cable. I th�nk th�s top�c �s attempt�ng to address the m�sappl�cat�on of
sc�ence, not to attack sc�ence of �tself. Th�s top�c stands �n d�rect oppos�t�on to those who cla�m that
sc�ence �s the only acceptable tool to �nvest�gate and understand l�fe, the un�verse, and everyth�ng.
[Yes, there are such people.]

Just my two pennyworth. ¨

1.9. by Sculptor1

you have �mpl�ed that sc�ence does not know �ts place.
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Atla on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 20:09

Depends what you mean by that. Techn�cally, exper�ence has no actual structure, just as the outs�de
world has no actual structure. (Probably.) Our own m�nd/th�nk�ng �s/creates that apparent
structure, but �t's not set �n stone, for example I frequently change the structure of my exper�ences
us�ng var�ous techn�ques.

Avo�d�ng such traps �s one reason why ph�losophy shouldn't be purely a pr�or�.

1.23. by \  Hereandnow

In my th�nk�ng (always, already der�vat�ve) ontology �s a study of the structures of exper�ence.
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Sadly sc�ence has no hegemony.
Take a look at Trump's adm�n�strat�on. He st�ll th�nks he's runn�ng The Apprent�ce", as
he f�red the most knowledgable man �n the f�eld of �nfect�ous d�seases.
He can't read a graph and the people seem to honour h�m for h�s w�llful stup�d�ty and ant�-sc�ence
on a range of top�cs.

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 20:48

On my v�ew metaphys�cs �s the same th�ng as ontology, and ontology �s s�mply about the nature of
what ex�sts--that's certa�nly what sc�ence does, �t just uses a d��erent methodology than
ph�losophy.

Moral�ty and rel�g�on are about certa�n types of human bel�efs, d�spos�t�ons and behav�or. We can
def�n�tely study those th�ngs sc�ent�f�cally, too.

1.25. by Pattern-chaser

Yes and no. ¨  Sc�ence �s not appl�cable to metaphys�cs, moral�ty or rel�g�on, for a start. That's not a
shortcom�ng of sc�ence. No tool can address every task.
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Steve3007 on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 08:41

Pattern-chaser wrote:Sc�ence �s not appl�cable to metaphys�cs, moral�ty or rel�g�on, for a start.

You could perhaps say that �t's not appl�cable to the pract�ce of moral�ty and rel�g�on, at least, but �t
could be appl�cable to the study of them �f they exh�b�t any k�nds of patterns that m�ght be used to
construct descr�pt�ve and/or pred�ct�ve theor�es. So, for example, �f we not�ced that var�ous people
tend to hold s�m�lar moral v�ews we could create theor�es to try to pred�ct what moral v�ews some
other people m�ght hold and perhaps propose underly�ng causes for them hold�ng those v�ews. �.e.
we could do soc�ology or anthropology.

There are some sc�ent�sts who have op�ned that a s�m�lar relat�onsh�p appl�es between ph�losophy
and sc�ence. �.e. that ph�losophy �s no use to the pract�ce of sc�ence:

R�chard Feynman wrote:Ph�losophy of sc�ence �s as useful to sc�ent�sts as orn�thology �s to b�rds

But of course orn�thology �s st�ll useful. Just not to b�rds.
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Here's one quote of Feynman I do not agree w�th.
Any b�rd who understood orn�thology would rule the sk�es.

1.35. by Steve3007

Pattern-chaser wrote:Sc�ence �s not appl�cable to metaphys�cs, moral�ty or rel�g�on, for a start.

You could perhaps say that �t's not appl�cable to the pract�ce of moral�ty and rel�g�on, at least, but �t
could be appl�cable to the study of them �f they exh�b�t any k�nds of patterns that m�ght be used to
construct descr�pt�ve and/or pred�ct�ve theor�es. So, for example, �f we not�ced that var�ous people tend
to hold s�m�lar moral v�ews we could create theor�es to try to pred�ct what moral v�ews some other
people m�ght hold and perhaps propose underly�ng causes for them hold�ng those v�ews. �.e. we could
do soc�ology or anthropology.

There are some sc�ent�sts who have op�ned that a s�m�lar relat�onsh�p appl�es between ph�losophy and
sc�ence. �.e. that ph�losophy �s no use to the pract�ce of sc�ence:

R�chard Feynman wrote:Ph�losophy of sc�ence �s as useful to sc�ent�sts as orn�thology �s to b�rds
But of course orn�thology �s st�ll useful. Just not to b�rds.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 12:38

Yeah, sc�ence �s obv�ously not �dent�cal to every act�v�ty, but sc�ence can study everyth�ng and
anyth�ng that ex�sts, just l�ke ph�losophy can.

1.35. by Steve3007

Pattern-chaser wrote:Sc�ence �s not appl�cable to metaphys�cs, moral�ty or rel�g�on, for a start.

You could perhaps say that �t's not appl�cable to the pract�ce of moral�ty and rel�g�on, at least, but �t
could be appl�cable to the study of them �f they exh�b�t any k�nds of patterns that m�ght be used to
construct descr�pt�ve and/or pred�ct�ve theor�es. So, for example, �f we not�ced that var�ous people tend
to hold s�m�lar moral v�ews we could create theor�es to try to pred�ct what moral v�ews some other
people m�ght hold and perhaps propose underly�ng causes for them hold�ng those v�ews. �.e. we could
do soc�ology or anthropology.

There are some sc�ent�sts who have op�ned that a s�m�lar relat�onsh�p appl�es between ph�losophy and
sc�ence. �.e. that ph�losophy �s no use to the pract�ce of sc�ence:

R�chard Feynman wrote:Ph�losophy of sc�ence �s as useful to sc�ent�sts as orn�thology �s to b�rds
But of course orn�thology �s st�ll useful. Just not to b�rds.
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Hereandnow on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:08

Gert�e wrote
What the sc�ent�f�c method rel�es on �s that there �s a real world of stu� wh�ch our mental
exper�ence relates to, and we can know someth�ng about that stu�. Not perfectly or comprehens�vely,
but well enough to pass the tests of �nter-subject�ve agreement and pred�ctab�l�ty.

And that has g�ven us an �ncred�bly complex, coherent and useful work�ng model of a mater�al world
we share.

But you're r�ght to say sc�ence doesn't know how to go about expla�n�ng mental exper�ence - wh�ch all
�ts cla�ms are based �n. B�t of a paradox that one. And �mo suggests the fundamental nature of the
un�verse �s uncerta�n. Ph�losophy of m�nd �s com�ng up w�th all k�nds of speculat�ons about the m�nd-
body problem, but they rema�n �naccess�ble to test�ng - unless you have a suref�re method?

Mater�al�sm has �ts own untestable ph�losoph�cal hypotheses about how mental exper�ence m�ght be
reduc�ble to mater�al processes, �nclud�ng ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng. If you th�nk you have a better
ph�losoph�cal case, can you lay �t out as s�mply and clearly as poss? (Ser�ous request)

Because �t's easy to spot the flaws w�th the all the hypotheses, not so easy to conclus�vely argue wh�ch
one should be accepted as correct.

It �s not about test�ng and ver�f�cat�on and rel�ab�l�ty and the l�ke. These are fundamental to all we
do (put your socks on. How d�d you do that? A repeatedly conf�rmed theory about the way phys�cal
th�ngs behave, about mov�ng the arm and hands �n th�s way to produce a spec�f�c event. The
method of sc�ence �s unassa�lable and �s s�mply the method of l�v�ng and breath�ng.

And to the waste b�n w�th m�nd body matters. Th�s �s a false ontolog�cal problem because �t can
only make sense �f you can say what m�nd and body are such that they would be d��erent th�ngs
ontolog�cally--but the very nature of an ontolog�cal quest�on goes to a quest�on of Be�ng, what IS,
and here, there are no propert�es to d�st�ngu�sh. In ex�stence there are many d��erent th�ngs,
states, all d�st�ngu�shed by what we can say about them. We don't bel�eve these d��erences
const�tute d��erences OF Be�ng, just d��erences IN Be�ng.

Regard�ng the ser�ous request:

To establ�sh a truly foundat�onal ontology, one has to look where th�ngs that assume a foundat�on
have there �mpl�c�t assumpt�ons. All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever
even gets to construct�ng tests tubes and telescopes, so the quest�on then �s, what �s language and
log�c? the OP says these belong to exper�ence, and exper�ence has a structure, and th�s structure �s
one of t�me. Past, present future. Thought and �ts "method" has a temporal structure, the
ant�c�pat�ng of results when spec�f�ed cond�t�ons are �n place (hence, the success �n repeatedly
ty�ng my shoes properly). Sc�ence �s, techn�cally speak�ng, all about what-w�ll-happen �f there �s
th�s, or that �n place, or �f one does th�s or that. Sc�ence doesn't have a problem; we ARE the
sc�ent�f�c method �n a very real way, �n every ant�c�pat�on of our l�ves there �s a h�story of a learned
assoc�at�ons between what we do and what w�ll happen. Th�s �s what cogn�t�on �s.

T�me �s the foundat�on of Be�ng, but �t �s not E�nste�n's t�me (an emp�r�cal concept based on
observat�on) but structural t�me, the structure of Be�ng �tself �n the exper�ence that produces



ex�stence, OUR ex�stence, that �s, wh�ch �s a temporal one. t�me that structures our exper�ence �s
not beyond exper�ence and E�nste�n conce�ved of relat�v�ty �n the temporally structured world of
exper�ence. Outs�de of th�s structure th�s t�me does not ex�st (unless �t �s �n some other such
exper�ent�ally structured t�me, as w�th God, but th�s �s an arb�trary �dea).

Sc�ence's fa�lure to be su��c�ent for ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng �s not �n the method, but �n the content.
I mean, even �f I went full subject�ve �nto the deep recesses of my �nter�or�ty and actually found God
and the soul, th�s would be IN t�me, �n an ab�l�ty to ant�c�pate the next moment, br�ng up
memor�es, see that the usual �s not the case here �n order to have a contextual sett�ng that I can
recogn�ze God as God. The rub l�es w�th sc�ence's parad�gms that are exclus�vely spec�al�zed and
emp�r�cal and �gnore the phenomenon of exper�ence as �t �s. It takes parts of exper�ence and re�f�es
them �nto be�ng-foundat�ons. To me th�s �s ak�n to tak�ng kn�tt�ng, a spec�al�zed "part" as well,
and def�n�ng the ex�stence �n terms of the yarn and needle.

Ph�losophy �s supposed to take the most bas�c and �nclus�ve perspect�ve �n wh�ch one has pulled
away from the "parts" and attempts to be about the whole, and the whole �s exper�ence structured
�n t�me, and then the matter turns to WHAT �s there. Everyth�ng. Noth�ng excluded: love a�a�rs,
hatreds, our anx�et�es, our eth�cs, traged�es, and so on: all conce�ved structurally �n t�me and as the
WHAT of ex�stence. All �s, to use a strange term, equ�pr�morl�al, mean�ng no one �s reduc�ble to any
other. Our a�a�rs are not reduc�ble to phys�cal real�t�es, but phys�cal real�t�es belong to a
spec�al�zed language sc�ent�sts use, or we all use �n a casual way. Evolut�on �s not �n any way held
suspect, to g�ve an example. It �s a very compell�ng theory. But other actual�t�es are not reduc�ble to
th�s, do not have the�r explanatory bas�s �n th�s.

It �s sc�ence's hegemony that leads us to a pos�t�on that den�es the world's "parts" the�r r�ghtful
ontolog�cal status. And �f any hegemony should r�se, �t should be based on what �t IS, �ts "presence"
as an �rreduc�ble actual�ty. Of course, th�s �s the presence of a�ect�v�ty (a�ect), the very essence of
mean�ng �tself.
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Hereandnow on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:19

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

As we suddenly d�sm�ss a huge percentage of ph�losophers, haha.

It's only to say that ph�losophers don't s�t �n labs study�ng emp�r�cal data. Remember, R�chard
Dawk�ns �s not a ph�losopher, not that I d�sagree w�th what that he says; I'm just say�ng what he
does say �s not ph�losophy. Th�s does, I am aware, make the quest�on of what ph�losophy �s an
�ssue. Oh well.

Ö Ü
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Hereandnow on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:22

Pattern-chaser wrote

I can't d�sagree w�th you, but I fear the analyt�cal/sc�ence/object�ve crew w�ll object. They don't l�ke �t
when anyone even �mpl�es that there are areas of knowledge that sc�ence cannot address. I w�sh you
luck! ¨

I don't d�sagree w�th the power of the sc�enct�f�c method. I told Gert�e th�s �s not someth�ng one can
d�sm�ss. It �s the�r theoret�cal parad�gms are absurdly overreach�ng.
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Hereandnow on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:40

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
What an a pr�or� approach can tell you about �s how the ph�losopher �n quest�on happens to
th�nk. The mental d�spos�t�ons they have. It makes �t l�ke autob�ograph�cal psycholog�cal analys�s.

Oh, no, no. Log�c �tself �s apr�or� �nferred from exper�ence and judgment.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:42

How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy a cla�m l�ke that?

1.38. by \  Hereandnow

All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to construct�ng tests tubes and
telescopes
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1.31. by Sculptor1

I th�nk you m�ght want to d�rect that to the person who opened the thread.



I thought the OP a�med at the way sc�ence �s pract�sed, not at sc�ence �tself, as you suggested. I
responded to you.
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If we were be�ng construct�ve, maybe we wouldn't bother try�ng to prove �t r�ght or prove �t wrong,
but s�mply d�scuss the cla�m made. Is �t a useful cvla�m? Does �t advance the d�scuss�on? And so on.

Just a thought.

1.42. by Terrap�n Stat�on

How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy a cla�m l�ke that?

1.38. by \  Hereandnow

All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to construct�ng tests tubes
and telescopes
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As always, �t's not about proof, because we can't prove any emp�r�cal cla�m per�od. It's about why
we'd bel�eve �t rather than alternat�ves. It's poss�ble that All sc�ence �s a construct of language and
log�c before �t �s ever even gets to construct�ng tests tubes and telescopes, and �t's poss�ble that
NOT all sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to construct�ng tests
tubes and telescopes. So then the quest�on �s "Why would we bel�eve one of those cla�ms over the
other?" And then what's the answer to that? That's what I'm look�ng for. That's the sort of th�ng
we should be do�ng �f we're do�ng ph�losophy. Not just mak�ng cla�ms w�th no support. We should

1.44. by Pattern-chaser

If we were be�ng construct�ve, maybe we wouldn't bother try�ng to prove �t r�ght or prove �t wrong, but
s�mply d�scuss the cla�m made. Is �t a useful cvla�m? Does �t advance the d�scuss�on? And so on.

Just a thought.

1.42. by Terrap�n Stat�on

How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy a cla�m l�ke that?



be support�ng them by talk�ng about the reasons that we'd bel�eve a cla�m over the contrad�ctory
cla�m.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 4 6 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  21 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 14:02

I should add that the reason I'm �nterested �n th�s �s that when I read someth�ng l�ke,
"All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to construct�ng
tests tubes and telescopes," I th�nk, "Hmm . . . that doesn't seem to be very clearly the case. So why
would I bel�eve �t?" I'm certa�nly not go�ng to bel�eve that �t's the case just because someone �s
say�ng that �t �s. They need to have better reasons to bel�eve the cla�m than that.

If I d�dn't th�nk th�s way, I'd have zero �nterest �n ph�losophy �n the f�rst place.
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I th�nk �t would be worthwh�le for h�m to respond to your po�nts, wh�ch I am bas�cally �n agreement
w�th.
As far as your d�st�nct�on; not sure there �s one s�nce sc�ence �s a pract�ce, �ts pract�ce def�nes what
�t �s.
My bas�c object�on �s that �t �n no way forms an hegenomy; would that �t d�d.
We would have a more rat�onal world be�ng based on ver�fuable truth rather than rumour or fa�th.

1.43. by Pattern-chaser

I thought the OP a�med at the way sc�ence �s pract�sed, not at sc�ence �tself, as you suggested. I
responded to you.

1.31. by Sculptor1

I th�nk you m�ght want to d�rect that to the person who opened the thread.
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Steve3007 wrote

Ontology, as convent�onally understood, �s the study of what ex�sts. Obv�ously be�ng "the study" means
that "the study of Ontology" �s a process of thought. That doesn't mean that Ontology �s about thought.
That would be l�ke say�ng that woodwork �s not about work�ng wood. It's about th�nk�ng about
woodwork.

The quest�on of ontology asks us to look at what IS, but when the quest�on �s asked, the what IS �s
already conce�ved �n the ask�ng as an �dea, recollected language, log�cal construct�on and an
already ex�st�ng sense of what there �s that needs �nqu�ry. You don't go �nto the matter ex n�h�lo,
nor does any poss�ble response ar�se th�s way. Th�s "�sness" or Be�ng you seek an account�ng of
must be there �n exper�ence beforehand, for the ask�ng, but then, what �s "there"? The �dea here, �n
part, �s that we cannot conce�ve of what that could be w�thout the attendant �deas that make
concept�on poss�ble. Once you drop thought, �n other words, you drop understand�ng, and th�s
makes th�ngs "as they are", beyond the scope of language, utterly �ne�able, transcendental. If you
take th�s k�nd of th�ng ser�ously, transcendence, you step �nto another, very odd and �nterest�ng, �f
you ask me, world. The fact that you can ask the quest�on about such non l�ngu�st�c apprehens�ons
of the what IS that �s not a nonsense quest�on opens a very strange door �n ph�losophy that �s beyond
the scope of th�s d�scuss�on.

The po�nt I want to make does touch on th�s, though: the rat�onal grasp of someth�ng del�m�ts that
th�ng, br�ngs �t to heel, removes the th�ng from what would otherw�se be w�thout understand�ng
altogether because uncond�t�oned by thought. Th�s, one m�ght say, �s one aspect of a rat�onal�zed
world and �t �s part of emp�r�cal sc�ence's hegemon�c b�as, g�ven that sc�ence wants th�s above all:
log�cal clar�ty. But wh�le log�cal clar�ty does work �n the a�a�rs of sc�ence where th�ngs are
quant�tat�vely conce�ved, �t �s a very rough go regard�ng the ent�re theater of human a�a�rs where a
standard of clar�ty apply�ng to our horrors, joys, loves, fears, the very th�ngs that stand out to
�nqu�ry �n need of understand�ng �s absurd. Hence a movement �n ph�losophy called ex�stent�al�sm.

The assumpt�on of what? Of sc�ence? That would be l�ke say�ng that the assumpt�on of woodwork �s
that one cannot step outs�de of wood. Sc�ence, by def�n�t�on, �s largely about sensory exper�ences �n the
sense that �t �s emp�r�cal. That doesn't mean you can't "step outs�de". If you want to try to do that �n
some way you're free to do so. You just won't be do�ng sc�ence then. There's no law say�ng that you
have to.

No. I'm say�ng one cannot step out of exper�ence because sense cannot be made of such a th�ng. To
step outs�de of someth�ng �mpl�es that where one �s stepp�ng makes sense to be stepped �nto. I can
make sense of stepp�ng out of woodwork, but I cannot make sense of stepp�ng out of exper�ence f�r
that would be stepp�ng out of mak�ng sense �tself.

You're talk�ng as �f somebody has told you that ph�losophy has to be all about sc�ence. Obv�ously �t
doesn't. But obv�ously �t makes sense for �t to be �nformed by sc�ence's f�nd�ngs for the same reason
that �t makes sense for �t to be �nformed by any other f�nd�ngs.

So I st�ll don't see what the po�nt of the OP �s. Its t�tle seems to suggest that �t's a defense of the
propos�t�on "Sc�ence has hegemony and that's absurd". But maybe �t �sn't. I'm none the w�ser!

Someone told me? Well, not personally. I read.



Maybe? I mean, look at the arguments. What do you th�nk about �ts spec�f�c �ssues. Th�s �s just
be�ng d�sm�ss�ve.
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Atla wrote

Depends what you mean by that. Techn�cally, exper�ence has no actual structure, just as the outs�de
world has no actual structure. (Probably.) Our own m�nd/th�nk�ng �s/creates that apparent structure,
but �t's not set �n stone, for example I frequently change the structure of my exper�ences us�ng var�ous
techn�ques.

Avo�d�ng such traps �s one reason why ph�losophy shouldn't be purely a pr�or�.

But you don't change the hav�ng of mot�vat�ons, gr�ef, anx�ety, log�c, engagements, and so on; you
can �gnore these, become a monk and they can all just fall away from exper�ence, but then, are you
st�ll human? People who actually do th�s k�nd of th�ng talk �n terms al�en to ex�stence.

As to ph�losophy be�ng apr�or�, �t �s no more than look�ng at presuppos�t�ons OF what you m�ght
f�nd �n sc�ence. A sc�ent�st looks at data regard�ng, say, plate tecton�cs to study movements of the
earth's crust. Look�ng at data: what �s th�s? What �s �n the look�ng, study�ng, analyz�ng, compar�ng,
and so forth? There �s reason. What �s th�s? How �s th�s ev�denced to be pos�ted? It �s �n the very
form of a g�ven judgment: log�cal form. Can one separate log�c from what log�c �n observat�on tells
you about the world? After all, log�c �s a matter of apr�or�ty, so how can th�s be about an object
when knowledge of objects �s all poster�or� knowledge?

Now you're deep �nto an apr�or� analys�s of an emp�r�cal cla�m. It �s not second guessed by the
emp�r�cal cla�m, but �s altogether a d��erent k�nd of quest�on about a d��erent k�nd of �ssue.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy a cla�m l�ke that?

One would s�mply observe the nature of language and log�c. Th�s �s done by tak�ng the var�ous
propos�t�onal forms and analyz�ng them, and determ�n�ng what they are, as �n assert�ons, den�als,
cond�t�onals and the rest. You cannot say, Eureka, there �s l�fe on Mars! unless you can make a
statement �n the form of an assert�on.

Ö Ü
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Whose ex�stence? Shouldn't ph�losophy cover all of ex�stence, �nclud�ng the var�ous k�nds of not
fully human humans?

As to ph�losophy be�ng apr�or�, �t �s no more than look�ng at presuppos�t�ons OF what you m�ght f�nd �n
sc�ence. A sc�ent�st looks at data regard�ng, say, plate tecton�cs to study movements of the earth's crust.
Look�ng at data: what �s th�s? What �s �n the look�ng, study�ng, analyz�ng, compar�ng, and so forth?
There �s reason. What �s th�s? How �s th�s ev�denced to be pos�ted? It �s �n the very form of a g�ven
judgment: log�cal form. Can one separate log�c from what log�c �n observat�on tells you about the
world? After all, log�c �s a matter of apr�or�ty, so how can th�s be about an object when knowledge of
objects �s all poster�or� knowledge?

Now you're deep �nto an apr�or� analys�s of an emp�r�cal cla�m. It �s not second guessed by the
emp�r�cal cla�m, but �s altogether a d��erent k�nd of quest�on about a d��erent k�nd of �ssue.

How do you know that log�c �s a matter of apr�or�ty? So far, the ent�re known un�verse seem to
behave �n a way that's cons�stent/compat�ble w�th human class�cal log�c. Maybe apr�or� human
log�c evolved to reflect how the un�verse around us behaves.

1.49. by \  Hereandnow

But you don't change the hav�ng of mot�vat�ons, gr�ef, anx�ety, log�c, engagements, and so on; you can
�gnore these, become a monk and they can all just fall away from exper�ence, but then, are you st�ll
human? People who actually do th�s k�nd of th�ng talk �n terms al�en to ex�stence.
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Atla wrote
Whose ex�stence? Shouldn't ph�losophy cover all of ex�stence, �nclud�ng the var�ous k�nds of
not fully human humans?

Of course. Would l�ke to �nclude stones, an�mals, sp�ders? Yes,they are �ncluded. But �n do�ng th�s,
have you made any alterat�on �n the argument? L�v�ng th�ngs l�ke us are cons�dered only to the
extent a character�zat�on �s warranted. A stone: One can only say what one observes and there �s no
�nter�or to a stone that can be accessed. An an�mal? We are not as dogs and cats and the rest are
an�mals, so the best we can do �nfer what �t would be l�ke from what we are, g�ven a s�m�lar�ty �n
observable const�tut�ons but th�s �s the best we can do. As to other people, we also �nfer from what
we exper�ence to others, and are r�ght about a lot of th�ngs for observat�ons seem to match up. But
then, even w�th an�mals and other people, we cannot see �nto the�r �nter�ors, so we �nfer what they
are l�ke.



How do you know that log�c �s a matter of apr�or�ty? So far, the ent�re known un�verse seem to behave
�n a way that's cons�stent/compat�ble w�th human class�cal log�c. Maybe apr�or� human log�c evolved
to reflect how the un�verse around us behaves.

But to even speculate about such a th�ng requ�res you to employ your reason. Keep �n m�nd that �f
the un�verse were to behave �n odd ways, �t would not be apr�or�ty that was threatened, but s�mply
our observat�ons and the cons�stency they have thus far y�elded. To �mag�ne a world where log�c
�tself �s upended �s to �mag�ne world beyond log�cal poss�b�l�ty, modus ponens doesn't really work.
Such a th�ng �s beyond �mag�nat�on. Important �s that log�c �s IN the structure of the thoughts you
use to construct your susp�c�ons about log�c. There really �s no way out of mean�ngful d�scuss�ons
requ�r�ng apr�or� log�cal form.
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Alterat�on �n what argument?

But to even speculate about such a th�ng requ�res you to employ your reason. Keep �n m�nd that �f the
un�verse were to behave �n odd ways, �t would not be apr�or�ty that was threatened, but s�mply our
observat�ons and the cons�stency they have thus far y�elded. To �mag�ne a world where log�c �tself �s
upended �s to �mag�ne world beyond log�cal poss�b�l�ty, modus ponens doesn't really work. Such a
th�ng �s beyond �mag�nat�on. Important �s that log�c �s IN the structure of the thoughts you use to
construct your susp�c�ons about log�c. There really �s no way out of mean�ngful d�scuss�ons requ�r�ng
apr�or� log�cal form.

Well, sure.

(I don't know what your po�nt �s.)

1.52. by \  Hereandnow

Of course. Would l�ke to �nclude stones, an�mals, sp�ders? Yes,they are �ncluded. But �n do�ng th�s, have
you made any alterat�on �n the argument? L�v�ng th�ngs l�ke us are cons�dered only to the extent a
character�zat�on �s warranted. A stone: One can only say what one observes and there �s no �nter�or to a
stone that can be accessed. An an�mal? We are not as dogs and cats and the rest are an�mals, so the best
we can do �nfer what �t would be l�ke from what we are, g�ven a s�m�lar�ty �n observable const�tut�ons
but th�s �s the best we can do. As to other people, we also �nfer from what we exper�ence to others, and
are r�ght about a lot of th�ngs for observat�ons seem to match up. But then, even w�th an�mals and
other people, we cannot see �nto the�r �nter�ors, so we �nfer what they are l�ke.
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??? But "All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to
construct�ng tests tubes and telescopes " �s a cla�m about sc�ence, �t's not a cla�m about language
and log�c.

If we sa�d, "All dogs are black," and someone sa�d, "How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus
fals�fy that cla�m," we wouldn't respond by say�ng, "One would s�mply observe the nature of black"!
We have to observe dogs, and check whether they're all black or not, because �t's a cla�m about the
propert�es of dogs, not the propert�es of colors. L�kew�se, you made a cla�m about the propert�es of
sc�ence, not the propert�es of language and log�c.

Th�s �s done by tak�ng the var�ous propos�t�onal forms and analyz�ng them, and determ�n�ng what they
are, as �n assert�ons, den�als, cond�t�onals and the rest. You cannot say, Eureka, there �s l�fe on Mars!
unless you can make a statement �n the form of an assert�on.

Of course you can not say someth�ng w�thout us�ng language. But that's as�de from the �ssue of
whether all sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c. Would you be suggest�ng that we can not
do sc�ence w�thout say�ng someth�ng? Could a person who can't speak, wr�te (or s�gn, etc.) be
�ncapable of do�ng sc�ence? How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy that cla�m?

(And note by the way that the cla�m, "�s a construct of" �s d��erent than �f we were s�mply to say, "�s
done w�th the a�d of.")

1.50. by \  Hereandnow

One would s�mply observe the nature of language and log�c.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
??? But "All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to
construct�ng tests tubes and telescopes " �s a cla�m about sc�ence, �t's not a cla�m about language and
log�c.

If we sa�d, "All dogs are black," and someone sa�d, "How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy
that cla�m," we wouldn't respond by say�ng, "One would s�mply observe the nature of black"! We have
to observe dogs, and check whether they're all black or not, because �t's a cla�m about the propert�es of
dogs, not the propert�es of colors. L�kew�se, you made a cla�m about the propert�es of sc�ence, not the
propert�es of language and log�c.

I am say�ng language and log�c �s foundat�onal for sc�ence; �t �s presupposed by �t. The ver�f�cat�on
or fals�f�cat�on of whether a dog �s black would cert�anly requ�re emp�r�cal conf�rmat�on, but then,
the quest�on here would go to the ver�f�cat�on of the emp�r�cal cla�m �tself, qua emp�r�cal cla�m.
Th�s br�ngs one to, not another observat�on of an emp�r�cal nature, but an analys�s of what �t �s for
someth�ng to be emp�r�cal at all (hence, the apr�or� nature of ph�losophy: what �s assumed,
presupposed by X).



Of course you can not say someth�ng w�thout us�ng language. But that's as�de from the �ssue of
whether all sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c. Would you be suggest�ng that we can not do
sc�ence w�thout say�ng someth�ng? Could a person who can't speak, wr�te (or s�gn, etc.) be �ncapable of
do�ng sc�ence? How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy that cla�m?

(And note by the way that the cla�m, "�s a construct of" �s d��erent than �f we were s�mply to say, "�s
done w�th the a�d of.")

You can t�e your shoes w�thout language, but �t would be closer to what a cow does when �t looks for
greener pasture. Sc�ence �s symbol�c work, and yes, you cannot do th�s w�thout language. Sc�ence �s
a body of factual propos�t�ons, and propos�t�ons are �nherently l�ngu�st�c.
You could ver�fy versus fals�fy th�s by ask�ng how phys�cs could be poss�ble w�thout language and
log�c. You would have to demonstrate th�s: g�ve examples of sc�ence and show how these are free,or
can be, of language.
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So �f you were try�ng to f�gure out how to best hunt an an�mal, say, and you d�d that by observ�ng �ts
behav�or--where �t goes at d��erent t�mes of the day, how �t reacts to sounds and so on, so that you
can make pred�ct�ons about the best way to hunt �t, you wouldn't call that a sc�ent�f�c approach?
Because you could do that w�thout language, and certa�nly language (or log�c) wouldn't be
"construct�ng" �t.

1.55. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
??? But "All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to construct�ng
tests tubes and telescopes " �s a cla�m about sc�ence, �t's not a cla�m about language and log�c.

If we sa�d, "All dogs are black," and someone sa�d, "How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy
that cla�m," we wouldn't respond by say�ng, "One would s�mply observe the nature of black"! We
have to observe dogs, and check whether they're all black or not, because �t's a cla�m about the
propert�es of dogs, not the propert�es of colors. L�kew�se, you made a cla�m about the propert�es of
sc�ence, not the propert�es of language and log�c.

I am say�ng language and log�c �s foundat�onal for sc�ence; �t �s presupposed by �t. The ver�f�cat�on or
fals�f�cat�on of whether a dog �s black would cert�anly requ�re emp�r�cal conf�rmat�on, but then, the
quest�on here would go to the ver�f�cat�on of the emp�r�cal cla�m �tself, qua emp�r�cal cla�m. Th�s br�ngs
one to, not another observat�on of an emp�r�cal nature, but an analys�s of what �t �s for someth�ng to be
emp�r�cal at all (hence, the apr�or� nature of ph�losophy: what �s assumed, presupposed by X).

Of course you can not say someth�ng w�thout us�ng language. But that's as�de from the �ssue of
whether all sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c. Would you be suggest�ng that we can not do
sc�ence w�thout say�ng someth�ng? Could a person who can't speak, wr�te (or s�gn, etc.) be �ncapable
of do�ng sc�ence? How would we prov�s�onally ver�fy versus fals�fy that cla�m?

(And note by the way that the cla�m, "�s a construct of" �s d��erent than �f we were s�mply to say, "�s
done w�th the a�d of.")

You can t�e your shoes w�thout language, but �t would be closer to what a cow does when �t looks for
greener pasture. Sc�ence �s symbol�c work, and yes, you cannot do th�s w�thout language. Sc�ence �s a
body of factual propos�t�ons, and propos�t�ons are �nherently l�ngu�st�c.
You could ver�fy versus fals�fy th�s by ask�ng how phys�cs could be poss�ble w�thout language and log�c.
You would have to demonstrate th�s: g�ve examples of sc�ence and show how these are free,or can be,
of language.
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QUOTE>
"A phys�cal theory should clearly and forthr�ghtly address two fundamental quest�ons: what there

1.5. by \  Hereandnow

Sc�ence does not do ontology.



�s, and what �t does. The answer to the f�rst quest�on �s prov�ded by the ontology of the theory, and
the answer to the second by �ts dynam�cs. The ontology should have a sharp mathemat�cal
descr�pt�on, and the dynam�cs should be �mplemented by prec�se equat�ons descr�b�ng how the
ontology w�ll, or m�ght, evolve."

(Maudl�n, T�m. Ph�losophy of Phys�cs: Quantum Theory. Pr�nceton, NJ: Pr�nceton Un�vers�ty Press,
2019. p. x�)

"(I)f 'ontology' just means 'the study of what ex�sts' or 'the study of th�ngs', as opposed to the
study of knowledge, don't the sc�ences qual�fy for that label? Doesn't the phys�c�st study the
ex�st�ng th�ngs of the phys�cal world? And s�m�larly for all the other sc�ences: don't they all study a
certa�n class of ex�st�ng th�ngs—b�ology, astronomy, psychology, and so on? There are var�ous
ent�t�es �n real�ty and the var�ous sc�ences study the nature of those ent�t�es—planets, organ�sms,
subjects of consc�ousness, and so on. Isn't a sc�ent�st by def�n�t�on an ontolog�st? The answer must
surely be yes: the sc�ent�st stud�es the order of be�ng, or a certa�n category of be�ngs. He or she
wants to know what k�nds of be�ng ex�st, how they should be class�f�ed, how they work, what laws
or pr�nc�ples govern them. Sc�ence �s therefore a k�nd of ontology—a systemat�c study of what �s,
why �t �s, and what �t �s. Sc�ence �s the study of be�ng (not the study of nonbe�ng). But, then,
granted the synonymy of 'ontology' and 'metaphys�cs' (as that term �s now understood), sc�ence �s
also metaphys�cs. There �s no contrast between sc�ence and metaphys�cs; sc�ence �s a spec�al case of
metaphys�cs. The phys�c�st �s a metaphys�c�an (= ontolog�st), qu�te l�terally, even when h�s
concerns are thoroughly of th�s world. Theor�es of mot�on, say, are metaphys�cal theor�es—
because they are ontolog�cal theor�es (not ep�stemolog�cal theor�es). Darw�n had a metaphys�cal
theory of l�fe on Earth. There are metaphys�cal facts, l�ke the rotat�on of the Earth or the bo�l�ng
po�nt of water. Ph�losophers also do metaphys�cs, of course, but they do so �n the company of
sc�ent�sts: we are all pract�c�ng metaphys�c�ans, for we all study be�ng. We all do what Ar�stotle was
do�ng �n the book he wrote after wr�t�ng the Phys�cs. We study object�ve real�ty �n a r�gorous and
systemat�c way, a�m�ng to produce a general p�cture of th�ngs, seek�ng to keep b�as and human
�d�osyncrasy out of �t.
…
Th�s �s not to deny any d�st�nct�on between the k�nd of metaphys�cs (ontology) that ph�losophers
do and the k�nd that sc�ent�sts do. There are all sorts of d�st�nct�ons between the k�nds of
metaphys�cs the var�ous students of the world engage �n—phys�c�sts or b�olog�sts, chem�sts or
ph�losophers. No doubt every f�eld d��ers from all the others �n some way. There are many ways to
be an ontolog�st, �.e. metaphys�c�an, though that �s what we all are. It �s a matter of controversy
what const�tutes the ph�losoph�cal k�nd of ontolog�st—espec�ally what k�nd of methodology he or
she adopts. Some see themselves as cont�nuous w�th the sc�ent�f�c ontolog�sts, perhaps arrang�ng
the�r several results �nto a b�g persp�cuous ontolog�cal map. Some rely on the method of conceptual
analys�s to further the�r ontolog�cal goals. Others appeal to a spec�al faculty of ontolog�cal �ntu�t�on
(they tend to be frowned upon by the�r tougher-m�nded laboratory-centered ontolog�cal
colleagues). Ar�stotle understands h�s enterpr�se as d��er�ng from that of other ontolog�sts merely
�n respect of general�ty. Where the phys�c�st �nvest�gates substances of one k�nd—phys�cal
substances—the ph�losoph�cal ontolog�st �nvest�gates the general category or substance. Where
the chem�st looks for the cause of part�cular chem�cal react�ons, the ph�losopher looks at the
nature of causat�on �n general. These restr�cted ontolog�sts want to know the nature of part�cular
phys�cal and chem�cal substances and causes; the ph�losoph�cal ontolog�st wants to know the



nature of substances and causat�on �n general. They are both study�ng the same th�ng—be�ng,
real�ty—but they study �t at d��erent levels of general�ty. Thus ph�losoph�cal metaphys�cs �s
fundamentally the same k�nd of enterpr�se as sc�ent�f�c metaphys�cs—though, of course, there are
d��erences of method and scope. All are correctly class�f�ed as metaphys�cs (not ep�stemology or
ax�ology). That �s the r�ght descr�pt�ve nomenclature to adopt."

(McG�nn, Col�n. "Sc�ence as Metaphys�cs." In Ph�losoph�cal Provocat�ons: 55 Short Essays, 215–218.
Cambr�dge, MA: MIT Press, 2017. pp. 216-7)
<QUOTE
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Footnote:
The noun "ontology" �s used both as a count noun referr�ng to what ex�sts accord�ng to a theory (=
those ent�t�es to wh�ch �t �s ontolog�cally comm�tted) and as a noncount noun referr�ng to the
theoret�cal d�sc�pl�ne called "ontology".

1.57. by Consul

QUOTE>
"A phys�cal theory should clearly and forthr�ghtly address two fundamental quest�ons: what there �s,
and what �t does. The answer to the f�rst quest�on �s prov�ded by the ontology of the theory, and the
answer to the second by �ts dynam�cs. The ontology should have a sharp mathemat�cal descr�pt�on, and
the dynam�cs should be �mplemented by prec�se equat�ons descr�b�ng how the ontology w�ll, or m�ght,
evolve."

(Maudl�n, T�m. Ph�losophy of Phys�cs: Quantum Theory. Pr�nceton, NJ: Pr�nceton Un�vers�ty Press,
2019. p. x�)
<QUOTE
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Consul wrote

Footnote:
The noun "ontology" �s used both as a count noun referr�ng to what ex�sts accord�ng to a theory (=
those ent�t�es to wh�ch �t �s ontolog�cally comm�tted) and as a noncount noun referr�ng to the
theoret�cal d�sc�pl�ne called "ontology".



Read through those quotes. One th�ng I do not say �n these posts, and th�s �s because I am expl�c�tly
try�ng to avo�d the o� putt�ng name dropp�ng, �s that I hold the pos�t�on that He�degger's (and
other der�vat�ve v�ews) phenomenolog�cal ontology �s the only one that sat�sf�es the cond�t�on of at
once encompass�ng all that "�s" and avo�d�ng the ted�ous, what Rorty m�ght call, hypostat�zat�on
of language. He�degger cons�ders all non phenomenolog�cal ontolog�es as merely ont�c, or pre
ontolog�cal, and here, �n the everydayness of sc�ence and da�ly a�a�rs, one can use the term at w�ll, but �t
w�ll not be authent�c ph�losoph�cal ontology. I try to put Rorty and He�degger together: what IS, �s a
ready hand, pragmat�c f�eld of poss�b�l�t�es and cho�ce. I cannot even beg�n to understand what
mater�al�sm �s about outs�de of the pragmat�c mean�ng �t has �n the, to borrow from He�degger,
pr�mord�al ground�ng.

Of course, to oppose th�s v�ew �s to argue �ts explanatory def�c�ts.
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ready to hand
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

So �f you were try�ng to f�gure out how to best hunt an an�mal, say, and you d�d that by observ�ng �ts
behav�or--where �t goes at d��erent t�mes of the day, how �t reacts to sounds and so on, so that you
can make pred�ct�ons about the best way to hunt �t, you wouldn't call that a sc�ent�f�c approach?
Because you could do that w�thout language, and certa�nly language (or log�c) wouldn't be
"construct�ng" �t.

Mak�ng pred�ct�ons w�thout an understand�ng of a log�cal cond�t�onal? It �s not the formal study of
symbol�c log�c that �s part of the hunter's knowledge, but the log�cal form of thought that allows
assert�ons, negat�ons, cond�t�onals, and the rest. Remember, log�c and all of �ts forms �s der�ved
from judgments we make every day. As ch�ldren, �t �s modeled by everyone around us from a very
early age. Of course, there �s the feral ch�ld and �t makes �nterest�ng speculat�on to ask how one l�ke
th�s m�ght ant�c�pate a storm, say, or know there �s danger. the way th�s �s approached �s to say that
we are g�ven as part of our hard w�r�ng the a log�cal ab�l�ty, ev�denced �n the way we th�nk and make
judgments, but �t takes exper�ence to br�ng th�s out. Otherw�se, �t rema�ns �n latency.
You could buy the pragmat�st ep�stemology that says all thought �s essent�ally grounded
hypothet�cal deduct�ve method, wh�ch s�mply means you walk �nto a g�ven c�rcumstance, and the
reason you know what to do �s the ready to hand act�vat�on of a memory. Before you actually arr�ve
at the ma�lbox, you are already prepared to engage, putt�ng the f�ngers to the latch, pull�ng just so,



and the rest. The s�tuat�on �s the present actual�ty of someth�ng fam�l�ar. Hard to put th�s �s the
small space of a post, but all language �s l�ke th�s, and all log�cal forms that eventually man�fest are
�nherently ant�c�patory. To be consc�ous at all, �s to ant�c�pate. The excpet�on to th�s, you m�ght
say, would be �n med�tat�on yoga, but here, of course, the whole �dea �s the term�nat�on of the self
and �ts language.

At any rate, my �dea here �s that �t �s not log�c and language so much as the whole of exper�ence
�tself that needs to be recogn�zed and theor�zed about �n ph�losophy.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 6 2 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  23 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 13:12

Sc�ence �s also a reservo�r of learn�ng, and I th�nk �t reasonable to compare th�s reservo�r w�th the
pract�t�oners who use �t (or cla�m to).

As for the hegemony, the facts are there �n our soc�e�t�es and our world, to be observed. We could
argue about matters of degree, but to what po�nt? ª

We would have a more rat�onal world, but would �t be a world that �s more acceptable to us humans,
to l�ve �n? 	  Or would we prefer a world more �n accord w�th our emot�onal and �rrat�onal needs? 	

ª  For myself, I would not w�sh to l�ve �n a world where Spock and Mr Data are cons�dered role
models.

1.47. by Sculptor1

As far as your d�st�nct�on; not sure there �s one s�nce sc�ence �s a pract�ce, �ts pract�ce def�nes what �t �s.

1.47. by Sculptor1

My bas�c object�on �s that �t �n no way forms an hegemony; would that �t d�d.
We would have a more rat�onal world be�ng based on ver�f�able truth rather than rumour or fa�th.
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Strawman.
Spock and Data are f�ct�onal.

I'd prefer, say, that Trump l�stened to the US's expert on �nfect�ous d�seases, rather than g�ve h�m
the sack for tell�ng �nconven�ent truths.
I'd also prefer that the rat�onal fact of GW were on the table rather than the to and fro pol�t�cal
wrangl�ng that goes on concern�ng carbon footpr�nts and carbon cred�ts, and the �rrat�onal hyster�a
on both s�des.
Su��ce �t to say, g�ven the thread top�c - sc�ence does not have the hegemony.

1.62. by Pattern-chaser

Sc�ence �s also a reservo�r of learn�ng, and I th�nk �t reasonable to compare th�s reservo�r w�th the
pract�t�oners who use �t (or cla�m to).

As for the hegemony, the facts are there �n our soc�e�t�es and our world, to be observed. We could argue
about matters of degree, but to what po�nt? ª

We would have a more rat�onal world, but would �t be a world that �s more acceptable to us humans, to
l�ve �n? 	  Or would we prefer a world more �n accord w�th our emot�onal and �rrat�onal needs? 	 ª
For myself, I would not w�sh to l�ve �n a world where Spock and Mr Data are cons�dered role models.

1.47. by Sculptor1

As far as your d�st�nct�on; not sure there �s one s�nce sc�ence �s a pract�ce, �ts pract�ce def�nes what �t
�s.

1.47. by Sculptor1

My bas�c object�on �s that �t �n no way forms an hegemony; would that �t d�d.
We would have a more rat�onal world be�ng based on ver�f�able truth rather than rumour or fa�th.
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You're not really address�ng anyth�ng I brought up though.

F�rst I was wonder�ng �f you were say�ng what I descr�bed would count as sc�ence or not. You d�dn't
address that.

Secondly, do you not buy that what I was descr�b�ng could be accompl�shed where the person has
no language? If you don't buy that, why not?

Th�rd, I sa�d that there was a d��erence between "�s a construct of" and "�s done w�th the a�d of."
You never addressed that when I f�rst brought �t up, but as I noted above, �n the hunt�ng scenar�o,
even �f log�c �s used �n the observat�ons, that's d��erent than say�ng that the process �s a construct of
log�c. You d�dn't address that here.

1.61. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

So �f you were try�ng to f�gure out how to best hunt an an�mal, say, and you d�d that by observ�ng �ts
behav�or--where �t goes at d��erent t�mes of the day, how �t reacts to sounds and so on, so that you
can make pred�ct�ons about the best way to hunt �t, you wouldn't call that a sc�ent�f�c approach?
Because you could do that w�thout language, and certa�nly language (or log�c) wouldn't be
"construct�ng" �t.

Mak�ng pred�ct�ons w�thout an understand�ng of a log�cal cond�t�onal? It �s not the formal study of
symbol�c log�c that �s part of the hunter's knowledge, but the log�cal form of thought that allows
assert�ons, negat�ons, cond�t�onals, and the rest. Remember, log�c and all of �ts forms �s der�ved from
judgments we make every day. As ch�ldren, �t �s modeled by everyone around us from a very early age.
Of course, there �s the feral ch�ld and �t makes �nterest�ng speculat�on to ask how one l�ke th�s m�ght
ant�c�pate a storm, say, or know there �s danger. the way th�s �s approached �s to say that we are g�ven
as part of our hard w�r�ng the a log�cal ab�l�ty, ev�denced �n the way we th�nk and make judgments, but
�t takes exper�ence to br�ng th�s out. Otherw�se, �t rema�ns �n latency.
You could buy the pragmat�st ep�stemology that says all thought �s essent�ally grounded hypothet�cal
deduct�ve method, wh�ch s�mply means you walk �nto a g�ven c�rcumstance, and the reason you know
what to do �s the ready to hand act�vat�on of a memory. Before you actually arr�ve at the ma�lbox, you
are already prepared to engage, putt�ng the f�ngers to the latch, pull�ng just so, and the rest. The
s�tuat�on �s the present actual�ty of someth�ng fam�l�ar. Hard to put th�s �s the small space of a post, but
all language �s l�ke th�s, and all log�cal forms that eventually man�fest are �nherently ant�c�patory. To
be consc�ous at all, �s to ant�c�pate. The excpet�on to th�s, you m�ght say, would be �n med�tat�on yoga,
but here, of course, the whole �dea �s the term�nat�on of the self and �ts language.

At any rate, my �dea here �s that �t �s not log�c and language so much as the whole of exper�ence �tself
that needs to be recogn�zed and theor�zed about �n ph�losophy.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
F�rst I was wonder�ng �f you were say�ng what I descr�bed would count as sc�ence or not.
You d�dn't address that.
Secondly, do you not buy that what I was descr�b�ng could be accompl�shed where the
person has no language? If you don't buy that, why not?

Your quest�on was about whether one could hunt and not take a sc�ent�f�c approach �n do�ng so, and
�f sc�ence presupposes language, and hunt�ng �s a k�nd of sc�ence and hunt�ng can be conce�ved as a
nonl�ngu�st�c act�v�ty, then such th�ng would be a counterexample to language be�ng presupposed
by sc�ence.

Th�s �s what I took you to be say�ng. You ment�oned mak�ng pred�ct�ons spec�f�cally. A pred�ct�on �s
a log�cal cond�t�onal: you pred�ct based on what you have observed �n the past, and make an
�nference based on th�s about what w�ll happen �n the future. Th�s has the log�cal form of a
cond�t�onal propos�t�on: If..., then....; so, �f the rabb�t ran that way, then �t w�ll encounter a lake and
w�ll have clear alternat�ves....Such a pred�ct�on pulls out memor�es about l�kes, rabb�ts, and all,
what they have been l�ke �n the past, plus knowledge that rabb�ts don't sw�m, and everyth�ng else,
then projects them onto the g�ven s�tuat�on.

Now, all of th�s has an obv�ous log�cal form �n the descr�pt�on I gave(I hope th�s �s clear) for
cond�t�onals' log�cal form of �f..., then,...�s the very form of modus ponens �tself (though not
exhaust�vely so). But �n the actual pract�ce, �s th�s log�c and language essent�al? What about
spontaneous, nond�scurs�ve "do�ng", carry�ng out someth�ng. I d�d br�ng th�s up �n the example pf
the feral ch�ld/person, the cow l�ft�ng �ts head look�ng for greener pastures, but not expl�c�tly
say�ng to �tself anyth�ng of a log�cal nature at all. So, �f �t can be shown that what these k�nds of
ent�t�es are do�ng �s both sc�ent�f�c �n nature and nonl�ngu�st�c/alog�cal, then th�s would counter
the �dea that sc�ence presupposes language and log�c.

Can one make a non log�cal a��rmat�on that the rabb�t could go th�s way and not that? F�rst, there
�s a contrad�ct�on bu�lt �nto th�s, for assert�ons are �nherently log�cal. So, �t would not be an
assert�on at all. We say a cow �s an �nst�nctual creature, but �nst�nct �s not really an analyt�c term,
that �s, �t doesn't really descr�be what happens �n the event, the ant�c�pat�ng, the alternat�ves
understood; �t comes to the o�nt that �n quest�ons as tto whether such an a�a�r �s sans log�c, that
the descr�pt�on �t self requ�res an ascr�pt�on of log�c to the hunter. the hunter must "understand"
but what �s th�s �f not e�ther an underly�ng but very clear log�cal presence, or, �n the case of a feral
mental�ty, a nascent log�cal�ty. Th�s �s why I brought up the �dea of latency.

I br�ng �n my comments about the hypothet�cal deduct�ve (HD) method, wh�ch �s essent�ally, the
sc�ent�f�c method. HD �s a method, and the reason I say a mere post cannot poss�ble cover th�s �s
because �ts compl�cated. Log�c �s the form of thought, but so �s t�me. To expl�c�tly NOT put too f�ne
a po�nt on th�s: exper�ence (my OP basel�ne of what a true ontology must really be about) �s alwasy
�n t�me, has t�me as an �nherent structure, and th�s means exper�ence has a cond�t�onal a �ts core,
If...,then,... The po�nt I'm mak�ng �s that �n sc�ence, th�s too, and even, espec�ally th�s, �s
presupposed by sc�ence, yet not part of the way sc�ence conce�ves the world.



Th�rd, I sa�d that there was a d��erence between "�s a construct of" and "�s done w�th the a�d of." You
never addressed that when I f�rst brought �t up, but as I noted above, �n the hunt�ng scenar�o, even �f
log�c �s used �n the observat�ons, that's d��erent than say�ng that the process �s a construct of log�c. You
d�dn't address that here.

See the above. "W�th the a�d of" and "a construct of" are both log�cal, l�ngu�st�c, exper�ent�al
a�a�rs.
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Sculptor1 wrote

Strawman.
Spock and Data are f�ct�onal.

I'd prefer, say, that Trump l�stened to the US's expert on �nfect�ous d�seases, rather than g�ve h�m the
sack for tell�ng �nconven�ent truths.
I'd also prefer that the rat�onal fact of GW were on the table rather than the to and fro pol�t�cal
wrangl�ng that goes on concern�ng carbon footpr�nts and carbon cred�ts, and the �rrat�onal hyster�a on
both s�des.
Su��ce �t to say, g�ven the thread top�c - sc�ence does not have the hegemony.

That �s, �n ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng, sc�ence does not have hegemony. In the world of pract�cal
matters, sc�ence re�gns over all. Further, even �n ph�losoph�cal matters, the sc�ent�f�c method �s
doubted. Such a th�ng would be �mposs�ble.

As to your comments about Trump, go ahead, speak your m�nd. See �f th�ngs hold up. Inconven�ent
truths?
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Husserl d�st�ngu�shes between formal ontology, wh�ch deals w�th be�ng (ex�stence/real�ty) as a
whole, and mater�al/reg�onal ontology or ontolog�es, wh�ch deal w�th part�cular parts of be�ng. The
ontolog�es of the sc�ences are reg�onal or local or spec�al ontolog�es, as opposed to un�versal or
global or general or bas�c/fundamental ontology.

QUOTE>
"Accord�ng to He�degger, the quest�on of the mean�ng of Be�ng, and thus Be�ng as such, has been
forgotten by ‘the trad�t�on’ (roughly, Western ph�losophy from Plato onwards). He�degger means
by th�s that the h�story of Western thought has fa�led to heed the ontolog�cal d��erence, and so has
art�culated Be�ng prec�sely as a k�nd of ult�mate be�ng, as ev�denced by a ser�es of nam�ngs of
Be�ng, for example as �dea, energe�a, substance, monad or w�ll to power. In th�s way Be�ng as such
has been forgotten. So He�degger sets h�mself the task of recover�ng the quest�on of the mean�ng of
Be�ng. In th�s context he draws two d�st�nct�ons between d��erent k�nds of �nqu�ry. The f�rst, wh�ch
�s just another way of express�ng the ontolog�cal d��erence, �s between the ont�cal and the
ontolog�cal, where the former �s concerned w�th facts about ent�t�es and the latter �s concerned
w�th the mean�ng of Be�ng, w�th how ent�t�es are �ntell�g�ble as ent�t�es. Us�ng th�s techn�cal
language, we can put the po�nt about the forgett�ng of Be�ng as such by say�ng that the h�story of
Western thought �s character�zed by an ‘ont�c�zat�on’ of Be�ng (by the pract�ce of treat�ng Be�ng as
a be�ng). However, as He�degger expla�ns, here �n the words of Kant and the Problem of
Metaphys�cs, <an ont�c knowledge can never alone d�rect �tself ‘to’ the objects, because w�thout the
ontolog�cal… �t can have no poss�ble Whereto= (translat�on taken from Overgaard 2002, p.76, note
7). The second d�st�nct�on between d��erent k�nds of �nqu�ry, drawn w�th�n the category of the
ontolog�cal, �s between reg�onal ontology and fundamental ontology, where the former �s
concerned w�th the ontolog�es of part�cular doma�ns, say b�ology or bank�ng, and the latter �s
concerned w�th the a pr�or�, transcendental cond�t�ons that make poss�ble part�cular modes of
Be�ng (�.e., part�cular reg�onal ontolog�es). For He�degger, the ont�cal presupposes the reg�onal-
ontolog�cal, wh�ch �n turn presupposes the fundamental-ontolog�cal."

Mart�n He�degger: https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/he�degger/
<QUOTE

F�rst of all, there �s no be�ng (Se�n) qua ex�stence (Dase�n) or essence (Sose�n) wh�ch �sn't the be�ng
of any be�ng(s) (Se�endem). There �s no Be�ng beh�nd or beyond the total�ty of ent�t�es.

1.59. by \  Hereandnow

Read through those quotes. One th�ng I do not say �n these posts, and th�s �s because I am expl�c�tly
try�ng to avo�d the o� putt�ng name dropp�ng, �s that I hold the pos�t�on that He�degger's (and other
der�vat�ve v�ews) phenomenolog�cal ontology �s the only one that sat�sf�es the cond�t�on of at once
encompass�ng all that "�s" and avo�d�ng the ted�ous, what Rorty m�ght call, hypostat�zat�on of
language. He�degger cons�ders all non phenomenolog�cal ontolog�es as merely ont�c, or pre
ontolog�cal, and here, �n the everydayness of sc�ence and da�ly a�a�rs, one can use the term at w�ll,
but �t w�ll not be authent�c ph�losoph�cal ontology. I try to put Rorty and He�degger together: what IS,
�s a ready hand, pragmat�c f�eld of poss�b�l�t�es and cho�ce. I cannot even beg�n to understand what
mater�al�sm �s about outs�de of the pragmat�c mean�ng �t has �n the, to borrow from He�degger,
pr�mord�al ground�ng.
Of course, to oppose th�s v�ew �s to argue �ts explanatory def�c�ts.

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/heidegger/


What I don't l�ke about h�s (phenomenolog�cal) ontology �s �ts anthropocentr�sm. H�s concept of
Dase�n �s the concept of (subject�ve) human ex�stence; and w�th h�s Frage nach dem S�nn von Se�n
(quest�on of the mean�ng of be�ng) he's do�ng e�ther l�ngu�st�cs/sem�ology—what �s the mean�ng of
"be�ng"?—or eth�cs/ax�ology—what does be�ng mean to me/us? / what �s the value of be�ng?—, so
he's no longer do�ng ontology �n Ar�stotle's sense.
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Sculptor1 on >  23 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 20:33

Where �s your hegemony of sc�ence please?

1.66. by \  Hereandnow

Sculptor1 wrote

Strawman.
Spock and Data are f�ct�onal.

I'd prefer, say, that Trump l�stened to the US's expert on �nfect�ous d�seases, rather than g�ve h�m the
sack for tell�ng �nconven�ent truths.
I'd also prefer that the rat�onal fact of GW were on the table rather than the to and fro pol�t�cal
wrangl�ng that goes on concern�ng carbon footpr�nts and carbon cred�ts, and the �rrat�onal hyster�a
on both s�des.
Su��ce �t to say, g�ven the thread top�c - sc�ence does not have the hegemony.

That �s, �n ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng, sc�ence does not have hegemony. In the world of pract�cal matters,
sc�ence re�gns over all. Further, even �n ph�losoph�cal matters, the sc�ent�f�c method �s doubted. Such a
th�ng would be �mposs�ble.

As to your comments about Trump, go ahead, speak your m�nd. See �f th�ngs hold up. Inconven�ent
truths?
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Consul on >  23 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 20:38

Orn�thology �s useful to b�rds because orn�tholog�cal knowledge �s useful to b�rd conservat�on.

1.35. by Steve3007

R�chard Feynman wrote:Ph�losophy of sc�ence �s as useful to sc�ent�sts as orn�thology �s to b�rds
But of course orn�thology �s st�ll useful. Just not to b�rds.

Ö Ü
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Sculptor1 on >  23 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 20:43

Anthropology �s useful to people. Sc�ent�sts should know what the bas�s of the�r statements mean,
and some of the h�story of ep�stemology and emp�r�c�sm. They would do well to be versed �n
Popper's work and Kuhn too.
Feyman was a smart guy. Th�s statement �s BS.
L�ke I sa�d above. Any b�rd that understood orn�thology would rule the sk�es.
Feyman was just dead wrong.

1.69. by Consul

Orn�thology �s useful to b�rds because orn�tholog�cal knowledge �s useful to b�rd conservat�on.

1.35. by Steve3007

But of course orn�thology �s st�ll useful. Just not to b�rds.
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Hereandnow on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 04:45

Consul Wrote
F�rst of all, there �s no be�ng (Se�n) qua ex�stence (Dase�n) or essence (Sose�n) wh�ch �sn't the
be�ng of any be�ng(s) (Se�endem). There �s no Be�ng beh�nd or beyond the total�ty of ent�t�es.

If you could make any sense of what be�ngs are w�thout an analyt�c of be�ng, what substance �s,
what mater�al�ty �s; I mean, �f substance, for example, as a funct�on�ng ontolog�cal concept �s
supposed be the furthest one can go �n the search for an explanatory foundat�on for all th�ngs, an
authent�c comprehens�ve ph�losoph�cal ontology, then there should be no mean�ngful quest�ons
begged, yet we know that log�cally pr�or to th�s �s the system of mean�ng mak�ng, human dase�n, an
analyzable bas�s of all concepts and exper�ence; that �s, one cannot even th�nk of substance w�thout
th�nk�ng of the concept of substance. What �s th�s? Such a th�ng, as w�th all concepts, was
abstracted from exper�ence.

What I don't l�ke about h�s (phenomenolog�cal) ontology �s �ts anthropocentr�sm. H�s concept of Dase�n
�s the concept of (subject�ve) human ex�stence; and w�th h�s Frage nach dem S�nn von Se�n (quest�on of
the mean�ng of be�ng) he's do�ng e�ther l�ngu�st�cs/sem�ology—what �s the mean�ng of "be�ng"?—or
eth�cs/ax�ology—what does be�ng mean to me/us? / what �s the value of be�ng?—, so he's no longer
do�ng ontology �n Ar�stotle's sense.

But �t's not anthropocentr�c. That would be a "reg�onal" term belong�ng to the way we generally
th�nk of th�ngs, to use h�s language, prox�mally and for the most part; ont�c, not ontology at all.



The quest�on �n my m�nd �s s�mple: what log�cally presupposes what? Only hermeneut�cs can say
th�s. There �s no foundat�on of the Ar�stotel�an k�nd at the level of ontology. Analyt�c ph�losophers
don't l�ke to hear th�s, but Kant was never refuted, only �gnored.
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Hereandnow on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 05:19

Sculptor1 wrote
Where �s your hegemony of sc�ence please?

My compla�nt �s that no sc�ence can prov�de an explanatory bas�s for th�ngs �n general, but people
th�nk l�ke th�s all the t�me. They th�nk the world �s what sc�ence says �t �s and beyond th�s, there �s
only what the pend�ng "parad�gmat�c sc�ent�f�c revolut�ons" w�ll eventually y�eld.

Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng doesn't even prov�de the proper start�ng place for a true explanatory bas�s of
the world. One has to �gnore what sc�ence says, that �s, suspend th�s (epoche) and look to what
sc�ence presupposes �n order to get to a foundat�on. And what one f�nds �n th�s approach �s that all
th�ngs properly analyzed presuppose someth�ng they are not; they are endlessly deferent�al. I say
cat and you ask me what th�s �s, and I have other �deas �nt he wa�t�ng, and for those I have other
�deas, and th�s never stops. foundat�ons all are deferent�al, so there are no foundat�ons. Sc�ence's
world of emp�r�cal concepts are the same.

The only true foundat�on �s the endless deferent�al nature of all knowledge cla�ms, and �nstead of
substance or mater�al�ty, we have no archemed�an po�nt to "leverage" mean�ng. The advantage
th�s br�ngs to the understand�ng �s �t undoes th�s bl�nd conf�dence �n sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng at the
foundat�onal level (certa�nly not regard�ng how to send people to Mars or make a better cell phone).
the upshot �s the encouragement of an all �nclus�veness of ontolog�cal pr�or�t�es: there �s no longer
any pr�v�lege g�ven to trad�t�onal ontolog�es, keep�ng �n m�nd that pr�v�leg�ng of th�s k�nd forces
�nterpretat�ons of our a�a�rs to be "of" or "�ssue from" the pr�v�leged �dea. The myster�es and the
a�ect�v�ty and all the th�ngs that human exper�ence IS, are restored to a nonreduct�ve place.
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Faustus5 on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 11:39

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

My compla�nt �s that no sc�ence can prov�de an explanatory bas�s for th�ngs �n general, but people th�nk
l�ke th�s all the t�me. They th�nk the world �s what sc�ence says �t �s and beyond th�s, there �s only what
the pend�ng "parad�gmat�c sc�ent�f�c revolut�ons" w�ll eventually y�eld.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Can you art�culate so much as one pract�cal d�sadvantage or hurt that �s caused by th�nk�ng th�s
way?

Can you po�nt out so much as one "proper" start�ng place for a "true explanatory bas�s of the
world" that has successfully sat�sf�ed bas�c human cur�os�ty and bas�c human needs to the degree
than sc�ence has?

So what? Why should anyone care?

How �s th�s an advantage? Can you art�culate so much a s�ngle �mprovement to anyone's l�fe that
follows from suddenly lack�ng th�s "conf�dence"?

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng doesn't even prov�de the proper start�ng place for a true explanatory bas�s of the
world.

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

And what one f�nds �n th�s approach �s that all th�ngs properly analyzed presuppose someth�ng they are
not; they are endlessly deferent�al.

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

The advantage th�s br�ngs to the understand�ng �s �t undoes th�s bl�nd conf�dence �n sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng
at the foundat�onal level (certa�nly not regard�ng how to send people to Mars or make a better cell
phone).
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Sculptor1 on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 12:19

Sc�ence only descr�bes the world and �n that descr�pt�on explanat�ons emerge.
But what else �s there?
There �s no explanat�on for th�ngs �n general what ever that means.
WHy are "THEY" to whom you refer? W�thout some sort of ev�dence you are just try�ng to
car�cature "some people", unspec�f�ed.
At least sc�ence extropolates from ev�dence. That �s maybe someth�ng you could take from sc�ence?

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

Sculptor1 wrote
Where �s your hegemony of sc�ence please?

My compla�nt �s that no sc�ence can prov�de an explanatory bas�s for th�ngs �n general, but people th�nk
l�ke th�s all the t�me. They th�nk the world �s what sc�ence says �t �s and beyond th�s, there �s only what
the pend�ng "parad�gmat�c sc�ent�f�c revolut�ons" w�ll eventually y�eld.



Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng doesn't even prov�de the proper start�ng place for a true explanatory bas�s of the
world.

A bold statement, w�th noth�ng beh�nd �t.

One has to �gnore what sc�ence says, that �s, suspend th�s (epoche) and look to what sc�ence
presupposes �n order to get to a foundat�on. And what one f�nds �n th�s approach �s that all th�ngs
properly analyzed presuppose someth�ng they are not; they are endlessly deferent�al. I say cat and you
ask me what th�s �s, and I have other �deas �nt he wa�t�ng, and for those I have other �deas, and th�s
never stops. foundat�ons all are deferent�al, so there are no foundat�ons. Sc�ence's world of emp�r�cal
concepts are the same.

You seem to be struggl�ng here.

The only true foundat�on �s the endless deferent�al nature of all knowledge cla�ms, and �nstead of
substance or mater�al�ty, we have no archemed�an po�nt to "leverage" mean�ng.

It's amus�ng to me that you th�nk you know "the only true foundat�on", but have fa�led to
demonstrate what that �s, and why �t m�ght be better than ver�f�abl�ty and fals�f�cat�on.

The advantage th�s br�ngs to the understand�ng �s �t undoes th�s bl�nd conf�dence �n sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng
at the foundat�onal level (certa�nly not regard�ng how to send people to Mars or make a better cell
phone). the upshot �s the encouragement of an all �nclus�veness of ontolog�cal pr�or�t�es: there �s no
longer any pr�v�lege g�ven to trad�t�onal ontolog�es, keep�ng �n m�nd that pr�v�leg�ng of th�s k�nd forces
�nterpretat�ons of our a�a�rs to be "of" or "�ssue from" the pr�v�leged �dea. The myster�es and the
a�ect�v�ty and all the th�ngs that human exper�ence IS, are restored to a nonreduct�ve place.

A b�t of a word salad here. You start th�s passage w�th an "�t", w�thout a clear �dea of what th�s "�t"
�s. I assume you mean " endless deferent�al nature of all knowledge cla�ms". What about
"Amer�can IS great aga�n"? What about "vacc�nes are ev�l"? What about "there �s no global
warm�ng"; "the ozone layer �s f�ne"; "CFCs are harmless"; " pol�o, typho�d, typhus, measles, AIDS,
scrofula, and plague are the works of the dev�l and ev�l sp�r�ts"?
"ALL" �s a very b�g category!
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 13:24



Stop there for a moment. What does th�s have to do w�th language?

1.65. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
F�rst I was wonder�ng �f you were say�ng what I descr�bed would count as sc�ence or not. You d�dn't
address that.
Secondly, do you not buy that what I was descr�b�ng could be accompl�shed where the person has no
language? If you don't buy that, why not?

Your quest�on was about whether one could hunt and not take a sc�ent�f�c approach �n do�ng so, and �f
sc�ence presupposes language, and hunt�ng �s a k�nd of sc�ence and hunt�ng can be conce�ved as a
nonl�ngu�st�c act�v�ty, then such th�ng would be a counterexample to language be�ng presupposed by
sc�ence.

Th�s �s what I took you to be say�ng. You ment�oned mak�ng pred�ct�ons spec�f�cally. A pred�ct�on �s a
log�cal cond�t�onal:
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Gert�e on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 13:45



1.38. by \  Hereandnow

Gert�e wrote
What the sc�ent�f�c method rel�es on �s that there �s a real world of stu� wh�ch our mental exper�ence
relates to, and we can know someth�ng about that stu�. Not perfectly or comprehens�vely, but well
enough to pass the tests of �nter-subject�ve agreement and pred�ctab�l�ty.

And that has g�ven us an �ncred�bly complex, coherent and useful work�ng model of a mater�al
world we share.

But you're r�ght to say sc�ence doesn't know how to go about expla�n�ng mental exper�ence - wh�ch
all �ts cla�ms are based �n. B�t of a paradox that one. And �mo suggests the fundamental nature of the
un�verse �s uncerta�n. Ph�losophy of m�nd �s com�ng up w�th all k�nds of speculat�ons about the
m�nd-body problem, but they rema�n �naccess�ble to test�ng - unless you have a suref�re method?

Mater�al�sm has �ts own untestable ph�losoph�cal hypotheses about how mental exper�ence m�ght
be reduc�ble to mater�al processes, �nclud�ng ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng. If you th�nk you have a better
ph�losoph�cal case, can you lay �t out as s�mply and clearly as poss? (Ser�ous request)

Because �t's easy to spot the flaws w�th the all the hypotheses, not so easy to conclus�vely argue
wh�ch one should be accepted as correct.

It �s not about test�ng and ver�f�cat�on and rel�ab�l�ty and the l�ke. These are fundamental to all we do
(put your socks on. How d�d you do that? A repeatedly conf�rmed theory about the way phys�cal th�ngs
behave, about mov�ng the arm and hands �n th�s way to produce a spec�f�c event. The method of
sc�ence �s unassa�lable and �s s�mply the method of l�v�ng and breath�ng.

And to the waste b�n w�th m�nd body matters. Th�s �s a false ontolog�cal problem because �t can only
make sense �f you can say what m�nd and body are such that they would be d��erent th�ngs
ontolog�cally--but the very nature of an ontolog�cal quest�on goes to a quest�on of Be�ng, what IS, and
here, there are no propert�es to d�st�ngu�sh. In ex�stence there are many d��erent th�ngs, states, all
d�st�ngu�shed by what we can say about them. We don't bel�eve these d��erences const�tute d��erences
OF Be�ng, just d��erences IN Be�ng.

Regard�ng the ser�ous request:

To establ�sh a truly foundat�onal ontology, one has to look where th�ngs that assume a foundat�on
have there �mpl�c�t assumpt�ons. All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even
gets to construct�ng tests tubes and telescopes, so the quest�on then �s, what �s language and log�c? the
OP says these belong to exper�ence, and exper�ence has a structure, and th�s structure �s one of t�me.
Past, present future. Thought and �ts "method" has a temporal structure, the ant�c�pat�ng of results
when spec�f�ed cond�t�ons are �n place (hence, the success �n repeatedly ty�ng my shoes properly).
Sc�ence �s, techn�cally speak�ng, all about what-w�ll-happen �f there �s th�s, or that �n place, or �f one
does th�s or that. Sc�ence doesn't have a problem; we ARE the sc�ent�f�c method �n a very real way, �n
every ant�c�pat�on of our l�ves there �s a h�story of a learned assoc�at�ons between what we do and
what w�ll happen. Th�s �s what cogn�t�on �s.

T�me �s the foundat�on of Be�ng, but �t �s not E�nste�n's t�me (an emp�r�cal concept based on
observat�on) but structural t�me, the structure of Be�ng �tself �n the exper�ence that produces ex�stence,
OUR ex�stence, that �s, wh�ch �s a temporal one. t�me that structures our exper�ence �s not beyond
exper�ence and E�nste�n conce�ved of relat�v�ty �n the temporally structured world of exper�ence.
Outs�de of th�s structure th�s t�me does not ex�st (unless �t �s �n some other such exper�ent�ally
structured t�me, as w�th God, but th�s �s an arb�trary �dea).



Thank you.

I struggled a b�t form�ng a (to me) coherent clear �dea of your bas�c cla�m and support�ng
arguments. Rather than p�ck over the whole th�ng, �t's perhaps s�mplest to focus on th�s part wh�ch
�s where you seem to end up -

and the whole �s exper�ence structured �n t�me, and then the matter turns to WHAT �s there. Everyth�ng.
Noth�ng excluded: love a�a�rs, hatreds, our anx�et�es, our eth�cs, traged�es, and so on: all conce�ved
structurally �n t�me and as the WHAT of ex�stence. All �s, to use a strange term, equ�pr�morl�al, mean�ng
no one �s reduc�ble to any other. Our a�a�rs are not reduc�ble to phys�cal real�t�es, but phys�cal real�t�es
belong to a spec�al�zed language sc�ent�sts use

,

OK th�s I th�nk I understand, and hopefully �s the g�st of your pos�t�on. I'm tak�ng th�s to be your
cla�m re the actual ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs.

But I would call th�s mon�st �deal�sm. Only exper�ence (structured �n t�me) ex�sts. The un�verse
does not �ndependently ex�st as a th�ng �n �tself, only as an exper�ent�al state. It's not just a cla�m
that we exper�enc�ng be�ngs can only KNOW about the un�verse �n the form of exper�ence, the cla�m
�s that only exper�ence ex�sts. Yes?

If so, how do you escape sol�ps�sm - or don't you?

Sc�ence's fa�lure to be su��c�ent for ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng �s not �n the method, but �n the content. I
mean, even �f I went full subject�ve �nto the deep recesses of my �nter�or�ty and actually found God and
the soul, th�s would be IN t�me, �n an ab�l�ty to ant�c�pate the next moment, br�ng up memor�es, see
that the usual �s not the case here �n order to have a contextual sett�ng that I can recogn�ze God as God.
The rub l�es w�th sc�ence's parad�gms that are exclus�vely spec�al�zed and emp�r�cal and �gnore the
phenomenon of exper�ence as �t �s. It takes parts of exper�ence and re�f�es them �nto be�ng-foundat�ons.
To me th�s �s ak�n to tak�ng kn�tt�ng, a spec�al�zed "part" as well, and def�n�ng the ex�stence �n terms of
the yarn and needle.

Ph�losophy �s supposed to take the most bas�c and �nclus�ve perspect�ve �n wh�ch one has pulled away
from the "parts" and attempts to be about the whole, and the whole �s exper�ence structured �n t�me,
and then the matter turns to WHAT �s there. Everyth�ng. Noth�ng excluded: love a�a�rs, hatreds, our
anx�et�es, our eth�cs, traged�es, and so on: all conce�ved structurally �n t�me and as the WHAT of
ex�stence. All �s, to use a strange term, equ�pr�morl�al, mean�ng no one �s reduc�ble to any other. Our
a�a�rs are not reduc�ble to phys�cal real�t�es, but phys�cal real�t�es belong to a spec�al�zed language
sc�ent�sts use, or we all use �n a casual way. Evolut�on �s not �n any way held suspect, to g�ve an
example. It �s a very compell�ng theory. But other actual�t�es are not reduc�ble to th�s, do not have the�r
explanatory bas�s �n th�s.

It �s sc�ence's hegemony that leads us to a pos�t�on that den�es the world's "parts" the�r r�ghtful
ontolog�cal status. And �f any hegemony should r�se, �t should be based on what �t IS, �ts "presence" as
an �rreduc�ble actual�ty. Of course, th�s �s the presence of a�ect�v�ty (a�ect), the very essence of
mean�ng �tself.



If not, �f your ontology �ncludes what we call bod�es an bra�ns and trees and rocks, then further
just�f�cat�on �s requ�red. If that �s the case, can you clearly and conc�sely spell that just�f�cat�on out?
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Hereandnow on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 13:46

Faustus5 wrote
Can you art�culate so much as one pract�cal d�sadvantage or hurt that �s caused by th�nk�ng
th�s way?

Take a look at the end of my post to Sculptor1 above. Sc�ence �s, l�ke all d�sc�pl�nes, pard�gmat�cally
f�xed, certa�nly open to research, but research rests w�th precedent. As we all know, th�s �s a good
th�ng, the sc�ent�f�c process, the hypothet�cal deduct�ve method (note the deduct�ve part �nd�cat�ng
that pr�or to any research whatever, one �s already equ�pped w�th �nterpretat�ve assumpt�ons. Only
noth�ng comes from noth�ng) and �t �s certa�nly not method that �s be�ng called �nto quest�on, �f
th�s �s what you mean by "th�nk�ng th�s way". The d�sadvantage l�es �n, f�rst, the pla�n fact that
ontology s�mply goes deeper than emp�r�cal analys�s and the po�nt �s to try to f�nd what th�s bottom
l�ne really �s �n ontology, and second, sc�ence as a foundat�onal ontology creates, as all such �deas,
an �nterpretat�ve b�as toward what sc�ence says �n all th�ngs. One may say, well, sc�ence has th�s
matter of the nature of thought, a�ect�v�ty, eth�cs, knowledge well �n hand, but w�th�n such a cla�m
�s a general d�m�ssal of th�ngs that are there, �n the fabr�c of the world, metaeth�cal
quest�ons,ex�stent�al quest�ons, rel�g�ous quest�ons, and the l�ke. Sc�ence cannot d�scuss anyth�ng
w�th pref�xed by "meta" for such th�ngs are by def�n�t�ons, beyond observat�on, yet they are also
unden�able. Our "genu�ne" foundat�on �n all th�ngs �s not f�xed,but open, and th�s openness IS the
r�ght ontology.

Can you po�nt out so much as one "proper" start�ng place for a "true explanatory bas�s of the world"
that has successfully sat�sf�ed bas�c human cur�os�ty and bas�c human needs to the degree than sc�ence
has?

If �t were a matter of solv�ng problems sc�ence has set for �tself, then there �s no doubt that sc�ence
has no compet�t�on. Step out of these sc�ent�f�c themes and move �nto eth�cs, rel�g�on, ex�stent�al
cr�ses, care, anx�ety, mystery, (keep �n m�nd that wh�le W�ttgenste�n would not about foundat�onal
myster�es, metavalue, he certa�nly put these unspeakables �n h�s thes�s) structures of exper�ence,
and so on, and there �s a new sense of revelat�on. Such, to use borrowed language, themat�z�ng of
the world �s not w�th�n the purv�ew of emp�r�cal sc�ence at all, for ph�losophy �s an apr�or� a�a�r.

So what? Why should anyone care?

Because the world �s �nf�n�tely more �nterest�ng than anyone can �mag�ne �f all there �s �s what
would call the �mpl�c�t n�h�l�sm of sc�ent�f�c theory �n form�ng a ph�losoph�cal ontology.

How �s th�s an advantage? Can you art�culate so much a s�ngle �mprovement to anyone's l�fe that
follows from suddenly lack�ng th�s "conf�dence"?



I would turn the quest�on back to you: If you d�sagree w�th the above, then you must th�nk that
sc�ence IS a proper source (not method, for method �s not �n quest�on here) for the k�nd of
foundat�onal th�nk�ng I have been talk�ng about. I would ask you to tell me how �ts parad�gms
address the expanse and depth of be�ng human.
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

You st�ll haven't shown any sort of d�sadvantage to g�v�ng sc�ence a preferred status when the goal
�s understand�ng the nature of the un�verse. I see a lot of hand-wav�ng, but noth�ng concrete.

Nobody l�terally d�sm�sses those �ssues. Smart folks just real�ze that d�scuss�ng them rat�onally
somet�mes requ�res tools that aren't �n the sc�ent�f�c toolbox. Th�s �s not a a b�g deal.

You could have been less lofty and vague and just wr�tten that "Step out of these sc�ent�f�c themes
and you need d��erent tools."

A. So your ent�re po�nt appears to be subject�ve and aesthet�c. Many of the rest of us just have
d��erent aesthet�c values.

1.77. by \  Hereandnow

The d�sadvantage l�es �n, f�rst, the pla�n fact that ontology s�mply goes deeper than emp�r�cal analys�s
and the po�nt �s to try to f�nd what th�s bottom l�ne really �s �n ontology, and second, sc�ence as a
foundat�onal ontology creates, as all such �deas, an �nterpretat�ve b�as toward what sc�ence says �n all
th�ngs.

1.77. by \  Hereandnow

One may say, well, sc�ence has th�s matter of the nature of thought, a�ect�v�ty, eth�cs, knowledge well
�n hand, but w�th�n such a cla�m �s a general d�m�ssal of th�ngs that are there, �n the fabr�c of the
world, metaeth�cal quest�ons,ex�stent�al quest�ons, rel�g�ous quest�ons, and the l�ke.

1.77. by \  Hereandnow

If �t were a matter of solv�ng problems sc�ence has set for �tself, then there �s no doubt that sc�ence has
no compet�t�on. Step out of these sc�ent�f�c themes and move �nto eth�cs, rel�g�on, ex�stent�al cr�ses,
care, anx�ety, mystery, (keep �n m�nd that wh�le W�ttgenste�n would not about foundat�onal myster�es,
metavalue, he certa�nly put these unspeakables �n h�s thes�s) structures of exper�ence, and so on, and
there �s a new sense of revelat�on.

1.77. by \  Hereandnow

Because the world �s �nf�n�tely more �nterest�ng than anyone can �mag�ne �f all there �s �s what would
call the �mpl�c�t n�h�l�sm of sc�ent�f�c theory �n form�ng a ph�losoph�cal ontology.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


B. Sc�ent�f�c theory �s not n�h�l�st�c.

I don't th�nk anyth�ng �s the proper source of the k�nd of foundat�onal th�nk�ng you have been
talk�ng about, because the quest�ons you are ask�ng and answers you are seek�ng seem to be
vaguely def�ned, by des�gn, and therefore utterly beyond hope. Any k�nd of ph�losoph�cal
d�scuss�on that ventures �nto �ll def�ned, vague terr�tory w�thout any hope of solv�ng genu�ne, real
problems for actual human be�ngs means noth�ng to me, so sc�ence �s foundat�on enough.

They don't. They aren't supposed to.

1.77. by \  Hereandnow

I would turn the quest�on back to you: If you d�sagree w�th the above, then you must th�nk that sc�ence
IS a proper source (not method, for method �s not �n quest�on here) for the k�nd of foundat�onal
th�nk�ng I have been talk�ng about.

1.77. by \  Hereandnow

I would ask you to tell me how �ts parad�gms address the expanse and depth of be�ng human.
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pre-sc�ent�f�c v�ew of the un�verse.
https://m�nmaxsunt.f�les.wordpress.com/ ... _small.g�f
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What sc�ence g�ves us
https://�.yt�mg.com/v�/VXoYEq8mSPM/hqdefault.jpg
https://www.space.com/�mages/�/000/009/ ... 1306819474
https://�.yt�mg.com/v�/hW�Hgj1yhJ4/maxresdefault.jpg

Obv�ously the world �s so much more �nterest�ng than sc�ence can portray
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https://minmaxsunt.files.wordpress.com/2012/03/ptolemaicsystem_small.gif
https://i.ytimg.com/vi/VXoYEq8mSPM/hqdefault.jpg
https://www.space.com/images/i/000/009/941/original/wise-telescope-galaxies-ic342.jpg?1306819474
https://i.ytimg.com/vi/hWiHgj1yhJ4/maxresdefault.jpg


Sculptor1 wrote

Sc�ence only descr�bes the world and �n that descr�pt�on explanat�ons emerge.
But what else �s there?
There �s no explanat�on for th�ngs �n general what ever that means.
WHy are "THEY" to whom you refer? W�thout some sort of ev�dence you are just try�ng to car�cature
"some people", unspec�f�ed.
At least sc�ence extropolates from ev�dence. That �s maybe someth�ng you could take from sc�ence?

There used to be such explanat�ons. They were called rel�g�ons, and everyone assumed there was a
metaphys�cal foundat�on to all th�ngs, even �f they couldn't spell the word; �t was there, always
already there: a mean�ng to mean�ng, �f you w�ll. We are cut loose now, many or most, but the
rel�g�ous d�mens�on of our ex�stence wh�ch made publ�c rel�g�ons necessary �n the f�rst place
cannot be d�sm�ssed. Th�s cutt�ng loose �s a very good th�ng, no doubt, but what are we cut loose
�nto? If the sc�ence that gave r�se to the collect�ve d�s�llus�onment were to be carr�ed to �ts
explanatory conclus�on, then n�h�l�sm ensues--- ep�stemolog�cal, eth�cal, and across the board.

My argument �s that th�s only comes about �n the error that comes out of turn�ng sc�ence �nto a
foundat�onal ontology.

A lot of your comments would f�nd the�r responses �n the my post to Faustus5 just pr�or to th�s one.
You mean WHO are they? It �s an assumpt�on based on read�ng what people say and observ�ng the
b�as �n the�r thoughts, a b�as they don't even know they have. And I don't th�nk �t �s wrong at all to
say �n th�s post modern age where rel�g�on and trad�t�on �s sl�pp�ng away, there �s noth�ng to f�ll
that space. See S�mon Cr�tchley's Very L�ttle..Almost Noth�ng for a more complete exam�nat�on of
th�s.

A bold statement, w�th noth�ng beh�nd �t.

As a rule, �t �s a good �dea to read an ent�re post before comment�ng. Quest�ons l�ke th�s are often
answered further on.

You seem to be struggl�ng here.

It �s unfam�l�ar to you, I know. Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng has a mass�ve background, granted, BUT: If
you follow the �deas as they are stated and g�ve them the�r "due d�l�gence" �f you w�ll, you w�ll f�nd
they make sense. If you make an observat�on �n the world, what IS an observat�on as such? I mean,
a sc�ent�st does not ask such a quest�on, yet there the quest�on �s. Th�s �s an ontolog�cal quest�on,
for �t asks one to look closely at the structure of exper�ence �tself, an apr�or� �nvest�gat�on.
Rel�g�on, theology have taken a ser�ous back seat to human understand�ng �n our "age (or post
age)of reason" and sc�ence �s a b�t l�ke a deer �n headl�ghts star�ng �nto the abyss. All �t can do (and
should do) �s turn �ts back to foundat�onal matters, and the job �s left to ph�losophy (the one true
rel�g�on). If ph�losophy �s conce�ved as st�ll grounded �n sc�ence, �t spectacularly m�sses the po�nt.
The po�nt �s to recover the ground left open by rel�g�on an a way of sound log�cal th�nk�ng.
Unfortunately, soundness depends on prem�ses be�ng true, and th�s k�nd of truth gets unclear,
problemat�c �n ex�stent�al matters. But so what? A pos�t�v�st's clar�ty �s s�mply a res�duum of
sc�ence's need for prec�s�on. Th�s �s one part of my compla�nt, and a b�g one: our world gets very
�nterest�ng, even revelatory, beneath the sk�n of sc�ence's assumpt�ons.



It's amus�ng to me that you th�nk you know "the only true foundat�on", but have fa�led to demonstrate
what that �s, and why �t m�ght be better than ver�f�abl�ty and fals�f�cat�on.

No problem, keep �n m�nd that the very br�ef �deas put forth here so far are �n themselves
compell�ng, but �t does take some �nterpretat�ve reach. Here �s my pa�nfully conc�se response to
Gert�e. There are flaws, one or two. E.g., the �rreduc�b�l�ty of ANY not�on �s really another �ssue, and
veyr hard to talk about.

Regard�ng the ser�ous request:

To establ�sh a truly foundat�onal ontology, one has to look where th�ngs that assume a foundat�on have
there �mpl�c�t assumpt�ons. All sc�ence �s a construct of language and log�c before �t �s ever even gets to
construct�ng tests tubes and telescopes, so the quest�on then �s, what �s language and log�c? the OP says
these belong to exper�ence, and exper�ence has a structure, and th�s structure �s one of t�me. Past, present
future. Thought and �ts "method" has a temporal structure, the ant�c�pat�ng of results when spec�f�ed
cond�t�ons are �n place (hence, the success �n repeatedly ty�ng my shoes properly). Sc�ence �s, techn�cally
speak�ng, all about what-w�ll-happen �f there �s th�s, or that �n place, or �f one does th�s or that. Sc�ence
doesn't have a problem; we ARE the sc�ent�f�c method �n a very real way, �n every ant�c�pat�on of our l�ves
there �s a h�story of a learned assoc�at�ons between what we do and what w�ll happen. Th�s �s what
cogn�t�on �s.

T�me �s the foundat�on of Be�ng, but �t �s not E�nste�n's t�me (an emp�r�cal concept based on observat�on)
but structural t�me, the structure of Be�ng �tself �n the exper�ence that produces ex�stence, OUR ex�stence,
that �s, wh�ch �s a temporal one. t�me that structures our exper�ence �s not beyond exper�ence and E�nste�n
conce�ved of relat�v�ty �n the temporally structured world of exper�ence. Outs�de of th�s structure th�s t�me
does not ex�st (unless �t �s �n some other such exper�ent�ally structured t�me, as w�th God, but th�s �s an
arb�trary �dea).

Sc�ence's fa�lure to be su��c�ent for ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng �s not �n the method, but �n the content. I mean,
even �f I went full subject�ve �nto the deep recesses of my �nter�or�ty and actually found God and the soul,
th�s would be IN t�me, �n an ab�l�ty to ant�c�pate the next moment, br�ng up memor�es, see that the usual
�s not the case here �n order to have a contextual sett�ng that I can recogn�ze God as God. The rub l�es w�th
sc�ence's parad�gms that are exclus�vely spec�al�zed and emp�r�cal and �gnore the phenomenon of
exper�ence as �t �s. It takes parts of exper�ence and re�f�es them �nto be�ng-foundat�ons. To me th�s �s ak�n
to tak�ng kn�tt�ng, a spec�al�zed "part" as well, and def�n�ng the ex�stence �n terms of the yarn and needle.

Ph�losophy �s supposed to take the most bas�c and �nclus�ve perspect�ve �n wh�ch one has pulled away
from the "parts" and attempts to be about the whole, and the whole �s exper�ence structured �n t�me, and
then the matter turns to WHAT �s there. Everyth�ng. Noth�ng excluded: love a�a�rs, hatreds, our anx�et�es,
our eth�cs, traged�es, and so on: all conce�ved structurally �n t�me and as the WHAT of ex�stence. All �s, to
use a strange term, equ�pr�morl�al, mean�ng no one �s reduc�ble to any other. Our a�a�rs are not reduc�ble
to phys�cal real�t�es, but phys�cal real�t�es belong to a spec�al�zed language sc�ent�sts use, or we all use �n a
casual way. Evolut�on �s not �n any way held suspect, to g�ve an example. It �s a very compell�ng theory.
But other actual�t�es are not reduc�ble to th�s, do not have the�r explanatory bas�s �n th�s.

It �s sc�ence's hegemony that leads us to a pos�t�on that den�es the world's "parts" the�r r�ghtful
ontolog�cal status. And �f any hegemony should r�se, �t should be based on what �t IS, �ts "presence" as an



�rreduc�ble actual�ty. Of course, th�s �s the presence of a�ect�v�ty (a�ect), the very essence of mean�ng
�tself.
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Faustus5 wrote
Nobody l�terally d�sm�sses those �ssues. Smart folks just real�ze that d�scuss�ng them
rat�onally somet�mes requ�res tools that aren't �n the sc�ent�f�c toolbox. Th�s �s not a a b�g deal.

Then I am glad � ran �nto a smart folk l�ke you. Tell me, how do smart folks deal w�th such th�ngs?
Not a tough quest�on for you s�nce �t �s, after all, not a b�g deal.

You could have been less lofty and vague and just wr�tten that "Step out of these sc�ent�f�c themes and
you need d��erent tools."

I had to look back at what I wrote. THAT �s lofty and vague??? Look, �t's not. I wr�te the way I wr�te.

A. So your ent�re po�nt appears to be subject�ve and aesthet�c. Many of the rest of us just have d��erent
aesthet�c values.

B. Sc�ent�f�c theory �s not n�h�l�st�c.

Aga�n, I am glad you brought th�s forward. How �s sc�ent�f�c theory not n�h�l�st�c? That �s, what �s
there �n the emp�r�cal exam�nat�on of the world that generates a metaeth�cs? For n�h�l�sm IS a
metaphys�cal thes�s. It goes to the mean�ng of mean�ng, the value of value. At the more mundane
level of th�nk�ng, there �s mean�ng and knowledge and free w�eld�ng engagement. but the matters
be�ng ra�sed here have to w�th tak�ng such a�a�rs AS ontolog�cally foundat�onal.

No, �t's not about �rreconc�lable d��erences, as when someone l�kes one th�ng wh�le another does
not, at all. It �s a cla�m that goes to what �t �s to be culturally led astray. Th�s ph�losophy forum reeks
of pos�t�v�sm. It �s an error that needs correct�ng.
I don't th�nk anyth�ng �s the proper source of the k�nd of foundat�onal th�nk�ng you have been talk�ng
about, because the quest�ons you are ask�ng and answers you are seek�ng seem to be vaguely def�ned, by
des�gn, and therefore utterly beyond hope. Any k�nd of ph�losoph�cal d�scuss�on that ventures �nto �ll
def�ned, vague terr�tory w�thout any hope of solv�ng genu�ne, real problems for actual human be�ngs
means noth�ng to me, so sc�ence �s foundat�on enough.

No, no, no. There �s a LOT out there. You are just d�sm�ss�ve because your educat�on �s
ph�losoph�cally, ontolog�cally rudderless, and th�s �s because you don't read beyond sc�ence �nto
sc�ence's and exper�ence's underp�nn�ngs. Read Kant, K�erkegaard, Hegel (of whom I know less
than others), Husserl, F�nk, Lev�nas, Blanchot, Henry, Nancy (the French are extraord�nary)
He�degger, Husserl, even Derr�da, and others. THIS �s where ph�losophy gets �nterest�ng.

Ö Ü
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pla�n fact that ontology s�mply goes deeper than emp�r�cal analys�s and the po�nt �s to try to f�nd what
th�s bottom l�ne really �s �n ontology

But ontology has no bottom l�ne, there �s no foundat�on. We just w�sh there was one. All human
explanat�on �s deep down �nherently c�rcular and descr�pt�ve.

We can merely come up w�th more and more accurate c�rcular descr�pt�ons of the known ex�stence.
And the sc�ent�f�c process, though pretty one-s�ded and �nstrumental�st, has helped tremendously
to see more clearly.

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng doesn't even prov�de the proper start�ng place for a true explanatory bas�s of the
world. One has to �gnore what sc�ence says, that �s, suspend th�s (epoche) and look to what sc�ence
presupposes �n order to get to a foundat�on.
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

You already know the answer, don't play coy. On th�s we both agree--sc�ence has, at best, a very
l�m�ted contr�but�on to make when the �ssues be�ng d�scussed �nvolve eth�cal, pol�t�cal, or aesthet�c
values.

Just about everyone knows th�s, so you are wast�ng t�me and space pretend�ng there �s a huge
problem here.

N�h�l�sm �s a spec�f�c conclus�on that can only be drawn w�th�n non-sc�ent�f�c k�nds of d�scourse. I
don't know what k�nds of po�nts you th�nk you are scor�ng by play�ng these k�nds of games.

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

Then I am glad � ran �nto a smart folk l�ke you. Tell me, how do smart folks deal w�th such th�ngs? Not
a tough quest�on for you s�nce �t �s, after all, not a b�g deal.

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

Aga�n, I am glad you brought th�s forward. How �s sc�ent�f�c theory not n�h�l�st�c?

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Noth�ng. T�me to move on.

If you were actually talk�ng about pos�t�v�sm, that would be someth�ng, but you aren't.

No, I just have very d��erent rudders than you.

I have no �nterest at all �n any of those folks. None whatsoever.

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

That �s, what �s there �n the emp�r�cal exam�nat�on of the world that generates a metaeth�cs?

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

Th�s ph�losophy forum reeks of pos�t�v�sm. It �s an error that needs correct�ng.

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

You are just d�sm�ss�ve because your educat�on �s ph�losoph�cally, ontolog�cally rudderless. . .

1.82. by \  Hereandnow

THIS �s where ph�losophy gets �nterest�ng.
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Gert�e wrote
I struggled a b�t form�ng a (to me) coherent clear �dea of your bas�c cla�m and support�ng
arguments. Rather than p�ck over the whole th�ng, �t's perhaps s�mplest to focus on th�s part wh�ch �s
where you seem to end up -

All I can say beyond th�s �s, why not do what I d�d several years back? Get a n�ce readable copy of
He�degger's Be�ng and T�me (Macquarr�e's translat�on the one I know), set a s�de s�gn�f�cant t�me,
and just dec�de you are go�ng to read th�s and understand what he �s say�ng. The �nternet �s a wealth
of helpful commentary. If you l�ke, I can send you many pdf papers, books. Once you are IN IT, and
you start to understand He�degger's phenomenology, you w�ll see what these �deas are really about.
You w�ll have to read Kant's Cr�t�que of Pure Reason, too, though. Then Husserl, then so many.

I am by no means a scholar on th�s. I read, I wr�te w�th pretty good understand�ng, and th�s �s all I
want. See Lev Shestov's All Th�ngs Are Poss�ble: ph�losophy should be a real engagement that
beg�ns w�th a wonder and bew�lderment and anx�ety about what �t means to be here at all, thrown
�nto a world. See K�erkegaard's poor sap �n Repet�t�on. One of my favor�tes:

I st�ck my f�nger �nto the world—�t has no
smell. Where am I? What does �t mean to say: the world?
What �s the mean�ng of that word? Who tr�cked me �nto th�s



whole th�ng and leaves me stand�ng here? Who am I? How
d�d I get �nto the world? Why was I not asked about �t, why
was I not �nformed of the rules and regulat�ons but just thrust
�nto the ranks as �f I had been bought from a peddl�ng
shangha�er21 of human be�ngs? How d�d I get �nvolved �n
th�s b�g enterpr�se called actual�ty? Why should I be �nvolved? Isn't �t a matter of cho�ce? And �f I am
compelled to
be �nvolved, where �s the manager—I have someth�ng to say
about th�s.

It �s not a world of sc�ence we are thrown �nto, but a world of n�ghtmares, loves, powerful w�th
mean�ng. Ph�losophy �s the pursu�t of mean�ng, not propos�t�onal knowledge.

OK th�s I th�nk I understand, and hopefully �s the g�st of your pos�t�on. I'm tak�ng th�s to be your cla�m
re the actual ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs.

But I would call th�s mon�st �deal�sm. Only exper�ence (structured �n t�me) ex�sts. The un�verse does not
�ndependently ex�st as a th�ng �n �tself, only as an exper�ent�al state. It's not just a cla�m that we
exper�enc�ng be�ngs can only KNOW about the un�verse �n the form of exper�ence, the cla�m �s that only
exper�ence ex�sts. Yes?

If so, how do you escape sol�ps�sm - or don't you?

If not, �f your ontology �ncludes what we call bod�es an bra�ns and trees and rocks, then further
just�f�cat�on �s requ�red. If that �s the case, can you clearly and conc�sely spell that just�f�cat�on out?

It �s very clear that exper�ence �s put together w�th an �n and an out. There �s that over there, and I
am here. He�degger, I remember, says, �n e�ect: what �s space? It �s under the couch, over the
mounta�n, round the house, just beyond that h�ll, next the car, and so on. Our language �s, at the
level of ontology, �nterpretat�ve, mean�ng �s what language does, and beyond th�s, there �s only an
openness, the ab�l�ty of language to create further d�sclosure poss�b�l�t�es. To speak of th�ngs that
are not qual�f�ed �n any way by what words, h�story, culture can say �s �mposs�ble. Th�s �s whywe
have terms l�ke �ne�ab�l�ty or transcendence. when you look at an object, �t �s always, already laden
w�th �nterpretat�on; that's what �t means to be an object. But there �s th�s openness, th�s front�er
where language seeks, makes metaphors and poet�c�zes the world. He�degger thought that through
h�story, metaphys�cs has undone th�s pr�mord�al �nt�macy w�th our be�ng here. He �s all about th�s
al�enat�on from someth�ng the Greeks perhaps �n part had. Others after He�degger, take up th�s
extraord�nary ab�l�ty we have to encounter the world ontolog�cally, a stepp�ng OUT of the normal
range of mean�ng mak�ng, and behold�ng the world �n wonder and anx�ety.

I don't have all of th�s perfectly r�ght, but so what? A lot of �t �s, and �s you take up read�ng
ex�stent�al�sm, we can talk about �t. I am read�ng Be�ng and T�me for the second t�me r�ght now.

As to sol�ps�sm, the world �s hermeneut�cally conce�ved. All terms are to be understood as part of a
work �n progress of human dase�n. There are no absolutes, but �n our system of thought and
judgment and mean�ng, there �s that wh�ch �s not me, there are others, other people, other th�ngs;
we are surrounded by others. What �s otherness? the mean�ng l�es the language about others, wh�ch



�s �nterpretat�ve �n nature. I say you,over there, where �s the other one you were w�th? We have
mass�ve language or�entat�on for talk�ng about others, but the foundat�onal ontology �s
�nterpretat�ve, not subject�ve. All of th�s otherness around us �s there as otherness, and th�s �s
conta�ned �n the �nterpretat�ve poss�b�l�t�es.

The old fash�oned way to th�nk about the world, the dual�sms, the compet�ng ontolog�es, all y�eld
to a phenomenolog�cal, hermeneut�cal, ontology. In themselves, th�ngs all around us are
unspeakable. BUT, and th�s �s the BIG and fasc�nat�ng th�ng about how works, and �t �s not
He�degger, but Lev�nas and other post He�degger�ans: In th�s �nterpretat�ve f�eld before us, what �s
�nt�mated non l�ngu�s�t�cally (though we do understand that l�ngu�st�cs �s, as all terms, an
�nterpretat�ve a�a�r) �s, to use K�ekegaard's term, actual�ty, and wh�le we cannot say what th�s
really �s (wh�ch would be a l�ke look�ng �nto the rat�onal m�nd of God) we exper�ence �t
qual�tat�vely, and these qual�t�es are a�ect�ve �n nature, the car�ng, lov�ng, valu�ng and so on. th�s
�s a d�mens�on of Be�ng that looks beyond. to see how th�s goes, see Lev�nas' total�ty and Inf�n�ty. A
tough read by any standard, but totally worth �t.
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Angel Tr�smeg�stus on >  24 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 21:36

Th�s has been an outstand�ng thread �n every respect: top�c, theme, thes�s, d�scuss�on. Kudos to all
�nvolved.
Ph�losoph�cal laurels to Hereandnow not only for h�s form�dable defense of ph�losophy but also for
h�s ma�ntenance of the h�gh level of d�scuss�on.

I bel�eve the follow�ng paper �s on po�nt.
I post �t for the enjoyment of my fellow members.

Natural ph�losophy redux
The great spl�t between sc�ence and ph�losophy must be repa�red. Only then can we answer the
urgent, fundamental problems

1.3. by \  Hereandnow

...
All th�s means that when sc�ence makes �ts moves to "say" what the world �s, �t �s only r�ght w�th�n the
scope of �ts f�eld. But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any
more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all �nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t
such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply perverse.

Sc�ence: know your place! It �s not ph�losophy.



There are dec�s�ve grounds for hold�ng that we need to br�ng about a revolut�on �n ph�losophy, a
revolut�on �n sc�ence, and then put the two together aga�n to create a modern vers�on of natural
ph�losophy.

Once upon a t�me, �t was not just that ph�losophy was a part of sc�ence; rather, sc�ence was a branch of
ph�losophy. We need to remember that modern sc�ence began as natural ph�losophy – a development
of ph�losophy, an adm�xture of ph�losophy and sc�ence. Today, we th�nk of Gal�leo, Johannes Kepler,
W�ll�am Harvey, Robert Boyle, Chr�st�aan Huygens, Robert Hooke, Edmond Halley and, of course, Isaac
Newton as tra�lblaz�ng sc�ent�sts, wh�le we th�nk of Franc�s Bacon, René Descartes, Thomas Hobbes,
John Locke, Baruch Sp�noza and Gottfr�ed Le�bn�z as ph�losophers. That d�v�s�on �s, however,
someth�ng we �mpose on the past. It �s profoundly anachron�st�c.

At the t�me, they would all have thought of themselves as natural ph�losophers.

Read more here:
https://aeon.co/essays/br�ng-back-sc�en ... ph�losophy
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Steve3007 on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 08:15

Consul wrote:Orn�thology �s useful to b�rds because orn�tholog�cal knowledge �s useful to b�rd
conservat�on.

Fa�r po�nt. By the way, I don't personally agree w�th Feynman on that.
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Gert�e on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 13:32

https://aeon.co/essays/bring-back-science-and-philosophy-as-natural-philosophy


1.85. by \  Hereandnow

Gert�e wrote
I struggled a b�t form�ng a (to me) coherent clear �dea of your bas�c cla�m and support�ng
arguments. Rather than p�ck over the whole th�ng, �t's perhaps s�mplest to focus on th�s part wh�ch �s
where you seem to end up -

All I can say beyond th�s �s, why not do what I d�d several years back? Get a n�ce readable copy of
He�degger's Be�ng and T�me (Macquarr�e's translat�on the one I know), set a s�de s�gn�f�cant t�me, and
just dec�de you are go�ng to read th�s and understand what he �s say�ng. The �nternet �s a wealth of
helpful commentary. If you l�ke, I can send you many pdf papers, books. Once you are IN IT, and you
start to understand He�degger's phenomenology, you w�ll see what these �deas are really about. You
w�ll have to read Kant's Cr�t�que of Pure Reason, too, though. Then Husserl, then so many.

I am by no means a scholar on th�s. I read, I wr�te w�th pretty good understand�ng, and th�s �s all I
want. See Lev Shestov's All Th�ngs Are Poss�ble: ph�losophy should be a real engagement that beg�ns
w�th a wonder and bew�lderment and anx�ety about what �t means to be here at all, thrown �nto a
world. See K�erkegaard's poor sap �n Repet�t�on. One of my favor�tes:

I st�ck my f�nger �nto the world—�t has no
smell. Where am I? What does �t mean to say: the world?
What �s the mean�ng of that word? Who tr�cked me �nto th�s
whole th�ng and leaves me stand�ng here? Who am I? How
d�d I get �nto the world? Why was I not asked about �t, why
was I not �nformed of the rules and regulat�ons but just thrust
�nto the ranks as �f I had been bought from a peddl�ng
shangha�er21 of human be�ngs? How d�d I get �nvolved �n
th�s b�g enterpr�se called actual�ty? Why should I be �nvolved? Isn't �t a matter of cho�ce? And �f I am
compelled to
be �nvolved, where �s the manager—I have someth�ng to say
about th�s.

It �s not a world of sc�ence we are thrown �nto, but a world of n�ghtmares, loves, powerful w�th
mean�ng. Ph�losophy �s the pursu�t of mean�ng, not propos�t�onal knowledge.

OK th�s I th�nk I understand, and hopefully �s the g�st of your pos�t�on. I'm tak�ng th�s to be your
cla�m re the actual ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs.

But I would call th�s mon�st �deal�sm. Only exper�ence (structured �n t�me) ex�sts. The un�verse does
not �ndependently ex�st as a th�ng �n �tself, only as an exper�ent�al state. It's not just a cla�m that we
exper�enc�ng be�ngs can only KNOW about the un�verse �n the form of exper�ence, the cla�m �s that
only exper�ence ex�sts. Yes?

If so, how do you escape sol�ps�sm - or don't you?

If not, �f your ontology �ncludes what we call bod�es an bra�ns and trees and rocks, then further
just�f�cat�on �s requ�red. If that �s the case, can you clearly and conc�sely spell that just�f�cat�on out?

It �s very clear that exper�ence �s put together w�th an �n and an out. There �s that over there, and I am
here. He�degger, I remember, says, �n e�ect: what �s space? It �s under the couch, over the mounta�n,
round the house, just beyond that h�ll, next the car, and so on. Our language �s, at the level of ontology,
�nterpretat�ve, mean�ng �s what language does, and beyond th�s, there �s only an openness, the ab�l�ty



I l�ke the not�on of str�pp�ng away assumpt�ons and try�ng to approach the nature of exper�ence
afresh, and I agree that th�s �s all that �s d�rectly known, the exper�ence �tself. The nature of of what
the exper�ence �s 'about', the 'external other', can not be known �n that f�rst person way.

So sc�ence has to rely on d��erent cr�ter�a to create work�ng models of what our exper�ence �s
about, what the contents of exper�ence refer to, where mean�ng and matter�ng f�t �n. And the place
where �t gets stuck - how phenomenal exper�ence �t m�ght ar�se. Wh�ch leaves open the poss�b�l�ty
that exper�ence �s fundamental . (Tho phys�cal�sts - not phys�cs wh�ch has no place for exper�ence
�n �ts model - have a preference for mater�al stu� as fundamental and exper�ence as reduc�ble,
be�ng somehow an emergent or other property of mater�al stu�).

I don't th�nk th�s �s, or need be, d���cult to understand, or part�cularly controvers�al. Even the
sc�ent�f�c f�nd�ngs themselves suggest our methods of attr�but�ng qual�t�es (l�ke mater�al stu�,
grav�ty or whatever) come from a way of exper�enc�ng those th�ngs wh�ch �s rooted �n evolut�onary
ut�l�ty from a l�m�ted f�rst person pov, not an all know�ng god's eye po�nt of v�ew.

But a phenomenolog�cal methodology only rel�ant on �nternal �ntrospect�on about the nature of
exper�ence has problems too. It �s open to sol�ps�sm (any talk of 'we exper�ence...' �s an unfounded

of language to create further d�sclosure poss�b�l�t�es. To speak of th�ngs that are not qual�f�ed �n any
way by what words, h�story, culture can say �s �mposs�ble. Th�s �s whywe have terms l�ke �ne�ab�l�ty or
transcendence. when you look at an object, �t �s always, already laden w�th �nterpretat�on; that's what
�t means to be an object. But there �s th�s openness, th�s front�er where language seeks, makes
metaphors and poet�c�zes the world. He�degger thought that through h�story, metaphys�cs has undone
th�s pr�mord�al �nt�macy w�th our be�ng here. He �s all about th�s al�enat�on from someth�ng the Greeks
perhaps �n part had. Others after He�degger, take up th�s extraord�nary ab�l�ty we have to encounter the
world ontolog�cally, a stepp�ng OUT of the normal range of mean�ng mak�ng, and behold�ng the world
�n wonder and anx�ety.

I don't have all of th�s perfectly r�ght, but so what? A lot of �t �s, and �s you take up read�ng
ex�stent�al�sm, we can talk about �t. I am read�ng Be�ng and T�me for the second t�me r�ght now.

As to sol�ps�sm, the world �s hermeneut�cally conce�ved. All terms are to be understood as part of a
work �n progress of human dase�n. There are no absolutes, but �n our system of thought and judgment
and mean�ng, there �s that wh�ch �s not me, there are others, other people, other th�ngs; we are
surrounded by others. What �s otherness? the mean�ng l�es the language about others, wh�ch �s
�nterpretat�ve �n nature. I say you,over there, where �s the other one you were w�th? We have mass�ve
language or�entat�on for talk�ng about others, but the foundat�onal ontology �s �nterpretat�ve, not
subject�ve. All of th�s otherness around us �s there as otherness, and th�s �s conta�ned �n the
�nterpretat�ve poss�b�l�t�es.

The old fash�oned way to th�nk about the world, the dual�sms, the compet�ng ontolog�es, all y�eld to a
phenomenolog�cal, hermeneut�cal, ontology. In themselves, th�ngs all around us are unspeakable. BUT,
and th�s �s the BIG and fasc�nat�ng th�ng about how works, and �t �s not He�degger, but Lev�nas and
other post He�degger�ans: In th�s �nterpretat�ve f�eld before us, what �s �nt�mated non l�ngu�s�t�cally
(though we do understand that l�ngu�st�cs �s, as all terms, an �nterpretat�ve a�a�r) �s, to use
K�ekegaard's term, actual�ty, and wh�le we cannot say what th�s really �s (wh�ch would be a l�ke
look�ng �nto the rat�onal m�nd of God) we exper�ence �t qual�tat�vely, and these qual�t�es are a�ect�ve
�n nature, the car�ng, lov�ng, valu�ng and so on. th�s �s a d�mens�on of Be�ng that looks beyond. to see
how th�s goes, see Lev�nas' total�ty and Inf�n�ty. A tough read by any standard, but totally worth �t.



assumpt�on), the problem of blurr�ng knowledge w�th the actual state of a�a�rs, and the bl�nd�ngly
obv�ous problem of b�as. So a methodology wh�ch assumes exper�ence �s a perfect god's eye access
to all that �s actual/real/ex�sts �s also unwarranted.

So wh�le each methodology, �nternal reflect�on and external modell�ng based on the contents of our
percept�ons, reason�ng, etc, can potent�ally each 'conta�n' the other, ne�ther has clear just�f�cat�on
to do so or cla�m pr�macy. Wh�ch �s a b�t whacky. But to me, that's not necessar�ly beyond
explanat�on. But �t certa�nly requ�res an ontolog�cal explanat�on. That's the ontolog�cal d�lemma I
th�nk we're �n.
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Pattern-chaser on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 14:20

Sc�ence descr�bes the phys�cal world, yes.

To us, there �s a mental world, wh�ch �s perhaps most clearly seen as our soc�al world. The world of
news, pol�t�cs, fash�on, drama, enterta�nment and the �nternet; the world �n wh�ch we all seem to
l�ve our l�ves. The phys�cal world �s almost a mute backdrop to the world of Just�n B�eber,
#BlackL�vesMatter and JK Rowl�ng. Th�s may not be accurate from many perspect�ves, but �t �s the
real�ty of l�fe for most of us (those who are not too poor to be part of �t). That's 'what else there �s'.

1.74. by Sculptor1

Sc�ence only descr�bes the world and �n that descr�pt�on explanat�ons emerge.

1.74. by Sculptor1

But what else �s there?
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Pattern-chaser on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 14:46

As regards the general hegemony of sc�ence, here are l�nks to a couple of art�cles that
�llustrate, �n the part�cular case of CoV�D-19, how there �s a lot more to �t than just sc�ence.
A cla�m to be 'follow�ng the sc�ence' �s absurd. Med�cal sc�ence has much to contr�bute, agreed, but
so has econom�cs, pol�t�cs, med�a-pressure, and the �mmense d���culty of putt�ng plans �nto
pract�ce �n the real world. Here are the l�nks.

sc�ent�sts-cr�t�c�se-uk-government-over-follow�ng-the-sc�ence

follow�ng-the-sc�ence-�n-the-cov�d-19-pandem�c

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/apr/23/scientists-criticise-uk-government-over-following-the-science
https://www.nuffieldbioethics.org/blog/following-the-science-in-the-covid-19-pandemic


Th�s �s just one example of sc�ence not be�ng the whole answer to a part�cular problem. There are
many more. Because of the spectacular success of sc�ence, I assume, sc�ence �s regularly appl�ed �n
s�tuat�ons where �t �s ne�ther relevant or helpful. Th�s detracts unfa�rly from sc�ence, and �mpacts
unfa�rly on all of us. The hegemony of sc�ence �s perhaps most obv�ous �n ph�losophy forums,
where �t �s touted by object�v�sts/sc�enc�sts as the only acceptable tool for the �nvest�gat�on of l�fe,
the un�verse and everyth�ng. There �s noth�ng at all wrong w�th sc�ence, but �t �s not the one and
only un�versal means of learn�ng. I bel�eve that's what th�s thread �s try�ng to �llustrate. But I've
been wrong before.... o
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Sculptor1 on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 15:03

That's your �nternal world wh�ch �s not exam�nable except by your pers�stence to keep on about �t.
Sc�ence �f �t has hegemony or not does not stop you nor does �t �nterfere w�th you do�ng that.
So noth�ng else to exam�ne the actual world.

1.89. by Pattern-chaser

Sc�ence descr�bes the phys�cal world, yes.

To us, there �s a mental world, wh�ch �s perhaps most clearly seen as our soc�al world. The world of
news, pol�t�cs, fash�on, drama, enterta�nment and the �nternet; the world �n wh�ch we all seem to l�ve
our l�ves. The phys�cal world �s almost a mute backdrop to the world of Just�n B�eber,
#BlackL�vesMatter and JK Rowl�ng. Th�s may not be accurate from many perspect�ves, but �t �s the
real�ty of l�fe for most of us (those who are not too poor to be part of �t). That's 'what else there �s'.

1.74. by Sculptor1

Sc�ence only descr�bes the world and �n that descr�pt�on explanat�ons emerge.

1.74. by Sculptor1

But what else �s there?
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Sculptor1 on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 15:05

We m�ght do better d�scuss�on the absurd hegemony of Soc�al med�a and fake news that
plagues the world
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Atla on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 15:14

Maybe th�s �s just my v�ew, but how can anyone, who hasn't already re-un�f�ed 'sc�ence' and
'ph�losophy', be taken ser�ously to beg�n w�th?

1.86. by Angel Tr�smeg�stus

I bel�eve the follow�ng paper �s on po�nt.
I post �t for the enjoyment of my fellow members.

Natural ph�losophy redux
The great spl�t between sc�ence and ph�losophy must be repa�red. Only then can we answer the
urgent, fundamental problems

There are dec�s�ve grounds for hold�ng that we need to br�ng about a revolut�on �n ph�losophy, a
revolut�on �n sc�ence, and then put the two together aga�n to create a modern vers�on of natural
ph�losophy.

Once upon a t�me, �t was not just that ph�losophy was a part of sc�ence; rather, sc�ence was a branch
of ph�losophy. We need to remember that modern sc�ence began as natural ph�losophy – a
development of ph�losophy, an adm�xture of ph�losophy and sc�ence. Today, we th�nk of Gal�leo,
Johannes Kepler, W�ll�am Harvey, Robert Boyle, Chr�st�aan Huygens, Robert Hooke, Edmond Halley
and, of course, Isaac Newton as tra�lblaz�ng sc�ent�sts, wh�le we th�nk of Franc�s Bacon, René
Descartes, Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, Baruch Sp�noza and Gottfr�ed Le�bn�z as ph�losophers. That
d�v�s�on �s, however, someth�ng we �mpose on the past. It �s profoundly anachron�st�c.

At the t�me, they would all have thought of themselves as natural ph�losophers.

Read more here:
https://aeon.co/essays/br�ng-back-sc�en ... ph�losophy
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Angel Tr�smeg�stus on >  25 Ağustos 2020 Salı 16:31

https://aeon.co/essays/bring-back-science-and-philosophy-as-natural-philosophy


Isn't that prec�sely what Maxwell does �n h�s paper? He argues for un�ty of sc�ence and ph�losophy
by way of a�m-or�ented emp�r�c�sm and a�m-or�ented rat�onal�ty �n sc�ence on the one hand, and
on the other Cr�t�cal Fundamental�sm �n ph�losophy. Granted, the un�ty �s purely d�scurs�ve, �.e., an
argument, but what else could �t be? H�s paper �s a call for revolut�on �n both spheres, a revolut�on
that would �n e�ect br�ng about a return to Natural Ph�losophy.

1.93. by Atla

Maybe th�s �s just my v�ew, but how can anyone, who hasn't already re-un�f�ed 'sc�ence' and
'ph�losophy', be taken ser�ously to beg�n w�th?

1.86. by Angel Tr�smeg�stus

I bel�eve the follow�ng paper �s on po�nt.
I post �t for the enjoyment of my fellow members.

Natural ph�losophy redux
The great spl�t between sc�ence and ph�losophy must be repa�red. Only then can we answer the
urgent, fundamental problems

Read more here:
https://aeon.co/essays/br�ng-back-sc�en ... ph�losophy

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 9 5 .

~

Hereandnow on >  27 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 16:09

Sculptor1 wrote

We m�ght do better d�scuss�on the absurd hegemony of Soc�al med�a and fake news that plagues the
world

If you could just g�ve more analys�s to th�s k�nd of talk, who knows, I m�ght even agree w�th you.
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Hereandnow on >  27 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 17:03

https://aeon.co/essays/bring-back-science-and-philosophy-as-natural-philosophy


Gert�e wrote
But a phenomenolog�cal methodology only rel�ant on �nternal �ntrospect�on about the nature of
exper�ence has problems too. It �s open to sol�ps�sm (any talk of 'we exper�ence...' �s an unfounded
assumpt�on), the problem of blurr�ng knowledge w�th the actual state of a�a�rs, and the bl�nd�ngly
obv�ous problem of b�as. So a methodology wh�ch assumes exper�ence �s a perfect god's eye access to all
that �s actual/real/ex�sts �s also unwarranted.

So wh�le each methodology, �nternal reflect�on and external modell�ng based on the contents of our
percept�ons, reason�ng, etc, can potent�ally each 'conta�n' the other, ne�ther has clear just�f�cat�on to do
so or cla�m pr�macy. Wh�ch �s a b�t whacky. But to me, that's not necessar�ly beyond explanat�on. But �t
certa�nly requ�res an ontolog�cal explanat�on. That's the ontolog�cal d�lemma I th�nk we're �n.

Not sure what you mean about blurr�ng knowledge w�th actual states of a�a�rs. You mean,w�thout
the assumpt�on of actual states of a�a�rs? But such a th�ng �s just what �s �n quest�on.

The bl�nd�ng problem of b�as seems to be th�s: If one were to take the not�on of �nterpretat�on as
one that �mpl�c�tly endorses all compet�tors, and thereby endorses none, leav�ng th�ngs to the ugly
amb�t�ons of the worst and most powerful of us. L�ke the Naz�s. Gengh�s Khan was told by god to go
out and conquer just as Gandh� was a devout H�ndu and K�ng a Chr�st�an. It seems to leave matters
"open" �n a perverse way. Th�s �s, of course, the charge of moral (or otherw�se?) relat�v�sm.

If you say that the "we exper�ence" �s unfounded, you w�ll have to go through the matter properly.
See Qu�ne's theory of the �ndeterm�nacy of translat�on for a respectable response that has noth�ng
to do w�th Cont�nental ph�losophy. Before we ever get to the abuses and unwelcome consequences
of such an �dea as �nterpretat�on and �ts relat�v�sm, we have to get through the genu�ne, descr�pt�ve
account �tself. I mean, �f someth�ng �s true, �f �t �s the best descr�pt�ve account, then we are rather
stuck w�th �t and there �s no look�ng back.

Phenomenology �s the most "authent�c" v�ew. It �s the most susta�nable because does not fall apart
�n the powerful object�ons of quest�on begg�ng that apply to all other trad�t�onal ontolog�es. Ask
what phys�cal�sm �s regard�ng �ts core concept, "the phys�cal," and you f�nd �nstantly that all that
you would say leads you back to the say�ng �tself, the matr�x of �deas that from wh�ch the term
�ssues FIRST, before �t gets d�scussed at all. Taken to �ts log�cal conclus�on, one f�nds oneself �n
Derr�da's world: no structure, no foundat�on, no pr�v�lege g�ven to anyth�ng; even the �dea of
�nterpretat�on �tself, wh�ch �s to be the new foundat�on, �s �nterpretat�ve �n nature. You are �n the
postmodern world! Even on the analyt�c s�de, there �s no conf�rmat�on poss�ble. Th�s �s why
analyt�c ph�losophers follow W�ttgenste�n. One must move through the �nst�tut�ons (Qu�ne, I
bel�eve, was a devout Cathol�c!) we have for mean�ng and ground�ng as they are the only wheels
that roll, and there �s no conf�rmat�on outs�de of these; there �s only transcendence and �ne�ab�l�ty
"out there". Hence, they follow sc�ence, a wheel that rolls very well!

It sounds l�ke you are ask�ng, why not go analyt�c? wh�ch �s a good quest�on, but the answers are
troubl�ng. Ph�losophy wants truth, and truth �s grounded �n a�a�rs that are �mposed upon us. we
may have �nvented government, but we d�d not �nvent the need for government. The need �s a
"g�ven". Cancer �s a g�ven, but the quest�on �s begged (the one standard that says someth�ng �s
am�ss �s the presence of a begged quest�on): what �s wrong w�th cancer, or any other d�sease? I
mean �n the actual l�ved event, what �s a proper analys�s of the "wrongness" of cancer? IN the
d���culty breath�ng or the po�soned blood, not �n themselves bad, there �s someth�ng else that �s



beyond the observable phenomenon! It �s the "badness" of the exper�ence of these. Moore calls th�s
k�nd of badness a "non natural property". I have argued th�s elsewhere: Put a match to your f�nger
and observe. There �s a VERY myster�ous presence �n th�s event that we do not have vocabulary for,
save the usual talk aof good and bad and th�s gets confused w�th the cont�ngent good and bad. Th�s
�s a matter I leave to you �f you want further d�scuss�on. It �s, �n my thoughts, THE ph�losoph�cal
quest�on. Phenomenology allows th�s quest�on, that of eth�cs and real�ty, to r�se to consc�ous
thought w�thout the drag of

Now, the po�nt I want to make about th�s �s, IF sc�ence (�n keep�ng w�th the OP) �s the gu�d�ng star for
analys�s of a f�nger on f�re, then the eth�cal "badness" �s all but d�sm�ssed, for sc�ence �s themat�cally not
equ�pped to talk about such th�ngs. Th�s �s rel�g�on's world, not sc�ence's. Rel�g�on has always been
our meta-moral compass (the reason why Qu�ne was a Chr�st�an �s because rel�g�on cont�nues to be
THE roll�ng wheel of metaeth�cs, that �s, the metaphys�cs of eth�cs), and the consequence of th�s �s
w�th the fall of rel�g�on's eth�cal dom�nance( thank god for that!) there �s a space, an expans�ve
abyss, really, left OPEN; that of metaeth�cs, metavalue. Analyt�c ph�losophers, l�ke John Mack�e,
s�mply say, metaeth�cs �s just nonsense, too "queer" to be �ntell�g�ble, and th�s �s what happens
when ph�losophy leans so strongly toward the str�ct standards of clar�ty and ev�dence we f�nd �n
sc�ence. But our post rel�g�on "rel�g�ous s�tuat�on" �s s�mply not l�ke th�s �n observed a�a�rs, for �t
�s th�s unobservable. Metaeth�cs �s l�ke causal�ty: �ntu�t�vely �ns�st�ng, but NOT d�scurs�vely arr�ved
at.

Anyway, l�ke I sa�d, �t �s a very b�g �ssue. But eth�cs (or, the ph�losoph�cal ontology of eth�cs) �s
clearly what human a�a�rs �s about, and emp�r�cal sc�ence cannot beg�n to d�scuss �t. It �s apr�or�,
ph�losophy's true call�ng.

As to "god's eye access" I bel�eve that eth�cs �s IN the fabr�c of th�ngs. We do not �nvent that wh�ch
�s at the core of eth�cs, wh�ch �s value (e.g., that burn�ng sensat�on). It �s there, l�ke the color yellow
�s there. Now, call�ng yellow a color �s an �nterpretat�ve event, and �f you remove the �nterpretat�on,
that �s, the d�scuss�on, theory, context, and so forth, all that �s left �s un�ntell�g�ble presence. But
that flame on the our f�nger TELLS us someth�ng about presence qua presence: we call th�s eth�cal
real�st badness. It �s about as close to a burn�ng bush or a tablet from a Mount S�na� as you can get.

You second paragraph �s unclear to me. Perhaps you could g�ve a b�t more?
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Hereandnow on >  27 Ağustos 2020 Perşembe 19:19

Angel Tr�smeg�stus wrote:

https://aeon.co/essays/br�ng-back-sc�en ... ph�losophy

I am read�ng through th�s art�cle and I'll make comments as I go:

https://aeon.co/essays/bring-back-scien


here �s a quote:
One attempted solut�on was Cont�nental ph�losophy, conducted ma�nly �n Europe: �t could �gnore sc�ence,
�gnore reason, and plunge �nto a celebrat�on of bombast and �ncoherence.

Of course, �s a rather nonspec�f�c way of d�sm�ssal. He�degger was ne�ther bombast�c nor
�ncoherent. Nor was K�erkegaard, nor Jaspers, nor....; nor d�d they �gnore reason. Kant was a
rat�onal�st!

For example, �f the accepted theory �s Newton’s law of grav�tat�on, one r�val, up t�ll now just as
emp�r�cally successful as Newton’s theory, m�ght assert: everyth�ng occurs as Newton’s theory pred�cts
unt�l 2050, when grav�tat�on abruptly becomes a repuls�ve force.

I have heard th�s before. It was �n H�llary Putnams's Many Faces of Real�sm. Can't remember why �t
was plaus�ble, though. Obv�ously, Sc�ence's parad�gm's are ant�c�patory (and even �nherently so),
and the repuls�ve force theory has no ant�c�patory ground�ng. It �s a poss�b�l�ty at best. I also
remember read�ng about the lottery paradox: favor one theory has over �ts compet�tors l�es w�th
fam�l�ar�ty w�th a very l�m�ted base, only an �nf�n�tes�mal representat�ve sampl�ng of the world.
Th�s reduces favor to a factor of an �nf�n�tely d�m�n�sh�ng val�d�ty. True...But �t �s, as they say, the
only wheel that rolls. The dec�s�on to trust sc�ence �s pragmat�c.

sc�ence has already establ�shed that the cosmos �s phys�cally comprehens�ble a�m-or�ented emp�r�c�sm

But th�s l�m�ts sc�ence to only emp�r�cal cla�ms. Even �f, as W�ttgenste�n put �t, you had access to
the great book of all facts, you would not f�nd one value fact �n the lot of �t. Sc�ence cannot study
th�s, the most �mportant d�mens�on of be�ng human. Also, emp�r�cal cla�ms are all del�vered to us
v�a exper�ence. Sc�ence cannot exam�ne exper�ence for exper�ence �s presupposed �n the
exam�nat�on. It �s the eth�cal (valuat�ve) and foundat�onal problems that cannot be addressed by
sc�ence, as well as the �nterpretat�ve b�as a value-free concept�on can only g�ve that makes sc�ence
s�ngularly �ne�ectual for ph�losophy.

Read through the rest. It �s a thoroughly b�ased thes�s: what to do w�th sc�ence to address �ts
problems w�th un�ty and how to g�ve l�p serv�ce to metaphys�cs. It just assumes th�ngs about
Husserl, He�degger and the rest as be�ng out of cons�derat�on. Perhaps th�s works for sc�ence to
have a better grasp on what IT does, but for ph�losophy, �t, th�s theory, has no place.

Level 8, m�ss�ng, �s where phenomenology comes �n and ph�losophy beg�ns. Any ph�losoph�cal
work done pr�or to the m�ss�ng level 8 �s speculat�ve sc�ence.
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Angel Tr�smeg�stus on >  28 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 07:06



Yes, I found h�s d�sm�ssal of Cont�nental ph�losophy cr�nge-worthy, but l�ked the overall theme of
a renascence of Natural Ph�losophy congen�al.
Not at all surpr�sed you caught h�m out.

1.97. by \  Hereandnow

Angel Tr�smeg�stus wrote:

https://aeon.co/essays/br�ng-back-sc�en ... ph�losophy

I am read�ng through th�s art�cle and I'll make comments as I go:

here �s a quote:
One attempted solut�on was Cont�nental ph�losophy, conducted ma�nly �n Europe: �t could �gnore
sc�ence, �gnore reason, and plunge �nto a celebrat�on of bombast and �ncoherence.

Of course, �s a rather nonspec�f�c way of d�sm�ssal. He�degger was ne�ther bombast�c nor �ncoherent.
Nor was K�erkegaard, nor Jaspers, nor....; nor d�d they �gnore reason. Kant was a rat�onal�st!

For example, �f the accepted theory �s Newton’s law of grav�tat�on, one r�val, up t�ll now just as
emp�r�cally successful as Newton’s theory, m�ght assert: everyth�ng occurs as Newton’s theory pred�cts
unt�l 2050, when grav�tat�on abruptly becomes a repuls�ve force.

I have heard th�s before. It was �n H�llary Putnams's Many Faces of Real�sm. Can't remember why �t
was plaus�ble, though. Obv�ously, Sc�ence's parad�gm's are ant�c�patory (and even �nherently so), and
the repuls�ve force theory has no ant�c�patory ground�ng. It �s a poss�b�l�ty at best. I also remember
read�ng about the lottery paradox: favor one theory has over �ts compet�tors l�es w�th fam�l�ar�ty w�th a
very l�m�ted base, only an �nf�n�tes�mal representat�ve sampl�ng of the world. Th�s reduces favor to a
factor of an �nf�n�tely d�m�n�sh�ng val�d�ty. True...But �t �s, as they say, the only wheel that rolls. The
dec�s�on to trust sc�ence �s pragmat�c.

sc�ence has already establ�shed that the cosmos �s phys�cally comprehens�ble a�m-or�ented emp�r�c�sm

But th�s l�m�ts sc�ence to only emp�r�cal cla�ms. Even �f, as W�ttgenste�n put �t, you had access to the
great book of all facts, you would not f�nd one value fact �n the lot of �t. Sc�ence cannot study th�s, the
most �mportant d�mens�on of be�ng human. Also, emp�r�cal cla�ms are all del�vered to us v�a
exper�ence. Sc�ence cannot exam�ne exper�ence for exper�ence �s presupposed �n the exam�nat�on. It �s
the eth�cal (valuat�ve) and foundat�onal problems that cannot be addressed by sc�ence, as well as the
�nterpretat�ve b�as a value-free concept�on can only g�ve that makes sc�ence s�ngularly �ne�ectual for
ph�losophy.

Read through the rest. It �s a thoroughly b�ased thes�s: what to do w�th sc�ence to address �ts problems
w�th un�ty and how to g�ve l�p serv�ce to metaphys�cs. It just assumes th�ngs about Husserl, He�degger
and the rest as be�ng out of cons�derat�on. Perhaps th�s works for sc�ence to have a better grasp on
what IT does, but for ph�losophy, �t, th�s theory, has no place.

Level 8, m�ss�ng, �s where phenomenology comes �n and ph�losophy beg�ns. Any ph�losoph�cal work
done pr�or to the m�ss�ng level 8 �s speculat�ve sc�ence.

Ö Ü
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HowardWow1997 on >  28 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 11:39

It seems to me that you strongly general�ze the word ph�losophy.
After all, sc�ence, as for me, �s also a part of ph�losophy. We can look at th�s or that case
through the pr�sm of sc�ence. And �n turn, there are many trends �n ph�losophy that people w�th a
subject�ve pos�t�on may not l�ke.
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Gert�e on >  28 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:28

HAN

Not sure what you mean about blurr�ng knowledge w�th actual states of a�a�rs. You mean,w�thout the
assumpt�on of actual states of a�a�rs? But such a th�ng �s just what �s �n quest�on.

If you say that the "we exper�ence" �s unfounded, you w�ll have to go through the matter properly.

OK, my ontology �s someth�ng l�ke th�s -

I cla�m my own exper�ence ex�sts. I cla�m to know th�s actual state of a�a�rs for certa�n.

There �s also an actual state of a�a�rs re whether an 'external world' ex�sts. It does or doesn't. (Th�s
�sn't a language �ssue.) .

I cla�m th�s �s unknowable. It requ�res a leap of fa�th.

I cla�m that �f I take th�s leap of fa�th, and assume my exper�ence refers to a real world 'out there', I
can know th�ngs about that world - �n a flawed and l�m�ted way.

One of the th�ngs I can then know about the world �s that I share �t w�th other people, much l�ke me.
And we can then compare notes and create a work�ng model of the world we share - th�s �s the bas�s
for the sc�ent�f�c model of the world. Wh�ch �s �nev�tably flawed and �ncomplete, because w�th�n
that shared world of shared notes, the ab�l�ty of humans to know th�ngs seems to be flawed and
�ncomplete (we have an evolved-for-ut�l�ty f�rst person pov, not a perfect god's eye pov)

So my cla�m �s that the only th�ng I know for certa�n �s my exper�ence.



And terms l�ke ''we exper�ence...'' only relate to the assumed external world the contents of my
exper�ence refer to, where other people ex�st. There �s a d�st�nct ep�stemolog�cal jump from certa�n
exper�ence, to an assumed external world. And once I make that jump, I can start bu�ld�ng a
work�ng model of that world w�th other people. Recogn�s�ng the model �sn't perfect and doesn't
answer all quest�ons. Includ�ng the nature of the relat�onsh�p between exper�ence and mater�al
stu�.

I can't get a handle on your ontolog�cal cla�ms, �t looks blurryover these types of quest�ons - Do
you cla�m exper�ence ex�sts for certa�n? Do you cla�m the external world that exper�ence refers to
ex�sts? If so, what aspects of that world do you �nclude �n your ontology as rel�ably known? If you
�nclude other people's reported exper�ence, do you �nclude other people's (and your) bod�es too?
Trees and rocks and computers? Do you cla�m bod�es, trees and rocks are made of the same stu� as
exper�ence? Or someth�ng d��erent?

And where do you draw your l�nes of what's knowable �n terms of the external world? And what
cr�ter�a do you use?

>/ l�ke ''we exper�ence...''. But you don't br�dge the gap between me exam�n�ng my own exper�ence, to
arr�ve at the ontolog�cal conclus�on that other people (part of an external world) ex�st.

If other people are only recogn�sed as ex�st�ng as part of my exper�ence/''�nterpretat�ve f�eld'', then
the�r reported exper�ence �sn't someth�ng I can rely on �n a way to sl�de from ''my �nterpret�ve
f�eld'' to broader ''we'' cla�ms about the 'external world'. You e�ther say you don't know, OR place
them ontolog�cally as part of the exper�ence, OR as �ndependantly ex�st�ng fellow exper�encers. If
�t's the latter, then you've made an assumpt�on that an external world ex�sts, �ndependant of your
exper�ence, wh�ch you can know someth�ng about.

If you've covered all th�s spec�f�cally I've m�ssed �t. I'd really l�ke to get your ontolog�cal pos�t�on
clear �n my m�nd. L�ke I say, th�s much should be s�mple to lay out clearly.

What do you cla�m ex�sts?



What do you th�nk �s knowable/unknowable? Where do you draw your l�nes?

And br�efly the reasons why.
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Gert�e on >  28 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 13:37

There �s a VERY myster�ous presence �n th�s event that we do not have vocabulary for, save the usual
talk aof good and bad and th�s gets confused w�th the cont�ngent good and bad. Th�s �s a matter I leave
to you �f you want further d�scuss�on. It �s, �n my thoughts, THE ph�losoph�cal quest�on.
Phenomenology allows th�s quest�on, that of eth�cs and real�ty, to r�se to consc�ous thought w�thout the
drag of

I th�nk th�s �s v�tal too, and �mo moral�ty �s �n need of a new ph�losoph�cal parad�gm �n l�ght of
sc�ent�f�c d�scover�es wh�ch frame �t �n terms of evolut�onary ut�l�ty. I have my own thoughts and
would be happy to d�scuss �t further, �f I can get the bas�cs of your ontolog�cal pos�t�on locked
down.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 0 2 .

~

Hereandnow on >  28 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 19:21

HowardWow1997

It seems to me that you strongly general�ze the word ph�losophy.
After all, sc�ence, as for me, �s also a part of ph�losophy. We can look at th�s or that case through the
pr�sm of sc�ence. And �n turn, there are many trends �n ph�losophy that people w�th a subject�ve
pos�t�on may not l�ke.

I wonder �f you could expand on that a b�t: how �s sc�ence part of ph�losophy? In what way do you
mean the term 'sc�ence'?
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Pattern-chaser on >  28 Ağustos 2020 Cuma 19:21



H� HowardWow1997, and welcome to our dance!

I agree that sc�ence �s part of ph�losophy, but there are those who w�ll not. And I can certa�nly
sympath�se w�th the v�ew that sc�ence long ago grew up and left home (ph�losophy), s�nce when �t
has establ�shed �tself as an all�ed but d��erent d�sc�pl�ne. St�ll, th�s top�c concerns the m�s-
appl�cat�on of sc�ence. Although we can choose to look at any case "through the pr�sm of sc�ence", I
th�nk �t's fa�r to observe that �s some cases, we w�ll f�nd that sc�ence �s an �napprop�ate tool for the
job, yes? 	

1.99. by HowardWow1997

It seems to me that you strongly general�ze the word ph�losophy.
After all, sc�ence, as for me, �s also a part of ph�losophy. We can look at th�s or that case through the
pr�sm of sc�ence. And �n turn, there are many trends �n ph�losophy that people w�th a subject�ve
pos�t�on may not l�ke.
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Hereandnow on >  29 Ağustos 2020 Cumartes� 15:54

Gert�e wrote
I cla�m my own exper�ence ex�sts. I cla�m to know th�s actual state of a�a�rs for certa�n.

There �s also an actual state of a�a�rs re whether an 'external world' ex�sts. It does or doesn't. (Th�s
�sn't a language �ssue.) .

I cla�m th�s �s unknowable. It requ�res a leap of fa�th.

I cla�m that �f I take th�s leap of fa�th, and assume my exper�ence refers to a real world 'out there', I can
know th�ngs about that world - �n a flawed and l�m�ted way.

F�rst I would not call �t a leap of fa�th (not some K�erkegaard�an leap out of pr�nc�pled eth�cal
th�nk�ng) but more an ent�rely just�f�ed and well grounded bel�ef. I bel�eve th�s to be true as does
everyone else. But th�s has not yet begun to be ontolog�cal; merely ont�c, to use He�degger's
language. Ontology, for h�m, �s another order of th�nk�ng ent�rely. It doesn't look at how rel�able
emp�r�cal sc�ence �s at all. It looks at the very form of expr�ence �tself that �s presupposed by
emp�r�cal sc�ence. Make an observat�on about the sun's compos�t�on or axonal networks of the
bra�n, and you assume a foundat�on of what �s means to BE. Th�s needs to analyzed. Emp�r�cal
sc�ence s�mply �gnores th�s, and th�s makes �t ph�losoph�cally/ontolog�cally preanalyt�c. Th�s �s
ph�losophy's job, to go deeper to unrecogn�zed (or w�llfully �gnored) underp�nn�ngs of th�ngs. It �s
not,. for example, an analys�s of Trump's r�se to power and the tens�on and fr�ct�on �t causes, but
an exam�nat�on of what the leg�t�macy of government �s at all. The po�nt �s to stand back from the
emp�r�cal events that f�lls out l�ves, and analyze at the most fundamental level to get to someth�ng
that �s not reduc�ble to someth�ng else (wh�ch �s not poss�ble; or �s �t?. So: you say, "I can know
th�ngs about that world," and I ask, "what do you mean by know�ng, that world, flawed and
l�m�ted?? Up unt�l these quest�ons are pos�ted, I am �n full agreement w�th you.



How can anyth�ng NOT be a language �ssue when you use language, thought and log�c to th�nk what
a th�ng �s? All mean�ngful terms have the�r mean�ng �n the�r analys�s. What �s a banker? If no one
has anyth�ng to say, then I assume the term w�thout mean�ng. Actual�ty? Ex�stence? State of
a�a�rs? These are all terms w�th ser�ous quest�ons; I mean, how can one �nqu�re about ontology,
and then just assume what the term ex�stence �s? Patently quest�on begg�ng.

One of the th�ngs I can then know about the world �s that I share �t w�th other people, much l�ke me.
And we can then compare notes and create a work�ng model of the world we share - th�s �s the bas�s
for the sc�ent�f�c model of the world. Wh�ch �s �nev�tably flawed and �ncomplete, because w�th�n that
shared world of shared notes, the ab�l�ty of humans to know th�ngs seems to be flawed and �ncomplete
(we have an evolved-for-ut�l�ty f�rst person pov, not a perfect god's eye pov)

Just as w�th the above, there are other people, other th�ngs, but then there �s the ontology of other
people and other th�ngs. Obv�ously there are other people. But what �s th�s otherness? Other than
what? Myself? What �s a self, and what �s �t such that others can be other than me? to �gnore such
quest�ons, I say to almost everyone �n th�s forum, �s just perverse. Th�s �s not how respons�ble
th�nk�ng goes. We do not s�mply �gnore quantum phys�cs because �t �s at present counter�ntu�t�ve,
d�srupt�ve. Ev�dence requ�res a parad�gm sh�ft, to use Kuhn's words (a Kant�an, btw).

So my cla�m �s that the only th�ng I know for certa�n �s my exper�ence.

And terms l�ke ''we exper�ence...'' only relate to the assumed external world the contents of my
exper�ence refer to, where other people ex�st. There �s a d�st�nct ep�stemolog�cal jump from certa�n
exper�ence, to an assumed external world. And once I make that jump, I can start bu�ld�ng a work�ng
model of that world w�th other people. Recogn�s�ng the model �sn't perfect and doesn't answer all
quest�ons. Includ�ng the nature of the relat�onsh�p between exper�ence and mater�al stu�.

The same as above. I am ent�rely �n your corner. That �s, unt�l quest�ons of ontology step �n. Then, I
do not leave your corner at all. I do stop play�ng th�s game and move on to another, but when I
come back to th�s game, I am st�ll �n your corner.

Ontolog�cal quest�ons: what IS mater�al stu�? I mean, def�ne �t. Look at what you sa�d: "we have an
evolved-for-ut�l�ty f�rst person pov, not a perfect god's eye povat." Now you are clos�ng �n on
He�degger, though talk about evolut�on l�es elsewhere. Ut�l�ty? Are you say�ng our language has �ts
essence �n ut�l�ty, and that to know someth�ng �s to know how �t works, and only �n the contexts of
what works and does not, and, perhaps the knowledge we assume to have of the mean�ng of terms
l�ke ex�stence and actual�ty �s really an underly�ng "sense" of the ut�l�ty of language and
pragmat�cs that �s there, wa�t�ng when you approach a hammer, a telescope, a soc�al s�tuat�on;
perhaps what real�ty IS, �s th�s body of successful ant�c�pat�ons that has emerged out of a l�fet�me
problems solved, and ontolog�es of substance, mater�al, phys�cal�ty, God's creat�on, are all just the
way language has been set up �n var�ous cultural and sc�ent�f�c contexts such that these contexts
have d�ctated the value and mean�ng of these terms. So when you �ns�st the world �s substance, you
are really work�ng w�th�n a context of language use establ�shed by an h�stor�cal/pragmat�c sett�ngs,
that are handed to you �n THIS sett�ng. When you come �nto the world, whether �t �s anc�ent Rome
or a19th Zulu tr�be, the terms of what IS are handed to you and you s�mply absorb them. Th�s
absorpt�on �s the foundat�on for your l�fe, and every thought you have w�ll be always already an
�ssue of th�s.



In th�nk�ng l�ke th�s, the measure of r�ght, wrong, good, bad, �s what works. But th�s by no means
reduces all mean�ng to th�s pragmat�c standard. Obv�ously, the world �s also GIVEN. We �nvented
�ce cream, but we d�d not �nvent pleasure, nor anx�ety, hate, love, pa�n, and so on. The separat�on of
parts here, where the g�ven ends and the ut�l�ty beg�ns �n a knowledge encounter �n the world �s a
very �nterest�ng �ssue �n ph�losophy. See Caputo's Rad�cal Hermeneut�cs (but read K�erkegaard,
Husserl, He�degger f�rst. I'm st�ll work�ng on Derr�da. A tough go, but �nterest�ng. I know all th�s
read�ng �s o� putt�ng).

I can't get a handle on your ontolog�cal cla�ms, �t looks blurryover these types of quest�ons - Do you
cla�m exper�ence ex�sts for certa�n? Do you cla�m the external world that exper�ence refers to ex�sts? If
so, what aspects of that world do you �nclude �n your ontology as rel�ably known? If you �nclude other
people's reported exper�ence, do you �nclude other people's (and your) bod�es too? Trees and rocks and
computers? Do you cla�m bod�es, trees and rocks are made of the same stu� as exper�ence? Or
someth�ng d��erent?

And where do you draw your l�nes of what's knowable �n terms of the external world? And what
cr�ter�a do you use?

It's an odd a�a�r. For me, �t �s real�z�ng the terms l�ke "external" and the rest are do not put forth
mean�ng that �s about what �s �ndependent of the pragmat�c structures of exper�ence. As Rorty put
�t, there �s no truth out there; truth �s propos�t�onal, and propos�t�ons are not out there. Truth �s
made, not d�scovered, he wr�tes. We make truth out of our exper�ent�al cond�t�ons, and to talk
about what there would be �ndependent of exper�ence �s l�ke talk�ng about what our sun would �s
w�thout nuclear fus�on: no fus�on, no sun; no exper�ence, no external, �nternal, or anyth�ng else.
These terms' mean�ngs are OF exper�ence.

Does th�s mean there �s noth�ng �ndependent of exper�ence? W�ttgenste�n (from the Tractatus), �n
h�s own words, would say such talk �s nonsense. It �s a performat�ve contrad�ct�on to SAY there are
th�ngs beyond the say�ng, for to pos�t such a th�ng requ�res the say�ng. Take away the say�ng, and
there �s noth�ng to, well, say. One has to respect th�s and have ab�l�ty to enterta�n the �dea that our
exper�ence only del�vers understand�ng through log�c and language.

But for me the game changer �s eth�cs and value.

If other people are only recogn�sed as ex�st�ng as part of my exper�ence/''�nterpretat�ve f�eld'', then
the�r reported exper�ence �sn't someth�ng I can rely on �n a way to sl�de from ''my �nterpret�ve f�eld'' to
broader ''we'' cla�ms about the 'external world'. You e�ther say you don't know, OR place them
ontolog�cally as part of the exper�ence, OR as �ndependantly ex�st�ng fellow exper�encers. If �t's the
latter, then you've made an assumpt�on that an external world ex�sts, �ndependant of your exper�ence,
wh�ch you can know someth�ng about.

Or that external�ty appears before us and we have to analyze th�s phenomenolog�cally. Here I am
w�th my "I" and "m�ne" stamped on all that �s my exper�ence. A stone s�ts there before me: my
knowledge of the stone �s m�ne and the �nterpretat�ve mean�ngs that go out to �t are what I g�ve �t. I
say �t �s an �gneous rock, I say �t �s heavy or not, and I note the �rregular surface and all the rest. Not
you, but me. You have your s�m�lar �nterpretat�ve events (remember�ng that know�ng someth�ng �s
an event, not some �nert�al thereness. One sees the stone, br�ngs up recollect�ons �n wa�t�ng for
"stone" encounters, l�ke those geology courses you took, and appl�es them as the occas�on allows)



but they are not m�ne. We, as you say, share, agree, d�sagree; but are d�st�nctly separate. Th�s �s
s�mply ev�dent �n the structure of the relat�onsh�p. Now, for me to talk of a stone as �ndependent of
me, no shar�ng (stones do not share),no agree�ng or d�sagree�ng, puts the stone �tself ent�rely
w�th�n my �nterpretat�ve a�a�rs. But cons�der: these a�a�rs are �nherently soc�al for language,
thought �s soc�al. Such a cla�m as th�s takes the matter further.

One has to res�st the �nfamous theory of psycholog�cal ego�sm, that says ego�c systems are
ep�stem�cally closed. Such IS the conclus�on only �f one cons�ders a human self as a b�olog�cal
system. Here, b�ology �s only one of many �nterpretat�ve systems. Dase�n �s no more b�olog�cal than
�t �s kn�tt�ng. The other �s rather taken up phenomenolog�cally: the other appears before me and �s
to be analyzed �n the cond�t�ons of the�r appear�ng. They are not l�ke stones �n that they seem to
have an �nter�or�ty l�ke m�ne, hence all the agree�ng, d�sagree�ng and shar�ng. All th�s �ntra
subject�ve act�v�ty �s what makes language poss�ble. But th�s �s another matter.

What do you cla�m ex�sts?

What do you th�nk �s knowable/unknowable? Where do you draw your l�nes?

And br�efly the reasons why.

see the above.
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Gert�e wrote
I th�nk th�s �s v�tal too, and �mo moral�ty �s �n need of a new ph�losoph�cal parad�gm �n l�ght
of sc�ent�f�c d�scover�es wh�ch frame �t �n terms of evolut�onary ut�l�ty. I have my own thoughts and
would be happy to d�scuss �t further, �f I can get the bas�cs of your ontolog�cal pos�t�on locked down.

I th�nk know�ng th�ngs are �nterpretat�ve events that are �nherently pragmat�c. I know th�s �s a
couch because when young I was exposed to conversat�on about couches, learned to make the
assoc�at�on between the appearance and the word sound, began s�tt�ng on couches, watched others
do th�s and so forth; all th�s �s what the word couch means. W�thout the language, the words, there
would be no shared exper�ences. I would know the comfort and the we�ght, but I would not take the
couch AS a couch. It �s �n the tak�ng someth�ng AS a symbol together w�th others of the same
language commun�ty that makes language work at all.

All of th�s would allow for the reduct�on of mean�ng to "tak�ng as" events, for the world taken as a
world of facts, states of a�a�rs, one fact �s, as a fact, the same as any other fact. The sun �s a hot
place, the moon �s smaller than the sun, etc. Th�s �s W�ttgenste�n's world; but �n th�s world there �s
someth�ng that �s not factual (says W. See h�s lecture on eth�cs, onl�ne, I th�nk; I d�sagree) and th�s
�s eth�cs. My th�nk�ng �s that eth�cs �s eth�cs because of the ex�stent�al a�a�rs that make �t so: value.



Value �s s�mply the feel�ng, the hungers, the pass�ons, the moods, the appet�tes and so on--IN the
actual�ty. Once spoken, �t becomes a decr�pt�ve fact: the flowers are red, I was tortured by the Naz�s,
�t was terr�ble. Facts. Language makes actual�ty �nto facts. It makes us comfortable, �t fam�l�ar�zes,
reduces actual�ty to facts (K�erkegaard). But actual�t�es, heh, heh, are NOT facts at all! (K�erkegaard,
aga�n).

Who cares? The color red doesn't care at all. Makes no d��erence, for facts have no mean�ng
beyond language and log�c, and the color red �s, qua a color, noth�ng at all. color qua color matters
not at all. But value �s very d��erent! And value saturates exper�ence. Therefore, exper�ence �s
beyond the factual because exper�ence matters �n ways beyond what facts can say; beyond
d�ct�onary "facts". It �s a transcendental presence (beyond factual), th�s lov�ng, hat�ng, pa�n, joy,
del�ght, m�sery of what we are. Of course, what redness �s, outs�de of language, �s transcendental,
too. But who cares? Metaeth�cs �s a Real, that �s beyond the say�ng, but has a palpable presence
that, �f you w�ll, speaks: pa�n �s "bad", and joy �s "good"; although these are terms of a language,
thus, the say�ng/th�nk�ng of metaeth�cal good and bad �s �nterpretat�ve. What makes th�s matter so
earth shatter�ng �s that value has mean�ng that �s NOT made. It �s mean�ng that �s GIVEN.
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As a nondual�st, th�s phenomenology bus�ness comes across rather b�zarre to me. Do we analyze
exper�ence, try�ng to f�nd �ts underp�nn�ngs and such? However, what we are analyz�ng exper�ence
w�th �s also exper�ence. And everyth�ng be�ng exper�ence, �t also has no underp�nn�ngs, so what are
we actually do�ng?

Sure, sc�ence �n general �s even worse o� �n th�s regard, �t avo�ds the �ssue of exper�ence ent�rely,
pretends that �t doesn't even ex�st (�f they venture beyond �nstrumental�sm). Even though all of
sc�ence and everyth�ng sc�ence stud�es, �s also happen�ng �n exper�ence.
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Atla wrote
As a nondual�st, th�s phenomenology bus�ness comes across rather b�zarre to me. Do we
analyze exper�ence, try�ng to f�nd �ts underp�nn�ngs and such? However, what we are analyz�ng
exper�ence w�th �s also exper�ence. And everyth�ng be�ng exper�ence, �t also has no underp�nn�ngs, so
what are we actually do�ng?

Sure, sc�ence �n general �s even worse o� �n th�s regard, �t avo�ds the �ssue of exper�ence ent�rely,
pretends that �t doesn't even ex�st (�f they venture beyond �nstrumental�sm). Even though all of sc�ence
and everyth�ng sc�ence stud�es, �s also happen�ng �n exper�ence.



By my l�ghts, that �s pretty �ns�ghtful. Profess�onal ph�losophers (analyt�c ones) know th�s, they
just are so conv�nced by W�ttgenste�n that �t �s folly to d�scuss what �s not d�scussable. That whole
Tractatus �s nonsense, says W�ttgenste�n h�mslef, and he was only try�ng to po�nt the way out of
speak�ng nonsense, wh�ch ph�losoph�cal trad�t�ons are so full of. Metaphys�cs �s not, not true;
rather, �t speaks nonsense, no sense at all, as �n, the present k�nd of France �s bald (I th�nk that one
�s Russell): not true, not false. Just nonsense.

W�ttgenste�n says th�ngs l�ke, log�c �s transcendental, value �s transcendental. What does he mean?
It's that one cannot conce�ve of log�c w�thout us�ng log�c; �t can never get "beh�nd" �tself to "see"
�tself. Th�s �s a devastat�ng �dea for metaphys�cs (of course, Kant sa�d the same th�ng 200 years
ago); and value s�mply �s not observable. Take all the descr�pt�ve, log�cally formed facts, states of
a�a�rs of the world,and there w�ll be no value; there w�ll be "yums" and "ughs" of course, but
noth�ng �n the facts that makes a yum "good". But there �s no deny�ng that a yum or an ugh has
someth�ng beyond the merely factual. It �s the source of all of our eth�cal shoulds and shounldn'ts,
but s�nce th�s good and bad never make an OBSERVABLE appearance (outs�de of us be�ng IN �t,
tortured by Naz�s, eat�ng Haagen dazs, say), that makes �t o� l�m�ts to �nqu�ry and argument. W
notor�ously turned h�s back (l�terally turned h�s cha�r around) when the d�scuss�on turned to eth�cs.

Ph�losophers �n the Us and GB have taken th�s to heart, and the�r d�scuss�ons are very r�gorous and
very clear, but because they observe th�s str�ct l�ne between sense and nonsense, they have become
l�ke W�ttgenste�n and turn the�r cha�rs around when �t comes to talk of Be�ng, ex�stence, real�ty,
metavalue, transcendence, or any other lofty theme that steps over that l�ne. Our car�ng, our
moods, and the ent�re �rrat�onal d�mens�on of our ex�stence becomes reduc�ble to what �s clear and
sc�ent�f�cally a��rmable, l�ke neuronal act�v�ty and C f�bers f�r�ng. They want propos�t�onal clar�ty!
And not the vague talk about th�ngs unclear.

The trouble w�th th�s �s �mposs�ble to calculate. It const�tutes a d�sm�ssal of the powerful real�t�es
that make us human, and �t turns w�sdom �nto a cerebral game. Phenomenology, on the other
hand, goes where ph�losophy �s well, des�gned to go: to the threshold; �t �s a nonreduct�ve
embrac�ng of what l�es before us as �t presents �tself. It does not deny sc�ence at all; �t s�mply says
sc�ence �s not proper ph�losophy. For th�s, one has be honest and allow the world to be duly
represented as �t �s. It takes ser�ously what has been marg�nal�zed by r�g�d, conservat�ve analyt�c
thought: to love, hate, have pass�on, seek beyond the formula�c. In th�s th�nk�ng, �t �s sc�ence that �s
marg�nal�zed, y�eld�ng to the broader ground of exper�ence-�n-the-world.

Unfortunately, to see th�s as a compell�ng �dea, one has to be drawn to �t �n the f�rst place. One has
to look at the world and ask ser�ously, �n a non academ�c way, what �t means to ex�st, be thrown
�nto a world to su�er, love and d�e. Matters l�ke th�s have always been rel�g�on's prerogat�ve. Now
rel�g�on �s all but undone among th�nk�ng people, but these matters, these profound matters that
have dr�ven cultures and bel�efs for centur�es are OPEN to ph�losophy w�thout the drag of rel�g�ous
dogma.

I speak of �t as �f phenomenology were a k�nd of ph�losophy of rel�g�on, and to me, �t �s, for �t allows
the exposure of rel�g�ous themes to appear as they are, as part of the structure of exper�ence.
"Throwness" �s a He�deger�an term. But then, He�edgger was, �n the end, no rel�g�ous th�nker, nor
was Sartre. One has to go �nto th�s to d�g out of �t one's own place.



If the matter turns to underp�nn�ngs, the quest�on would be, underp�nn�ngs to what? How about
the underp�nn�ngs, the "wh�te whale" underp�nn�ngs, of su�er�ng? Ahab was not after a whale, but
the real�ty that put the whale forth--th�s �s what �s respons�ble for tak�ng the leg, not an an�mal.
Or, the underp�nn�ngs of P, as �n S knows P. well, as a fr�end of m�ne sa�d, you're never go�ng to get
that tart to your dessert plate. Just ask W�ttgenste�n. He was r�ght: all that l�es out there �s just
transcendence, for to pos�t �s to do so �n log�c.

That outthereness gets really �nterest�ng though. It �s born out of �n-hereness, for �t �s �n here that
we acknowledge �t. If W were ent�rely r�ght, th�s would be nonsense, but �t �sn't, our be�ng thrown
�nto ex�stence w�thout a ground�ng, a reason, a Truth. It's not nonsense at all. Transcendence �s
PART of �mmanence. But th�s takes some th�nk�ng. Eth�cs, �nstead of be�ng a cha�r turn�ng �ssue,
becomes front and center. The self, the world, our be�ng �n the world, as well. See,m �f you ever f�nd
your self cur�ous, Husserl's Cartes�an Med�tat�ons and h�s epoche, the phenomenolog�cal
reduct�on. But l�ke I sa�d, one has to drawn to th�s. One has to have a k�nd of pass�on to go beyond
the play of log�c.
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Atla wrote
As a nondual�st, th�s phenomenology bus�ness comes across rather b�zarre to me. Do we analyze
exper�ence, try�ng to f�nd �ts underp�nn�ngs and such? However, what we are analyz�ng exper�ence
w�th �s also exper�ence. And everyth�ng be�ng exper�ence, �t also has no underp�nn�ngs, so what are
we actually do�ng?

Sure, sc�ence �n general �s even worse o� �n th�s regard, �t avo�ds the �ssue of exper�ence ent�rely,
pretends that �t doesn't even ex�st (�f they venture beyond �nstrumental�sm). Even though all of
sc�ence and everyth�ng sc�ence stud�es, �s also happen�ng �n exper�ence.

By my l�ghts, that �s pretty �ns�ghtful. Profess�onal ph�losophers (analyt�c ones) know th�s, they just are
so conv�nced by W�ttgenste�n that �t �s folly to d�scuss what �s not d�scussable. That whole Tractatus �s
nonsense, says W�ttgenste�n h�mslef, and he was only try�ng to po�nt the way out of speak�ng nonsense,
wh�ch ph�losoph�cal trad�t�ons are so full of. Metaphys�cs �s not, not true; rather, �t speaks nonsense, no
sense at all, as �n, the present k�nd of France �s bald (I th�nk that one �s Russell): not true, not false. Just
nonsense.

W�ttgenste�n says th�ngs l�ke, log�c �s transcendental, value �s transcendental. What does he mean? It's
that one cannot conce�ve of log�c w�thout us�ng log�c; �t can never get "beh�nd" �tself to "see" �tself.
Th�s �s a devastat�ng �dea for metaphys�cs (of course, Kant sa�d the same th�ng 200 years ago); and
value s�mply �s not observable. Take all the descr�pt�ve, log�cally formed facts, states of a�a�rs of the
world,and there w�ll be no value; there w�ll be "yums" and "ughs" of course, but noth�ng �n the facts
that makes a yum "good". But there �s no deny�ng that a yum or an ugh has someth�ng beyond the
merely factual. It �s the source of all of our eth�cal shoulds and shounldn'ts, but s�nce th�s good and bad
never make an OBSERVABLE appearance (outs�de of us be�ng IN �t, tortured by Naz�s, eat�ng Haagen
dazs, say), that makes �t o� l�m�ts to �nqu�ry and argument. W notor�ously turned h�s back (l�terally
turned h�s cha�r around) when the d�scuss�on turned to eth�cs.

Ph�losophers �n the Us and GB have taken th�s to heart, and the�r d�scuss�ons are very r�gorous and very
clear, but because they observe th�s str�ct l�ne between sense and nonsense, they have become l�ke
W�ttgenste�n and turn the�r cha�rs around when �t comes to talk of Be�ng, ex�stence, real�ty, metavalue,
transcendence, or any other lofty theme that steps over that l�ne. Our car�ng, our moods, and the ent�re
�rrat�onal d�mens�on of our ex�stence becomes reduc�ble to what �s clear and sc�ent�f�cally a��rmable,
l�ke neuronal act�v�ty and C f�bers f�r�ng. They want propos�t�onal clar�ty! And not the vague talk about
th�ngs unclear.

The trouble w�th th�s �s �mposs�ble to calculate. It const�tutes a d�sm�ssal of the powerful real�t�es that
make us human, and �t turns w�sdom �nto a cerebral game. Phenomenology, on the other hand, goes
where ph�losophy �s well, des�gned to go: to the threshold; �t �s a nonreduct�ve embrac�ng of what l�es
before us as �t presents �tself. It does not deny sc�ence at all; �t s�mply says sc�ence �s not proper
ph�losophy. For th�s, one has be honest and allow the world to be duly represented as �t �s. It takes
ser�ously what has been marg�nal�zed by r�g�d, conservat�ve analyt�c thought: to love, hate, have
pass�on, seek beyond the formula�c. In th�s th�nk�ng, �t �s sc�ence that �s marg�nal�zed, y�eld�ng to the
broader ground of exper�ence-�n-the-world.

Unfortunately, to see th�s as a compell�ng �dea, one has to be drawn to �t �n the f�rst place. One has to
look at the world and ask ser�ously, �n a non academ�c way, what �t means to ex�st, be thrown �nto a
world to su�er, love and d�e. Matters l�ke th�s have always been rel�g�on's prerogat�ve. Now rel�g�on �s
all but undone among th�nk�ng people, but these matters, these profound matters that have dr�ven
cultures and bel�efs for centur�es are OPEN to ph�losophy w�thout the drag of rel�g�ous dogma.



Th�s �s sort of an argumentat�ve forum, so I'll say that actually there �s noth�ng d�v�ne about
exper�ence, well none that I'm aware of anyway. It's s�mply what ex�stence �s l�ke. And the contents
of the male human m�nd are eas�er stud�ed v�a psychology. I don't understand th�s obsess�on w�th
phenomena at all.

I speak of �t as �f phenomenology were a k�nd of ph�losophy of rel�g�on, and to me, �t �s, for �t allows the
exposure of rel�g�ous themes to appear as they are, as part of the structure of exper�ence. "Throwness"
�s a He�deger�an term. But then, He�edgger was, �n the end, no rel�g�ous th�nker, nor was Sartre. One
has to go �nto th�s to d�g out of �t one's own place.

If the matter turns to underp�nn�ngs, the quest�on would be, underp�nn�ngs to what? How about the
underp�nn�ngs, the "wh�te whale" underp�nn�ngs, of su�er�ng? Ahab was not after a whale, but the
real�ty that put the whale forth--th�s �s what �s respons�ble for tak�ng the leg, not an an�mal. Or, the
underp�nn�ngs of P, as �n S knows P. well, as a fr�end of m�ne sa�d, you're never go�ng to get that tart to
your dessert plate. Just ask W�ttgenste�n. He was r�ght: all that l�es out there �s just transcendence, for to
pos�t �s to do so �n log�c.

That outthereness gets really �nterest�ng though. It �s born out of �n-hereness, for �t �s �n here that we
acknowledge �t. If W were ent�rely r�ght, th�s would be nonsense, but �t �sn't, our be�ng thrown �nto
ex�stence w�thout a ground�ng, a reason, a Truth. It's not nonsense at all. Transcendence �s PART of
�mmanence. But th�s takes some th�nk�ng. Eth�cs, �nstead of be�ng a cha�r turn�ng �ssue, becomes front
and center. The self, the world, our be�ng �n the world, as well. See,m �f you ever f�nd your self cur�ous,
Husserl's Cartes�an Med�tat�ons and h�s epoche, the phenomenolog�cal reduct�on. But l�ke I sa�d, one
has to drawn to th�s. One has to have a k�nd of pass�on to go beyond the play of log�c.
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Hereandnow on >  30 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 15:14

Atla wrote
Th�s �s sort of an argumentat�ve forum, so I'll say that actually there �s noth�ng d�v�ne about
exper�ence, well none that I'm aware of anyway. It's s�mply what ex�stence �s l�ke. And the contents of
the male human m�nd are eas�er stud�ed v�a psychology. I don't understand th�s obsess�on w�th
phenomena at all.

Well then look at �t l�ke th�s: If your �nterest �s str�ctly to arr�ve at an understand�ng of what the
world �s at the level of bas�c quest�ons, aka, ph�losophy, and you real�ze that exper�ence �s not a
"m�rror of nature" as Rorty put �t, but an opaque process�ng plant that manufactures mean�ng,
log�c, propos�t�ons and the�r truth values, appet�tes, eth�cs/value, a�ect, and all the rest, then you
are obl�ged to read ph�losophy that reflects th�s. It's l�ke �n the study of rocks and m�nerals and not
be�ng sat�sf�ed w�th the mere spectacle of what they do �n the world, but want�ng to look at the
structures that underl�e what they do, the crystall�ne structures and the�r molecular compos�t�on,
and the part�cle phys�cs beh�nd th�s, and the geolog�cal age that prov�ded the compress�on, and so
forth. Th�s �s exactly the k�nd of th�ng phenomenology does w�th exper�ence, the manufactur�ng
plant that makes the world, the world.



Read He�degger, just the f�rst few pages just to see the k�nd of th�nk�ng that goes �nto th�s. You w�ll
f�nd the language o� putt�ng as you go, but then, th�s �s true for all ser�ous work.
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Atla on >  30 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 19:50

I tr�ed read�ng Be�ng and t�me, but unfortunately such wr�t�ngs usually make me phys�cally
nauseous after a few pages, I can't cont�nue.
I may have m�sunderstood, but he seemed to be do�ng the exact of oppos�te of what �s requ�red to
understand Be�ng: he seemed to be address�ng the quest�on of the Be�ng of ent�t�es. Be�ng can't be
understood as long we don't real�ze that �n the real world, there are no ent�t�es at all.

1.109. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote
Th�s �s sort of an argumentat�ve forum, so I'll say that actually there �s noth�ng d�v�ne about
exper�ence, well none that I'm aware of anyway. It's s�mply what ex�stence �s l�ke. And the contents
of the male human m�nd are eas�er stud�ed v�a psychology. I don't understand th�s obsess�on w�th
phenomena at all.

Well then look at �t l�ke th�s: If your �nterest �s str�ctly to arr�ve at an understand�ng of what the world �s
at the level of bas�c quest�ons, aka, ph�losophy, and you real�ze that exper�ence �s not a "m�rror of
nature" as Rorty put �t, but an opaque process�ng plant that manufactures mean�ng, log�c, propos�t�ons
and the�r truth values, appet�tes, eth�cs/value, a�ect, and all the rest, then you are obl�ged to read
ph�losophy that reflects th�s. It's l�ke �n the study of rocks and m�nerals and not be�ng sat�sf�ed w�th the
mere spectacle of what they do �n the world, but want�ng to look at the structures that underl�e what
they do, the crystall�ne structures and the�r molecular compos�t�on, and the part�cle phys�cs beh�nd
th�s, and the geolog�cal age that prov�ded the compress�on, and so forth. Th�s �s exactly the k�nd of
th�ng phenomenology does w�th exper�ence, the manufactur�ng plant that makes the world, the world.

Read He�degger, just the f�rst few pages just to see the k�nd of th�nk�ng that goes �nto th�s. You w�ll f�nd
the language o� putt�ng as you go, but then, th�s �s true for all ser�ous work.
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Gert�e on >  30 Ağustos 2020 Pazar 20:40

HAN



If other people are only recogn�sed as ex�st�ng as part of my exper�ence/''�nterpretat�ve f�eld'', then
the�r reported exper�ence �sn't someth�ng I can rely on �n a way to sl�de from ''my �nterpret�ve f�eld''
to broader ''we'' cla�ms about the 'external world'. You e�ther say you don't know, OR place them
ontolog�cally as part of the exper�ence, OR as �ndependantly ex�st�ng fellow exper�encers. If �t's the
latter, then you've made an assumpt�on that an external world ex�sts, �ndependant of your
exper�ence, wh�ch you can know someth�ng about.

Or that external�ty appears before us and we have to analyze th�s phenomenolog�cally.

Sorry that's not good enough. As far as I'm concerned you lose any warrant to make cla�ms about
''we'' and ''us'', �f you don't even assume I ex�st as anyth�ng beyond your exper�ence of me.

That �s why you should d�st�ngu�sh between knowledge cla�ms and ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs
cla�ms. You can't sl�de between the two or �gnore the d��erence. You can't bu�er your own
�nterpretat�on of your exper�ence w�th what I say about m�ne, and st�ll place me as just another part
of your exper�ence.
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Hereandnow on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 01:07

Atla wrote
I tr�ed read�ng Be�ng and t�me, but unfortunately such wr�t�ngs usually make me phys�cally
nauseous after a few pages, I can't cont�nue.
I may have m�sunderstood, but he seemed to be do�ng the exact of oppos�te of what �s requ�red to
understand Be�ng: he seemed to be address�ng the quest�on of the Be�ng of ent�t�es. Be�ng can't be
understood as long we don't real�ze that �n the real world, there are no ent�t�es at all.

Well, dase�n IS an ent�ty. It �s not, however, a present at hand ent�ty, a th�ng. One has to st�ck w�th
�t and read through the d���cult�es. In the beg�nn�ng he �s s�mply throw�ng the reader �nto h�s
term�nolog�cal world, but later, all the th�ngs he runs through so qu�ckly, he goes �nto �n deta�l.

One has to study th�s. It �s not readable �n the usual sense. Pretend you have an exam to take, or a
lecture to g�ve. You w�ll f�nd you can actually do �t.

But then, Kant's Cr�t�que of Pure Reason �s the true foundat�on for German Ideal�sm, and
He�degger �s follow�ng Kant. Read Kant f�rst, and He�degger w�ll be eas�er. One does need the
Copern�can Revolut�on Kant talks about to beg�n th�s properly.

Anyway, �f you want to read th�s, or Kant and would l�ke to talk about �t, let me know.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 1 3 .

~

Atla on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 05:39



Well I w�ll read them �f anyone can show me a val�d �ns�ght of the�rs I d�dn't already cons�der. I'm
com�ng from a sc�ent�f�c angle, and am only �nterested �n f�nd�ng the opt�mal bas�c ph�losophy for
my theory of everyth�ng. Nondual ph�losophy �s both s�mpler and deeper than any Western
�deal�sm I've seen, and �t resolves the quest�ons of be�ng �n general, and human be�ng, perfectly.

1.112. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote
I tr�ed read�ng Be�ng and t�me, but unfortunately such wr�t�ngs usually make me phys�cally
nauseous after a few pages, I can't cont�nue.
I may have m�sunderstood, but he seemed to be do�ng the exact of oppos�te of what �s requ�red to
understand Be�ng: he seemed to be address�ng the quest�on of the Be�ng of ent�t�es. Be�ng can't be
understood as long we don't real�ze that �n the real world, there are no ent�t�es at all.

Well, dase�n IS an ent�ty. It �s not, however, a present at hand ent�ty, a th�ng. One has to st�ck w�th �t
and read through the d���cult�es. In the beg�nn�ng he �s s�mply throw�ng the reader �nto h�s
term�nolog�cal world, but later, all the th�ngs he runs through so qu�ckly, he goes �nto �n deta�l.

One has to study th�s. It �s not readable �n the usual sense. Pretend you have an exam to take, or a
lecture to g�ve. You w�ll f�nd you can actually do �t.

But then, Kant's Cr�t�que of Pure Reason �s the true foundat�on for German Ideal�sm, and He�degger �s
follow�ng Kant. Read Kant f�rst, and He�degger w�ll be eas�er. One does need the Copern�can
Revolut�on Kant talks about to beg�n th�s properly.

Anyway, �f you want to read th�s, or Kant and would l�ke to talk about �t, let me know.
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Hereandnow on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 14:18

Atla wrote
Well I w�ll read them �f anyone can show me a val�d �ns�ght of the�rs I d�dn't already cons�der.
I'm com�ng from a sc�ent�f�c angle, and am only �nterested �n f�nd�ng the opt�mal bas�c ph�losophy for
my theory of everyth�ng. Nondual ph�losophy �s both s�mpler and deeper than any Western �deal�sm
I've seen, and �t resolves the quest�ons of be�ng �n general, and human be�ng, perfectly.

Just keep �n m�nd that "any Western �deal�sm I've seen" has very l�m�ted content g�ven that all
He�degger �s to you �s nausea. To encounter the best �deas takes work, a tear�ng down of
assumpt�ons that everyday th�nk�ng �mposes on thought. Common sense �s s�mply common.
A last world on He�degger. Here �s a webs�te that �s short and sweet and g�ves an account how two
of h�s bas�c �deas work: http://compend�um.kosawese.net/term/pre ... -zuhanden/
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Atla on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 15:03

Thanks, yeah I guess I'll have to pass. When �t comes to what I cons�der to be ontology, one th�ng
we have to real�ze �s that �n the real world, there are no separate systems, ent�tes, �nteract�ons.
THAT �s what happens when we properly tear down the assumpt�ons of every human th�nk�ng.

He�degger seems to do the oppos�te, he takes the everyday convent�on of such separate �nteract�ng
th�ngs, and then perverts �t �nto h�s d��erent modes of be�ng. I mean th�s �s all f�ne, but why call �t
ontology. It's just male human psychology.

1.114. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote
Well I w�ll read them �f anyone can show me a val�d �ns�ght of the�rs I d�dn't already cons�der. I'm
com�ng from a sc�ent�f�c angle, and am only �nterested �n f�nd�ng the opt�mal bas�c ph�losophy for
my theory of everyth�ng. Nondual ph�losophy �s both s�mpler and deeper than any Western �deal�sm
I've seen, and �t resolves the quest�ons of be�ng �n general, and human be�ng, perfectly.

Just keep �n m�nd that "any Western �deal�sm I've seen" has very l�m�ted content g�ven that all
He�degger �s to you �s nausea. To encounter the best �deas takes work, a tear�ng down of assumpt�ons
that everyday th�nk�ng �mposes on thought. Common sense �s s�mply common.
A last world on He�degger. Here �s a webs�te that �s short and sweet and g�ves an account how two of
h�s bas�c �deas work: http://compend�um.kosawese.net/term/pre ... -zuhanden/
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Faustus5 on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 15:03

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

When those assumpt�ons enable human be�ngs to solve real problems and answer real quest�on,
tear�ng down those assumpt�ons seems to me a po�ntless academ�c exerc�se that produces noth�ng
of value. Exactly the k�nd of th�ng that r�ghtfully g�ves ph�losophy a bad reputat�on.

1.114. by \  Hereandnow

To encounter the best �deas takes work, a tear�ng down of assumpt�ons that everyday th�nk�ng �mposes
on thought.
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Hereandnow on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 15:14

http://compendium.kosawese.net/term/present-at-hand-vorhanden-and-ready-to-hand-zuhanden/
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Gert�e wrote
Sorry that's not good enough. As far as I'm concerned you lose any warrant to make cla�ms about ''we''
and ''us'', �f you don't even assume I ex�st as anyth�ng beyond your exper�ence of me.

That �s why you should d�st�ngu�sh between knowledge cla�ms and ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs cla�ms.
You can't sl�de between the two or �gnore the d��erence. You can't bu�er your own �nterpretat�on of
your exper�ence w�th what I say about m�ne, and st�ll place me as just another part of your exper�ence.

But th�s concern about my exper�ence of you �s not a po�nt of concern regard�ng phenomenology. It
�s a g�ven that there are other people, other th�ngs, for th�s �s the way the world presents �tself. The
matter of show�ng what th�s �s about, expla�n�ng "otherness" �s not one that cancels out otherness,
�t �s about expla�n�ng �t.

If you have a hard t�me regard�ng the assumpt�on that others ex�st at all, the problem you are
deal�ng w�th �s not the phenomenolog�st's, but the analyt�c ph�losopher's! Read Qu�ne's theory of
Rad�cal translat�on and the �ndeterm�nacy of language. there �s th�s paper wr�tten by Dav�d
Golumb�a that puts Qu�ne and Derr�da (the �nfamous den�er of object�ve knowledge) on fa�rly equal
foot�ng regard�ng know�ng others and other th�ngs. Th�s �ssue r�ses up across the board and �t has
never, nor w�ll �t ever be resolved. Read W�ttgenste�n's Tractatus: It �s s�mply absurd to th�nk, he
says, that you can extract knowledge cla�ms' content from the log�c that �s used to construct �t.
Rorty, the same. Dewey, the same. All Kant�an on th�s s�mple matter: talk�ng about "out there" �s
s�mply nonsense. (Of course, �n the post He�degger�an world, there �s extraord�nary work w�th th�s
�dea).

Phenomenology, He�edegger's and others', s�mply accepts that there are others, trees, cha�rs,
people, for th�s �s what �s presented to us �n the world. It does get a b�t odd, but �t goes l�ke th�s: I
know there �s a world around me, and there are th�ngs and people that are there, and not me, but
"me" here �s def�ned phenomenolog�cally, that �s, as an ent�ty that puts the stamp of "m�ne" and
"me" on th�ngs that are conta�ned w�th�n the "my" of be�ng. Other th�ngs, people, are other, and I
take them �n through my dase�n, personal human agency of �n-the-worldness. You are clearly there
and you have an agency l�ke m�ne, an �n the worldness. In fact, a b�g compla�nt about He�degger �s
that h�s v�ews of others are so strongly averse to what others do to one's own dase�n: they keep
quest�ons at bay wh�le encourag�ng dogmat�c conform�ty to "the they". H themat�zes the
�nauthent�c�ty of ex�st�ng th�s way, th�s go�ng along w�th others, be�ng bl�ndly led and never
real�z�ng the freedom of one's authent�c ex�stence: stand�ng before the future, unmade, and
br�ng�ng forth ex�stence out of the endless poss�b�l�t�es that l�e �n wa�t�ng out of one's personal and
cultural h�story.

Matters of sol�ps�sm and �deal�sm don't come up but objects are s�mply there, forged out of
exper�ence (see Dewey's Art as Exper�ence and Exper�ence and Nature), and the �dea and the sense
�mpress�ons are of-a p�ece. th�ngs are not "out there", as some metaphys�cal assumed th�ngs, and
d�scovered; rather the�r mean�ngs are made when we take them up. We are pass�ve and �nauthent�c
�f we s�mply move anonymously through a�a�rs. But to be a creator and make one's own l�fe from
the stand po�nt of freedom, the present, where cho�ces are made. Another "petty" (l�ke sol�ps�sm)
�ssue �s freedom: how to address determ�n�sm. Freedom does not hang on such a problem. It �s
there, �n the a�a�rs we encounter. I am not a tree or a stone; I make my own "essence" though
cho�ce (or, I become very tree-l�ke �f I just never ra�se quest�ons. Sartre called th�s bad fa�th).



Determ�n�sm contra freedom �s pseudo problem; there �s cho�ce, wh�ch ar�ses when quest�ons are
put to th�ngs. I can s�t here and wr�te or jump out the w�ndow. The fact that cho�ce does not occur
ex n�h�lo �s obv�ous. Cho�ce �s def�ned phenomenolog�cally, not �n �ntu�t�ve apr�or�ty (causal�ty).
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 15:18

I should probably ask you th�s �n the thread on Be�ng and T�me, but re "tear�ng down assumpt�ons,"
s�nce you brought �t up here, what would you say �s what He�degger �s even try�ng to address w�th
respect to be�ng?

He�degger says th�ngs l�ke, "our a�m �n the follow�ng treat�se �s to work out the quest�on of the
sense of be�ng" and that he's go�ng to address "what determ�nes be�ngs as be�ngs, that �n terms of
wh�ch be�ngs are already understood." I've never been able to get much of a grasp on what he's
even talk�ng about. How would you expla�n �t? (And please, �f you can, g�ve a relat�vely short answer
that just expla�ns what the heck he even has �n m�nd w�th respect to any �ssue/confus�on about
"be�ng.")

1.112. by \  Hereandnow
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Hereandnow on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 15:26

Faustus5 wrote
When those assumpt�ons enable human be�ngs to solve real problems and answer real
quest�on, tear�ng down those assumpt�ons seems to me a po�ntless academ�c exerc�se that produces
noth�ng of value. Exactly the k�nd of th�ng that r�ghtfully g�ves ph�losophy a bad reputat�on.

Then by all means, get �nvolved, start a un�on, work for M�crosoft. But �f �t wasn't for tear�ng down
assumpt�ons, you and I would argu�ng about how to best please Yahweh.

Real quest�ons, solv�ng problems?: depends on the problems. Ph�losophy �s about pursu�ng the
truth, putt�ng as�de that th�s concept �s an �nherent problem, at the level of bas�c assumpt�ons. Th�s
frees us from �llus�ons, putt�ng quest�ons to assumpt�ons to see what holds up and what does not.
The world, �t turns out, �s a very al�en place at th�s level and �n a g�ven cultural cl�mate, such a th�ng
�s dangerous, threaten�ng. Talk l�ke Qu�ne or W�ttgenste�n to a Old Testament sheep herder and you
w�ll probably be shunned or worse. Who cares: there �s no Yahweh, nor walk�ng on water, nor any
of that nonsense.

Ö Ü
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Faustus5 on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 16:32

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

But �f you are a�m�ng at someth�ng that doesn't tell people to behave d��erently, doesn't make a
d��erence �n the�r l�ves, doesn't recommend some sort of tang�ble change �n pract�ce other than
what words we use, then you aren't asp�r�ng to anyth�ng that deserves to be called "truth". It just
becomes mean�ngless babble that only ph�losophers care about, wh�ch means �t has no value and �s
a waste of t�me and energy.

1.119. by \  Hereandnow

Real quest�ons, solv�ng problems?: depends on the problems. Ph�losophy �s about pursu�ng the truth,
putt�ng as�de that th�s concept �s an �nherent problem, at the level of bas�c assumpt�ons.
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Atla on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 17:22

Of course "truth" somet�mes turns out to have no value and makes no d��erence �n people's l�ves.
Somet�mes �t's even detr�mental.

Some people l�ke to collect stamps, some l�ke to play football, some people l�ke to try to solve the
b�g quest�ons of ex�stence. Why are you surpr�sed?

1.120. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

But �f you are a�m�ng at someth�ng that doesn't tell people to behave d��erently, doesn't make a
d��erence �n the�r l�ves, doesn't recommend some sort of tang�ble change �n pract�ce other than what
words we use, then you aren't asp�r�ng to anyth�ng that deserves to be called "truth". It just becomes
mean�ngless babble that only ph�losophers care about, wh�ch means �t has no value and �s a waste of
t�me and energy.

1.119. by \  Hereandnow

Real quest�ons, solv�ng problems?: depends on the problems. Ph�losophy �s about pursu�ng the truth,
putt�ng as�de that th�s concept �s an �nherent problem, at the level of bas�c assumpt�ons.
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Faustus5 on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 19:36

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Actually, �t �s as �f you read my m�nd, Atla!

I was th�nk�ng metaphor�cally that th�s approach to ph�losophy ends up mak�ng �t a k�nd of game
l�ke D&D. Players m�ght have a very �nvolved language and a set of convent�ons about how to use
that language, and some players are superbly excellent at master�ng the language and comm�t an
enormous volume of data about �t to memory. But that language has zero �mportance and mean�ng
outs�de of play�ng the game.

Ph�losophy, or at least any approach to ph�losophy that I'll take ser�ously, �s supposed to a�m for
someth�ng h�gher than that. And espec�ally �f you are go�ng to start a thread cry�ng about the
"hegemony" of one of human�ty's most �mportant �ntellectual ach�evements, your ph�losoph�cal
approach had damn well better be more substant�al than the act of collect�ng stamps.

1.121. by Atla

Some people l�ke to collect stamps, some l�ke to play football, some people l�ke to try to solve the b�g
quest�ons of ex�stence. Why are you surpr�sed?
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Atla on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 20:30

There �s someth�ng pretty narrow m�nded about th�s. No one yet actually knows what the 'ult�mate
truth' �s, so they can't tell whether for example �t holds the key to human�ty's future, or maybe to
�ts destruct�on, or maybe �t won't really a�ect anyth�ng at all. In the unl�kely scenar�o that we w�ll
ever f�gure out the 'ult�mate truth', of course.

1.122. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Actually, �t �s as �f you read my m�nd, Atla!

I was th�nk�ng metaphor�cally that th�s approach to ph�losophy ends up mak�ng �t a k�nd of game l�ke
D&D. Players m�ght have a very �nvolved language and a set of convent�ons about how to use that
language, and some players are superbly excellent at master�ng the language and comm�t an
enormous volume of data about �t to memory. But that language has zero �mportance and mean�ng
outs�de of play�ng the game.

Ph�losophy, or at least any approach to ph�losophy that I'll take ser�ously, �s supposed to a�m for
someth�ng h�gher than that. And espec�ally �f you are go�ng to start a thread cry�ng about the
"hegemony" of one of human�ty's most �mportant �ntellectual ach�evements, your ph�losoph�cal
approach had damn well better be more substant�al than the act of collect�ng stamps.

1.121. by Atla

Some people l�ke to collect stamps, some l�ke to play football, some people l�ke to try to solve the b�g
quest�ons of ex�stence. Why are you surpr�sed?

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


It's l�ke you would expect people to know �n advance what the answers w�ll be, and then only start
seek�ng those answers when they w�ll be useful to us.
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Faustus5 on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 21:08

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I don't even th�nk the concept of "ult�mate truth" �s mean�ngful, so I'd suspect any ph�losopher
who thought they were seek�ng �t was e�ther crazy or at least very self deluded.

1.123. by Atla

No one yet actually knows what the 'ult�mate truth' �s, so they can't tell whether for example �t holds
the key to human�ty's future, or maybe to �ts destruct�on, or maybe �t won't really a�ect anyth�ng at all.
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Atla on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 21:17

Well personally I th�nk that people who aren't cur�ous about ex�stence, and don't ever seek the
'truth', are crazy.

1.124. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I don't even th�nk the concept of "ult�mate truth" �s mean�ngful, so I'd suspect any ph�losopher who
thought they were seek�ng �t was e�ther crazy or at least very self deluded.

1.123. by Atla

No one yet actually knows what the 'ult�mate truth' �s, so they can't tell whether for example �t holds
the key to human�ty's future, or maybe to �ts destruct�on, or maybe �t won't really a�ect anyth�ng at
all.
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Faustus5 on >  31 Ağustos 2020 Pazartes� 21:31

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


There are coherent and �ntell�gent ways to be cur�ous about ex�stence, wh�ch tend to produce useful
and mean�ngful results, and there are �ncoherent and dumb ways to be cur�ous about ex�stence,
wh�ch produce noth�ng.

I only pay attent�on to folks tak�ng the former path. Unfortunately, ph�losophy as a d�sc�pl�ne �s too
w�ll�ng to tolerate and enable those wast�ng the�r t�me w�th the latter path, wh�ch �s way
ph�losophy �s so rarely pa�d attent�on to by non-ph�losophers.

1.125. by Atla

Well personally I th�nk that people who aren't cur�ous about ex�stence, and don't ever seek the 'truth',
are crazy.
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Yeah well academ�c ph�losophy be�ng a fa�lure doesn't mean that restr�ct�ng ourselves to a small
box �s any better.

1.126. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

There are coherent and �ntell�gent ways to be cur�ous about ex�stence, wh�ch tend to produce useful
and mean�ngful results, and there are �ncoherent and dumb ways to be cur�ous about ex�stence, wh�ch
produce noth�ng.

I only pay attent�on to folks tak�ng the former path. Unfortunately, ph�losophy as a d�sc�pl�ne �s too
w�ll�ng to tolerate and enable those wast�ng the�r t�me w�th the latter path, wh�ch �s way ph�losophy �s
so rarely pa�d attent�on to by non-ph�losophers.

1.125. by Atla

Well personally I th�nk that people who aren't cur�ous about ex�stence, and don't ever seek the
'truth', are crazy.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
I should probably ask you th�s �n the thread on Be�ng and T�me, but re "tear�ng down assumpt�ons,"
s�nce you brought �t up here, what would you say �s what He�degger �s even try�ng to address w�th
respect to be�ng?

He�degger says th�ngs l�ke, "our a�m �n the follow�ng treat�se �s to work out the quest�on of the sense of
be�ng" and that he's go�ng to address "what determ�nes be�ngs as be�ngs, that �n terms of wh�ch be�ngs
are already understood." I've never been able to get much of a grasp on what he's even talk�ng about.
How would you expla�n �t? (And please, �f you can, g�ve a relat�vely short answer that just expla�ns
what the heck he even has �n m�nd w�th respect to any �ssue/confus�on about "be�ng.")

The follow�ng IS a short answer, and �s obscenely short. I tr�ed.

Well, what IS be�ng? To be? And then, to ex�st, be real? These terms f�ll our vocabulary, but Be�ng: I
AM s�tt�ng; the student IS next to the w�ndow, etc.; th�s term �s taken by H to be foundat�onal, after
all, the metaphys�cs of Be�ng has a name: ontology. But He�degger wants to take the metaphys�cs
OUT of ontology. Chr�st�an metaphys�cs has all but ru�ned th�nk�ng soundly about what �t means to
be, here, an ex�st�ng ent�ty, �n-the-world. Metaphys�cs has re�f�ed (made �nto a real th�ng) th�s for
us �n terms of the soul, god; Plato re�f�ed th�s �n terms of the mak�ng verbs and adject�ves and
abstract�ons �nto th�ngs: The Good, Just�ce, V�rtue, and so on.

So forget be�ng as a substance, mater�al th�ngness, the m�nd of god (see Kant;s Transcendental
D�alect�c for a formal repud�at�on of metaphys�cs), soul or sp�r�t. H's phenomenolog�cal pov �s so
�rr�tat�ngly d���cult because he wants to construct a new vocabulary that �s free of th�s perverse
h�story of metaphys�cs, and th�s requ�res allow�ng the world to prsent �tself as �t �s, not through he
trad�t�onal �nterpretat�ve systems. Another o� putt�ng th�ng you w�ll f�nd �n H �s that he does not
th�nk as a modern sc�ent�st. He respects sc�ence, but does not make �t he foundat�on.

So the assumpt�ons he wants to tear down are these rel�g�ous, ph�losoph�cal and sc�ent�f�c
parad�gms that have always been the default answer to "what �s Be�ng?" And he wants to tear down
a l�festyle of complacency to open doors to what he th�nks �s a lost grandeur, or lost
"pr�mord�al�ty", someth�ng IN our structured exper�ences that has been pushed out of awareness
by culture and popular rel�g�on and th�s push�ng out has caused a cr�s�s of �dent�ty (N�etzsche
should comes to m�nd; see He�degger's war on Chr�st�an and Platon�c models of ontology), and we
have become tr�v�al�zed and lost (l�ke Guy Debord says �n the Soc�ety of the Spectacle). We are far
greater than popular concept�ons allow us to be, but th�s greatness �s NOT �nt he theory, but the
Be�ng, the l�ved exper�ence of Be�ng, and th�s makes He�degger�an thought amenable to lots of
extravagant, quas� myst�cal th�nk�ng he never endorsed, because myst�cs th�nk there �s someth�ng
profound but lost about our Be�ng here, too. But �ts not myst�cal, for H, �t's al�enat�on. Modern
soc�ety has bu�lt for �tself a cond�t�on of ex�stent�al al�enat�on through �ts technolog�cal culture and
metaphys�cs.

That �s the down and d�rty on tear�ng down. He looks at �nd�v�duals as e�ther a k�nd of herd
mental�ty, or enl�ghtened and free. He, l�ke W�ttgenste�n, �s try�ng to show us the error of our ways,
only for H, �t has th�s ex�stent�al d�mens�on (wh�ch he got from K�erkegaard): a tak�ng hold of our
freedom to be the creators of our own fate as opposed to just lett�ng �t be dec�ded for us by our
sleepwalk�ng through l�fe. We need to take control of our own fate through our own freedom and
freedom �s the fleet�ng present moment (as the present moves �n t�me �nto the future), and th�s



br�ngs the matter to the structure of dase�n (me, be�ng there)

As to the "�n terms of wh�ch be�ngs are already understood" you ment�on, he �s a phenomenolog�st
who wants to look pla�nly at the world free of trad�t�on, theory (though, well, h�s �s a theory),
popular not�ons, presumpt�ons of what IS. Where to look? One looks at the world. What �s the
world? It �s our world, the everyday world of wa�t�ng for buses and pay�ng taxes and do�ng phys�cs.
th�s world �s not, of course, handed to us; we made �t (always �nterest�ng to me �s that our language
�s not des�gned to tell us what a th�ng IS, only what �t does. Nouns are really verbs!). We made
pol�t�cs and General Motors. Th�s world �s an h�stor�cal place, bu�lt out of the ages. Every thought I
can th�nk �s manufactured �n some soc�al env�ronment, and the h�story of such places go way, way
back, AND, �t �s also very personal: my h�story started when I was born and I grew up ass�m�lat�ng
language and �deas, acqu�red what E D H�rsch called cultural l�teracy.

So when we wake up �n the morn�ng, we speak, th�nk, l�ve and breath �n one of these cultures, and
th�s culture �s not only what I have, but what I am, my dase�n, and every utterance, a remembrance,
�s done �n language and culture, and th�s �s the CONTENT of dase�n, of what I am. The FORM, or
STRUCTURE of dase�n �s TIME. A very b�g deal. The structure of exper�ence �s t�me:past, present
future. As I wr�te now, the language r�ses up up, assoc�ated thoughts m�ngle to produce
propos�t�ons, �deas, quest�ons �n thought and feel�ng, and these are projected �nto the unmade
future ( a very �mportant �dea: the future �s unmade, a blank, noth�ngness. Hmmm. What shall I do
next? Whatever �t �s, �t w�ll be my do�ng, my creat�on).

All th�s (th�s structure of past, present future �n wh�ch h�stor�cally produced �deas,�nst�tut�ons are
projected �nto the future �n the creat�ve act of an authent�c or �nauthent�c dase�n, that �s, a self that
�s e�ther asleep at the wheel and just rolls through l�fe, or one that has awakened to freedom and
poss�b�l�t�es) �s presupposed by sc�ence, rel�g�on, by anyth�ng you can th�nk of, and th�s �s why a
temporal ontology of dase�n's product�on of ex�stence �s THE ontology that underl�es all else.

I hope that �s not too b�zarre sound�ng. I have qu�te forgotten what sounds normal �n d�scuss�ons
l�ke th�s.
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Hereandnow on >  1 Eylül 2020 Salı 02:58

Faustus5 wrote
But �f you are a�m�ng at someth�ng that doesn't tell people to behave d��erently, doesn't
make a d��erence �n the�r l�ves, doesn't recommend some sort of tang�ble change �n pract�ce other than
what words we use, then you aren't asp�r�ng to anyth�ng that deserves to be called "truth". It just
becomes mean�ngless babble that only ph�losophers care about, wh�ch means �t has no value and �s a
waste of t�me and energy.

Grrrr. Mean�ngless babble �s �nsult�ng. Ph�losophers don't care about mean�ngless babble. Here �s
what mean�ngless babble �s: �t �s what �s produced when op�n�on exceeds understand�ng.

Ö Ü
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Well, what IS be�ng? To be? And then, to ex�st, be real? These terms f�ll our vocabulary, but Be�ng: I AM
s�tt�ng; the student IS next to the w�ndow, etc.; th�s term �s taken by H to be foundat�onal, after all, the
metaphys�cs of Be�ng has a name: ontology. But He�degger wants to take the metaphys�cs OUT of
ontology. Chr�st�an metaphys�cs has all but ru�ned th�nk�ng soundly about what �t means to be, here,
an ex�st�ng ent�ty, �n-the-world. Metaphys�cs has re�f�ed (made �nto a real th�ng) th�s for us �n terms
of the soul, god; Plato re�f�ed th�s �n terms of the mak�ng verbs and adject�ves and abstract�ons �nto
th�ngs: The Good, Just�ce, V�rtue, and so on.

So forget be�ng as a substance, mater�al th�ngness, the m�nd of god (see Kant;s Transcendental
D�alect�c for a formal repud�at�on of metaphys�cs), soul or sp�r�t. H's phenomenolog�cal pov �s so
�rr�tat�ngly d���cult because he wants to construct a new vocabulary that �s free of th�s perverse h�story
of metaphys�cs, and th�s requ�res allow�ng the world to prsent �tself as �t �s, not through he trad�t�onal
�nterpretat�ve systems. Another o� putt�ng th�ng you w�ll f�nd �n H �s that he does not th�nk as a
modern sc�ent�st. He respects sc�ence, but does not make �t he foundat�on.

So the assumpt�ons he wants to tear down are these rel�g�ous, ph�losoph�cal and sc�ent�f�c parad�gms
that have always been the default answer to "what �s Be�ng?" And he wants to tear down a l�festyle of
complacency to open doors to what he th�nks �s a lost grandeur, or lost "pr�mord�al�ty", someth�ng IN
our structured exper�ences that has been pushed out of awareness by culture and popular rel�g�on and
th�s push�ng out has caused a cr�s�s of �dent�ty (N�etzsche should comes to m�nd; see He�degger's war
on Chr�st�an and Platon�c models of ontology), and we have become tr�v�al�zed and lost (l�ke Guy
Debord says �n the Soc�ety of the Spectacle). We are far greater than popular concept�ons allow us to be,
but th�s greatness �s NOT �nt he theory, but the Be�ng, the l�ved exper�ence of Be�ng, and th�s makes
He�degger�an thought amenable to lots of extravagant, quas� myst�cal th�nk�ng he never endorsed,
because myst�cs th�nk there �s someth�ng profound but lost about our Be�ng here, too. But �ts not
myst�cal, for H, �t's al�enat�on. Modern soc�ety has bu�lt for �tself a cond�t�on of ex�stent�al al�enat�on
through �ts technolog�cal culture and metaphys�cs.

That �s the down and d�rty on tear�ng down. He looks at �nd�v�duals as e�ther a k�nd of herd mental�ty,
or enl�ghtened and free. He, l�ke W�ttgenste�n, �s try�ng to show us the error of our ways, only for H, �t
has th�s ex�stent�al d�mens�on (wh�ch he got from K�erkegaard): a tak�ng hold of our freedom to be the
creators of our own fate as opposed to just lett�ng �t be dec�ded for us by our sleepwalk�ng through l�fe.
We need to take control of our own fate through our own freedom and freedom �s the fleet�ng present
moment (as the present moves �n t�me �nto the future), and th�s br�ngs the matter to the structure of
dase�n (me, be�ng there)

As to the "�n terms of wh�ch be�ngs are already understood" you ment�on, he �s a phenomenolog�st
who wants to look pla�nly at the world free of trad�t�on, theory (though, well, h�s �s a theory), popular
not�ons, presumpt�ons of what IS. Where to look? One looks at the world. What �s the world? It �s our
world, the everyday world of wa�t�ng for buses and pay�ng taxes and do�ng phys�cs. th�s world �s not, of
course, handed to us; we made �t (always �nterest�ng to me �s that our language �s not des�gned to tell
us what a th�ng IS, only what �t does. Nouns are really verbs!). We made pol�t�cs and General Motors.
Th�s world �s an h�stor�cal place, bu�lt out of the ages. Every thought I can th�nk �s manufactured �n
some soc�al env�ronment, and the h�story of such places go way, way back, AND, �t �s also very
personal: my h�story started when I was born and I grew up ass�m�lat�ng language and �deas, acqu�red
what E D H�rsch called cultural l�teracy.

So when we wake up �n the morn�ng, we speak, th�nk, l�ve and breath �n one of these cultures, and th�s
culture �s not only what I have, but what I am, my dase�n, and every utterance, a remembrance, �s done
�n language and culture, and th�s �s the CONTENT of dase�n, of what I am. The FORM, or STRUCTURE
of dase�n �s TIME. A very b�g deal. The structure of exper�ence �s t�me:past, present future. As I wr�te
now, the language r�ses up up, assoc�ated thoughts m�ngle to produce propos�t�ons, �deas, quest�ons �n
thought and feel�ng, and these are projected �nto the unmade future ( a very �mportant �dea: the future



�s unmade, a blank, noth�ngness. Hmmm. What shall I do next? Whatever �t �s, �t w�ll be my do�ng, my
creat�on).

All th�s (th�s structure of past, present future �n wh�ch h�stor�cally produced �deas,�nst�tut�ons are
projected �nto the future �n the creat�ve act of an authent�c or �nauthent�c dase�n, that �s, a self that �s
e�ther asleep at the wheel and just rolls through l�fe, or one that has awakened to freedom and
poss�b�l�t�es) �s presupposed by sc�ence, rel�g�on, by anyth�ng you can th�nk of, and th�s �s why a
temporal ontology of dase�n's product�on of ex�stence �s THE ontology that underl�es all else.

I hope that �s not too b�zarre sound�ng. I have qu�te forgotten what sounds normal �n d�scuss�ons l�ke
th�s.

I can't really fathom why �t's better to base 'ontology' on a certa�n male human psycholog�cal
exper�ence of be�ng and act�ng through t�me (and get �nfatuated w�th �t), �nstead of bas�ng �t on the
ent�re natural world. And not even �nvest�gat�ng what be�ng �s fundamentally, anyway.
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Gert�e wrote
Sorry that's not good enough. As far as I'm concerned you lose any warrant to make cla�ms about
''we'' and ''us'', �f you don't even assume I ex�st as anyth�ng beyond your exper�ence of me.

That �s why you should d�st�ngu�sh between knowledge cla�ms and ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs
cla�ms. You can't sl�de between the two or �gnore the d��erence. You can't bu�er your own
�nterpretat�on of your exper�ence w�th what I say about m�ne, and st�ll place me as just another part
of your exper�ence.

But th�s concern about my exper�ence of you �s not a po�nt of concern regard�ng phenomenology. It �s a
g�ven that there are other people, other th�ngs, for th�s �s the way the world presents �tself. The matter
of show�ng what th�s �s about, expla�n�ng "otherness" �s not one that cancels out otherness, �t �s about
expla�n�ng �t.

Alr�ght!

(Although �t seems to me to not to be about expla�n�ng human nature, but descr�b�ng and re-
fram�ng �t and o�er�ng l�fe lessons from what I've seen so far. Or how does �t expla�n the ex�stence
of consc�ousness?).

So - you make an ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs assumpt�on that there �s a world wh�ch ex�sts
�ndependently of your exper�ence of �t. Exper�ence �s therefore, amongst other th�ngs, a form of
representat�on of that world.

A world wh�ch you share w�th other people, and compare notes about. And hence we have the �nter-
subject�ve bas�s of a work�ng model of the world we share. A world where there are �nedependently
ex�st�ng th�ngs and processes. We can't know about these other th�ngs and people from a f�rst-
hand pov, but we can agree on l�m�ted and flawed descr�pt�ons based �n our shared observat�ons



and reason�ng. And we end up w�th a (flawed and �ncomplete) sc�ent�f�c, mater�al�st work�ng model
of the world.

Agree so far?

That model conta�ns an evolut�onary explanat�on of why we are the way we are, phys�cally, and
why we have certa�n types of exper�ence. A l�m�ted, flawed explanat�on, wh�ch doesn't expla�n the
source of exper�ence (but then ne�ther does phenomenology?). But does g�ve a broad ut�l�ty-based
explanat�on for th�ngs l�ke our car�ng, soc�al pre-d�spos�t�ons, our competet�ve and tr�bal �nst�ncts,
why we l�ke choclate and so on.

So what �s your problem w�th that approach to human nature? Where do you draw the l�ne on
explanat�ons wh�ch ar�se �n the world we share, and why? Presumably you accept what we call
grav�ty tells us someth�ng real about the world, and you accept evolut�on tells us someth�ng real
about why our bod�es are the way they are - so why draw the l�ne at what evolut�on tells us about
why we are the way we are mentally?

Phenomenology, He�edegger's and others', s�mply accepts that there are others, trees, cha�rs, people,
for th�s �s what �s presented to us �n the world. It does get a b�t odd, but �t goes l�ke th�s: I know there �s
a world around me, and there are th�ngs and people that are there, and not me, but "me" here �s
def�ned phenomenolog�cally, that �s, as an ent�ty that puts the stamp of "m�ne" and "me" on th�ngs
that are conta�ned w�th�n the "my" of be�ng.

OK, I'd just call that the f�rst-person pov wh�ch �s the nature of consc�ous exper�ence, but I th�nk
we're say�ng the same th�ng.

Other th�ngs, people, are other, and I take them �n through my dase�n, personal human agency of �n-
the-worldness... You are clearly there and you have an agency l�ke m�ne, an �n the worldness.

You seem to be �ntroduc�ng Agency as someth�ng fundamental to be�ng a consc�ous human here,
not requ�r�ng explanat�on, but rather just contextual�s�ng �t as part of our relat�onsh�p w�th the
world. OK, but �t's another assumpt�on �sn't �t?

Matters of sol�ps�sm and �deal�sm don't come up

Only after you make the assumpt�on a real world ex�sts �ndependently of your exper�ence.

but objects are s�mply there, forged out of exper�ence (see Dewey's Art as Exper�ence and Exper�ence
and Nature), and the �dea and the sense �mpress�ons are of-a p�ece. th�ngs are not "out there", as some
metaphys�cal assumed th�ngs, and d�scovered; rather the�r mean�ngs are made when we take them up.

If you're say�ng the�r mean�ng to us �s created by us, that's f�ne. But you clar�f�ed that they are
assumed to ontolog�cally be there as the state of a�a�rs, as someth�ngs, to be d�scovered �n a real
world ex�st�ng �ndependently of anyone d�scover�ng them.

Ö Ü
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

H's ph�losophy �s go�ng to be absolutely powerless and utterly, even laughably feeble �n address�ng
these k�nds of �ssues. The way you get at al�enat�on �s by substant�ally chang�ng the mater�al
cond�t�ons and power people have �n the�r l�ves. It �s pol�t�cal.

Babbl�ng about ontology and metaphys�cs w�ll only waste everyone's t�me and actually serves the
�nterests of those for whom �t �s essent�al the rest of us stay al�enated.

1.128. by \  Hereandnow

But �ts not myst�cal, for H, �t's al�enat�on. Modern soc�ety has bu�lt for �tself a cond�t�on of ex�stent�al
al�enat�on through �ts technolog�cal culture and metaphys�cs.
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H's ph�losophy �s go�ng to be absolutely powerless and utterly, even laughably feeble �n
address�ng these k�nds of �ssues. The way you get at al�enat�on �s by substant�ally chang�ng
the mater�al cond�t�ons and power people have �n the�r l�ves. It �s pol�t�cal.

Babbl�ng about ontology and metaphys�cs w�ll only waste everyone's t�me and actually serves the
�nterests of those for whom �t �s essent�al the rest of us stay al�enated.

Keep �n m�nd that �t was rel�g�on that put Trump �n power, and read�ng He�degger, K�erkegaard,
N�etzsche, Husserl, Jaspers and the rest �s �s a ph�losoph�cal response to rel�g�on that cancels out
�ts crud�ty and s�ll�ness. The fact that others bes�des ph�losophers don't read �t �s bes�de the po�nt
(though keep �n m�nd that the Bush adm�n�strat�on h�red followers of Leo Strauss, a conf�rmed
He�degger�an); very few read phys�cs e�ther, and probably more read ph�losophy than phys�cs, the
latter be�ng so proh�b�t�vely strong �n mathemat�cs.

He�degger �s part of an ongo�ng conversat�on human�ty �s hav�ng w�th �tself (your man Rorty puts
�t, a huge fan of He�degger), and �t �s not so much He�degger's def�n�t�ve th�nk�ng as h�s
contr�but�on to the project of human�ty try�ng to f�gure out what �t �s all about at the level of bas�c
quest�ons.

Cons�der: powerless and the rest? Ph�losophy can have very powerful e�ects on human a�a�rs.
Marx? But Marx was putt�ng Hegel to novel use, and Hegel was FAR more far flung than He�degger.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Marx's work overturned global a�a�rs completely, you w�ll remember. He�degger was strongly
�nfluenced by N�etzsche, and N was very much an �nfluence �n the r�se of Naz�sm. Husserl actually
bel�eved he had d�scovered the true call�ng of ph�losophy that would open doors to rel�g�ous
exper�ence h�therto closed, unreal�zed. Was he r�ght? D�d Husserl "d�scover" the essence of
rel�g�on? You would have to read h�m to f�nd out.

F�nally, the mer�t of a th�ng �s not to we�ghed solely on the soc�al changes �t br�ngs. Buddh�sm, a
monumental presence �n the evolut�on of soc�et�es, �s all about a s�ngle human's �nter�or�ty.

That part about keep�ng people al�enated �s so far removed from actual�ty �t makes me wonder �f
you have read anyth�ng at all. One reason you f�nd all of th�s so bothersome �s that you don't read.
Th�s th�nk�ng screams rat�onal�zat�on: Too much work to understand �t; must be worthless.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 3 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  1 Eylül 2020 Salı 13:28



1.128. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
I should probably ask you th�s �n the thread on Be�ng and T�me, but re "tear�ng down assumpt�ons,"
s�nce you brought �t up here, what would you say �s what He�degger �s even try�ng to address w�th
respect to be�ng?

He�degger says th�ngs l�ke, "our a�m �n the follow�ng treat�se �s to work out the quest�on of the sense
of be�ng" and that he's go�ng to address "what determ�nes be�ngs as be�ngs, that �n terms of wh�ch
be�ngs are already understood." I've never been able to get much of a grasp on what he's even
talk�ng about. How would you expla�n �t? (And please, �f you can, g�ve a relat�vely short answer that
just expla�ns what the heck he even has �n m�nd w�th respect to any �ssue/confus�on about "be�ng.")

The follow�ng IS a short answer, and �s obscenely short. I tr�ed.

Well, what IS be�ng? To be? And then, to ex�st, be real? These terms f�ll our vocabulary, but Be�ng: I AM
s�tt�ng; the student IS next to the w�ndow, etc.; th�s term �s taken by H to be foundat�onal, after all, the
metaphys�cs of Be�ng has a name: ontology. But He�degger wants to take the metaphys�cs OUT of
ontology. Chr�st�an metaphys�cs has all but ru�ned th�nk�ng soundly about what �t means to be, here,
an ex�st�ng ent�ty, �n-the-world. Metaphys�cs has re�f�ed (made �nto a real th�ng) th�s for us �n terms
of the soul, god; Plato re�f�ed th�s �n terms of the mak�ng verbs and adject�ves and abstract�ons �nto
th�ngs: The Good, Just�ce, V�rtue, and so on.

So forget be�ng as a substance, mater�al th�ngness, the m�nd of god (see Kant;s Transcendental
D�alect�c for a formal repud�at�on of metaphys�cs), soul or sp�r�t. H's phenomenolog�cal pov �s so
�rr�tat�ngly d���cult because he wants to construct a new vocabulary that �s free of th�s perverse h�story
of metaphys�cs, and th�s requ�res allow�ng the world to prsent �tself as �t �s, not through he trad�t�onal
�nterpretat�ve systems. Another o� putt�ng th�ng you w�ll f�nd �n H �s that he does not th�nk as a
modern sc�ent�st. He respects sc�ence, but does not make �t he foundat�on.

So the assumpt�ons he wants to tear down are these rel�g�ous, ph�losoph�cal and sc�ent�f�c parad�gms
that have always been the default answer to "what �s Be�ng?" And he wants to tear down a l�festyle of
complacency to open doors to what he th�nks �s a lost grandeur, or lost "pr�mord�al�ty", someth�ng IN
our structured exper�ences that has been pushed out of awareness by culture and popular rel�g�on and
th�s push�ng out has caused a cr�s�s of �dent�ty (N�etzsche should comes to m�nd; see He�degger's war
on Chr�st�an and Platon�c models of ontology), and we have become tr�v�al�zed and lost (l�ke Guy
Debord says �n the Soc�ety of the Spectacle). We are far greater than popular concept�ons allow us to be,
but th�s greatness �s NOT �nt he theory, but the Be�ng, the l�ved exper�ence of Be�ng, and th�s makes
He�degger�an thought amenable to lots of extravagant, quas� myst�cal th�nk�ng he never endorsed,
because myst�cs th�nk there �s someth�ng profound but lost about our Be�ng here, too. But �ts not
myst�cal, for H, �t's al�enat�on. Modern soc�ety has bu�lt for �tself a cond�t�on of ex�stent�al al�enat�on
through �ts technolog�cal culture and metaphys�cs.

That �s the down and d�rty on tear�ng down. He looks at �nd�v�duals as e�ther a k�nd of herd mental�ty,
or enl�ghtened and free. He, l�ke W�ttgenste�n, �s try�ng to show us the error of our ways, only for H, �t
has th�s ex�stent�al d�mens�on (wh�ch he got from K�erkegaard): a tak�ng hold of our freedom to be the
creators of our own fate as opposed to just lett�ng �t be dec�ded for us by our sleepwalk�ng through l�fe.
We need to take control of our own fate through our own freedom and freedom �s the fleet�ng present
moment (as the present moves �n t�me �nto the future), and th�s br�ngs the matter to the structure of
dase�n (me, be�ng there)

As to the "�n terms of wh�ch be�ngs are already understood" you ment�on, he �s a phenomenolog�st
who wants to look pla�nly at the world free of trad�t�on, theory (though, well, h�s �s a theory), popular



It's not b�zarre-sound�ng, but very flakey/fl�ghtly/unfocused-sound�ng--l�ke we can't concentrate
on someth�ng for more than a fleet�ng moment before we move on to someth�ng else. It's k�nd of
stream-of-consc�ousness, wh�ch �s only go�ng to be pert�nent to the consc�ousness of the person
express�ng �t.

And �t doesn't really address the �ssue I have w�th �t. "Be�ng" �sn't someth�ng d���cult to
understand or address. "Be�ng," or "to be," �n one of �ts pr�mary senses �s to ex�st, occur, be
present, be �nstant�ated. Any of those terms w�ll do �f someone, for some reason, doesn't
understand "be�ng" on �ts own. It's opposed to, say, �mag�n�ng someth�ng to ex�st, occur, etc. that
doesn't actually ex�st or occur. So what �s the b�g �ssue there?

"Be�ng" �n �ts other pr�mary sense refers to ent�t�es, often reserved for b�olog�cal ent�t�es--th�ngs
that have metabol�sm, cell reproduct�on, etc.

So �n two very short, s�mple paragraphs, I've solved "What �s be�ng," �n the two most popular
senses of the term.

There are a bunch of th�ngs you ment�on that we could address, such as "He�degger wants to take
the metaphys�cs OUT of ontology." The bulk of metaphys�cs IS ontology. That's pr�mar�ly what
metaphys�cs IS. So �t doesn't make much sense to talk about "tak�ng metaphys�cs out of ontology."
It's l�ke say�ng "We're go�ng to take chem�stry out of the study of molecular �nteract�ons."

If He�degger was pr�mar�ly address�ng stu� l�ke "Chr�st�an metaphys�cs" be�ng wrapped up w�th

not�ons, presumpt�ons of what IS. Where to look? One looks at the world. What �s the world? It �s our
world, the everyday world of wa�t�ng for buses and pay�ng taxes and do�ng phys�cs. th�s world �s not, of
course, handed to us; we made �t (always �nterest�ng to me �s that our language �s not des�gned to tell
us what a th�ng IS, only what �t does. Nouns are really verbs!). We made pol�t�cs and General Motors.
Th�s world �s an h�stor�cal place, bu�lt out of the ages. Every thought I can th�nk �s manufactured �n
some soc�al env�ronment, and the h�story of such places go way, way back, AND, �t �s also very
personal: my h�story started when I was born and I grew up ass�m�lat�ng language and �deas, acqu�red
what E D H�rsch called cultural l�teracy.

So when we wake up �n the morn�ng, we speak, th�nk, l�ve and breath �n one of these cultures, and th�s
culture �s not only what I have, but what I am, my dase�n, and every utterance, a remembrance, �s done
�n language and culture, and th�s �s the CONTENT of dase�n, of what I am. The FORM, or STRUCTURE
of dase�n �s TIME. A very b�g deal. The structure of exper�ence �s t�me:past, present future. As I wr�te
now, the language r�ses up up, assoc�ated thoughts m�ngle to produce propos�t�ons, �deas, quest�ons �n
thought and feel�ng, and these are projected �nto the unmade future ( a very �mportant �dea: the future
�s unmade, a blank, noth�ngness. Hmmm. What shall I do next? Whatever �t �s, �t w�ll be my do�ng, my
creat�on).

All th�s (th�s structure of past, present future �n wh�ch h�stor�cally produced �deas,�nst�tut�ons are
projected �nto the future �n the creat�ve act of an authent�c or �nauthent�c dase�n, that �s, a self that �s
e�ther asleep at the wheel and just rolls through l�fe, or one that has awakened to freedom and
poss�b�l�t�es) �s presupposed by sc�ence, rel�g�on, by anyth�ng you can th�nk of, and th�s �s why a
temporal ontology of dase�n's product�on of ex�stence �s THE ontology that underl�es all else.

I hope that �s not too b�zarre sound�ng. I have qu�te forgotten what sounds normal �n d�scuss�ons l�ke
th�s.



"be�ng," then that's a factor of both h�s h�stor�co-cultural m�l�eu and h�s un�que h�story (as the son
of someone who worked for a church, etc.). "Chr�st�an metaphys�cs" �sn't wrapped up w�th not�ons
of be�ng �n general, and that certa�nly had noth�ng to do w�th my h�stor�co-cultural m�l�eu or my
fam�l�al exper�ences. So �f that was part of what he was address�ng, he probably should have made
th�s more expl�c�t.
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Atla wrote

I can't really fathom why �t's better to base 'ontology' on a certa�n male human psycholog�cal
exper�ence of be�ng and act�ng through t�me (and get �nfatuated w�th �t), �nstead of bas�ng �t on the
ent�re natural world. And not even �nvest�gat�ng what be�ng �s fundamentally, anyway.

That �s THE ant�c�pated response. It �s a complete reversal of th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng that He�degger
(and Husserl) �s look�ng for. to th�nk of a d�sc�pl�ne l�ke psychology �s the THINK and exper�ence!
Before talk about "a certa�n male human psycholog�cal exper�ence" (male??) we need to ask, what
�s �t to th�nk at all? The structure of thought as thought �s at �ssue. Natural world? Where d�d the
term "natural" come from? You've got to ask THE major quest�on: what �s language? To talk about
phys�cs, psychology, or anyth�ng at all, as rul�ng the day, you have to see that you are talk�ng,
th�nk�ng. Kant asked the quest�on, what �s reason, log�c, but He�degger �s say�ng that th�s �s not
su��c�ent for an analyt�c of our Be�ng Here, wh�ch �s f�lled w�th a�ect and analyzable structure.

I know th�s �s odd to th�nk l�ke th�s, but to understand He�degger you have to put as�de sc�ent�f�c,
emp�r�cal models altogether. I look out at the world and all before me �s "understood". But all of my
understand�ng rests w�th pred�cat�on. one has to ask what �s pred�cat�on? there �s a b�rd. the b�rd �s
black and s�ts on a branch. What �s s�tt�ng? Before language was �n place so sol�dly, and humans or
protohumans were grunt�ng and po�nt�ng, there was a lot of s�tt�ng, but no language unt�l grunts
became representat�onal and symbol�c. the no�se "s�tt�ng" and �ts denotat�ve value, actual s�tt�ng,
has �ts �ts phon�c and denotat�ve values �n th�s nebulous symbol�c world of reference. BUT: once
there �s the word, and �t �s �n place, has th�s whole a�a�r become more than the mere const�tut�ve
funct�on of a des�gnated term? Has the world "revealed" �tself? Or have people just found pract�cal
ways to deal w�th �t?

Same goes w�th ALL words. They don't br�ng out someth�ng there already, they just �mpose a
representat�onal system upon what �s there. Mean�ng �s soc�al �n nature; phys�cs �s, at the level of
ontology, a soc�al a�a�r for the language that �s used to construct mean�ng �n do�ng phys�cs �s
essent�ally a soc�al construct that has pragmat�c ut�l�ty; �.e., �t WORKS.

Further analys�s: Language �s just an extens�on of a pr�mord�al al�ngu�st�c cond�t�on, wh�ch �s
reflected �n t he cond�t�onal propos�t�onal form of �f....then. What �s s�tt�ng? It occurs �n t�me.
S�tt�ng was not always so easy and �nfants fall over all the t�me. But the learn�ng process,
represented �n language: If I move the leg just so, then stab�l�ty fa�ls, so th�s t�me a b�t more, and



then, no fall�ng. Obv�ously �nfants do not th�nk l�ke th�s at all, but to th�nk l�ke th�s �s language's
way to take th�s bas�c form of struggl�ng to overcome a problem AS a l�ngu�st�c form. th�s struggle
to s�t up stra�ght �s �nherently pragmat�c, and the mean�ng that settles �n the understand�ng �s the
same. Now, what turns language's no�ses �nto symbols? Is �t not the same as well? L�sten�ng to
sounds, f�gur�ng out the�r referents, f�nally assoc�at�ng sounds w�th th�ngs, all by tr�al and error,
and the res�dua of all th�s �n later l�fe �s, "pass the salt," and "what a f�ne day" and "ph�losophy �s
babbl�ng nonsense".

Th�s �s a pragmat�st's v�ew (obl�quely He�degger�an) of mean�ng and language.

The po�nt of all th�s �s to take the matter to foundat�ons, try to get to the ontolog�cal rock bottom of
what be�ng �n the world �s. Phys�cs �s not at all wrong, to take an example, but �t �s analyzable �n
more fundamental terms.

Of course, when one talks l�ke th�s, one �s talk�ng, th�nk�ng, and the same cr�t�que appl�es to th�s,
render�ng talk about foundat�onal ontology no better than anyth�ng else. Th�s may be d���cult to
get, but He�degger's pr�nc�ple thes�s �s hermeneut�cs, �nterpretat�on. The reason why He�degger �s
r�ght �s because he does not g�ve h�s ontology any status what works �n the g�ven m�l�eu of the
quest�ons be�ng addressed. IF you want to talk about foundatonal ontology, THEN th�s �s the most
descr�pt�ve and error free. All language �s cont�ngent and �ts aboutness �s l�nked d�rectly to ut�l�ty,
and NOT what �s �ndependent of exper�ence. To even SAY such a th�ng, �s, says W�ttgenste�n,
nonsense.

Btw, some of the above �s not from H. But close.
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Why would that be myster�ous to anyone? It's s�mply bra�n processes that amount to hav�ng �deas,
th�nk�ng of concepts, reason�ng, daydream�ng--all sorts of th�ngs. What's the mystery supposed to
be?

The structure of thought as thought �s at �ssue.

It's not clear what "the structure of thought as thought" �s supposed to refer to. Are we say�ng that
thought could be structured as someth�ng other than thought? That seems l�ke �t would be
contrad�ctory.

You've got to ask THE major quest�on: what �s language?

Aga�n, �t's no b�g mystery what language �s. We could even just look up the term �n any d�ct�onary.

1.135. by \  Hereandnow

we need to ask, what �s �t to th�nk at all?



He�degger �s say�ng that th�s �s not su��c�ent for an analyt�c of our Be�ng Here

But what the heck �s even the �dea of "an analyt�c of 'our Be�ng Here'"? It's not at all clear what the
quest�on or �ssue even �s. What are we wonder�ng about? What's the mystery to be solved there?
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1.135. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote

I can't really fathom why �t's better to base 'ontology' on a certa�n male human psycholog�cal
exper�ence of be�ng and act�ng through t�me (and get �nfatuated w�th �t), �nstead of bas�ng �t on the
ent�re natural world. And not even �nvest�gat�ng what be�ng �s fundamentally, anyway.

That �s THE ant�c�pated response. It �s a complete reversal of th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng that He�degger (and
Husserl) �s look�ng for. to th�nk of a d�sc�pl�ne l�ke psychology �s the THINK and exper�ence! Before talk
about "a certa�n male human psycholog�cal exper�ence" (male??) we need to ask, what �s �t to th�nk at
all? The structure of thought as thought �s at �ssue. Natural world? Where d�d the term "natural" come
from? You've got to ask THE major quest�on: what �s language? To talk about phys�cs, psychology, or
anyth�ng at all, as rul�ng the day, you have to see that you are talk�ng, th�nk�ng. Kant asked the
quest�on, what �s reason, log�c, but He�degger �s say�ng that th�s �s not su��c�ent for an analyt�c of our
Be�ng Here, wh�ch �s f�lled w�th a�ect and analyzable structure.

I know th�s �s odd to th�nk l�ke th�s, but to understand He�degger you have to put as�de sc�ent�f�c,
emp�r�cal models altogether. I look out at the world and all before me �s "understood". But all of my
understand�ng rests w�th pred�cat�on. one has to ask what �s pred�cat�on? there �s a b�rd. the b�rd �s
black and s�ts on a branch. What �s s�tt�ng? Before language was �n place so sol�dly, and humans or
protohumans were grunt�ng and po�nt�ng, there was a lot of s�tt�ng, but no language unt�l grunts
became representat�onal and symbol�c. the no�se "s�tt�ng" and �ts denotat�ve value, actual s�tt�ng, has
�ts �ts phon�c and denotat�ve values �n th�s nebulous symbol�c world of reference. BUT: once there �s the
word, and �t �s �n place, has th�s whole a�a�r become more than the mere const�tut�ve funct�on of a
des�gnated term? Has the world "revealed" �tself? Or have people just found pract�cal ways to deal w�th
�t?

Same goes w�th ALL words. They don't br�ng out someth�ng there already, they just �mpose a
representat�onal system upon what �s there. Mean�ng �s soc�al �n nature; phys�cs �s, at the level of
ontology, a soc�al a�a�r for the language that �s used to construct mean�ng �n do�ng phys�cs �s
essent�ally a soc�al construct that has pragmat�c ut�l�ty; �.e., �t WORKS.

Further analys�s: Language �s just an extens�on of a pr�mord�al al�ngu�st�c cond�t�on, wh�ch �s reflected
�n t he cond�t�onal propos�t�onal form of �f....then. What �s s�tt�ng? It occurs �n t�me. S�tt�ng was not
always so easy and �nfants fall over all the t�me. But the learn�ng process, represented �n language: If I
move the leg just so, then stab�l�ty fa�ls, so th�s t�me a b�t more, and then, no fall�ng. Obv�ously �nfants
do not th�nk l�ke th�s at all, but to th�nk l�ke th�s �s language's way to take th�s bas�c form of struggl�ng
to overcome a problem AS a l�ngu�st�c form. th�s struggle to s�t up stra�ght �s �nherently pragmat�c, and
the mean�ng that settles �n the understand�ng �s the same. Now, what turns language's no�ses �nto
symbols? Is �t not the same as well? L�sten�ng to sounds, f�gur�ng out the�r referents, f�nally assoc�at�ng
sounds w�th th�ngs, all by tr�al and error, and the res�dua of all th�s �n later l�fe �s, "pass the salt," and
"what a f�ne day" and "ph�losophy �s babbl�ng nonsense".

Th�s �s a pragmat�st's v�ew (obl�quely He�degger�an) of mean�ng and language.

The po�nt of all th�s �s to take the matter to foundat�ons, try to get to the ontolog�cal rock bottom of
what be�ng �n the world �s. Phys�cs �s not at all wrong, to take an example, but �t �s analyzable �n more
fundamental terms.

Of course, when one talks l�ke th�s, one �s talk�ng, th�nk�ng, and the same cr�t�que appl�es to th�s,
render�ng talk about foundat�onal ontology no better than anyth�ng else. Th�s may be d���cult to get,
but He�degger's pr�nc�ple thes�s �s hermeneut�cs, �nterpretat�on. The reason why He�degger �s r�ght �s



I honestly can't bel�eve that th�s �s all there �s to �t.

Yes, f�rst we just exam�ne the outs�de world etc.
Yes, the second step �s that then we reverse the whole th�ng, and get �nto a long explorat�on about
how human th�nk�ng etc. even works. And yes th�s �s all d�st�nctly male th�nk�ng.

So where �s the th�rd step after th�s, where we return to plac�ng ontology �nto the ent�re natural
world, but th�s t�me we do �t properly?

because he does not g�ve h�s ontology any status what works �n the g�ven m�l�eu of the quest�ons be�ng
addressed. IF you want to talk about foundatonal ontology, THEN th�s �s the most descr�pt�ve and error
free. All language �s cont�ngent and �ts aboutness �s l�nked d�rectly to ut�l�ty, and NOT what �s
�ndependent of exper�ence. To even SAY such a th�ng, �s, says W�ttgenste�n, nonsense.

Btw, some of the above �s not from H. But close.
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Atla on >  1 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:02

Just an example for th�s s�de-�ssue btw, from the l�nk you gave me:

Once one has learned to use �t, the mouse, �n a sense, ‘d�sappears’ from consc�ous attent�on. One acts
(‘�m-med�ately’) through the mouse as an extens�on of one’s hand as one selects objects, operates
menus, nav�gates pages, and so on. The mouse �s, �n He�degger’s terms, ready-to-hand, �.e. �t f�ts
(‘seamlessly’) �nto a mean�ngful network of act�ons, purposes and funct�ons. In be�ng part of one’s
act�on, �t becomes part of ‘oneself’, ‘one’s body’, part of a doma�n of ‘ownness’ or ‘m�neness’.

And s�m�larly when a man �s dr�v�ng a car, the car sort of becomes part of the man's body,
extens�on, 'oneself'. As far as I know th�s doesn't happen for women though, when a woman �s
dr�v�ng a car, then the car �s what the woman �s �n.

1.137. by Atla

And yes th�s �s all d�st�nctly male th�nk�ng.
...

1.135. by \  Hereandnow

Before talk about "a certa�n male human psycholog�cal exper�ence" (male??)
...
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I somet�mes wonder �f �t was an ancestral new mother who f�rst pondered �n some way about the
nature of self and the other. Imag�ne hav�ng someth�ng �nexpl�cably pop out of you, and gradually
become an �ndependent person much l�ke you. Freaky ****. Probably the male shaman who got to
make up some story about �t and what �t all means.

1.138. by Atla

Just an example for th�s s�de-�ssue btw, from the l�nk you gave me:

Once one has learned to use �t, the mouse, �n a sense, ‘d�sappears’ from consc�ous attent�on. One acts
(‘�m-med�ately’) through the mouse as an extens�on of one’s hand as one selects objects, operates
menus, nav�gates pages, and so on. The mouse �s, �n He�degger’s terms, ready-to-hand, �.e. �t f�ts
(‘seamlessly’) �nto a mean�ngful network of act�ons, purposes and funct�ons. In be�ng part of one’s
act�on, �t becomes part of ‘oneself’, ‘one’s body’, part of a doma�n of ‘ownness’ or ‘m�neness’.

And s�m�larly when a man �s dr�v�ng a car, the car sort of becomes part of the man's body, extens�on,
'oneself'. As far as I know th�s doesn't happen for women though, when a woman �s dr�v�ng a car, then
the car �s what the woman �s �n.

1.137. by Atla

And yes th�s �s all d�st�nctly male th�nk�ng.
...
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I guess I'd rather doubt that.. the female 'sense of be�ng' seems to be w�ldly d��erent from the male
one. I'd say the male sense of be�ng �s sort of a 'strong s�ngular presence', and the female sense of
be�ng �s sort of a 'weaker plural presence that �s somehow both several vo�ces/be�ngs and one be�ng
at the same t�me, w�thout a strong center'. I tr�ed ask�ng women a few t�mes what �t's l�ke to be..

1.139. by Gert�e

I somet�mes wonder �f �t was an ancestral new mother who f�rst pondered �n some way about the
nature of self and the other. Imag�ne hav�ng someth�ng �nexpl�cably pop out of you, and gradually
become an �ndependent person much l�ke you. Freaky ****. Probably the male shaman who got to
make up some story about �t and what �t all means.

1.138. by Atla

Just an example for th�s s�de-�ssue btw, from the l�nk you gave me:

And s�m�larly when a man �s dr�v�ng a car, the car sort of becomes part of the man's body, extens�on,
'oneself'. As far as I know th�s doesn't happen for women though, when a woman �s dr�v�ng a car,
then the car �s what the woman �s �n.



well.. be�ng sort of d�str�buted across space, and be�ng.. sort of a com�ng together of 'several'..
that's pretty un�mag�nable to a man. L�kew�se women can't really grasp that men are genu�nely
s�ngular l�ke that, I th�nk they m�ght be freaked out by �t.

Apparently they l�terally th�nk �n parallel threads, parallel w�ndows most of t�me, l�ke 3-4-5. One
of them sa�d that her m�nd �s automat�cally jump�ng so fast between them, that th�s jump�ng
becomes unnot�cable, and what rema�ns �s the parallel�ty.

Well anyway thanks to these th�ngs, women seem to be closer to nature and less prone to be
abstract, they have a weaker sense of d�st�nct self. And mentally healthy women naturally perc�eve
the�r o�spr�ng as a part, extens�on of themselves (so �t's tough when that o�spr�ng then grows up
and starts to rebel), and they are of course also genet�cally w�red to ant�c�pate someth�ng popp�ng
out of them.

Also, women have much more �nterconnected hem�spheres. They don't seem to tend to have th�s
'�nternal d�scourse' between the two hem�spheres, that men are somet�mes prone to, espec�ally
when a�ected by certa�n mental problems. Maybe th�s �nternal d�scourse �s what really k�ckstarted
the sense of self?

Also, well, men's bra�ns are b�gger. There �s th�s myster�ous phenomenon of raw self-awareness
that seems to occur �n a few spec�es, and �s essent�al to human�ty. Hard to say where �t comes from,
as �t doesn't seem to be connected to any part�cular bra�n reg�on, personally I th�nk that �t's related
to sheer neural numbers are well. I've come to th�nk that on average, men have a somewhat
stronger natural self-awareness than women.

Etc. there are a lot more cogn�t�ve d��erences. The Buddha, Kant, He�degger etc. these guys d�d �n-
depth �nvest�gat�ons of the work�ngs of the male m�nd. Do�ng these �nvast�gat�on �s cruc�al, but
why we would base ontology on the male m�nd, I don't understand that one.
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Sorry, I couldn't res�st typ�ng the below fantasy. p  Feel free to sk�p �t. p

There m�ght be a strange m�ss�ng p�ece of the puzzle by the way, when �t comes to the b�rth of the
sense of self. Someth�ng no ph�losopher could have guessed, here once aga�n we need the a�d of
sc�ence. Now th�s �s of course h�ghly speculat�ve, but there seems to be grow�ng ev�dence that

1.140. by Atla

Also, women have much more �nterconnected hem�spheres. They don't seem to tend to have th�s
'�nternal d�scourse' between the two hem�spheres, that men are somet�mes prone to, espec�ally when
a�ected by certa�n mental problems. Maybe th�s �nternal d�scourse �s what really k�ckstarted the sense
of self?



around 12000-13000 years ago, our Sun went through a much more v�olent phase.

Plasma erupt�ons frequently may have h�t the Earth back then, wh�ch even forced some people to
l�ve underground. Rad�at�on levels may have �ncreased, and maybe one such mass�ve erupt�on �s
what ended the Ice Age overn�ght as well, scorch�ng the Earth.

My current hypothes�s here �s that these �ncreased rad�at�on levels m�ght have thrust people �nto
sem�-psychot�c states. And so they had to l�terally f�ght a mental war �ns�de, �n order to not go
�nsane and d�e, to rema�n funct�onal. Psychot�c states can also ampl�fy the �nternal d�alogue
between the two hem�spheres. Those who managed to keep �t together (arguably they were more
�ntell�gent on average), may have emerged w�th a much stronger sense of self, due to th�s struggle,
hav�ng to keep oneself together. The l�nger�ng self-awareness of the Ice Age human got shaped
�nto a 'self', an 'ent�ty'.

That was the 'me', and they looked up the sky and maybe they saw 'others' as well, huge
somet�mes anthromorph�c f�gures �n the sky, l�ke maybe supernatural, godl�ke be�ngs. There
l�terally m�ght have been huge human-l�ke shapes hang�ng �n the sky, caused by plasma erupt�ons
h�tt�ng the atmosphere. Apparently, petroglyphs dep�ct�ng these shapes were found all over the
planet.

So then we got places l�ke Tell Qaramel and Göbekl� Tepe, some of the f�rst express�ons of the self.
Later human�ty recessed, go�ng through a great flood and such that lasted for m�llenn�a, but the
sense of self already may have taken shape by then. Or maybe �t even got lost �n some places, who
knows. When the Harappan and Sumer�an c�vs emerged, they already seemed to have a self.
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Later, maybe around the Bronze Age, may have come the last step, when th�s rather pass�ve self
that humans had, coalesced �nto the autonomous ego, the ego took on a l�fe of �ts own. The world
got turned �ns�de out, and now we were the ego �tself, that came �nto th�s world.

Then �n the East, they relat�vely qu�ckly f�gured out that wa�t a second, that's not actually how
th�ngs are 'supposed to be', they learned to see through the ego. In the West th�s never happened
though, so even today all of our ph�losophy and culture �s based on the ego, no matter how subtle
the �ssue �s. Now even sc�ence �s tell�ng us that there �sn't really any autonomous ego to be found
anywhere.

1.141. by Atla

Sorry, I couldn't res�st typ�ng the below fantasy. p  Feel free to sk�p �t. p

There m�ght be a strange m�ss�ng p�ece of the puzzle by the way, when �t comes to the b�rth of the
sense of self. Someth�ng no ph�losopher could have guessed, here once aga�n we need the a�d of
sc�ence. Now th�s �s of course h�ghly speculat�ve, but there seems to be grow�ng ev�dence that around
12000-13000 years ago, our Sun went through a much more v�olent phase.

Plasma erupt�ons frequently may have h�t the Earth back then, wh�ch even forced some people to l�ve
underground. Rad�at�on levels may have �ncreased, and maybe one such mass�ve erupt�on �s what
ended the Ice Age overn�ght as well, scorch�ng the Earth.

My current hypothes�s here �s that these �ncreased rad�at�on levels m�ght have thrust people �nto sem�-
psychot�c states. And so they had to l�terally f�ght a mental war �ns�de, �n order to not go �nsane and
d�e, to rema�n funct�onal. Psychot�c states can also ampl�fy the �nternal d�alogue between the two
hem�spheres. Those who managed to keep �t together (arguably they were more �ntell�gent on
average), may have emerged w�th a much stronger sense of self, due to th�s struggle, hav�ng to keep
oneself together. The l�nger�ng self-awareness of the Ice Age human got shaped �nto a 'self', an 'ent�ty'.

That was the 'me', and they looked up the sky and maybe they saw 'others' as well, huge somet�mes
anthromorph�c f�gures �n the sky, l�ke maybe supernatural, godl�ke be�ngs. There l�terally m�ght have
been huge human-l�ke shapes hang�ng �n the sky, caused by plasma erupt�ons h�tt�ng the atmosphere.
Apparently, petroglyphs dep�ct�ng these shapes were found all over the planet.

So then we got places l�ke Tell Qaramel and Göbekl� Tepe, some of the f�rst express�ons of the self. Later
human�ty recessed, go�ng through a great flood and such that lasted for m�llenn�a, but the sense of self
already may have taken shape by then. Or maybe �t even got lost �n some places, who knows. When the
Harappan and Sumer�an c�vs emerged, they already seemed to have a self.

1.140. by Atla

Also, women have much more �nterconnected hem�spheres. They don't seem to tend to have th�s
'�nternal d�scourse' between the two hem�spheres, that men are somet�mes prone to, espec�ally
when a�ected by certa�n mental problems. Maybe th�s �nternal d�scourse �s what really k�ckstarted
the sense of self?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  2 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 13:08

Y�kes re th�nk�ng that there's a "male way of th�nk�ng" versus a "female way of
th�nk�ng" that are more d��erent than any two arb�trary males are to each other, or any
two arb�trary females are to each other.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
It's not b�zarre-sound�ng, but very flakey/fl�ghtly/unfocused-sound�ng--l�ke we can't
concentrate on someth�ng for more than a fleet�ng moment before we move on to someth�ng else. It's
k�nd of stream-of-consc�ousness, wh�ch �s only go�ng to be pert�nent to the consc�ousness of the person
express�ng �t.

Unfam�l�ar �deas thrown out there. I see.

And �t doesn't really address the �ssue I have w�th �t. "Be�ng" �sn't someth�ng d���cult to understand or
address. "Be�ng," or "to be," �n one of �ts pr�mary senses �s to ex�st, occur, be present, be �nstant�ated.
Any of those terms w�ll do �f someone, for some reason, doesn't understand "be�ng" on �ts own. It's
opposed to, say, �mag�n�ng someth�ng to ex�st, occur, etc. that doesn't actually ex�st or occur. So what �s
the b�g �ssue there?

You don't see why talk about Be�ng �s an �ssue. Th�s �s �ndeed a problem and there �s l�ttle I can do
to correct �t. It a b�t l�ke Ph�losophers come �n var�ous k�nds. Some are just geeks who love to t�nker
w�th log�c and arguments. They could have been anyth�ng. Rorty talks l�ke th�s �n h�s part
b�ograph�cal Soc�al Hope say�ng he was good and log�c, could have stud�ed h�story, and �n the end,
he abandoned ph�losophy to teach l�terature, �nfamously cla�m�ng the f�eld had come to �ts end.
Ph�losophers l�ke th�s, br�ll�ant, many of them, are very d��erent from the other k�nd, those who
have an almost rel�g�ous zeal (or even categor�cally rel�g�ous, K�erkegaard, Buber, Lev�nas, and
others) to know what �t means to be here. Then there are those who straddle the fence, l�ke
W�ttgenste�n and He�degger and Husserl.W�ttgenste�n was very pass�onate about the human
cond�t�on, both he and Russell, yet he helped def�ne the ep�stem�c bas�s for pos�t�v�sm. Be�ng for
W�ttgenste�n �s a nonsense term, and the best one can do �s follow sc�ence.

The �deas I put out here are, obv�ously, der�ved from what I've read. After go�ng through qu�te a b�t,
I have determ�ned W�tt types to be �ntu�t�vely def�c�ent. Read some of h�s b�ograph�cal papers and
th�s guy �s deeply concerned about human su�er�ng, but he �s so strong �n the r�gor of th�nk�ng, he
draws an uncrossable l�ne between sense and nonsense (btw, H�s Ph�losoph�cal Invest�gat�ons I
have not read much of. Soon) and �n do�ng so he does not see that there �s no l�ne. Ph�losophy at �ts
best �s not l�ne dr�ven but OPEN, a place of many l�nes, and th�s �s He�degger. But He�degger was
NOT a transcendental�st. L�ke W, he keeps a f�rm eye out on keep�ng metaphys�cal th�nk�ng at bay. I
follow He�degger much more than I do W because he emphas�zes openness, the present and the
future. It �s the PAST that b�nds us, though, the h�story of our culture and language that determ�nes
our poss�b�l�t�es.



Among these, I f�nd favor w�th the Lev�nas�ans and Buber�ans and the rest. Strong of openness,
emphas�s on the eth�cal d�mens�on of human ex�stence.

Perhaps you are more l�ke Rorty, who, as I say of W�ttgenste�n, �s just not able to see how Be�ng �s
more than an �ntellectual not�on, a vacuous puzzle p�ece. Qu�ne, I read, was a devout Cathol�c. A
profoundly g�fted �ntellectual ph�losopher...a Cathol�c??? But he was l�kely w�th W�ttgenste�n:
rel�g�on and eth�cs �s of d�re �mportance �n th�nk�ng at the bas�c level, �t looms large as the most
consp�cuous th�ng there �s (remember, I am speculat�ng reasonably, not say�ng what he sa�d
exactly). One s�mply cannot talk about �t ph�losoph�cally. Of course, I beg to d��er: Many "talk"
about �t and make sense.

I guess you are what you read. Qu�ne never read He�degger, nor He�degger Qu�ne.

There are a bunch of th�ngs you ment�on that we could address, such as "He�degger wants to take the
metaphys�cs OUT of ontology." The bulk of metaphys�cs IS ontology. That's pr�mar�ly what
metaphys�cs IS. So �t doesn't make much sense to talk about "tak�ng metaphys�cs out of ontology." It's
l�ke say�ng "We're go�ng to take chem�stry out of the study of molecular �nteract�ons."

There �s a gleam of �ns�ght �n th�s. But read aga�n: All of those trad�t�onal default ontolog�es that
have f�lled h�story are senseless. Read He�degger's Introduct�on: The Necess�ty, Structure and
Pr�or�ty of the Quest�on of Be�ng. I mean, just read the f�rst pages. It �s NOT techn�cal; not yet. He
talks about be�ng, the �ndef�nable, un�versal, the all too fam�l�ar but then the furthest from
understand�ng (the more fam�l�ar you feel �t to be, the further away you are, the problem ly�ng �n
large part IN the unquest�on�ng fam�l�ar�ty. IF, and I th�nk th�s of utmost �mportance, you are go�ng
to �nvest�gate someth�ng, the grounds for the �nvest�gat�on are already at hand. Th�s �s what Kant
d�d w�th reason. Look to what �s THERE �n the world that makes ontology a mean�ngful concept to
beg�n w�th; and do not s�mply start w�th g�ven concepts, all of wh�ch do noth�ng but make far flung,
unjust�f�able cla�ms. Surely you see: Tak�ng the metaphys�cs out of ontology �s l�ke tak�ng the
metaphys�cs out of God: Forget all that fatuous talk about a powerful man �n the sky. what �s there
IN the world that g�ves r�se to the such a th�ng?; what �s there, �n the structure of our ex�stence that
�s �nherently rel�g�ous and �s not �nstantly d�sm�ssable (athe�sm generally attacks the�sm taken AS
th�s clumsy h�stor�cal �dea, mak�ng such athe�sm just as fatuous). (One the matter of rel�g�on, th�s
could be taken up �n another thread. It �s an �ssue �n and of �tself.)

Th�s �s He�degger's project: th�s term Be�ng �s at the heart of ph�losophy, for all endeavors of
thought exp�re at th�s one term�nus: ontology; �t �s where language MEETS the end of mean�ngful
language.
He�degger's answer: a hermeneut�c ontology.

If He�degger was pr�mar�ly address�ng stu� l�ke "Chr�st�an metaphys�cs" be�ng wrapped up w�th
"be�ng," then that's a factor of both h�s h�stor�co-cultural m�l�eu and h�s un�que h�story (as the son of
someone who worked for a church, etc.). "Chr�st�an metaphys�cs" �sn't wrapped up w�th not�ons of
be�ng �n general, and that certa�nly had noth�ng to do w�th my h�stor�co-cultural m�l�eu or my fam�l�al
exper�ences. So �f that was part of what he was address�ng, he probably should have made th�s more
expl�c�t.



The "h�stor�co-cultural m�l�eu" as �t �s endowed w�th spec�f�c content �s �nc�dental. You could have
been born �n BCE Ind�a, w�th Ved�c hymns f�ll�ng your world. Bad metaphys�cal th�nk�ng per se �s
what �s on the chopp�ng block, and He�degger happens to be born �nto Western ph�losoph�cal
culture. (Interest�ng to note, however, that H d�d th�nk Buddh�sm possessed the poss�b�l�ty of a
new language that could open up exper�ence.)
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"What �t means to be here," on my v�ew, �s a rather juven�le/pre-analyt�cal-to-nonsens�cal
quest�on. There �s no general/un�versal "mean�ng" or "purpose" �n that sense. Mean�ng/purpose
only ex�st �nsofar as an �nd�v�dual th�nks about anyth�ng �n that way. Th�s should be obv�ous w�th
even the sl�ghtest ph�losoph�cal or sc�ent�f�c explorat�on of the world.

Perhaps you are more l�ke Rorty, who, as I say of W�ttgenste�n, �s just not able to see how Be�ng �s more
than an �ntellectual not�on, a vacuous puzzle p�ece.

If the puzzle �s "what �t means to be here," then the puzzle �s due to a m�sunderstand�ng of what
th�ngs l�ke mean�ng, purpose, etc. are.

Rel�g�on on my v�ew �s someth�ng that we'll be far better o� w�thout, once we can get enough
people to see how absolutely s�lly �t �s, and eth�cs �s someth�ng we do best w�th once we real�ze that
�t's s�mple ways that people (as �nd�v�duals, �nfluenced by the�r cultures) feel/d�spos�t�ons they
have towards �nterpersonal behav�or.

Look to what �s THERE �n the world that makes ontology a mean�ngful concept to beg�n w�th; and do
not s�mply start w�th g�ven concepts, all of wh�ch do noth�ng but make far flung, unjust�f�able cla�ms.

Mean�ng and concepts are someth�ng that �nd�v�duals do. They're not someth�ng that ex�sts
�ndependently of anyone. So the sentence above reflects a ser�ous m�sunderstand�ng of these
th�ngs that's go�ng to lead to a lot of errors �n one's ph�losoph�z�ng.

1.144. by \  Hereandnow

those who have an almost rel�g�ous zeal (or even categor�cally rel�g�ous, K�erkegaard, Buber, Lev�nas,
and others) to know what �t means to be here.
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Oops, that should have read "eth�cs �s someth�ng we do best w�th once we real�ze that
�t's s�mply ways that people (as �nd�v�duals, �nfluenced by the�r cultures)
feel/d�spos�t�ons they have towards �nterpersonal behav�or.
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Good thoughts there, TP. :-)

1.13. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Th�s �s for everyone who has these �ssues, wh�ch �s many of our posters w�th a cont�nental bent (and I
should probably make th�s a separate thread): �t could be an �ssue of read�ng and th�nk�ng a great deal
about th�s stu�, and your m�nd has a tendency to "race." That could eas�ly lead to rambl�ng wr�t�ng
that seems d�sconnected to readers.

You'd not want to change anyth�ng when wr�t�ng your f�rst draft, but when read�ng �t back to yourself
before post�ng (wh�ch hopefully everyone �s do�ng), you need to take a deep breath, slow down, and
remember that people aren't already "�n your m�nd." They may not have read everyth�ng you've read.
They certa�nly won't have had the same thoughts about �t even �f they d�d read �t. They're not go�ng to
already know all of the �nterconnect�ons you're th�nk�ng. And you need to be careful when �t comes to
�nterconnect�ons, background assumpt�ons, etc. that are second-nature to you--aga�n, other people
are not already �n your m�nd, so these th�ngs probably won't be second-nature to them.

A good stance to assume �s someth�ng l�ke "Imag�ne that I'm address�ng reasonably �ntell�gent h�gh
school students who have no spec�al background �n what I'm talk�ng about. If I put myself �n the�r place
wh�le read�ng back what I wrote, would they be able to understand �t and follow me? Am I present�ng
an argument that would seem plaus�ble to them?" Your aud�ence m�ght have a much more extens�ve
background �n the subject matter than th�s, but �t doesn't hurt to assume that they do not.

It's a b�t s�m�lar to the �dea of need�ng to "show your work" �n mathemat�cs class. The teacher already
knows how to work out the problem, and they'll often know that you know how to work �t out, too, but
there's value, �nclud�ng for your own th�nk�ng, �n sett�ng a requ�rement to spell out just how you're
arr�v�ng at the conclus�ons you're arr�v�ng at. That can seem labor�ous, perhaps, but �f you're really
say�ng someth�ng that would be worthwh�le for other people to read and th�nk about, �sn't �t worth
putt�ng the work �n?
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Gert�e wrote

(Although �t seems to me to not to be about expla�n�ng human nature, but descr�b�ng and re-fram�ng �t
and o�er�ng l�fe lessons from what I've seen so far. Or how does �t expla�n the ex�stence of
consc�ousness?).

By my l�ghts, �t doesn't expla�n the ex�stence of consc�ousness. I do not ab�de by all He�degger
concludes. I use He�degger and the rest to keep my thoughts structured and competent, well
gu�ded. In the end there �s st�ll me and the world and th�s utterly profound mystery. He�degger
would say, mystery? Absolutely, th�s mystery, anx�ety of be�ng thrown �nto a world; someth�ng �s
wrong here. He �s �nsp�red by K�erkegaard and N�etzsche regard�ng some grandeur that �s lost to us.
N thought we are too much degraded by resentment wh�le K thought we are al�enated from God.
Both thought that there needs to be a cure for th�s soc�ally constructed al�enat�on, wh�ch H def�nes
as "das man", everydayness caught up �n the unconsc�ous �nvolvement. Interest�ng: Buddh�sts and
H�ndus (sans the metaphys�cs) say the same th�ng. What a�ls us �s th�s engagement day to day,
from wh�ch we need to be l�berated. What we REALLY are �s someth�ng else, someth�ng better,
extraord�nary, transcendental (Buddh�sts d��er, as perhaps you know. Mahayana Buddh�sm �s
f�lled w�th speculat�ve content).

So - you make an ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs assumpt�on that there �s a world wh�ch ex�sts
�ndependently of your exper�ence of �t. Exper�ence �s therefore, amongst other th�ngs, a form of
representat�on of that world.

If you want to talk l�ke that, but �t would be a retreat from what phenomenology �s try�ng to do.
Husserl, e.g., �s NOT l�ke Kant: there �s a world of "unknown X" that we cannot exper�ence. Same
w�th He�degger. Just take �t as �t presents �tself; what �t �s. Here �s a candle. The candle, says
Husserl, has �ts bas�c analys�s �n terms of an e�det�c pred�cat�vely formed a�a�r. Th�s IS l�ke Kant
say�ng concepts w�thout �nttu�t�ons are empty; �ntu�t�ons w�thout concepts are bl�nd. The object IS
the conceptual/�ntu�t�ve (sensor�ly) construct�on and th�s �s just a descr�pt�ve account. There are
assumpt�ons of what the th�ngs �s, but w�thout the concpetual/pred�cat�ve end of th�s, w�thout the
e�det�c d�mens�on, you are not descr�b�ng what the th�ng �s. What appears before IS �dea and
�ntu�t�on, of-a-p�ece. You can separate them only �n the abstract. Talk about sensory �ntu�t�on as
such �s nonsense; you are, after all, IN e�det�c contexts, or you are s�mply not th�nk�ng at all.

Now, �f you have an �nterest as I do, you m�ght s�de w�th Husserl over He�degger: Husserl bel�eved
that �n what he calls the phenomenolog�cal reduct�on, a suspens�on of �mpos�ng �nterpretat�ve
thought that �s always already there when you open your eyes �n the morn�ng, th�s sort of th�ng
takes a quas� myst�cal turn: �t �s the suspens�on of all ready assumpt�ons, presuppos�t�ons that are
already �n place, what He�degger later calls "prox�mal" th�nk�ng, as �n, the bas�c furn�ture of our
l�ved a�a�rs of grocery shopp�ng and quantum phys�cs (to the extent these apply. Deep forested
tr�bes untouched by modern�ty hardy go shopp�ng �n our sense of the term). It �s, I th�nk, what a
med�tat�ng yog�c does w�th great r�gor. Husserl says that �f you do th�s, often, �t creates a d�stance
between you and, ala He�degger, Be�ng-�n-the-world, and HERE, there �s a poss�ble rel�g�ous ...errr,
encounter�ng the world of novel �ns�ght. See, �f you have a m�nd, Anthony Ste�nbach's
Phenomenology and Myst�c�sm. Also see Phenomenology and Rel�g�on, New Front�ers, an
anthology of post He�deger�an thought.



I have these texts pdf �f you want them.

A world wh�ch you share w�th other people, and compare notes about. And hence we have the �nter-
subject�ve bas�s of a work�ng model of the world we share. A world where there are �nedependently
ex�st�ng th�ngs and processes. We can't know about these other th�ngs and people from a f�rst-hand
pov, but we can agree on l�m�ted and flawed descr�pt�ons based �n our shared observat�ons and
reason�ng. And we end up w�th a (flawed and �ncomplete) sc�ent�f�c, mater�al�st work�ng model of the
world.

Agree so far?

Absolutely.

That model conta�ns an evolut�onary explanat�on of why we are the way we are, phys�cally, and why
we have certa�n types of exper�ence. A l�m�ted, flawed explanat�on, wh�ch doesn't expla�n the source of
exper�ence (but then ne�ther does phenomenology?). But does g�ve a broad ut�l�ty-based explanat�on
for th�ngs l�ke our car�ng, soc�al pre-d�spos�t�ons, our competet�ve and tr�bal �nst�ncts, why we l�ke
choclate and so on.

Absolutely.

So what �s your problem w�th that approach to human nature? Where do you draw the l�ne on
explanat�ons wh�ch ar�se �n the world we share, and why? Presumably you accept what we call grav�ty
tells us someth�ng real about the world, and you accept evolut�on tells us someth�ng real about why
our bod�es are the way they are - so why draw the l�ne at what evolut�on tells us about why we are the
way we are mentally?

S�mple. Emp�r�cal sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng �s NOT foundat�onal ontology. That "what �s" of the world at
the level of bas�c assumpt�ons �s not addressed at all. Even �f you have an a sound emp�r�cal theory
about the nature of consc�ous thought, a neurolog�st's or a psycholog�st's, you are st�ll not
exam�n�ng the nature of thought �tself. A f�rst step �n th�s d�rect�on sees w�th perfect clar�ty that
such an exam�nat�on presupposes thought IN the emp�r�cal exam�nat�on. Th�s clear �ns�ght �s at the
heart of a LOT of ph�losophy. Thought exam�n�ng thought �s, by nature, �mposs�ble (W�ttgenste�n)
for you would need yet another systemat�c symbol�c pov/standard to stand apart from the thought
perspect�ve that �s do�ng the exam�n�ng; and th�s would yet requ�re another to exam�ne �t! An
�nf�n�te regress.

He�degger sees exactly th�s, and responds: hermeneut�cs! C�rcular�ty IS what IS at the level of bas�c
assumpt�ons. He �s r�ght about th�s. He has opened the door, however, to poss�b�l�t�es,
�nterpretat�ve poss�bl�t�es, and th�s �s why I value h�s ph�losophy: the world �s OPEN at the very
foundat�on of mean�ng mak�ng �tself. Sc�ent�f�c parad�gms are �n abeyance, as are all, even that of
phenomenology.

Now I can ant�c�pate your object�on: Th�s �s exactly what sc�ence IS, a theoret�cal openness,
found�ng parad�gms quest�oned, revolut�ons �n the structure of sc�ence �tself, and so on. He�degger
says YES! the method of phenomenology �s not at all a repud�at�on of sc�ence. But �t �s not work�ng
w�th THOSE parad�gms. It works apr�or�, what �s presupposed by emp�r�cal parad�gms. It �s another



order of thought ent�rely, embrac�ng sc�ence, rel�g�on, soc�ology, anthropology, and all the rest
under one s�ngle parad�gm, that of hermeneut�cs.

In order to see the �mportance of th�s, one has to work through the l�terature.

\
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Terrap�n Stat�on

"What �t means to be here," on my v�ew, �s a rather juven�le/pre-analyt�cal-to-nonsens�cal quest�on.
There �s no general/un�versal "mean�ng" or "purpose" �n that sense. Mean�ng/purpose only ex�st
�nsofar as an �nd�v�dual th�nks about anyth�ng �n that way. Th�s should be obv�ous w�th even the
sl�ghtest ph�losoph�cal or sc�ent�f�c explorat�on of the world.

Then you would not be on K�erkegaard, Buber, Lev�nas, and others' Xmas l�st. The obv�ousness of
�t, though, �s forwarded w�thout exam�nat�on. I once thought �t nonsense as well. But I then read
w�th a des�re to understand what they were about, not w�th prejud�ce, but w�th openness. If you go
�nto ph�losoph�cal matters w�thout openness, you are bound to orthodoxy, dogma, the oppos�te of
ph�losophy.

I do understand the unw�ll�ngness to be open to counter�ntu�t�ve th�nk�ng. But you have to be
careful not to end up l�ke that Tea Party lunat�c Paul Coll�ns Broun a who sa�d, "evolut�on and
embryology and the B�g Bang Theory, all that �s l�es stra�ght from the p�t of Hell." I ask, what IS
th�s man's problem? Part of the answer �s s�mple: he refuses to read w�th an open m�nd about the
th�ngs he so pass�onately attacks.

If the puzzle �s "what �t means to be here," then the puzzle �s due to a m�sunderstand�ng of what th�ngs
l�ke mean�ng, purpose, etc. are.

Rel�g�on on my v�ew �s someth�ng that we'll be far better o� w�thout, once we can get enough people to
see how absolutely s�lly �t �s, and eth�cs �s someth�ng we do best w�th once we real�ze that �t's s�mple
ways that people (as �nd�v�duals, �nfluenced by the�r cultures) feel/d�spos�t�ons they have towards
�nterpersonal behav�or.

On rel�g�on, absolutely! That �s, publ�c rel�g�ons and the�r �d�ot�c bel�efs that cause otherw�se sane
people to spend the�r l�ves try�ng to make the world conform to the b�ble, or the koran, or whatever
other fool�shness. Such rel�g�ous devot�on ann�h�lates any progress�ve eth�cal �nterpretat�on of the
world.



But then there �s the ex�stent�al analys�s of human rel�g�os�ty. An ent�rely d��erent matter. I would
say, pls be careful sw�ng�ng that bat on th�s matter, lest you end up l�ke Paul Broun.

As to eth�cs, th�s �s a thorny �ssue. to me, our feel�ngs, d�spos�t�ons beg the quest�on: Feel�ngs about
what? D�spos�t�on about what? I could be from a culture where bel�ef entanglement �ncludes a
conf�dence that after 50, people should s�mply walk away, o� �nto he forest to d�e. Th�s conf�dence
�s underwr�tten by a rel�g�on that guarantees the soul's redempt�on. From another perspect�ve, th�s
rat�onal�zes a k�nd of systemat�c hom�c�de (the way caste systems �n Ind�a have trad�t�onally
rat�onal�zed treat�ng the Dal�t so badly, p�ck�ng up the Brahm�n's feces, e.g.) But all of th�s leaves
out the "g�ven" of eth�cs, wh�ch �s the metaeth�cal. If th�s term makes no sense to you, I refer you
to Moores Pr�nc�p�a Eth�ca; see h�s "non natural property"; also see Mack�e's Eth�cs: Invent�ng
R�ght and Wrong; then W�ttgenste�n's Lecture on Eth�cs. These are the three I choose to make my
case.

To talk about th�s w�thout you read�ng these, at least, would be me throw�ng out the unfam�l�ar
aga�n and you understandably don't apprec�ate th�s.

Mean�ng and concepts are someth�ng that �nd�v�duals do. They're not someth�ng that ex�sts
�ndependently of anyone. So the sentence above reflects a ser�ous m�sunderstand�ng of these th�ngs
that's go�ng to lead to a lot of errors �n one's ph�losoph�z�ng.

But you are �n He�degger's world �n say�ng th�s. Cows and corn f�elds ex�st �ndependently of me,
they are "not me" �n the world. If one wants to understand Be�ng, what IS, one has to take such a
th�ng as "what �s the case" as true propos�t�onally, and propos�t�ons are express�ons �n and of
language, and are, aga�n, someth�ng people DO. He�degger says th�s DOING (lean�ng way back to
Heracl�tus) has an analyt�c! To say, X �s a phys�cal th�ng, and th�s �s foundat�onal, �s not to say, X �s
has a nature of DOING bu�lt �nto �ts ontology. To say such a th�ng �s ent�rely a d��erent ontology.

Welcome to He�degger's Be�ng-�n-the-World!
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Guess sc�ence won th�s round by a landsl�de..
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Here's the way I'm open to �t: show any good reason to bel�eve that mean�ng/purpose �n the
relevant sense could occur outs�de of someth�ng we do, �n the sense of a way that we th�nk about
th�ngs. Show any good reason to bel�eve that mean�ng/purpose ex�st external to us (or that any real
abstract ex�sts--that �s, any abstract as an ex�stent external to us/to a way that we, as �nd�v�duals,
th�nk).

As to eth�cs, th�s �s a thorny �ssue. to me, our feel�ngs, d�spos�t�ons beg the quest�on: Feel�ngs about
what? D�spos�t�on about what?

Aga�n, about �nterpersonal behav�or that we cons�der to be more s�gn�f�cant than et�quette. In other
words, how humans behave towards each other, the act�ons they take towards each other, etc.

I could be from a culture where bel�ef entanglement �ncludes a conf�dence that after 50, people should
s�mply walk away, o� �nto he forest to d�e. Th�s conf�dence �s underwr�tten by a rel�g�on that
guarantees the soul's redempt�on. From another perspect�ve, th�s rat�onal�zes a k�nd of systemat�c
hom�c�de (the way caste systems �n Ind�a have trad�t�onally rat�onal�zed treat�ng the Dal�t so badly,
p�ck�ng up the Brahm�n's feces, e.g.) But all of th�s leaves out the "g�ven" of eth�cs, wh�ch �s the
metaeth�cal. If th�s term makes no sense to you, I refer you to Moores Pr�nc�p�a Eth�ca; see h�s "non
natural property"; also see Mack�e's Eth�cs: Invent�ng R�ght and Wrong; then W�ttgenste�n's Lecture on
Eth�cs. These are the three I choose to make my case.

Moral stances are subject�ve. They can vary not only from culture to culture but from �nd�v�dual to
�nd�v�dual. There are no (object�vely) correct or �ncorrect, true or false, etc. moral stances. Moral
stances are ways that people feel about behav�or--whether they feel that �t's acceptable behav�or
to engage �n system�c hom�c�de, etc. There are no correct/�ncorrect answers there. There are just
d��erent ways that d��erent people feel about such th�ngs.

To talk about th�s w�thout you read�ng these, at least, would be me throw�ng out the unfam�l�ar aga�n
and you understandably don't apprec�ate th�s.

I've read all of that stu�. I've read He�degger, too, for that matter. I just don't have a very pos�t�ve
op�n�on of He�degger. I have an extens�ve academ�c background �n ph�losophy, and I even taught a
b�t.

1.149. by \  Hereandnow

Then you would not be on K�erkegaard, Buber, Lev�nas, and others' Xmas l�st. The obv�ousness of �t,
though, �s forwarded w�thout exam�nat�on. I once thought �t nonsense as well. But I then read w�th a
des�re to understand what they were about, not w�th prejud�ce, but w�th openness. If you go �nto
ph�losoph�cal matters w�thout openness, you are bound to orthodoxy, dogma, the oppos�te of
ph�losophy.

I do understand the unw�ll�ngness to be open to counter�ntu�t�ve th�nk�ng. But you have to be careful
not to end up l�ke that Tea Party lunat�c Paul Coll�ns Broun a who sa�d, "evolut�on and embryology and
the B�g Bang Theory, all that �s l�es stra�ght from the p�t of Hell." I ask, what IS th�s man's problem?
Part of the answer �s s�mple: he refuses to read w�th an open m�nd about the th�ngs he so pass�onately
attacks.
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I've read through most of th�s thread, but the follow�ng couple of paragraphs ra�se most of the
po�nts for wh�ch I have quest�ons/comments (I also tr�ed to read Hussserl decades ago, and
d�sm�ssed �t at the t�me as fatuous g�bber�sh).

What phenomenology �s try�ng to do, as far as I can see, �s d�scover and character�ze the d�ng an
s�ch, Kant's noumena, wh�ch he argues (conv�nc�ngly, to my m�nd) �s �mposs�ble. Is that a fa�r
character�zat�on of the a�m of phenomenology? If �t �s, then phenomenology �s a fool's errand.

Husserl, e.g., �s NOT l�ke Kant: there �s a world of "unknown X" that we cannot exper�ence.

Not clear there whether you're attr�but�ng that v�ew to Kant or Husserl, but that �s prec�sely Kant's
cla�m . . . correct�on --- Kant does not CLAIM there �s an external world forever out of our reach,
but that there �s one �s an assumpt�on we can't do w�thout.

Same w�th He�degger. Just take �t as �t presents �tself; what �t �s. Here �s a candle. The candle, says
Husserl, has �ts bas�c analys�s �n terms of an e�det�c pred�cat�vely formed a�a�r. Th�s IS l�ke Kant say�ng
concepts w�thout �nttu�t�ons are empty; �ntu�t�ons w�thout concepts are bl�nd. The object IS the
conceptual/�ntu�t�ve (sensor�ly) construct�on and th�s �s just a descr�pt�ve account. There are
assumpt�ons of what the th�ngs �s, but w�thout the concpetual/pred�cat�ve end of th�s, w�thout the
e�det�c d�mens�on, you are not descr�b�ng what the th�ng �s. What appears before IS �dea and �ntu�t�on,
of-a-p�ece. You can separate them only �n the abstract. Talk about sensory �ntu�t�on as such �s
nonsense; you are, after all, IN e�det�c contexts, or you are s�mply not th�nk�ng at all.

Are you us�ng "�ntu�t�ons" �n Kant's sense? Here �s a decent summary of that sense:

http://www.askph�losophers.org/quest�on ... percept�on).

What you are call�ng an e�det�c percept�on or d�mens�on looks to me to be �dent�cal w�th Kant's
sensory �ntu�t�ons. If you see some d��erence, can you art�culate �t? When those �ntu�t�ons are
comb�ned w�th concepts (the "un�ty of appercept�on") we know as much about the th�ng before us
as we w�ll ever know. Ask�ng what the th�ng "really" �s, wh�ch assumes that there �s someth�ng
more to be learned or understood about the th�ng �s an �dle quest�on, the fool's errand ment�oned
above.

Now, �f you have an �nterest as I do, you m�ght s�de w�th Husserl over He�degger: Husserl bel�eved that
�n what he calls the phenomenolog�cal reduct�on, a suspens�on of �mpos�ng �nterpretat�ve thought that
�s always already there when you open your eyes �n the morn�ng, th�s sort of th�ng takes a quas�
myst�cal turn: �t �s the suspens�on of all ready assumpt�ons, presuppos�t�ons that are already �n place . . .

A myst�cal turn �ndeed. There can be no suspens�on "of all ready assumpt�ons." You may be able to
recogn�ze and suspend some part�cular assumpt�on, but only by rely�ng upon other assumpt�ons.
The only way to suspend all assumpt�ons �s to lapse �nto unconsc�ousness, or d�e. Typ�cally those
alternat�ve assumpt�ons �nvolve some sort of non-cogn�t�ve myst�c�sm.

1.148. by \  Hereandnow

If you want to talk l�ke that, but �t would be a retreat from what phenomenology �s try�ng to do.

http://www.askphilosophers.org/question/204#:~:text=Kant%27s%20idea%20is%20that%20objects,in%20the%20unity%20of%20apperception


S�mple. Emp�r�cal sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng �s NOT foundat�onal ontology. That "what �s" of the world at the
level of bas�c assumpt�ons �s not addressed at all.

It �s addressed to the extent that �t �s rat�onally, cogently, testably address�ble. A pro�ered
ontology wh�ch does not rest on emp�r�cal ev�dence and testable theor�es �s myst�c�sm, w�th no
explanatory power or pract�cal appl�cat�on.

Even �f you have an a sound emp�r�cal theory about the nature of consc�ous thought, a neurolog�st's or
a psycholog�st's, you are st�ll not exam�n�ng the nature of thought �tself. A f�rst step �n th�s d�rect�on
sees w�th perfect clar�ty that such an exam�nat�on presupposes thought IN the emp�r�cal exam�nat�on.
Th�s clear �ns�ght �s at the heart of a LOT of ph�losophy. Thought exam�n�ng thought �s, by nature,
�mposs�ble (W�ttgenste�n) for you would need yet another systemat�c symbol�c pov/standard to stand
apart from the thought perspect�ve that �s do�ng the exam�n�ng; and th�s would yet requ�re another to
exam�ne �t! An �nf�n�te regress.

I agree. But you don't seem to apprec�ate the �mpl�cat�ons of that, �.e., that those emp�r�cal
observat�ons and theor�es about thought are the best we can ever do. (Wh�ch does not rule out
replac�ng current theory w�th a better one).

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 5 3 .

~

Hereandnow on >  2 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 21:54

GE Morton wrote
What phenomenology �s try�ng to do, as far as I can see, �s d�scover and character�ze the d�ng
an s�ch, Kant's noumena, wh�ch he argues (conv�nc�ngly, to my m�nd) �s �mposs�ble. Is that a fa�r
character�zat�on of the a�m of phenomenology? If �t �s, then phenomenology �s a fool's errand.

Th�s comment, and what follows �n your response, �s, by my th�nk�ng, the most �nterest�ng there �s
�n ph�losophy. Husserl wanted l�ttle to do w�th Kant's noumena. H�s "th�ng �tself" �s not Kant's
"th�ng �n �tself." Th�s latter �s str�ctly proh�b�ted for mean�ngful thought...yet he th�nks about �t
because he feels he s�mply has to say someth�ng. It's out of t�me and space (our �ntu�t�on of these)
and no sense can be made, lest one fall �nto a d�alect�c �llus�on. No, Husserl �s not about th�s. He �s
about the presence before one when one does the phenomenolog�cal reduct�on. The "th�ng �tself"
r�ses before one out once what �s truly there �s d�st�lled out of the clutter of knowledge cla�ms. To
"observe" the world phenomenolog�cally, one encounters what �s there, REALLY there, apart from
the d�vergent and presuppos�t�ons that would otherw�se own �t.

Phenomenology �s a broad f�eld of d�vergent thought �tself, regardless of Husserl's cla�m. There �s a
long l�st of th�nk�ng and I certa�nly have not read them all. I l�ke Lev�nas, Henry, Blanchot, Nancy; I
l�ke the French. I l�ke Der�da, too, g�ven the l�ttle I've read. I l�ke h�m because he takes He�degger to
a rad�cal and log�cal conclus�on. He�degger rejects Husserl's strong cla�m ( a great book on just th�s
�s Caputo's Rad�cal Hermeneut�cs) cla�m�ng the latter �s l�ke walk�ng on water �n the �nterpretat�ve
settledness, and Husserl ends up defeat�ng h�mself": for �t �s he who talks on about how laden
phenomena are w�th e�det�c content, and, as you say, there �s no way out of th�s to make any cla�m
about the Real beyond �dea.



There �s another paper that defends Husserl: Husserl's th�ng �tself �s not meant as an absolute, but
�s just a measure of what belongs to the object as an object rather than extraneous theory. I'd have
to look for �t.

As to a fools' errand, not sure why. Ph�losophy �s what �t �s.

Not clear there whether you're attr�but�ng that v�ew to Kant or Husserl, but that �s prec�sely Kant's
cla�m . . . correct�on --- Kant does not CLAIM there �s an external world forever out of our reach, but
that there �s one �s an assumpt�on we can't do w�thout.

Phenomenolog�sts are all post Kant�ans �n that they take very ser�ously the �dea that thought and
�ntu�t�ons (very d���cult to say, but �ntu�t�ons �n my th�nk�ng are what ever an analys�s y�elds when
the e�det�c part �s removed. to me, th�s �s a challeng�ng part of te d�st�nct�ons between
phnomenolog�sts themselves. But th�s �s for another d�scuss�on) const�tute an object, whether �t �s
talk about �ntent�onal�ty or total�ty (Lev�nas) or presence at hand (He�degger) or pragmat�cs
(Dewey, Rorty, close to He�degger, I th�nk, on th�s. BUT: Rorty �s expl�c�tly NOT a phenomenolog�st,
because he refutes �t �n The M�rror of Nature. On the other hand, h�s �s clearly �n W�ttgenste�n and
He�degger's world).

As to the external world, noumena, there �s a lot about th�s regard�ng h�s �deal�sm and the way he
was taken up �n subsequent ph�losophy. They say, those that went the way of phenomenology
emphas�zed the �deal�ty of th�ngs; and those who went to analyt�c ph�losophy emphas�zed the
proh�b�t�on on mean�ngful talk beyond emp�r�cal (and analyt�c? there �s that paper by Qu�ne, the
Two Dogmas that attacks the d�st�nct�on. I'd have to read �t aga�n).

Of course, read the Transcendental D�alect�c and �t �s pla�n to see the expl�c�t proh�b�t�on on such
talk. External�ty of th�s k�nd �s nonsense. Aga�n, on the other hand, there are those who say th�s �s
m�slead�ng: really br�efly: th�s world �s ex�stent�ally �mbued w�th transcendence. As w�th all �deas,
we certa�nly DID �nvent the language to conce�ve �t, but pr�or to language's hold or reduct�on to
language, �t has a "presence" that �s not �nvented. Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng �s beh�nd a lot of object�ons
to the attempt to conf�ne mean�ngful talk to sc�ence and emp�r�c�sm.

What you are call�ng an e�det�c percept�on or d�mens�on looks to me to be �dent�cal w�th Kant's sensory
�ntu�t�ons. If you see some d��erence, can you art�culate �t? When those �ntu�t�ons are comb�ned w�th
concepts (the "un�ty of appercept�on") we know as much about the th�ng before us as we w�ll ever
know. Ask�ng what the th�ng "really" �s, wh�ch assumes that there �s someth�ng more to be learned or
understood about the th�ng �s an �dle quest�on, the fool's errand ment�oned above.

It's not me, of course, but Husserl, paraphrased from h�s Ideas I. to see the d��erence between, say
Husserl and Kant, you would have to look at h�s lengthy d�ssertat�on on noes�s, noema, hyle, the
e�det�c reduct�on; I have a paper, Husserl’s Reduct�ons and the Role They Play �n H�s
Phenomenology by DAGFINN FØLLESDA, wh�ch lays th�s out w�th clar�ty that helps w�th Ideas. But
you read Ideas I and you see clear as day, th�s �s Kant beh�nd th�s. Obv�ously. And �f you read
He�degger or Sartre you see clear as day, th�s �s K�erkegaard's Concept of Anx�ety! They are ALL
connected.

But the fool's errand? Is Be�ng and T�me a fool's errand? Was Kant's Cr�t�que? Or Lev�nas' Total�ty



and Inf�n�ty? You could say yes, but then, we would have a lot to talk about.

But to speak generally, �t �s one of the most extraord�nary �ns�ghts one can have, when the
structure of exper�ence �s la�d bare, and one takes the matter as far as one can (see F�nk's S�xth
Cartes�an Med�tat�on), to see that there �s no foundat�on to our Be�ng-�n-the-world of the k�nd so
sought after and frankly assumed. Th�s tak�ng the rug out from under bas�c assumpt�ons OPENS
assumpt�ve space foundat�onally. The fam�l�ar �dea of sc�ence and �ts author�ty pres�d�ng over the
bas�c mean�ng of all th�ngs becomes undone, �f one has the mental�ty to see �t.

A myst�cal turn �ndeed. There can be no suspens�on "of all ready assumpt�ons." You may be able to
recogn�ze and suspend some part�cular assumpt�on, but only by rely�ng upon other assumpt�ons. The
only way to suspend all assumpt�ons �s to lapse �nto unconsc�ousness, or d�e. Typ�cally those alternat�ve
assumpt�ons �nvolve some sort of non-cogn�t�ve myst�c�sm.

That IS the �ssue! The charge aga�nst Husserl has been that there �s no �nnocent eye (th�s belongs to
Goodman, the myth of the �nnocent eye), and �t's all �nterpretat�on. In the ever deferent�al world of
Derr�da, wander�ng through Kafka's Castle �s the best �t ever gets! Kant sa�d as much �n h�s account
of �mag�nat�on �n the Transcendental Deduct�on, Husserl sa�d �n h�s Ideas (see spec�f�cally h�s
predel�neat�on �n the analys�s of �ntent�onal�ty) and elsewhere (he thereby defeats h�mself, says
Derr�da). Of course, He�degger �s all over th�s.

But then there �s K�erkegaard and h�s progeny. Th�s takes a spec�al focus on rather abstruse
th�nk�ng. I w�ll only explore �t �f you're �nterested.

It �s addressed to the extent that �t �s rat�onally, cogently, testably address�ble. A pro�ered ontology
wh�ch does not rest on emp�r�cal ev�dence and testable theor�es �s myst�c�sm, w�th no explanatory
power or pract�cal appl�cat�on.

Ph�losophy �s apr�or� analys�s, no explanatory power begs the quest�on, cogency certa�nly appl�es
to phenomenology w�thout quest�on, "testable" begs the quest�on (Cons�der that thought �tself �s
�n the operat�on of th�nk�ng noth�ng short of testable theor�es about the world conf�rmed or
den�ed). Kant was not an emp�r�cal theor�st at all. He acknowledge thought, judgment, analyzed
these for the�r structure �n form, log�c, apr�or�ty. All of what he sa�d was apr�or� analys�s: tak�ng
what �s g�ven and look�ng to what �s presupposed by �t, what must be the case g�ven that we have
exper�ences of such and such k�nd. He�degger the same.

I agree. But you don't seem to apprec�ate the �mpl�cat�ons of that, �.e., that those emp�r�cal observat�ons
and theor�es about thought are the best we can ever do. (Wh�ch does not rule out replac�ng current
theory w�th a better one).

No, not EMPIRICAL observat�ons and theor�es. The matter goes to how we conce�ve of a human
be�ng at the most bas�c level. Th�s �s NOT emp�r�cal sc�ence, for as He�degger and others have
shown us, emp�r�cal thought �s just one part of human dase�n, and a foundat�onal account �s to be
about all there �s �n the hor�zon of exper�ence; emp�r�cal sc�ence �s actually a m�nor part of th�s, a
useful part, l�ke ty�ng my shoes properly, though often on a larger scale. What steps forward �s not
W�ttgenste�n�an facts or states of a�a�rs at all! It �s the a�ect of your ex�stence, the car�ng, the
mean�ng the eth�cs/metaeth�cs, value/metavalue matters, the dramat�c unfold�ng of human
traged�es and bl�sses. Log�c, W�ttgenste�n told us �nt he Tractatus, �s the framework of thought. As
facts, the world possesses noth�ng at all of the eth�cal, the aesthet�c. One needs to look very closely



at th�s: what �s there �n the facts, emp�r�cal or otherw�se that makes them at all �mportant?
Noth�ng. to take emp�r�cal sc�ence as a foundat�onal v�ew �s patently absurd.
Our Be�ng here �s a factual presence �n that �t can be put �nto propos�t�onal form, truth value
ass�gned. But just because propos�t�onal form encompasses all knowledge poss�b�l�t�es, �t does not
thereby reduce us to that. Th�s �s the rat�onal�st's fallacy.
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GE Morton on >  3 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 02:57

Yes �ndeed. Vernacular moral�t�es are, for the most part, �ndeed express�ons of feel�ngs and
d�spos�t�ons --- largely culturally �nduced --- are �d�osyncrat�c and subject�ve.

There are no (object�vely) correct or �ncorrect, true or false, etc. moral stances.

Well, that �s a non sequ�tur, and false. 1000 years ago everyone's bel�efs about the structure of the
un�verse, the causes of d�seases, the or�g�ns of spec�es, etc., were s�m�larly �d�osyncrat�c, culturally
cond�t�oned, and subject�ve. But �t wasn't true then that there were no object�vely correct
explanat�ons for those phenomena, and �t �sn't true now of moral�ty.

Moral stances are ways that people feel about behav�or--whether they feel that �t's acceptable
behav�or to engage �n system�c hom�c�de, etc. There are no correct/�ncorrect answers there. There are
just d��erent ways that d��erent people feel about such th�ngs.

There are certa�nly d��erent ways people feel about th�ngs. But how people feel has noth�ng to do
w�th whether a moral theory, pr�nc�ple, or judgment �s sound and rat�onally defens�ble, any more
than feel�ngs have anyth�ng to do w�th the soundness of the theory of relat�v�ty.

1.151. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Moral stances are subject�ve. They can vary not only from culture to culture but from �nd�v�dual to
�nd�v�dual.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  3 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 03:04

Explanat�ons aren't the �ssue. There are no m�nd-�ndependent moral pr�nc�ples, stances, etc.

1.154. by GE Morton

But �t wasn't true then that there were no object�vely correct explanat�ons for those phenomena, and �t
�sn't true now of moral�ty.



There are certa�nly d��erent ways people feel about th�ngs. But how people feel has noth�ng to do w�th
whether a moral theory, pr�nc�ple, or judgment �s sound

They can't be sound �n the standard log�cal sense because moral prem�ses can't be true.

and rat�onally defens�ble

That's s�mply a matter of m�nd-dependent persuas�on, due to shar�ng d�spos�t�ons, etc.
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Atla on >  3 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 08:08

Don't you mean that back �n the early 20th century, the mechan�st�c, dead, clockwork un�verse,
wh�ch was supposed to be observer-�ndependent �n every conc�evable way, was the only worldv�ew
that was to be taken ser�ously!
Because almost no one takes the above p�cture too ser�ously anymore, some of �t was refuted by
sc�ence �tself, and there was a b�g retreat towards mere �nstrumental�sm. Maybe that's why I don't
understand your cr�t�que.

1.153. by \  Hereandnow

The fam�l�ar �dea of sc�ence and �ts author�ty pres�d�ng over the bas�c mean�ng of all th�ngs becomes
undone, �f one has the mental�ty to see �t.
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Tecolote on >  3 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 11:52

Hello,

F�rst post here, after tak�ng a few moments to sk�m th�s thread. I recently saw a p�cture wh�ch
showed an �nterest�ng juxtapos�t�on of past sc�ent�f�c th�nkers and (famous) recent ones. I real�ze
that these are cherry-p�cked, but �t could make for an �nterest�ng start on the h�stor�ography of
ph�losophy �n sc�ence.

Anecdotally speak�ng, I worked a trade job for a few years �n wh�ch I was able to l�sten to
aud�obooks all day. I d�scovered L�br�Vox, a s�te where volunteers read publ�c doma�n books and
upload the�r read�ngs as MP3s wh�ch can be downloaded for free. Wr�t�ng styles change over
decades and centur�es, but, after hav�ng l�stened to so many publ�c doma�n books (as well as
read�ng qu�te a few), I'm absolutely conv�nced that h�stor�ans, ph�losophers, and theolog�ans of the
past were much deeper th�nkers than those of today, w�th the most prec�p�tous decl�ne �n deep
thought depth com�ng after WWII.



Anyway, I dec�ded to post the quotes �n the p�cture I ment�oned because post�ng the p�cture
seemed, somehow, gauche. Here they are:

Past:

He�senberg

I th�nk that modern phys�cs has def�n�tely dec�ded �n favor of Plato. In fact the smallest un�ts of matter
are not phys�cal objects �n the ord�nary sense; they are forms, �deas wh�ch can be expressed
unamb�guously only �n mathemat�cal language.

<My m�nd was formed by study�ng ph�losophy, Plato and that sort of th�ng.=

E�nste�n

I fully agree w�th you about the s�gn�f�cance and educat�onal value of methodology as well as h�story
and ph�losophy of sc�ence. So many people today, and even profess�onal sc�ent�sts, seem to me l�ke
someone who has seen thousands of trees but has never seen a forest. A knowledge f the h�stor�c and
ph�losoph�cal background g�ves that k�nd of �ndependence from prejud�ces of h�s generat�on from
wh�ch most sc�ent�sts are su�er�ng. Th�s �ndependence created by ph�losoph�cal �ns�ghts �s, �n my
op�n�on, the mark of d�st�nct�on between a mere art�san or spec�al�st and a real seeker after truth

Schröd�nger

The plural�ty that we perce�ve �s only an appearance; �t �s not real. Vedant�c ph�losophy... has sought to
clar�fy �t by a number of analog�es, one of the most attract�ve be�ng the many-faceted crystal wh�ch,
wh�le show�ng hundreds of l�ttle p�ctures of what �s �n real�ty a s�ngle ex�stent object, does not really
mult�ply that object.

Bohr

I cons�der those developments �n phys�cs dur�ng the last decades wh�ch have shown how problemat�cal
such concepts as object�ve and subject�ve are, a great l�berat�on of thought.

There �s no quantum world. There �s only an abstract quantum phys�cal descr�pt�on. It �s wrong to th�nk
that the task of phys�cs �s to f�nd out how nature �s. Phys�cs concerns what we can say about Nature.

Modern

Dawk�ns

<I mean �t as a compl�ment when I say that you could almost def�ne a ph�losopher as someone who
won't take common sense for an answer.=

'By all means let's be open-m�nded, but not so open-m�nded that our bra�ns drop out.'

Lawrence Krauss



Ph�losophy �s a f�eld that, unfortunately, rem�nds me of that old Woody Allen joke, ‘those that can’t do,
teach, and those that can’t teach, teach gym.’ And the worst part of ph�losophy �s the ph�losophy of
sc�ence; the only people, as far as I can tell, that read work by ph�losophers of sc�ence are the other
ph�losophers of sc�ence. It has no �mpact on phys�cs what so ever. They have every r�ght to feel
threatened, because sc�ence progresses and ph�losophy doesn’t.

B�ll Nye

The �dea that real�ty �s not real, or that what you sense and feel �s not authent�c… �s someth�ng I'm very
skept�cal of=

Ne�l Degrasse Tyson

(Ph�losophy) can really mess you up.

My concern here �s that the ph�losophers bel�eve they are actually ask�ng deep quest�ons about nature.
And to the sc�ent�st �t’s, what are you do�ng? Why are you concern�ng yourself w�th the mean�ng of
mean�ng?
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Faustus5 on >  3 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 12:30

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

There �s noth�ng to be "undone" as no ser�ous th�nker has ever, �n the ent�re h�story of Western
ph�losophy, cla�med that sc�ence pres�des over the bas�c mean�ng of all th�ngs.

Your ent�re thread �s based upon an absurd straw man.

1.153. by \  Hereandnow

The fam�l�ar �dea of sc�ence and �ts author�ty pres�d�ng over the bas�c mean�ng of all th�ngs becomes
undone, �f one has the mental�ty to see �t.
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Gert�e on >  3 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 13:10

HAN

Thanks for clar�fy�ng some areas of agreement �n your reply. We can put those bas�cs as�de now,
and hopefully you'll cont�nue bear w�th me as I plod through th�s.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


So what �s your problem w�th that approach to human nature? Where do you draw the l�ne on
explanat�ons wh�ch ar�se �n the world we share, and why? Presumably you accept what we call
grav�ty tells us someth�ng real about the world, and you accept evolut�on tells us someth�ng real
about why our bod�es are the way they are - so why draw the l�ne at what evolut�on tells us about
why we are the way we are mentally?

S�mple. Emp�r�cal sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng �s NOT foundat�onal ontology... Even �f you have an a sound
emp�r�cal theory about the nature of consc�ous thought, a neurolog�st's or a psycholog�st's, you are st�ll
not exam�n�ng the nature of thought �tself.

Well we can descr�be the ''nature of consc�ous thought'' �tself �n d��erent ways. Lets go through
some.

I agree sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n the ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence, but ne�ther
does phenomenology.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't descr�be what the ''stu� of phenomenal exper�ence'' �s. Does
phenomenology?

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't descr�be Laws of phenomenal exper�ence. Does phenomenology?

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n Agency. Does phenomenology?

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n what makes the exper�ence of see�ng red, d��erent to see�ng
blue, or remember�ng or �mag�n�ng red, or th�nk�ng about red w�th our �nternal narrat�ve vo�ce. Nor
the d��erences of the other types of sensory percept�ons, d��erent types of sensat�ons, emot�ons,
etc. Does phenomenology?

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm notes a correlat�on between exper�ent�al states and certa�n phys�cal
processes ('the neural correlatrs of consc�ousness'), but can't expla�n the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p.
Does phenomenology?

Are there other th�ngs the methodology of phenomenology tells us wh�ch sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm
doesn't?

That "what �s" of the world at the level of bas�c assumpt�ons �s not addressed at all.

The mater�al ''what �s '' of the world we are located w�th�n �s addressed �n �ncred�ble deta�l by
sc�ence, based on the assumpt�on that a world ex�sts �ndependently of humans exper�enc�ng �t,
wh�ch we can roughly know th�ngs about v�a our exper�ence of �t. However �t's a model wh�ch �s



l�m�ted and flawed, because we are l�m�ted and flawed. We don't have a perfect god's-eye v�ew, we
have an evolved-for-ut�l�ty f�rst person pov, and can only compare notes w�th each other. The
same problem appl�es to phenomenology.

The ''what �s'' of phenomenal exper�ence �s addressed �n one aspect - by evolut�on. Th�s g�ves us a
story about the ut�l�ty bas�s of human phenomenal exper�ence develop�ng �n the way �t has. Why we
care about ourselves, and f�nd evolut�onar�ly useful behav�ours pleasant, and dangerous/harmful
behav�ours unpleasant. Why as a soc�al spec�es we care about others (the foundat�on of moral�ty).
Why we create useful models of our self and the world - �n order to nav�gate the world safely and
ach�eve goals, remember past exper�ences and pred�ct consequences, etc. It can even expla�n some
of our flaws and l�m�tat�ons �n observ�ng, reason�ng and pred�ct�ng. That's a bloody �mpress�ve
account of human exper�ence �mo.

What does phenomenology o�er wh�ch underm�nes th�s approach �n your op�n�on?

And what does phenomenology add?

A f�rst step �n th�s d�rect�on sees w�th perfect clar�ty that such an exam�nat�on presupposes thought IN
the emp�r�cal exam�nat�on. Th�s clear �ns�ght �s at the heart of a LOT of ph�losophy. Thought exam�n�ng
thought �s, by nature, �mposs�ble (W�ttgenste�n) for you would need yet another systemat�c symbol�c
pov/standard to stand apart from the thought perspect�ve that �s do�ng the exam�n�ng; and th�s would
yet requ�re another to exam�ne �t! An �nf�n�te regress.

He�degger sees exactly th�s, and responds: hermeneut�cs! C�rcular�ty IS what IS at the level of bas�c
assumpt�ons. He �s r�ght about th�s. He has opened the door, however, to poss�b�l�t�es, �nterpretat�ve
poss�bl�t�es, and th�s �s why I value h�s ph�losophy: the world �s OPEN at the very foundat�on of
mean�ng mak�ng �tself. Sc�ent�f�c parad�gms are �n abeyance, as are all, even that of phenomenology.

Now I can ant�c�pate your object�on: Th�s �s exactly what sc�ence IS, a theoret�cal openness, found�ng
parad�gms quest�oned, revolut�ons �n the structure of sc�ence �tself, and so on. He�degger says YES! the
method of phenomenology �s not at all a repud�at�on of sc�ence. But �t �s not work�ng w�th THOSE
parad�gms. It works apr�or�, what �s presupposed by emp�r�cal parad�gms. It �s another order of
thought ent�rely, embrac�ng sc�ence, rel�g�on, soc�ology, anthropology, and all the rest under one
s�ngle parad�gm, that of hermeneut�cs.

What are you say�ng here wh�ch goes beyond acknowledg�ng that we are flawed and l�m�ted
observers and reasoners who can only create models congruent w�th our capab�l�t�es, of whatever
l�es beyond our own d�rectly known exper�ence?
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Faustus5 wrote
There �s noth�ng to be "undone" as no ser�ous th�nker has ever, �n the ent�re h�story of
Western ph�losophy, cla�med that sc�ence pres�des over the bas�c mean�ng of all th�ngs.

Your ent�re thread �s based upon an absurd straw man.

I do love those p�thy remarks, but the p�th �s often w�thout reflect�on.

What �s the common sense author�ty of what �s the case �n modern soc�ety? What �s the essence of
the age of reason, of modern�ty? What comes to m�nd generally when a ser�ous quest�on �s asked
about the nature of all th�ngs? What has been the general response to all of my cla�ms here about
sc�ence and hegemony? Explanat�ons go to evolut�on, anthropology, soc�ology; hope goes to
med�cal sc�ence, pol�t�cs and governement(pol�t�cal sc�ence; and yes, these guys dec�de our fate).

Are you suggest�ng sc�ence does NOT have hegemony �n the present age, not just among
ph�losophers, but c�rculat�ng �n the m�nds of anyone who has g�ven such mattes a second look? No
one reads ph�losophy much, but �f you ask the person on the street about a ph�losoph�cal matter,
(and you are not a b�ble belt or the l�ke) you w�ll f�nd default th�nk�ng goes to sc�ence. Analyt�c
ph�losophy IS an �mpl�c�t endorsement of sc�ent�f�c parad�gms to address all quest�ons, and as
rel�g�on y�elds more and more to d�s�llus�onment, a trend �mposs�ble to stop (one reason we see the
desperat�on �n current pol�t�cs on the Chr�st�an r�ght: they know the�r days are numbered)

It �s the pos�t�v�sm, the W�ttgenste�n�an (btw, W�tt was a huge fan of K�erkegaard, th�s tells us
...�nterest�ng th�ngs about the l�ne he draws) and Kant�an (reason has �ns�ght (E�ns�cht) only �nto
what �t �tself produces (hervorbr�ngt) accord�ng to �ts own des�gn (Entwurfe)) drawn l�ne that has
led to a res�gnat�on to the un�ntell�g�b�l�ty of anyth�ng but emp�r�cal sc�ence that b�nds US and
Br�t�sh ph�losophy to sc�ence. It �s the success of sc�ence �n our mater�al a�a�rs that establ�shes �ts
hegemony �n culture.

Rel�g�on used re�gn �n ph�losophy and �n cultures around the world, but the new god �s sc�ence. It �s
where we go for foundat�onal understand�ng of the world. No straw �n th�s.
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No, I see no straw man e�ther. But th�s (your text, above) �s what th�s top�c �s concerned w�th. Not to
d�sparage sc�ence, but to observe that our new God �s often prayed-to for �ntervent�on that the God
cannot o�er. The New God �s not omn�sc�ent, oddly enough, but �s concerned w�th only w�th a
subset of what we humans perce�ve as 'real�ty'. Somet�mes, the New God �s m�sappl�ed. That's what
th�s top�c says, yes?

1.160. by \  Hereandnow

Rel�g�on used [to] re�gn �n ph�losophy and �n cultures around the world, but the new god �s sc�ence. It �s
where we go for foundat�onal understand�ng of the world. No straw �n th�s.
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

You know the answer to th�s quest�on already—just look at what normal, sane people actually do.
When they want to know what �s the case about a d�sease, they turn to a med�cal profess�onal.
When they want to know what �s the case about the�r car not runn�ng, they go to a car mechan�c.
When they want to know what �s the case about the natural world, they ask an appropr�ate
sc�ent�st.

Th�ngs are more compl�cated when �t comes to eth�cal or aesthet�c �ssues, because those by the�r
very nature are not always th�ngs about wh�ch we can form a consensus and turn to rel�able
experts. But that’s okay. The vast major�ty of us get by just f�ne.

There can never be a ser�ous quest�on asked about the <nature of all th�ngs= because that quest�on
�s hopelessly vague to the po�nt of be�ng utterly mean�ngless. The best response �s that there �s
l�terally no such th�ng as the <nature of all th�ngs=. Ser�ous quest�ons depend on spec�f�c�ty.

Sc�ence dom�nates all d�scourse about the natural world, and th�s �s how �t should be. Ph�losophy
stopped hav�ng a mean�ngful contr�but�on to such d�scourse long before we were born.

I suppose you could say sc�ence should and does have someth�ng to say about moral or aesthet�c
�ssues, but pretty much all ph�losophers understand that �ts contr�but�ons are very l�m�ted there,
though of course folks debate about where the borders should be.

My po�nt �s that people are smart enough to know when sc�ence �s the r�ght tool to use to solve or
d�scuss a problem, and when �t �s �nappropr�ate. There �s no problem of sc�ence hav�ng an
unjust�f�ed hegemony over �ssues where �t has noth�ng val�d to say. Your ent�re thread �s prem�sed
on a made up �ssue.

By the way, I would never deny that some sc�ent�sts or ph�losophers have gone too far �n th�nk�ng
they could apply sc�ent�f�c reason�ng or techn�ques to subjects, or that they have m�stakenly den�ed

1.160. by \  Hereandnow

What �s the common sense author�ty of what �s the case �n modern soc�ety?

1.160. by \  Hereandnow

What comes to m�nd generally when a ser�ous quest�on �s asked about the nature of all th�ngs?

1.160. by \  Hereandnow

Are you suggest�ng sc�ence does NOT have hegemony �n the present age, not just among ph�losophers,
but c�rculat�ng �n the m�nds of anyone who has g�ven such mattes a second look?

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


that ph�losophy had someth�ng to contr�bute when �n fact �t does. We'd have to look at th�s �ssue by
�ssue. All I am deny�ng �s that there �s a w�despread problem of people do�ng th�s. There �s not.

You love keep�ng th�ngs vague, don’t you? What spec�f�c ph�losoph�cal quest�ons do you th�nk the
average person defaults to sc�ence on, when asked? And why would they be wrong, on those
spec�f�c quest�ons?

You are mak�ng th�ngs up. No ser�ous, respected th�nker �n the ent�re h�story of Western
ph�losophy has ever cla�med someth�ng so s�lly.

And th�s mater�al success has just�f�ably lead to sc�ence dom�nat�ng �n all the aspects of culture that
�t ought to dom�nate. You haven’t prov�ded a spec�f�c example of any part�cular �ssue or subject
where �ts dom�nat�on �s harmful or unjust�f�ed.

We turn to sc�ence when we want <foundat�onal understand�ng= of the natural world. There �s no
sense �n wh�ch a ph�losoph�cal exerc�se conducted from the safety of the armcha�r �s go�ng to
prov�de someth�ng deeper than th�s, though ph�losophers l�ke to fool themselves �nto th�nk�ng
otherw�se. That’s why no one pays attent�on to them.

1.160. by \  Hereandnow

No one reads ph�losophy much, but �f you ask the person on the street about a ph�losoph�cal matter,
(and you are not a b�ble belt or the l�ke) you w�ll f�nd default th�nk�ng goes to sc�ence.
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Analyt�c ph�losophy IS an �mpl�c�t endorsement of sc�ent�f�c parad�gms to address all quest�ons. . .
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It �s the success of sc�ence �n our mater�al a�a�rs that establ�shes �ts hegemony �n culture.
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Rel�g�on used re�gn �n ph�losophy and �n cultures around the world, but the new god �s sc�ence. It �s
where we go for foundat�onal understand�ng of the world. No straw �n th�s.
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L�ke most �deal�st (and myst�cal) ontolog�sts you regularly �nvoke such phrases as "what �s REALLY
there," what �s truly there," etc. But o�er no cr�ter�on or explanat�on for the adject�ves "really" and
"truly," or for the bas�s of the �mpl�ed d�st�nct�on between what �s "really" there and what merely
appears to be there. And certa�nly no explanat�on of how you ga�ned knowledge of what �s "really"
there.

I agree we can set as�de ("d�st�ll out") some of the conceptual superstructure we have learned to
overlay upon what we perce�ve, �.e., perce�ve �t e�det�cally (as a neonate would), w�thout
understand�ng �t. Or at least �mag�ne that we can. That �s Kant's "sens�ble �ntu�t�on." But w�thout
understand�ng �t �s gratu�tous, and contrary to common usage, to call that edet�c percept "real" or
"true." Those percepts, when embedded �n the best conceptual framework we're able to dev�se, �s
the only "real�ty" we're ever go�ng to have. Phenomenolog�sts, l�ke myst�cs, seem to �mag�ne that
�f they stare at someth�ng long enough, "clear the�r m�nds" (perhaps w�th the a�d of fast�ng, sleep
depr�vat�on, or LSD) they w�ll perce�ve some "real�ty" that has escaped everyone else's not�ce.

As to the external world, noumena, there �s a lot about th�s regard�ng h�s �deal�sm and the way he was
taken up �n subsequent ph�losophy. They say, those that went the way of phenomenology emphas�zed
the �deal�ty of th�ngs; and those who went to analyt�c ph�losophy emphas�zed the proh�b�t�on on
mean�ngful talk beyond emp�r�cal (and analyt�c? there �s that paper by Qu�ne, the Two Dogmas that
attacks the d�st�nct�on. I'd have to read �t aga�n).

One of Qu�ne's "Two Dogmas" dealt w�th the d�st�nct�on between analyt�c and synthet�c
propos�t�ons, not between �deal�sm and emp�r�c�sm (the other dealt w�th reduct�on�sm).

Of course, read the Transcendental D�alect�c and �t �s pla�n to see the expl�c�t proh�b�t�on on such talk.
External�ty of th�s k�nd �s nonsense. Aga�n, on the other hand, there are those who say th�s �s
m�slead�ng: really br�efly: th�s world �s ex�stent�ally �mbued w�th transcendence. As w�th all �deas, we
certa�nly DID �nvent the language to conce�ve �t, but pr�or to language's hold or reduct�on to language,
�t has a "presence" that �s not �nvented. Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng �s beh�nd a lot of object�ons to the
attempt to conf�ne mean�ngful talk to sc�ence and emp�r�c�sm.

That the world has a "presence" we d�d not �nvent �s �tself an ep�stemolog�cal assumpt�on, albe�t
one that we are forced to make (accord�ng to Kant). But the most we can conf�dently cla�m �s that
we d�d not �ntent�onally, consc�ously, �nvent �t. There are compell�ng arguments that that ent�re
"e�det�c" world wh�ch suppl�es the foundat�on for our conceptual understand�ng of "real�ty" �s an
art�fact of the structure and funct�on�ng of our bra�ns and nervous systems. It �s a "v�rtual model,"
bu�lt of br�cks, st�cks, glue, and pa�nts concocted by our bra�ns from whole cloth --- from noth�ng
--- of an external "real�ty" wh�ch we must postulate but of of wh�ch we can never ga�n any d�rect
knowledge.

1.153. by \  Hereandnow

Husserl wanted l�ttle to do w�th Kant's noumena. H�s "th�ng �tself" �s not Kant's "th�ng �n �tself." Th�s
latter �s str�ctly proh�b�ted for mean�ngful thought...yet he th�nks about �t because he feels he s�mply
has to say someth�ng. It's out of t�me and space (our �ntu�t�on of these) and no sense can be made, lest
one fall �nto a d�alect�c �llus�on. No, Husserl �s not about th�s. He �s about the presence before one when
one does the phenomenolog�cal reduct�on. The "th�ng �tself" r�ses before one out once what �s truly
there �s d�st�lled out of the clutter of knowledge cla�ms. To "observe" the world phenomenolog�cally,
one encounters what �s there, REALLY there, apart from the d�vergent and presuppos�t�ons that would
otherw�se own �t.



But why call th�s e�det�c "presence" "transcendental"? It certa�nly doesn't transcend us, �ts
authors, any more than a wr�ters' novel transcends h�m, except �n the sense that we, l�ke the novel,
postulate an external world beh�nd �t all --- that postulate �tself be�ng a construct of our own.

But to speak generally, �t �s one of the most extraord�nary �ns�ghts one can have, when the structure of
exper�ence �s la�d bare, and one takes the matter as far as one can (see F�nk's S�xth Cartes�an
Med�tat�on), to see that there �s no foundat�on to our Be�ng-�n-the-world of the k�nd so sought after
and frankly assumed. Th�s tak�ng the rug out from under bas�c assumpt�ons OPENS assumpt�ve space
foundat�onally. The fam�l�ar �dea of sc�ence and �ts author�ty pres�d�ng over the bas�c mean�ng of all
th�ngs becomes undone, �f one has the mental�ty to see �t.

As Faustus5 recently po�nted out here, sc�ence doesn't cla�m to def�ne or expla�n the mean�ngs "of
all th�ngs;" but only those th�ngs w�th�n the realm of common exper�ence about wh�ch �nformat�on
can be commun�cated v�a object�ve propos�t�ons. It reports what �s publ�cly observable and
attempts to expa�n �t, �.e., supply causes for observed e�ects, v�a theor�es w�th pred�ct�ve power. If
sc�ence holds a "hegemony" over those explanat�ons �t �s only because �t �s the only methodology
known wh�ch produces commun�cable and act�onable �nformat�on. Yes, we can set that
methodology as�de, apprehend some exper�ent�al phenomenon e�det�cally, and ponder other
assumpt�ons. But unless those assumpt�ons generate pred�ct�ons that are publ�cly conf�rmable and
act�onable they w�ll be vacuous; "mental masturbat�on."

It �s addressed to the extent that �t �s rat�onally, cogently, testably address�ble. A pro�ered ontology
wh�ch does not rest on emp�r�cal ev�dence and testable theor�es �s myst�c�sm, w�th no explanatory
power or pract�cal appl�cat�on.

Ph�losophy �s apr�or� analys�s, no explanatory power begs the quest�on, cogency certa�nly appl�es to
phenomenology w�thout quest�on, "testable" begs the quest�on (Cons�der that thought �tself �s �n the
operat�on of th�nk�ng noth�ng short of testable theor�es about the world conf�rmed or den�ed). Kant
was not an emp�r�cal theor�st at all. He acknowledge thought, judgment, analyzed these for the�r
structure �n form, log�c, apr�or�ty. All of what he sa�d was apr�or� analys�s: tak�ng what �s g�ven and
look�ng to what �s presupposed by �t, what must be the case g�ven that we have exper�ences of such and
such k�nd. He�degger the same.

Well, we d�sagree there. Ph�losophy �s not --- or ought not be --- "a pr�or� analys�s." Indeed, that
term �s mean�ngless. Before you can analyze anyth�ng there must be someth�ng to analyze; some
raw mater�al you're seek�ng to breakdown and understand. No analys�s �s poss�ble of the contents
of an empty beaker. For ep�stemology and ontology that raw mater�al �s exper�ence, percepts. For
Kant what was a pr�or� were some of the tools we use to conduct that analys�s, the "categor�es,"
wh�ch are a pr�or� only �n the sense that they are "bu�lt-�n" to our bra�ns and cannot be �gnored or
overr�dden. That �s, of course, a theory, that may or may not be the best we can do �n expla�n�ng our
own thought processes.

We can postulate propert�es of our own thought processes and theor�ze that we apply them a pr�or�
to the analys�s of other phenomena. We do, after all, have some d�rect knowledge of those
processes. But we have no d�rect knowledge of anyth�ng presumed to be external to us, and never
w�ll. Any propert�es we pred�cate of them a pr�or� w�ll be arb�trary, vacuous, and fr�volous.



No, not EMPIRICAL observat�ons and theor�es. The matter goes to how we conce�ve of a human be�ng
at the most bas�c level. Th�s �s NOT emp�r�cal sc�ence, for as He�degger and others have shown us,
emp�r�cal thought �s just one part of human dase�n, and a foundat�onal account �s to be about all there
�s �n the hor�zon of exper�ence; emp�r�cal sc�ence �s actually a m�nor part of th�s, a useful part, l�ke
ty�ng my shoes properly, though often on a larger scale.

I'd agree that emp�r�cal sc�ence �s only a part of human exper�ence, but qu�bble over whether �t �s a
"m�nor" part. If we measure accord�ng to the port�ons of our wak�ng hours we devote to act�ng �n
and upon the emp�r�cal world --- the world descr�bed by sc�ence --- I'd guess �t would const�tute
the dom�nant part. But a sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of how and why the sun sh�nes does not purport to
be an account of the human dase�n, or of the ent�re "hor�zon of exper�ence." That cr�t�c�sm �s
gratu�tous.

What steps forward �s not W�ttgenste�n�an facts or states of a�a�rs at all! It �s the a�ect of your
ex�stence, the car�ng, the mean�ng the eth�cs/metaeth�cs, value/metavalue matters, the dramat�c
unfold�ng of human traged�es and bl�sses.

I agree that all those are �mportant and present many �nterest�ng ph�losoph�cal problems of the�r
own. But why do you have a problem w�th break�ng down d�st�ngu�shable elements of that complex
--- the "hor�zon of exper�ence" as a whole --- �nto separate problems that can be analyzed
separately? Isn't that the way we approach most complex problems?
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Of course not. No pr�nc�ples, theor�es, judgments, or propos�t�ons are m�nd-�ndependent, �n
moral�ty or �n phys�cs. They are all constructs of the human bra�n. That doesn't enta�l, however,
that none of them can be sound, val�d, object�ve, or true.

They can't be sound �n the standard log�cal sense because moral prem�ses can't be true.

A propos�t�on �s true �f the state of a�a�rs �t asserts ex�sts. It �s object�ve �f that state of a�a�rs �s
publ�cly conf�rmable. If those cond�t�ons are sat�sf�ed by a moral prem�se then �t �s true.

and rat�onally defens�ble
That's s�mply a matter of m�nd-dependent persuas�on, due to shar�ng d�spos�t�ons, etc.

Huh? Are you cla�m�ng that "rat�onal" �s a subject�ve matter? An argument �s rat�onal �f �ts
prem�ses are supported by ev�dence (or are self-ev�dent) and any conclus�ons drawn from them
follow therefrom. Whether anyone �s persuaded by �t �s �rrelevant.

1.155. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Explanat�ons aren't the �ssue. There are no m�nd-�ndependent moral pr�nc�ples, stances, etc.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
Here's the way I'm open to �t: show any good reason to bel�eve that mean�ng/purpose �n the
relevant sense could occur outs�de of someth�ng we do, �n the sense of a way that we th�nk about
th�ngs. Show any good reason to bel�eve that mean�ng/purpose ex�st external to us (or that any real
abstract ex�sts--that �s, any abstract as an ex�stent external to us/to a way that we, as �nd�v�duals,
th�nk).

External?? I don't know what you have �n m�nd g�ven all that has been sa�d. Mean�ng purpose
external to us...US? How are you th�nk�ng about such th�ngs?

Aga�n, about �nterpersonal behav�or that we cons�der to be more s�gn�f�cant than et�quette. In other
words, how humans behave towards each other, the act�ons they take towards each other, etc.

The begged quest�on goes to the matter of the essence of eth�cs, the metaeth�cal or metavaluat�ve.
Eth�cs �s ABOUT our entanglements regard�ng what. Not facts, for facts are value neutral; even
though one can descr�be a valuat�ve s�tuat�on, the descr�pt�on possesses noth�ng of the eth�cal
d�mens�on. Such a th�ng �s beyond speak�ng, wh�ch, I th�nk I noted, W�ttgenste�n would never talk
about �t. See h�s Lecture on Eth�cs.

Moral stances are subject�ve. They can vary not only from culture to culture but from �nd�v�dual to
�nd�v�dual. There are no (object�vely) correct or �ncorrect, true or false, etc. moral stances. Moral
stances are ways that people feel about behav�or--whether they feel that �t's acceptable behav�or to
engage �n system�c hom�c�de, etc. There are no correct/�ncorrect answers there. There are just d��erent
ways that d��erent people feel about such th�ngs.

It �s not about he d��erent way we are entangled �n the world, wh�ch g�ves r�se to d��erences �n
att�tudes, dec�s�on mak�ng; �t �s about what value �s �ndependently of these entanglements. In
d�scuss�ons about eth�cs we usually are ask�ng quest�ons about dec�s�on mak�ng, and there are the
usual suspects, ut�l�ty and deontology, M�ll and Kant, and there are var�ous accounts that attempt
to say what such dec�s�on mak�ng �sm �n �t nature. But these look to the subject, as �f the a�ect�ve
(valuat�ve) d�mens�on of our exper�ences were all a matter of taste, and thus �nfamously unable to
p�n down. I am a moral real�st and I th�nk eth�cs �s really qu�te s�mple to p�n down. As w�th reason,
one can �nfer from judgment and the �nc�dentals of judgment, the part�cular facts of a g�ven case,
are d�sm�ssed �n order to get to what reason �s �tself. We get Ar�stotle's substance, qual�ty, quant�ty
and the rest (Kant would ref�ne th�s latter). For eth�cs, forget the �nc�dentals as well, the
"subject�ve" facts that confuse talk about eth�cs, and look exclus�vely at the eth�cal qua eth�cal,
that �s, the value as such. Here, you f�nd l�ttle d�sagreement as to what �s r�ght and wrong, or,
d�sagreement would rest solely w�th an object�ve evaluat�on of value at hand that �s �n quest�on.
Instead of wonder�ng �f there �s su��c�ent ut�l�ty one way or another �n a s�tuat�on of compet�ng
obl�gat�ons, one drops the confus�ng entanglements to see what �t IS that �s at r�sk or �n play. It �s
some joy, some m�sery, someth�ng del�c�ous, perhaps, or someth�ng d�sgust�ng. Here, we have the,
�f you w�ll, mater�al ground�ng of eth�cs, and �t speaks as an aesthes�s, as valuat�ve g�ven log�cally
pr�or to any eth�cal s�tuat�on at all. Pr�or because �t �s presupposed: an absence of th�s mater�al



ground�ng, and an absence of eth�cs altogether.

Th�s, no correct/�ncorrect answer, you say, and I agree. But �t has to understood that the
�ndeterm�nacy l�es not w�th the value �tself, but w�th the value-arb�trary entanglements. H�tler
enjoyed a good c�gar as he s�gned the order to gas thousands. Th�s context of the good c�gar makes
us cr�nge, but: the goodness of the c�gar �s not e�ected at all OUT of th�s context, and �t �s th�s
mater�al goodness that �s the k�nd of th�ng eth�cs �s "made of," taken as �t �s �tself.

It �s an analys�s just l�ke Kant's Cr�t�que v�a a v�s reason. th�s �sn't He�degger at all. But to see eth�cs
�n th�s l�ght, one has to be free of �nterpretat�ve b�ases that w�ll try to reduce phenomena to
someth�ng else. Phenomenology allows the world to be what �t �s.

S�nce you have read all that stu�, I can trust you understand the �ssue and not compla�n that I am
be�ng needlessly obscure.
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Hereandnow on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 01:06

Atla wrote
Don't you mean that back �n the early 20th century, the mechan�st�c, dead, clockwork
un�verse, wh�ch was supposed to be observer-�ndependent �n every conc�evable way, was the only
worldv�ew that was to be taken ser�ously!
Because almost no one takes the above p�cture too ser�ously anymore, some of �t was refuted by sc�ence
�tself, and there was a b�g retreat towards mere �nstrumental�sm. Maybe that's why I don't understand
your cr�t�que.

No Atla, not that. Although �f you mean by clockw�se un�verse you are referr�ng to causal�ty �tself,
you would have to get past the apr�or�ty of the pr�nc�ple of su��c�ent cause. But no, �t �s not about
any part�cular sc�ence and �ts stand�ng �n contemporary th�nk�ng. It �s about the standard of
establ�sh�ng a foundat�on for a ph�losoph�cal ontology. Read what I wrote elsewhere �n these posts,
for all I would do here �s repeat that. I though my response to G E Morton was adequate.
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Hereandnow on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 01:14

Tecolote wrote
My concern here �s that the ph�losophers bel�eve they are actually ask�ng deep quest�ons
about nature. And to the sc�ent�st �t’s, what are you do�ng? Why are you concern�ng yourself w�th the
mean�ng of mean�ng?



Th�s by Ne�l Degrasse Tyson �s exactly to the po�nt here. It �s s�mply not among the prerogat�ves of
emp�r�cal sc�ence to th�nk l�ke a ph�losopher. Ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng �s apr�or�, �t's about what �s
presupposed BY sc�ence. Ph�losophy cares noth�ng for the mass of Neptune's r�ngs and the
planetary phys�c�st cares noth�ng for the temporal structure of mean�ng �tself.
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GE Morton on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 01:22

Meth�nks you're confound�ng deontology (the theory of moral pr�nc�ples and rules), w�th ax�ology
(the theory of value). But you may be excused, s�nce "eth�cs" has confounded them regularly
throughout the h�story of ph�losophy. But they are qu�te d�st�nct subject matters and should be
kept str�ctly separate. Deontology presumes that moral agents have values, but does not prescr�be
any. Moral�ty, as TP suggests above, �s ma�nly concerned w�th pr�nc�ples and rules govern�ng
�nteract�ons between moral agents �n a soc�al sett�ng (a "moral f�eld").

1.165. by \  Hereandnow

Aga�n, about �nterpersonal behav�or that we cons�der to be more s�gn�f�cant than et�quette. In other
words, how humans behave towards each other, the act�ons they take towards each other, etc.

The begged quest�on goes to the matter of the essence of eth�cs, the metaeth�cal or metavaluat�ve.
Eth�cs �s ABOUT our entanglements regard�ng what. Not facts, for facts are value neutral; even though
one can descr�be a valuat�ve s�tuat�on, the descr�pt�on possesses noth�ng of the eth�cal d�mens�on. Such
a th�ng �s beyond speak�ng, wh�ch, I th�nk I noted, W�ttgenste�n would never talk about �t. See h�s
Lecture on Eth�cs.
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Pattern-chaser wrote

No, I see no straw man e�ther. But th�s (your text, above) �s what th�s top�c �s concerned w�th. Not to
d�sparage sc�ence, but to observe that our new God �s often prayed-to for �ntervent�on that the God
cannot o�er. The New God �s not omn�sc�ent, oddly enough, but �s concerned w�th only w�th a subset of
what we humans perce�ve as 'real�ty'. Somet�mes, the New God �s m�sappl�ed. That's what th�s top�c
says, yes?

The God of sc�ence? To me, �t establ�shes a false �dea about what �t means to be human, �t
m�srepresents the matter, puts b�ases place that d�vert attent�on away from a more genu�ne
analys�s, closes �nqu�ry where �nqu�ry should flour�sh. M�sappl�ed you say? Yes.

But I would say sc�ence �s much better at "�nterven�ng" than rel�g�on ever was, and w�thout all the
bad th�nk�ng. It �s s�mply not a proper foundat�onal v�ew.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton wrote

Meth�nks you're confound�ng deontology (the theory of moral pr�nc�ples and rules), w�th ax�ology (the
theory of value). But you may be excused, s�nce "eth�cs" has confounded them regularly throughout the
h�story of ph�losophy. But they are qu�te d�st�nct subject matters and should be kept str�ctly separate.
Deontology presumes that moral agents have values, but does not prescr�be any. Moral�ty, as TP
suggests above, �s ma�nly concerned w�th pr�nc�ples and rules govern�ng �nteract�ons between moral
agents �n a soc�al sett�ng (a "moral f�eld").

It was a response to TP's There are no correct/�ncorrect answers there. There are just d��erent ways that
d��erent people feel about such th�ngs.
True, he wasn't referr�ng to the matter of metaeth�cs, or ax�omat�c eth�cs �f you l�ke. But I d�d take
th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng as �s usually the case, that there �s noth�ng apr�o� about eth�cs. I am very sure I
was r�ght on th�s assumpt�on. Not to forget, TP was respond�ng to my expl�c�t reference to a
metaeth�cal �ssue. I had wr�tten:
I could be from a culture where bel�ef entanglement �ncludes a conf�dence that after 50, people should
s�mply walk away, o� �nto he forest to d�e. Th�s conf�dence �s underwr�tten by a rel�g�on that guarantees
the soul's redempt�on. From another perspect�ve, th�s rat�onal�zes a k�nd of systemat�c hom�c�de (the way
caste systems �n Ind�a have trad�t�onally rat�onal�zed treat�ng the Dal�t so badly, p�ck�ng up the Brahm�n's
feces, e.g.) But all of th�s leaves out the "g�ven" of eth�cs, wh�ch �s the metaeth�cal. If th�s term makes no
sense to you, I refer you to Moores Pr�nc�p�a Eth�ca; see h�s "non natural property"; also see Mack�e's
Eth�cs: Invent�ng R�ght and Wrong; then W�ttgenste�n's Lecture on Eth�cs. These are the three I choose to
make my case.
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But the average person never cared much for foundat�onal ontology, they s�mply bel�eve what they
are told. So they bel�eved very s�mple th�ngs that rel�g�on told them + what people �n power wanted
them to bel�eve. Nowadays people bel�eve �n a b�t less s�mple sc�ent�f�c �ns�ghts + what people �n
power want them to bel�eve. That's st�ll a huge amount of �mprovement over rel�g�on.

But Western ph�losophy as a foundat�onal ontology has always been s�del�ned as mental
masturbat�on, �t's a 2400 years old fa�led exper�ment. And s�nce Western ph�losophers st�ll won't
let �t d�e, and won't let a genu�ne natural ph�losophy emerge �n �ts place, sc�ence w�ll cont�nue to be
dom�nant. I'd say �t's 'hegemony' �s the oppos�te of absurd.

1.166. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote
Don't you mean that back �n the early 20th century, the mechan�st�c, dead, clockwork un�verse,
wh�ch was supposed to be observer-�ndependent �n every conc�evable way, was the only worldv�ew
that was to be taken ser�ously!
Because almost no one takes the above p�cture too ser�ously anymore, some of �t was refuted by
sc�ence �tself, and there was a b�g retreat towards mere �nstrumental�sm. Maybe that's why I don't
understand your cr�t�que.

No Atla, not that. Although �f you mean by clockw�se un�verse you are referr�ng to causal�ty �tself, you
would have to get past the apr�or�ty of the pr�nc�ple of su��c�ent cause. But no, �t �s not about any
part�cular sc�ence and �ts stand�ng �n contemporary th�nk�ng. It �s about the standard of establ�sh�ng a
foundat�on for a ph�losoph�cal ontology. Read what I wrote elsewhere �n these posts, for all I would do
here �s repeat that. I though my response to G E Morton was adequate.
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D�d �t ever occur to you to just ask a CLARIFYING QUESTION?

Or, are you REALLY not that �nterested �n BETTER UNDERSTANDING the "other's" v�ew/s here?

1.4. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I get that what you wr�te must make sense to you, but to me--and not just th�s post, but your posts �n
general--�t just seems l�ke a long str�ng of nonsequ�turs, a bunch of words that don't have much to do
w�th each other.

For example, your f�rst sentence says, "All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human
drama, �f you w�ll."

And then your second sentence starts o� w�th, "That �s"--as �f you're go�ng to expla�n the f�rst
sentence �n other words, but then what you say �s, "even as the dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer
records more facts to support other facts," and I don't see what that would have to do w�th "w�tness�ng
human drama." The two th�ngs just don't seem to go together. It seems l�ke a w�ld leap from one
thought to a completely d��erent thought.

And then you say, "the actual event �s w�th�n an 'aesthet�c' context," wh�ch �s even more myst�fy�ng,
and then you wr�te "�.e., exper�ence," as �f there's some connect�on between "events be�ng w�th�n an
'aesthet�c' context" and exper�ence �n general.

I just don't ever really know what you're on about, but I'm assum�ng �t must make sense to you.
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As�de from the fact that I'm descr�b�ng that the person's wr�t�ng usually makes l�ttle sense �n my
op�n�on, a reasonable response to what I wrote would be to clar�fy and better flesh out/connect the
b�ts I quoted �n l�ght of the cr�t�c�sm.

1.172. by evolut�on

D�d �t ever occur to you to just ask a CLARIFYING QUESTION?

Or, are you REALLY not that �nterested �n BETTER UNDERSTANDING the "other's" v�ew/s here?

1.4. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I get that what you wr�te must make sense to you, but to me--and not just th�s post, but your posts
�n general--�t just seems l�ke a long str�ng of nonsequ�turs, a bunch of words that don't have much
to do w�th each other.

For example, your f�rst sentence says, "All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human
drama, �f you w�ll."

And then your second sentence starts o� w�th, "That �s"--as �f you're go�ng to expla�n the f�rst
sentence �n other words, but then what you say �s, "even as the dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer
records more facts to support other facts," and I don't see what that would have to do w�th
"w�tness�ng human drama." The two th�ngs just don't seem to go together. It seems l�ke a w�ld leap
from one thought to a completely d��erent thought.

And then you say, "the actual event �s w�th�n an 'aesthet�c' context," wh�ch �s even more myst�fy�ng,
and then you wr�te "�.e., exper�ence," as �f there's some connect�on between "events be�ng w�th�n an
'aesthet�c' context" and exper�ence �n general.

I just don't ever really know what you're on about, but I'm assum�ng �t must make sense to you.
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If a 'reasonable response' to what you wrote WOULD BE to 'clar�fy', then what do you th�nk my two
CLARIFYING QUESTIONS were EXACTLY, �f they were NOT done 'to clar�fy'?

1.173. by Terrap�n Stat�on

As�de from the fact that I'm descr�b�ng that the person's wr�t�ng usually makes l�ttle sense �n my
op�n�on, a reasonable response to what I wrote would be to clar�fy and better flesh out/connect the b�ts
I quoted �n l�ght of the cr�t�c�sm.

1.172. by evolut�on

D�d �t ever occur to you to just ask a CLARIFYING QUESTION?

Or, are you REALLY not that �nterested �n BETTER UNDERSTANDING the "other's" v�ew/s here?

Ö Ü
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The remark wasn't a cr�t�c�sm of your response �mmed�ately above. It was an explanat�on why my
remark was f�ne as �s, �n l�ght of what you would have preferred my remark to be.

1.174. by evolut�on

If a 'reasonable response' to what you wrote WOULD BE to 'clar�fy', then what do you th�nk my two
CLARIFYING QUESTIONS were EXACTLY, �f they were NOT done 'to clar�fy'?

1.173. by Terrap�n Stat�on

As�de from the fact that I'm descr�b�ng that the person's wr�t�ng usually makes l�ttle sense �n my
op�n�on, a reasonable response to what I wrote would be to clar�fy and better flesh out/connect the
b�ts I quoted �n l�ght of the cr�t�c�sm.
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Gert�e wrote
I agree sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n the ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence, but
ne�ther does phenomenology.

The mean�ng of words l�ke th�s are systemat�cally reass�gned, and you would have read what �s
done w�th them to see th�s. The ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence? Sartre put �t, ex�stence
precedes essence, wh�ch means unl�ke fence posts and co�ee cups, we have cho�ces to be what we
are, but not�ce the pa�nful term "are". In general sc�ence, "are" �s, �n the f�nal analys�s, substance
or phys�cal�ty or mater�al, and wh�le �n certa�n quarters there may be d�st�nct�ons (I don't know of
any, and I care not, really) between these terms, they are not g�ven analys�s at all as to d�st�nct�ons
�n mean�ng, for they don't really mean anyth�ng at all. It's l�ke a a stopp�ng place where mean�ng
runs out and emp�r�cal sc�ence has to stay w�th�n �ts prerogat�ves. One does not "observe"
substance. One observes phenomena.

Onewya to look at the compla�nt I am pursu�ng here �s to see th�s term�nus as ent�rely reconce�ved.
Ex�stence �s not a general term for bod�es �n space and t�me �ndependent of the percept�on. The
ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence �s d�v�ded, �f you look to He�degger. Ex�stent�al refers to bas�c
ontology, descr�b�ng the structure of dase�n (dase�n �s h�s term for human ex�stence), where
"ex�stent�ell"refers to the ex�stence we make of ourselves �n l�fe, a teacher, a husband, a human
r�ghts act�v�st and so on. Th�s �s our fact�c�ty. Facts, on the other hand are, as I understand h�s
term, what sc�ence deals w�th, the moon hav�ng a certa�n mass and the l�ke, pred�cat�vely formed
actual�t�es, Husserl called them.



You m�ght not�ce that th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng puts terms l�ke substance out of the term�nal pos�t�on.
What now has th�s pos�t�on �s hermeneut�cs, wh�ch comes from an "ex�stent�al" analys�s human
dase�n.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't descr�be what the ''stu� of phenomenal exper�ence'' �s. Does
phenomenology?

See above. The term "stu�" �s, I suspect, a vernacular term equ�valent to mater�al substance and
the rest, r�ght? Or, does �t refer to He�degger�an Be�ng? You see, H's bottom l�ne �s what he calls a
equ�pr�mor�dal�ty: phenomena are not reduc�ble to anyth�ng, do not have a revealed foundat�on; �n
fact, you could say the foundat�on �s that there �s no foundat�on, thereby l�ft�ng UP to the�r proper
place the �rrat�onal d�mens�ons of our ex�stence; all are equal aga�nst a standard of phenomenolog�cal
ontology. BUT, he th�nks some th�ngs are more pr�mord�al than others (??). For a work�ng out of
th�s contrad�ct�on you would have to read more deeply �nto the texts. Derr�da comes along and says
He�degger �s �n v�olat�on of h�s own equ�pr�mord�al�ty, wh�le He�degger's �ssue w�th Husserl was
s�m�lar: the Hermeneut�c (remember the god Hermes, a messenger of the gods br�ng�ng word from
beyond) foundat�on for all knowledge cla�ms does not y�eld to some "�ntu�t�on" about be�ng.
Hermes �s all about c�rculat�on w�th�n Be�ng-�n-the-world. th�s �s a closed system, g�ven what
h�story, culture, personal can contr�bute, but an open system g�ven the freedom one has stand�ng
at the prec�p�ce of future poss�b�l�t�es.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't descr�be Laws of phenomenal exper�ence. Does phenomenology?

Laws? Ontolog�cally, the term �s an h�stor�cally constructed �nterpretat�on �s brought to bear on
ceta�n contexts of human dase�n's be�ng �n the world. Language �s the house of Be�ng

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n Agency. Does phenomenology?

Of course sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm expla�ns Agency. It's just a bad explanat�on.

Th�s �s an act�vely debated �ssue. You know, Sartre �nfamously held that we are an agency of
noth�ngness. He �s der�vat�ve of He�degger, who �s der�vat�ve of K�erkegaard, who bel�eved th�s was
where the soul and God stand �n a structure of pos�t�ng sp�r�t. He�degger stays close to
phenomenolog�cal prerogat�ves: what �s there, before me. Me and m�ne are appercept�ve concepts
as w�th all concepts. He does not, though, g�ve any re�f�ed des�gnat�on to the ego�c center. there �s
no transcendental ego for He�degger, nor �s there transcendence, a mean�ngful reach�ng beyond
language. There �s me an m�ne, the stamp dase�n's ownness. He gets th�s no doubt from Kant
Transcendental Un�ty of Appercept�on, the "I" that �s �nherent �n what makes exper�ences m�ne,
not yours.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n what makes the exper�ence of see�ng red, d��erent to see�ng
blue, or remember�ng or �mag�n�ng red, or th�nk�ng about red w�th our �nternal narrat�ve vo�ce. Nor
the d��erences of the other types of sensory percept�ons, d��erent types of sensat�ons, emot�ons, etc.
Does phenomenology?

Doesn't �t? Sc�ence tells us l�ght �s d�sbursed �n a spectrum of wavelengths, wh�ch are

But as to qual�a, the "what �t �s l�ke to taste a spec�f�c apple, th�s part�cular apple now," the g�ven,



there �s no way out of th�s: �t �s hermeneut�cally conce�ved. It �s part�cle of language that was born
�n contexts of h�stor�cal problem solv�ng. No ch�cken, no egg; ch�ckens and eggs are the same
der�vat�ve structured concepts. When we use th�s term to conce�ve of a languageless presence, we
do so �n language. Even Be�ng �s such a term, bound to constructed mean�ngs worked out �n h�story.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm notes a correlat�on between exper�ent�al states and certa�n phys�cal processes
('the neural correlatrs of consc�ousness'), but can't expla�n the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p. Does
phenomenology?

Phenomenology recogn�zes such debates, and �f they are conf�ned to emp�r�cal d�scuss�ons, w�shes
them well. Obv�ously. bra�ns are assoc�ated w�th exper�ence and only a fool would deny �t. But m�nd
and body are hermeneut�cally mean�ngful only. Someone l�ke Rorty causes a lot of fr�ct�on �n h�s
cla�m that truth cond�t�ons are essent�ally and w�thout except�on pragmat�c w�ll say, yes, sc�ence
rules on th�s, and he �s a mon�st, a mater�al�st, but beneath such cla�ms �s W�ttgenste�n: such
utterances are conf�ned to rat�onal structures of thought and these are never about what �s beyond
these structures. A very closed system.

Are there other th�ngs the methodology of phenomenology tells us wh�ch sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm
doesn't?

You would have to start read�ng. For me, �t l�berates our concept�on about what �t means to be
human, for, and th�s var�es among cont�nental ph�losophers, the �rrat�onal parts that have been
d�scounted as that wh�ch confounds reason and �ts categor�es, d�scounted �n the sp�r�t of clar�ty of
thought, are released from the dogmat�c hold sc�ence would place on them. Sc�ence �s factual,
real�ty �s not reduc�ble to what �s factual. Real�ty �s OPEN, and �n th�s openness, there �s a k�nd of
truth that �s NOT propos�t�onal (though there �s no avo�d�ng th�s �n conce�v�ng �t), but revelatory.
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Hereandnow on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 15:31

Faustus5 wrote
You know the answer to th�s quest�on already—just look at what normal, sane people
actually do. When they want to know what �s the case about a d�sease, they turn to a med�cal
profess�onal. When they want to know what �s the case about the�r car not runn�ng, they go to a car
mechan�c. When they want to know what �s the case about the natural world, they ask an appropr�ate
sc�ent�st.

Th�ngs are more compl�cated when �t comes to eth�cal or aesthet�c �ssues, because those by the�r very
nature are not always th�ngs about wh�ch we can form a consensus and turn to rel�able experts. But
that’s okay. The vast major�ty of us get by just f�ne.

Of course, �f you're read anyth�ng I wrote, you w�ll see that I agree w�th every word you say here. I
would s�mply add, �f you want to know about a ph�losoph�cal �ssue, go to a cont�nental ph�losopher.
You know, I just wrote Gert�e a few paragraphs on the way I see th�ngs and perhaps you could g�ve
�t a glance.



The "natural world" �s not the �ssue and I leave that to sc�ence ent�rely.

There can never be a ser�ous quest�on asked about the <nature of all th�ngs= because that quest�on �s
hopelessly vague to the po�nt of be�ng utterly mean�ngless. The best response �s that there �s l�terally no
such th�ng as the <nature of all th�ngs=. Ser�ous quest�ons depend on spec�f�c�ty.

Ahh, but you are so close. Hopelessly vague? Well, �f one's �dea of what the f�nal ontology would be
�ssues from a natural�st�c v�ew, then w�ll f�nd that vagueness �s somehow bu�lt �nto the very
cond�t�ons observat�on and problem solv�ng that underl�e observat�ons of nature. It �s not nature
but the bus�ness of tak�ng IN nature, that bottom l�ne descr�pt�on of the, �f you w�ll, manufactur�ng
plant that produces perceptual poss�b�l�t�es to even have percept�ons at all. It �s NOT as �f th�s �s
untouchable analyt�cally. Exactly the oppos�te �s true. the spec�f�c�ty you are look�ng for l�es �n
Be�ng and T�me, And total�ty and Inf�n�ty, and Be�ng and Noth�ngness, and on and on. Now, you
may f�nd these t�tles o� putt�ng, understandably, but so what?

There �s a very good reason Rorty thought He�degger to be one of the three greatest ph�losophers of
the 20th century. They are, �n �mportant ways, cut from the same cloth.

Sc�ence dom�nates all d�scourse about the natural world, and th�s �s how �t should be. Ph�losophy
stopped hav�ng a mean�ngful contr�but�on to such d�scourse long before we were born.

I suppose you could say sc�ence should and does have someth�ng to say about moral or aesthet�c �ssues,
but pretty much all ph�losophers understand that �ts contr�but�ons are very l�m�ted there, though of
course folks debate about where the borders should be.

My po�nt �s that people are smart enough to know when sc�ence �s the r�ght tool to use to solve or
d�scuss a problem, and when �t �s �nappropr�ate. There �s no problem of sc�ence hav�ng an unjust�f�ed
hegemony over �ssues where �t has noth�ng val�d to say. Your ent�re thread �s prem�sed on a made up
�ssue.

By the way, I would never deny that some sc�ent�sts or ph�losophers have gone too far �n th�nk�ng they
could apply sc�ent�f�c reason�ng or techn�ques to subjects, or that they have m�stakenly den�ed that
ph�losophy had someth�ng to contr�bute when �n fact �t does. We'd have to look at th�s �ssue by �ssue. All
I am deny�ng �s that there �s a w�despread problem of people do�ng th�s. There �s not.

Several th�ngs. One �s that the natural world �s not the �ssue here, at all, unless, that �s, you want to
reass�gn the term "natural". As to eth�cs, the matter comes down to the essence of eth�cs, that �s,
what makes eth�cs, eth�cs! th�s too �s analyzable ph�losoph�cally, apr�or�. Th�s �s THE ph�losoph�cal
�ssue for me, the way value, the essence, or an essent�al part of, eth�cs, �s at once, embedded �n
exper�ence, all exper�ence (I follow Dewey on th�s, �n a l�m�ted way) and unava�lable for sc�ent�f�c
�nspect�on. I am referr�ng to metaeth�cs, metavalue, the �rrat�onal part of our be�ng �n the world
that �s the mater�al bas�s for the mean�ng �n th�ngs; not the d�ct�onary mean�ngs, but "value"
mean�ng, the �mportance of �mportance, �f you w�ll. Or, as Ne�l DeGrasse Tyson put �t, I th�nk
d�sparag�ngly, the mean�ng of mean�ng. Th�s �s not He�degger's �nterpretat�ve daw�n but the
"aesthes�s" of l�v�ng and breath�ng.

Look, the �ssue I have put on the table �s more fundamental than you descr�be �t. Th�s �s certa�nly by
no means someth�ng that "people" are smart enough about. They are �n fact so �gnorant about



phenomenolog�cal ontology that they don't even know �t ex�sts. They've never read or heard of
Kant, Hegel, Husserl, He�degger. They have been processed through a publ�c educat�on system that
prov�des knowledge �n bas�c sc�ences and are told �mpl�c�tly or expl�c�tly that th�s �s what human
knowledge IS, and beyond th�s, there �s only rel�g�ous fa�th, wh�ch �s expla�ned by the church wh�ch
has a long h�story of really bad metaphys�cs, wh�ch, aga�n, �mpl�c�tly or expl�c�ty works �ts way �nto
people's th�nk�ng. God the father, son and holy sp�r�t? What IS that? People are thoughtless sheep
when �t comes to th�nk�ng about such th�ngs, or anyth�ng, for that matter, at the bas�c level, so
please, do not place the val�d�ty of a ph�losoph�cal perspect�ve �n the hands of people. The �dea �s
patently absurd.

W�th regard to the "w�despread problem" I am referr�ng to the absence of ser�ous cons�derat�on of
any talk at all about the foundat�on of knowledge, the mean�ng of mean�ng, and the ph�losoph�cal
�ssues of phenomenology due to a lack of th�s alternat�ve �n people's bas�c vocabular�es. They don't
know, or concern themselves, that there has been a monumental parad�gm sh�ft �n the process of
rel�g�on's dem�se, and where not at all long ago, sc�ence was tempered by a �mpl�c�t rel�g�ous fa�th,
now there �s a r�s�ng NOTHING to g�ve the �rrat�onal part of our ex�stence �nterpretat�ve mean�ng at
the level of bas�c quest�ons. Th�s �s overwhelm�ngly ev�dent �n your and other responses �n the
thread. And analyt�c ph�losophy merely encourages th�s, treat�ng metaeth�cs, metavalue as a
cur�os�ty eas�ly d�sm�ssable.

Publ�c rel�g�ons are dangerous th�ngs. But th�s has noth�ng to do w�th the ex�stent�al rel�g�ousness
as a part of the structure of exper�ence �tself. to understand what th�s means, you would have to
read about �t. No read�ng, no understand�ng. to d�sm�ss �t, well, from afar, outs�de the read�ng �s
just perverse. Alas, h�gh schools don't teach phenomenology, they teach phys�cs, not
phenomenology. And you th�nk there are no sc�ent�f�c prejud�ces bu�lt �nto the person on the
street's th�nk�ng??

You are mak�ng th�ngs up. No ser�ous, respected th�nker �n the ent�re h�story of Western ph�losophy has
ever cla�med someth�ng so s�lly.

You have not read W�ttgenste�n or Kant. You have not read Rorty. You have not read analyt�c
ph�losophy �f you say th�s. Sc�ent�f�c models f�ll these ph�losoph�cal worlds!! What are they say�ng?
They say, we must conf�ne ourselves �n mak�ng d�scover�es about the world to emp�r�cal sc�ence.
Beyond th�s there �s no sense to be made! the ph�losophy of m�nd: talk about C f�bers f�r�ng;
ep�stemology: establ�sh�ng causal connect�ons between the knower and the known (see Gett�er);
the ph�losophy of language: see Qu�ne and rad�cal translat�on, wh�ch has been �nterpreted by some
as behav�or�st�c; Qu�ne was very clear about h�s devot�on to emp�r�cal sc�ence.

Prove me wrong.

We turn to sc�ence when we want <foundat�onal understand�ng= of the natural world. There �s no
sense �n wh�ch a ph�losoph�cal exerc�se conducted from the safety of the armcha�r �s go�ng to prov�de
someth�ng deeper than th�s, though ph�losophers l�ke to fool themselves �nto th�nk�ng otherw�se.
That’s why no one pays attent�on to them.

Well, clearly YOU don't pay attent�on to them, read them, that �s.

Is that what WE do? Oh, you mean ph�losophers w�th the r�ght v�ew, the ones you just sa�d have no



truck w�th the �dea that "Analyt�c ph�losophy IS an �mpl�c�t endorsement of sc�ent�f�c parad�gms to
address all quest�ons."

????????????????????????

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 7 8 .

~

Atla on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 16:34

The more I read about He�degger, the less I get �t. He th�nks that ph�losophy �s merely about our
�nd�v�dual exper�ence of be�ng and what follows from �t, and that's �t? By �tself, I wouldn't even f�le
that under ph�losophy.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 17:00

My �mpress�on of He�degger �s that �t's �mportant to understand that:

(a) supposedly the f�rst ph�losophy book he read as a k�d, and �t had a b�g �mpact on h�m, was Franz
Brentano's On the Several Senses of Be�ng �n Ar�stotle
and
(b) he was a student of Husserl and �n�t�ally was very strongly �nfluenced by h�m

I th�nk the Brentano book led to h�m th�nk�ng "I'm go�ng to sort out the 'correct sense of 'be�ng''
once and for all," where he was shoot�ng for someth�ng more pragmat�c, but he had a very
convoluted way of go�ng about that, and h�s eventual break from Husserl's �nfluence came by way
of reject�ng what he saw as some of the �deal�st�c �mpl�cat�ons of Husserl's phenomenolog�cal
method . . . and then he conflated the two �nto one project.
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Faustus5 on >  4 Eylül 2020 Cuma 19:02

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


The only <f�nal ontology= I have any respect for or �nterest �n �s what we get from phys�cs and
cosmology. I deny that there �s anyth�ng any ph�losopher can prov�de that �s somehow deeper or
more profound.

I subm�t to you that no ph�losoph�cal d�scourse of any sort that trucks �n <Be�ng and T�me, total�ty
and �nf�n�ty, Be�ng and Noth�ngness= w�ll produce a s�ngle th�ng that �s of genu�ne usefulness to
anyone other than people who l�ke to play those k�nds of word games and fool themselves �nto
th�nk�ng they are actually say�ng someth�ng.

Well I’ll take Rorty over He�degger any day of the week. At least Rorty d�dn’t have to �nvent goofy,
esoter�c word games to make h�s po�nts. H�s ph�losophy was always grounded �n ord�nary real�ty
descr�bed �n pla�n, understandable language.

Probably because there �s l�terally no need for �t. You’re �nvent�ng a problem that just doesn’t ex�st
for the rest of us.

And I approve of th�s. I wouldn’t want h�gh schools teach�ng a h�ghly quest�onable and obscure
doctr�ne of ph�losophy when they could be teach someth�ng of value.

Excuse me, cupcake, but W�ttgenste�n (post-Tractatus, anyway) and Rorty are two of my favor�te
ph�losophers. I’ve actually read every book Rorty wrote at least tw�ce (except�ng the one or two that
were str�ctly about pol�t�cs). They have profoundly shaped my v�ews.

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

Well, �f one's �dea of what the f�nal ontology would be �ssues from a natural�st�c v�ew, then w�ll f�nd
that vagueness �s somehow bu�lt �nto the very cond�t�ons observat�on and problem solv�ng that
underl�e observat�ons of nature.

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

Exactly the oppos�te �s true. the spec�f�c�ty you are look�ng for l�es �n Be�ng and T�me, And total�ty and
Inf�n�ty, and Be�ng and Noth�ngness, and on and on. Now, you may f�nd these t�tles o� putt�ng,
understandably, but so what?

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

There �s a very good reason Rorty thought He�degger to be one of the three greatest ph�losophers of the
20th century. They are, �n �mportant ways, cut from the same cloth.

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

They don't know, or concern themselves, that there has been a monumental parad�gm sh�ft �n the
process of rel�g�on's dem�se, and where not at all long ago, sc�ence was tempered by a �mpl�c�t rel�g�ous
fa�th, now there �s a r�s�ng NOTHING to g�ve the �rrat�onal part of our ex�stence �nterpretat�ve mean�ng
at the level of bas�c quest�ons.

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

Alas, h�gh schools don't teach phenomenology, they teach phys�cs, not phenomenology.

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

You have not read W�ttgenste�n or Kant. You have not read Rorty.



Burden of proof �s on you: f�nd me any respected Western ph�losopher who has ever sa�d that
sc�ence can solve <all quest�ons=.

We both know you never w�ll, so why d�d you make up someth�ng so completely r�d�culous?

1.177. by \  Hereandnow

Prove me wrong.
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evolut�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 01:06

Okay. But what �s 'f�ne' and what �s a 'reasonable response' �s relat�ve. Anyone, therefore, could
very eas�ly and very s�mply say that 'a reasonable response' �s the EXACT OPPOSITE of what you
th�nk �s, and the one wh�ch you have come up w�th here.

For example, to some, your response was NOT 'to clar�fy' at all. And, th�s would be a VERY
'reasonable' percept�on, and response, �ndeed, espec�ally cons�der�ng what you d�d ACTUALLY
wr�te and say.

Bes�des th�s, all I was po�nt�ng out was that you NEVER actually asked a clar�fy�ng quest�on at all �n
that post, wh�ch can be CLEARLY SEEN. Although you made the remark that you do not ever really
know what that person �s on about, from my perspect�ve you do not actually WANT TO KNOW. As I
have suggested prev�ously that �f you really do want to know what another person �s on about, then
just them some CLARIFYING QUESTION. It really �s just that SIMPLE.

To me, you were NOT try�ng to clar�fy NOR better flesh out/connect the b�ts you quoted at all, as
ev�denced by what you wrote. From my perspect�ve, all you were do�ng was just express�ng your
OWN v�ews. Aga�n, I suggest that �f you are Truly �nterested �n learn�ng and know�ng what another
�s really 'on about', then just ask them some clar�fy�ng quest�ons.

1.175. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The remark wasn't a cr�t�c�sm of your response �mmed�ately above. It was an explanat�on why my
remark was f�ne as �s, �n l�ght of what you would have preferred my remark to be.

1.174. by evolut�on

If a 'reasonable response' to what you wrote WOULD BE to 'clar�fy', then what do you th�nk my two
CLARIFYING QUESTIONS were EXACTLY, �f they were NOT done 'to clar�fy'?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 07:26

Sure. Whenever we're deal�ng w�th subject�ve stu� someone can have an alternat�ve assessment. Is
there a reason we'd need to po�nt out someth�ng so obv�ous?

1.181. by evolut�on

Okay. But what �s 'f�ne' and what �s a 'reasonable response' �s relat�ve. Anyone, therefore, could very
eas�ly and very s�mply say that 'a reasonable response' �s the EXACT OPPOSITE of what you th�nk �s,
and the one wh�ch you have come up w�th here.
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evolut�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 08:42

Great, th�s �s the f�rst t�me I have seen you adm�t th�s.

Now, when we are deal�ng w�th words, wh�ch �s just about ALL of the t�me �n d�scuss�ons, w�ll you
now OPENLY adm�t that words, themselves, can have 'an alternat�ve assessment'?

If yes, then great.

But �f no, then the exact same �ssue rema�ns when d�scuss�ng, w�th 'you'. That �s; you rema�n
BELIEVING that 'your' assessment of words and what they mean �s the one and only actual
mean�ng.

Yes. The reason I needed to po�nt out that what you cla�med was a "reasonable response" was �n
fact NOT a 'reasonable cla�m' to make at all was to h�ghl�ght the tendency you have to BELIEVE that
your OWN assessment of th�ngs �s the only actual True and R�ght one.

From my perspect�ve, a Truly 'reasoned' response to what you wrote was: You were NOT try�ng "to
clar�fy and better flesh out/connect the b�ts" you quoted, from that person at all.

1.182. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Sure. Whenever we're deal�ng w�th subject�ve stu� someone can have an alternat�ve assessment.

1.181. by evolut�on

Okay. But what �s 'f�ne' and what �s a 'reasonable response' �s relat�ve. Anyone, therefore, could very
eas�ly and very s�mply say that 'a reasonable response' �s the EXACT OPPOSITE of what you th�nk �s,
and the one wh�ch you have come up w�th here.

1.182. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Is there a reason we'd need to po�nt out someth�ng so obv�ous?



Th�s can be EVIDENCED and PROVEN by the way you used the words you used, from my perspect�ve
of th�ngs. That was all.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 08:49

How �n the world can you have �nteracted w�th me as much as you have, and �n general seen my
posts as much as you have, wh�le th�nk�ng that I'd say anyth�ng �n the ve�n of "one and only actual
mean�ng"?

I'm the "mean�ng (and eth�cs and aesthet�cs and truth and on and on) �s subject�ve" guy. How have
you not not�ced that yet?

Yes. The reason I needed to po�nt out that what you cla�med was a "reasonable response" was �n fact
NOT a 'reasonable cla�m' to make at all

It �s �n my v�ew obv�ously. But such th�ngs are subject�ve. There aren't correct answers. People w�ll
g�ve the�r subject�ve v�ew. Duh.

1.183. by evolut�on

Great, th�s �s the f�rst t�me I have seen you adm�t th�s.

Now, when we are deal�ng w�th words, wh�ch �s just about ALL of the t�me �n d�scuss�ons, w�ll you now
OPENLY adm�t that words, themselves, can have 'an alternat�ve assessment'?

If yes, then great.

But �f no, then the exact same �ssue rema�ns when d�scuss�ng, w�th 'you'. That �s; you rema�n
BELIEVING that 'your' assessment of words and what they mean �s the one and only actual mean�ng.

1.182. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Is there a reason we'd need to po�nt out someth�ng so obv�ous?
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evolut�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 09:17



How?

Through the actual words that you use.

For example, your words; "Yet" would make no sense �f the "synonymous w�th 'eternal'"
connotat�on were be�ng used. Reveals that you are NOT open to ANY th�ng, wh�ch could make
sense.

From your OWN words you have sa�d that the use of the word, "Yet", �n the place that �t was �n, �n
that scenar�o, would "make NO sense". Therefore, �f �t would "make NO sense", to you, then there
�s absolutely NOTHING I nor ANY one else could say to show you otherw�se, correct?

I have seen you say th�s, but I have not seen you, always, follow through w�th th�s.

From my perspect�ve, you appear to qu�te often say th�ngs could NOT make sense, because of the
words be�ng used.

Whereas, �f you were really an actual "def�n�t�ons and mean�ngs are Truly subject�ve, guy", then
you would appear far MORE OPEN to, at least, try�ng to understand and make sense of what others
are say�ng, AND mean�ng, well from my perspect�ve anyway.

1.184. by Terrap�n Stat�on

How �n the world can you have �nteracted w�th me as much as you have, and �n general seen my posts
as much as you have, wh�le th�nk�ng that I'd say anyth�ng �n the ve�n of "one and only actual
mean�ng"?

1.183. by evolut�on

Great, th�s �s the f�rst t�me I have seen you adm�t th�s.

Now, when we are deal�ng w�th words, wh�ch �s just about ALL of the t�me �n d�scuss�ons, w�ll you
now OPENLY adm�t that words, themselves, can have 'an alternat�ve assessment'?

If yes, then great.

But �f no, then the exact same �ssue rema�ns when d�scuss�ng, w�th 'you'. That �s; you rema�n
BELIEVING that 'your' assessment of words and what they mean �s the one and only actual
mean�ng.

1.184. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I'm the "mean�ng (and eth�cs and aesthet�cs and truth and on and on) �s subject�ve" guy. How have
you not not�ced that yet?



So, when you say th�ngs l�ke; "A reasonable response to what I wrote would be ...", then, what you
are now suggest�ng �s that what you just referred to as be�ng a 'reasonable response' �s �n fact NOT
an actual 'reasonable response' at all, but just a 'reasonable response', from your SUBJECTIVE
v�ew, only?

By the way, you �nform�ng others of what a 'reasonable response' IS, �n regards to what you have
prev�ously wr�tten, could be expressed far more pleasantly as, "What I was actually mean�ng was
...", �nstead.

SEE, readers do NOT have the ab�l�ty to look at and see th�ngs �n your wr�t�ngs, from the 'reasoned'
perspect�ve that obv�ously you are thee only ONE �s pr�vy to.

By the way I f�nd all of these d�vers�onary tact�cs completely unnecessary, espec�ally cons�der�ng
how easy �t would have been to just answer Honestly these two very s�mple and very
stra�ghtforward OPEN clar�fy�ng quest�ons I asked you:

D�d �t ever occur to you to just ask a CLARIFYING QUESTION?

Or, are you REALLY not that �nterested �n BETTER UNDERSTANDING the "other's" v�ew/s here?

1.184. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Yes. The reason I needed to po�nt out that what you cla�med was a "reasonable response" was �n
fact NOT a 'reasonable cla�m' to make at all

It �s �n my v�ew obv�ously. But such th�ngs are subject�ve. There aren't correct answers. People w�ll g�ve
the�r subject�ve v�ew. Duh.
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1.176. by \  Hereandnow

Gert�e wrote
I agree sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n the ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence, but ne�ther
does phenomenology.

The mean�ng of words l�ke th�s are systemat�cally reass�gned, and you would have read what �s done
w�th them to see th�s. The ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence? Sartre put �t, ex�stence precedes
essence, wh�ch means unl�ke fence posts and co�ee cups, we have cho�ces to be what we are, but not�ce
the pa�nful term "are". In general sc�ence, "are" �s, �n the f�nal analys�s, substance or phys�cal�ty or
mater�al, and wh�le �n certa�n quarters there may be d�st�nct�ons (I don't know of any, and I care not,
really) between these terms, they are not g�ven analys�s at all as to d�st�nct�ons �n mean�ng, for they
don't really mean anyth�ng at all. It's l�ke a a stopp�ng place where mean�ng runs out and emp�r�cal
sc�ence has to stay w�th�n �ts prerogat�ves. One does not "observe" substance. One observes
phenomena.

Onewya to look at the compla�nt I am pursu�ng here �s to see th�s term�nus as ent�rely reconce�ved.
Ex�stence �s not a general term for bod�es �n space and t�me �ndependent of the percept�on. The
ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence �s d�v�ded, �f you look to He�degger. Ex�stent�al refers to bas�c
ontology, descr�b�ng the structure of dase�n (dase�n �s h�s term for human ex�stence), where
"ex�stent�ell"refers to the ex�stence we make of ourselves �n l�fe, a teacher, a husband, a human r�ghts
act�v�st and so on. Th�s �s our fact�c�ty. Facts, on the other hand are, as I understand h�s term, what
sc�ence deals w�th, the moon hav�ng a certa�n mass and the l�ke, pred�cat�vely formed actual�t�es,
Husserl called them.

You m�ght not�ce that th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng puts terms l�ke substance out of the term�nal pos�t�on. What
now has th�s pos�t�on �s hermeneut�cs, wh�ch comes from an "ex�stent�al" analys�s human dase�n.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't descr�be what the ''stu� of phenomenal exper�ence'' �s. Does
phenomenology?

See above. The term "stu�" �s, I suspect, a vernacular term equ�valent to mater�al substance and the
rest, r�ght? Or, does �t refer to He�degger�an Be�ng? You see, H's bottom l�ne �s what he calls a
equ�pr�mor�dal�ty: phenomena are not reduc�ble to anyth�ng, do not have a revealed foundat�on; �n
fact, you could say the foundat�on �s that there �s no foundat�on, thereby l�ft�ng UP to the�r proper
place the �rrat�onal d�mens�ons of our ex�stence; all are equal aga�nst a standard of phenomenolog�cal
ontology. BUT, he th�nks some th�ngs are more pr�mord�al than others (??). For a work�ng out of th�s
contrad�ct�on you would have to read more deeply �nto the texts. Derr�da comes along and says
He�degger �s �n v�olat�on of h�s own equ�pr�mord�al�ty, wh�le He�degger's �ssue w�th Husserl was
s�m�lar: the Hermeneut�c (remember the god Hermes, a messenger of the gods br�ng�ng word from
beyond) foundat�on for all knowledge cla�ms does not y�eld to some "�ntu�t�on" about be�ng. Hermes �s
all about c�rculat�on w�th�n Be�ng-�n-the-world. th�s �s a closed system, g�ven what h�story, culture,
personal can contr�bute, but an open system g�ven the freedom one has stand�ng at the prec�p�ce of
future poss�b�l�t�es.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't descr�be Laws of phenomenal exper�ence. Does phenomenology?

Laws? Ontolog�cally, the term �s an h�stor�cally constructed �nterpretat�on �s brought to bear on ceta�n
contexts of human dase�n's be�ng �n the world. Language �s the house of Be�ng

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n Agency. Does phenomenology?

Of course sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm expla�ns Agency. It's just a bad explanat�on.



Would �t be fa�r to character�se phenomenology as the study of what �t �s l�ke to be a human?

And sees the project of try�ng to know what anyth�ng else �s, as �nev�tably �nterpret�ve and
therefore dependent on how humans �nterpret?

Th�s �s an act�vely debated �ssue. You know, Sartre �nfamously held that we are an agency of
noth�ngness. He �s der�vat�ve of He�degger, who �s der�vat�ve of K�erkegaard, who bel�eved th�s was
where the soul and God stand �n a structure of pos�t�ng sp�r�t. He�degger stays close to
phenomenolog�cal prerogat�ves: what �s there, before me. Me and m�ne are appercept�ve concepts as
w�th all concepts. He does not, though, g�ve any re�f�ed des�gnat�on to the ego�c center. there �s no
transcendental ego for He�degger, nor �s there transcendence, a mean�ngful reach�ng beyond
language. There �s me an m�ne, the stamp dase�n's ownness. He gets th�s no doubt from Kant
Transcendental Un�ty of Appercept�on, the "I" that �s �nherent �n what makes exper�ences m�ne, not
yours.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm doesn't expla�n what makes the exper�ence of see�ng red, d��erent to see�ng
blue, or remember�ng or �mag�n�ng red, or th�nk�ng about red w�th our �nternal narrat�ve vo�ce. Nor
the d��erences of the other types of sensory percept�ons, d��erent types of sensat�ons, emot�ons, etc.
Does phenomenology?

Doesn't �t? Sc�ence tells us l�ght �s d�sbursed �n a spectrum of wavelengths, wh�ch are

But as to qual�a, the "what �t �s l�ke to taste a spec�f�c apple, th�s part�cular apple now," the g�ven, there
�s no way out of th�s: �t �s hermeneut�cally conce�ved. It �s part�cle of language that was born �n contexts
of h�stor�cal problem solv�ng. No ch�cken, no egg; ch�ckens and eggs are the same der�vat�ve structured
concepts. When we use th�s term to conce�ve of a languageless presence, we do so �n language. Even
Be�ng �s such a term, bound to constructed mean�ngs worked out �n h�story.

Sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm notes a correlat�on between exper�ent�al states and certa�n phys�cal processes
('the neural correlatrs of consc�ousness'), but can't expla�n the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p. Does
phenomenology?

Phenomenology recogn�zes such debates, and �f they are conf�ned to emp�r�cal d�scuss�ons, w�shes
them well. Obv�ously. bra�ns are assoc�ated w�th exper�ence and only a fool would deny �t. But m�nd
and body are hermeneut�cally mean�ngful only. Someone l�ke Rorty causes a lot of fr�ct�on �n h�s cla�m
that truth cond�t�ons are essent�ally and w�thout except�on pragmat�c w�ll say, yes, sc�ence rules on
th�s, and he �s a mon�st, a mater�al�st, but beneath such cla�ms �s W�ttgenste�n: such utterances are
conf�ned to rat�onal structures of thought and these are never about what �s beyond these structures. A
very closed system.

Are there other th�ngs the methodology of phenomenology tells us wh�ch sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm
doesn't?

You would have to start read�ng. For me, �t l�berates our concept�on about what �t means to be human,
for, and th�s var�es among cont�nental ph�losophers, the �rrat�onal parts that have been d�scounted as
that wh�ch confounds reason and �ts categor�es, d�scounted �n the sp�r�t of clar�ty of thought, are
released from the dogmat�c hold sc�ence would place on them. Sc�ence �s factual, real�ty �s not reduc�ble
to what �s factual. Real�ty �s OPEN, and �n th�s openness, there �s a k�nd of truth that �s NOT
propos�t�onal (though there �s no avo�d�ng th�s �n conce�v�ng �t), but revelatory.

Ö Ü
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Y�kes. That x �s subject�ve doesn't �mply that S has no stance or op�n�on on x. And �t doesn't �mply
that S doesn't very strongly feel however they do on x. You're mak�ng the same error that
object�v�sts make �n attempt�ng to understand subject�v�sm, yet you're supposed to be a
subject�v�st.

�f �t would "make NO sense", to you, then there �s absolutely NOTHING I nor ANY one else could say to
show you otherw�se, correct?

No, that's not correct. You could expla�n how �t makes sense to you, and I m�ght be conv�nced that
�t could make sense. You'd have to do the heavy l�ft�ng there, of course.

I have seen you say th�s, but I have not seen you, always, follow through w�th th�s.

You apparently m�sunderstand the �mpl�cat�ons of �t, ak�n to an object�v�st, wh�ch �s cur�ous.

So, when you say th�ngs l�ke; "A reasonable response to what I wrote would be ...", then, what you are
now suggest�ng �s that what you just referred to as be�ng a 'reasonable response' �s �n fact NOT an
actual 'reasonable response' at all, but just a 'reasonable response', from your SUBJECTIVE v�ew, only?I

If you th�nk there's an "�n fact 'reasonable response'" and not just such a th�ng �n someone's
subject�ve v�ew, then you're no subject�v�st.

"There's an '�n fact 'reasonable response''" �s object�v�sm.

1.185. by evolut�on

How?

Through the actual words that you use . . .

1.184. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I'm the "mean�ng (and eth�cs and aesthet�cs and truth and on and on) �s subject�ve" guy. How have
you not not�ced that yet?
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1.186. by Gert�e



1.176. by \  Hereandnow

The mean�ng of words l�ke th�s are systemat�cally reass�gned, and you would have read what �s
done w�th them to see th�s. The ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence? Sartre put �t, ex�stence
precedes essence, wh�ch means unl�ke fence posts and co�ee cups, we have cho�ces to be what we
are, but not�ce the pa�nful term "are". In general sc�ence, "are" �s, �n the f�nal analys�s, substance or
phys�cal�ty or mater�al, and wh�le �n certa�n quarters there may be d�st�nct�ons (I don't know of any,
and I care not, really) between these terms, they are not g�ven analys�s at all as to d�st�nct�ons �n
mean�ng, for they don't really mean anyth�ng at all. It's l�ke a a stopp�ng place where mean�ng runs
out and emp�r�cal sc�ence has to stay w�th�n �ts prerogat�ves. One does not "observe" substance. One
observes phenomena.

Onewya to look at the compla�nt I am pursu�ng here �s to see th�s term�nus as ent�rely reconce�ved.
Ex�stence �s not a general term for bod�es �n space and t�me �ndependent of the percept�on. The
ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence �s d�v�ded, �f you look to He�degger. Ex�stent�al refers to bas�c
ontology, descr�b�ng the structure of dase�n (dase�n �s h�s term for human ex�stence), where
"ex�stent�ell"refers to the ex�stence we make of ourselves �n l�fe, a teacher, a husband, a human
r�ghts act�v�st and so on. Th�s �s our fact�c�ty. Facts, on the other hand are, as I understand h�s term,
what sc�ence deals w�th, the moon hav�ng a certa�n mass and the l�ke, pred�cat�vely formed
actual�t�es, Husserl called them.

You m�ght not�ce that th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng puts terms l�ke substance out of the term�nal pos�t�on.
What now has th�s pos�t�on �s hermeneut�cs, wh�ch comes from an "ex�stent�al" analys�s human
dase�n.

See above. The term "stu�" �s, I suspect, a vernacular term equ�valent to mater�al substance and the
rest, r�ght? Or, does �t refer to He�degger�an Be�ng? You see, H's bottom l�ne �s what he calls a
equ�pr�mor�dal�ty: phenomena are not reduc�ble to anyth�ng, do not have a revealed foundat�on; �n
fact, you could say the foundat�on �s that there �s no foundat�on, thereby l�ft�ng UP to the�r proper
place the �rrat�onal d�mens�ons of our ex�stence; all are equal aga�nst a standard of
phenomenolog�cal ontology. BUT, he th�nks some th�ngs are more pr�mord�al than others (??). For a
work�ng out of th�s contrad�ct�on you would have to read more deeply �nto the texts. Derr�da comes
along and says He�degger �s �n v�olat�on of h�s own equ�pr�mord�al�ty, wh�le He�degger's �ssue w�th
Husserl was s�m�lar: the Hermeneut�c (remember the god Hermes, a messenger of the gods br�ng�ng
word from beyond) foundat�on for all knowledge cla�ms does not y�eld to some "�ntu�t�on" about
be�ng. Hermes �s all about c�rculat�on w�th�n Be�ng-�n-the-world. th�s �s a closed system, g�ven
what h�story, culture, personal can contr�bute, but an open system g�ven the freedom one has
stand�ng at the prec�p�ce of future poss�b�l�t�es.

Laws? Ontolog�cally, the term �s an h�stor�cally constructed �nterpretat�on �s brought to bear on
ceta�n contexts of human dase�n's be�ng �n the world. Language �s the house of Be�ng

Of course sc�ent�f�c mater�al�sm expla�ns Agency. It's just a bad explanat�on.

Th�s �s an act�vely debated �ssue. You know, Sartre �nfamously held that we are an agency of
noth�ngness. He �s der�vat�ve of He�degger, who �s der�vat�ve of K�erkegaard, who bel�eved th�s was
where the soul and God stand �n a structure of pos�t�ng sp�r�t. He�degger stays close to
phenomenolog�cal prerogat�ves: what �s there, before me. Me and m�ne are appercept�ve concepts as



And �f so, can you br�efly l�st the ma�n conclus�ons th�s methodology comes to.

Would �t be fa�r to character�se phenomenology as the study of what �t �s l�ke to be a human?

And sees the project of try�ng to know what anyth�ng else �s, as �nev�tably �nterpret�ve and therefore
dependent on how humans �nterpret?

w�th all concepts. He does not, though, g�ve any re�f�ed des�gnat�on to the ego�c center. there �s no
transcendental ego for He�degger, nor �s there transcendence, a mean�ngful reach�ng beyond
language. There �s me an m�ne, the stamp dase�n's ownness. He gets th�s no doubt from Kant
Transcendental Un�ty of Appercept�on, the "I" that �s �nherent �n what makes exper�ences m�ne, not
yours.

Doesn't �t? Sc�ence tells us l�ght �s d�sbursed �n a spectrum of wavelengths, wh�ch are

But as to qual�a, the "what �t �s l�ke to taste a spec�f�c apple, th�s part�cular apple now," the g�ven,
there �s no way out of th�s: �t �s hermeneut�cally conce�ved. It �s part�cle of language that was born �n
contexts of h�stor�cal problem solv�ng. No ch�cken, no egg; ch�ckens and eggs are the same der�vat�ve
structured concepts. When we use th�s term to conce�ve of a languageless presence, we do so �n
language. Even Be�ng �s such a term, bound to constructed mean�ngs worked out �n h�story.

Phenomenology recogn�zes such debates, and �f they are conf�ned to emp�r�cal d�scuss�ons, w�shes
them well. Obv�ously. bra�ns are assoc�ated w�th exper�ence and only a fool would deny �t. But m�nd
and body are hermeneut�cally mean�ngful only. Someone l�ke Rorty causes a lot of fr�ct�on �n h�s
cla�m that truth cond�t�ons are essent�ally and w�thout except�on pragmat�c w�ll say, yes, sc�ence
rules on th�s, and he �s a mon�st, a mater�al�st, but beneath such cla�ms �s W�ttgenste�n: such
utterances are conf�ned to rat�onal structures of thought and these are never about what �s beyond
these structures. A very closed system.

You would have to start read�ng. For me, �t l�berates our concept�on about what �t means to be
human, for, and th�s var�es among cont�nental ph�losophers, the �rrat�onal parts that have been
d�scounted as that wh�ch confounds reason and �ts categor�es, d�scounted �n the sp�r�t of clar�ty of
thought, are released from the dogmat�c hold sc�ence would place on them. Sc�ence �s factual, real�ty
�s not reduc�ble to what �s factual. Real�ty �s OPEN, and �n th�s openness, there �s a k�nd of truth that
�s NOT propos�t�onal (though there �s no avo�d�ng th�s �n conce�v�ng �t), but revelatory.
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Or, could I be wr�t�ng �n a way to make you ASSUME and/or BELIEVE some th�ngs.

See, I spec�f�cally and purposely used those very words, because, �f you EVER began ask�ng me
CLARIFYING QUESTIONS I could and would back them up w�th support�ng ev�dence AND proof.

But know�ng that you would just make ASSUMPTIONS �nstead of ASKING CLARIFYING QUESTIONS
FIRST, I can now suggest to you that �nstead of mak�ng ASSUMPTIONS, wh�ch are CLEARLY
OBVIOUSLY WRONG, you just ask me clar�fy�ng quest�on f�rst.

That way you can NOT be as WRONG as you have been cont�nually SHOWING you actually ARE.

I COULD expla�n how �t makes sense to me. But you CLEARLY WROTE that �t "would make NO
sense", anyway. I have f�nd that �f �t WOULD make NO sense, to you, as you say �t WOULD, then
there �s NO use �n expla�n�ng �t, to you.

When you use words that do NOT convey that you are SO CLOSED, then I m�ght cons�der expla�n�ng
th�ngs, to you. Unt�l then I have NO real �nterest.

What �s th�s meant to mean or �mply?

I am, l�terally, just us�ng words, wh�ch, l�terally, we�gh absolutely NOTHING AT ALL.

Also, unl�ke you, EVERY th�ng I say, and mean, can be backed up and supported w�th actual
EVIDENCE and PROOF.

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Y�kes. That x �s subject�ve doesn't �mply that S has no stance or op�n�on on x. And �t doesn't �mply that S
doesn't very strongly feel however they do on x. You're mak�ng the same error that object�v�sts make �n
attempt�ng to understand subject�v�sm, yet you're supposed to be a subject�v�st.

1.185. by evolut�on

How?

Through the actual words that you use . . .

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

�f �t would "make NO sense", to you, then there �s absolutely NOTHING I nor ANY one else could say
to show you otherw�se, correct?

No, that's not correct. You could expla�n how �t makes sense to you,

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

and I m�ght be conv�nced that �t could make sense.

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

You'd have to do the heavy l�ft�ng there, of course.



WHY have you turned th�s �nto an '�st' th�ng?

You are completely and utterly �ncapable of def�n�ng and clear�ng up what you actually mean, �n a
way that could be agreed w�th by "others", so WHY go down th�s path?

By the way, you say 'th�s' "�s cur�ous", but STILL you can NOT br�ng yourself to ask just even ONE
clar�fy�ng quest�on here.

I have NEVER even �mpl�ed that I was, let alone sa�d that I was.

These are just MORE EXAMPLES of you mak�ng ASSUMPTIONS, wh�ch, AGAIN, just end up be�ng
totally, completely and utterly WRONG.

Are you even sl�ghtly AWARE that all I was do�ng was just HIGHLIGHTING and POINTING OUT that
�t �s 'you' who has the tendency to wr�te �n a, "th�s �s the fact" way.

Th�s �s backed up and supported by the CLEARLY WRITTEN WORDS above.

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I have seen you say th�s, but I have not seen you, always, follow through w�th th�s.
You apparently m�sunderstand the �mpl�cat�ons of �t, ak�n to an object�v�st, wh�ch �s cur�ous.

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

So, when you say th�ngs l�ke; "A reasonable response to what I wrote would be ...", then, what you
are now suggest�ng �s that what you just referred to as be�ng a 'reasonable response' �s �n fact NOT
an actual 'reasonable response' at all, but just a 'reasonable response', from your SUBJECTIVE v�ew,
only?I

If you th�nk there's an "�n fact 'reasonable response'" and not just such a th�ng �n someone's subject�ve
v�ew, then you're no subject�v�st.

1.187. by Terrap�n Stat�on

"There's an '�n fact 'reasonable response''" �s object�v�sm.
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1.189. by evolut�on

I COULD expla�n how �t makes sense to me. But you CLEARLY WROTE that �t "would make NO sense",
anyway. I have f�nd that �f �t WOULD make NO sense, to you, as you say �t WOULD, then there �s NO use
�n expla�n�ng �t, to you.



Forget about mak�ng assumpt�ons. I just expl�c�tly expla�ned to you that the above �s not the case
(that there would be no use �n expla�n�ng �t), yet you're pers�st�ng �n the m�sconcept�on.

I'm not encourag�ng your tendency to post �ncreas�ngly longer rants, so that's �t for th�s one.
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Is what you wrote here what you REALLY meant?

You have a GREAT tendency to use d�vers�onary tact�cs and/or just leave when what I am say�ng �s
REVEALING just to much, about 'you', for your l�k�ng.

1.190. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Forget about mak�ng assumpt�ons. I just expl�c�tly expla�ned to you that the above �s not the case (that
there would be no use �n expla�n�ng �t), yet you're pers�st�ng �n the m�sconcept�on.

1.189. by evolut�on

I COULD expla�n how �t makes sense to me. But you CLEARLY WROTE that �t "would make NO
sense", anyway. I have f�nd that �f �t WOULD make NO sense, to you, as you say �t WOULD, then there
�s NO use �n expla�n�ng �t, to you.

1.190. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I'm not encourag�ng your tendency to post �ncreas�ngly longer rants, so that's �t for th�s one.
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Yes. Maybe the "not the case . . . no use" phras�ng wasn't clear to you? Some people have trouble
pars�ng mult�ple "negat�ves."

1.191. by evolut�on

Is what you wrote here what you REALLY meant?

1.190. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Forget about mak�ng assumpt�ons. I just expl�c�tly expla�ned to you that the above �s not the case
(that there would be no use �n expla�n�ng �t), yet you're pers�st�ng �n the m�sconcept�on.



You have a GREAT tendency to use d�vers�onary tact�cs and/or just leave when what I am say�ng �s
REVEALING just to much, about 'you', for your l�k�ng.

I hate and have always hated when people start to type �ncreas�ngly longer posts each round, where
they tend to launch �nto lectur�ng, etc. rather than back and forths w�th an a�m of be�ng product�ve
and settl�ng th�ngs. I've expla�ned th�s many t�mes. The longer your posts get, the b�gger the
percentage of them that w�ll be �gnored by me, whatever they say (I don't know, because I don't
actually read �ncreas�ngly long posts). That there's a tendency for people to do th�s on message
boards �s one of the worst th�ngs about the format �n my op�n�on.
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evolut�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 14:50

And, maybe that part was ABSOLUTELY CLEAR.

And, some people, some t�mes, do NOT.

Now, so �f that �s what you REALLY meant, then what you "expl�c�tly expla�n" and what you
'actually do' and are 'actually capable of do�ng' can be two completely very d��erent th�ngs. As
PROVEN by what you have wr�tten, and cla�m, and by the way you can and can NOT comprehend
th�ngs.

Also, �f what you wrote �s REALLY what you meant, then you agree w�th me (that there would be no
use �n expla�n�ng �t). So, that ends that.

1.192. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Yes. Maybe the "not the case . . . no use" phras�ng wasn't clear to you?

1.191. by evolut�on

Is what you wrote here what you REALLY meant?

1.192. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Some people have trouble pars�ng mult�ple "negat�ves."

1.192. by Terrap�n Stat�on

You have a GREAT tendency to use d�vers�onary tact�cs and/or just leave when what I am say�ng �s
REVEALING just to much, about 'you', for your l�k�ng.

I hate and have always hated when people start to type �ncreas�ngly longer posts each round, where
they tend to launch �nto lectur�ng, etc. rather than back and forths w�th an a�m of be�ng product�ve and
settl�ng th�ngs.



Well, I suggest to help to decrease what you HATE, then STOP do�ng what 'you', "your" 'self',
HATE.

If �nstead of wr�t�ng as though what you say and wr�te �s the absolutely TRUTH, and you wrote, and
spoke, �n a far more OPEN and INQUIRING way, of at least try�ng to understand what the other �s
say�ng and makes sense to them, then th�s would actual be product�ve �n actually settl�ng th�ngs.

Have you EVER cons�dered that what �t �s that you HATE so much, �s actually the VERY THING that
'you', "yourself", do?

What w�ll be found �s that whenever any one gets angry or hates what the "other" �s do�ng, then �t
�s ALWAYS because of what thy 'self' �s actually do�ng.

But, you are st�ll a long, long way o� from learn�ng about, and understand�ng, th�s.

By the way, �f you want to be l�stened to FULLY, then you have to speak thee actual Truth of th�ngs,
and NOT do what you have just done here.

Further to th�s, �f you are REALLY ser�ous about be�ng product�ve and settl�ng th�ngs, (wh�ch �s just
your way of say�ng, "You are NOT agree�ng w�th me and my v�ews", so �t �s YOU who �s NOT be�ng
product�ve and not settl�ng th�ngs), then just say, what NEEDS to be settled. And, would I be wrong
that what NEEDS to be settled here, from your perspect�ve, �s that the respondents end up agree�ng
w�th your cla�ms about what �s true, r�ght, and correct?

If no, then what does actually NEED to be settled here?

And so what?

Are you expect�ng others to bow down to you, because you "hate" what they do?

I ABSOLUTELY CERTAINLY DO NOT CARE.

Th�s �s because of the VERY REASON that I am wr�t�ng for.

Also, th�s �s one great EXCUSE for when you do NOT want to ACKNOWLEDGE when you have been
SHOWN TO BE WRONG, nor when you do NOT want to CLARIFY what you actually mean, because �f
you were to do th�s, then that would contrad�ct your or�g�nal cla�m.

1.192. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I've expla�ned th�s many t�mes.

1.192. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The longer your posts get, the b�gger the percentage of them that w�ll be �gnored by me, whatever they
say (I don't know, because I don't actually read �ncreas�ngly long posts).



Okay. Some would say your �ns�stence that what you say and cla�m �s �rrefutable and/or �mmovable
�s one of the worst th�ngs human be�ngs can do, �n message boards l�ke th�s one. Some also HATE
when people l�ke 'you' do th�s. So, does th�s mean that you are go�ng to change your ways at all?

Some also hate the fact that some people cons�der �t the�r r�ght to talk about absolutely ANY th�ng
�n threads, wh�ch have absolutely NOTHING AT ALL to do w�th the or�g�nal post. But each to the�r
own, others w�ll say.

1.192. by Terrap�n Stat�on

[That there's a tendency for people to do th�s on message boards �s one of the worst th�ngs about the
format �n my op�n�on.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:01

If �t's someth�ng subject�ve, I'm go�ng to wr�te what I feel, what my subject�ve d�spos�t�on �s. I
often have l�ttle doubt re how I feel or what my subject�ve d�spos�t�on �s.

If about someth�ng object�ve, I'm usually not go�ng to say someth�ng �f I'm not pretty sure I know
what the deal �s w�th �t (otherw�se I'll just read and th�nk more about �t �nstead). For some object�ve
th�ngs, I have no doubt about them. That doesn't mean that I couldn't be led to doubt them, but
that would requ�re some work, because �f I have no doubt about �t, I've already done a lot of work
on �t myself.

1.193. by evolut�on

If �nstead of wr�t�ng as though what you say and wr�te �s the absolutely TRUTH, and you wrote, and
spoke, �n a far more OPEN and INQUIRING way,
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evolut�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:08

Most people, �n ph�losophy forums, wr�te what they th�nk, as what they feel has NO actual bear�ng
on the truth nor falsehoods of what the�rs or others v�ews and cla�ms.

1.194. by Terrap�n Stat�on

If �t's someth�ng subject�ve, I'm go�ng to wr�te what I feel, what my subject�ve d�spos�t�on �s.

1.193. by evolut�on

If �nstead of wr�t�ng as though what you say and wr�te �s the absolutely TRUTH, and you wrote, and
spoke, �n a far more OPEN and INQUIRING way,



I would hope that you have NO doubt at all re how you feel nor about what your own subject�ve
d�spos�t�on �s.

If you have some doubt, then I would start wonder�ng WHY? �f 'I' was 'you'.

But you wr�te cons�derable amounts as though you KNOW about th�ngs object�vely.

Th�s has been one po�nt I have been try�ng to get you to recogn�ze, SEE, and UNDERSTAND.

If you say so.

1.194. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I often have l�ttle doubt re how I feel or what my subject�ve d�spos�t�on �s.

1.194. by Terrap�n Stat�on

If about someth�ng object�ve, I'm usually not go�ng to say someth�ng �f I'm not pretty sure I know what
the deal �s w�th �t (otherw�se I'll just read and th�nk more about �t �nstead).

1.194. by Terrap�n Stat�on

For some object�ve th�ngs, I have no doubt about them. That doesn't mean that I couldn't be led to
doubt them, but that would requ�re some work, because �f I have no doubt about �t, I've already done a
lot of work on �t myself.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:11

Sure, as �f I know what the deal �s about a lot of object�ve th�ngs. And �ndeed that's the case. What's
the �ssue?

1.195. by evolut�on

But you wr�te cons�derable amounts as though you KNOW about th�ngs object�vely.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 1 9 7 .

~

Hereandnow on >  5 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:21



GE Morton wrote

L�ke most �deal�st (and myst�cal) ontolog�sts you regularly �nvoke such phrases as "what �s REALLY
there," what �s truly there," etc. But o�er no cr�ter�on or explanat�on for the adject�ves "really" and
"truly," or for the bas�s of the �mpl�ed d�st�nct�on between what �s "really" there and what merely
appears to be there. And certa�nly no explanat�on of how you ga�ned knowledge of what �s "really"
there.

I agree we can set as�de ("d�st�ll out") some of the conceptual superstructure we have learned to
overlay upon what we perce�ve, �.e., perce�ve �t e�det�cally (as a neonate would), w�thout
understand�ng �t. Or at least �mag�ne that we can. That �s Kant's "sens�ble �ntu�t�on." But w�thout
understand�ng �t �s gratu�tous, and contrary to common usage, to call that edet�c percept "real" or
"true." Those percepts, when embedded �n the best conceptual framework we're able to dev�se, �s the
only "real�ty" we're ever go�ng to have. Phenomenolog�sts, l�ke myst�cs, seem to �mag�ne that �f they
stare at someth�ng long enough, "clear the�r m�nds" (perhaps w�th the a�d of fast�ng, sleep depr�vat�on,
or LSD) they w�ll perce�ve some "real�ty" that has escaped everyone else's not�ce.

That conceptual superstructure �sn't Kan'ts sens�ble �ntu�t�on. It's, �n �ts foundat�on g�ven the
analys�s of the structure of log�c �n judgment, the pure forms reason. Sens�ble �ntu�t�ons are the
�rrat�onal parts of exper�ence, sensat�on. For Kant, what �s true �s true propos�t�ons; what �s real �s
emp�r�cal real�ty, and concepts w�thout �ntu�t�ons are empty, and �ntu�t�ons w�thout concepts are
bl�nd. He�degger �s work�ng �n th�s structure: to speak about �ntu�t�ons sans concepts must be an
abstract�on, for to speak �n the f�rst place requ�res the understand�ng.

F�rst, �t has to be clear that not all phenomenolog�sts th�nk al�ke. I can defend my der�vat�ve
pos�t�on, w�th my own bent, a compos�te of what I've read.
As to "what �s really there", the quest�on �s not w�thout mean�ng; �t �s the answer where th�ngs gets
�nterest�ng. Should we forget Husserl's extravagance? There are essays on th�s that reveal h�s
cla�ms regard�ng "th�ngs themselves' to merely a reference to what one m�ght call "prox�mal" to
thought. I see a b�rd, and �nstantly I th�nk, acknowledge, the th�ng as a b�rd, replete w�th �ts e�det�c
content. Husserl wanted to capture th�s un�t of presence as �t �s, once removed from all the
phenomenolog�cally arb�trary contextual �nterference, th�ngs there �n the presuppos�t�ons that
clutter the f�eld. He found, says he, that when you do th�s phenomenolog�cal reduct�on, w�th
pract�ce, there comes out of th�s someth�ng Other than mere theoret�cal clar�ty. What th�s IS would
be what many, Husserl �ncluded, take as the quas�-myst�cal. Of course, th�s makes for bad
ph�losophy (?), But �f one actually does th�s, fa�thfully...does someth�ng come of �t? The account
goes:

In another
letter from 1919, (Husserl) even confesses that h�s own move from mathemat�cs
to ph�losophy ran parallel to and was �nsp�red by h�s convers�on from
Juda�sm to Chr�st�an�ty, and �n pr�vate conversat�ons he �s to have sa�d
that he saw h�s ph�losoph�cal work as a path toward God. The God
ment�oned �n h�s ph�losoph�cal wr�t�ngs �s often a ph�losopher’s God,
a metonym for absolute rat�onal�ty and �ntell�g�b�l�ty, as well as a name
for a rad�cal transcendence. But he saw the poss�b�l�ty of a renewed
understand�ng of rel�g�on not �n the construct�on of a rat�onal
theology, but rather �n a rad�cal�zed explorat�on of �nter�or�ty, through
a return to the “�nner l�fe



There �s a LOT wr�tten on th�s.

Th�s rad�cal explorat�on of �nter�or�ty, I f�nd, �nterest�ng, and then some. You may not, but just to
be clear, the way I see �t, �t �s not a den�al of the reason and content that goes �nto the �mmed�acy of
the percept that determ�nes beforehand what can be mean�ngfully sa�d, but a method of clear�ng
percept�on to allow other values to step forward, a�ect�ve value, even transcendental value. But
here,we have clearly stepped beyond g�ven poss�b�l�t�es of ex�st�ng thought �n the general
ph�losoph�cal contexts of our culture. But then aga�n, they say T�betan Buddh�st adepts have a
language that s�mply assumes what those nav�gat�ng through �nter�or�ty as they do can conf�rm.

D�sm�ss�ng th�s k�nd of th�ng out of hand �s understandable. One th�ng a apprec�ate about
phenomenology �s that �deas l�ke th�s can at least be allowed to stand own the�r own mer�t. I mean,
�t removes that �nterpretat�ve grav�ty that pulls all mean�ngful thought toward emp�r�cal sc�ence.

One of Qu�ne's "Two Dogmas" dealt w�th the d�st�nct�on between analyt�c and synthet�c propos�t�ons,
not between �deal�sm and emp�r�c�sm (the other dealt w�th reduct�on�sm).

But �t d�d have an �mpact on Kant's cla�m of synthet�c apr�or� judgment, as w�th those �n geometry
and mathemat�cs. Kant was attmpt�ng to show that space and t�me are apr�or� forms of �ntu�t�on,
and therefore our emp�r�cal play�ng f�eld must be conce�ved as the m�nd's contr�but�on to
exper�ence, and h�s argument looked spec�f�cally to the apr�or�ty of space and t�me, the formal
�ntu�t�ve cond�t�ons for exper�ence. If Qu�ne were r�ght, and apr�or�ty �s not qual�tat�vely d�st�nct
from the aposter�or�ty judgments we make about grav�ty, and the rest through �nduct�on, then the
ground for �deal�z�ng space and t�me �s underm�ned.

I've never wr�tten a paper on th�s, but I th�nk the above r�ght.

That the world has a "presence" we d�d not �nvent �s �tself an ep�stemolog�cal assumpt�on, albe�t one
that we are forced to make (accord�ng to Kant). But the most we can conf�dently cla�m �s that we d�d
not �ntent�onally, consc�ously, �nvent �t. There are compell�ng arguments that that ent�re "e�det�c"
world wh�ch suppl�es the foundat�on for our conceptual understand�ng of "real�ty" �s an art�fact of the
structure and funct�on�ng of our bra�ns and nervous systems. It �s a "v�rtual model," bu�lt of br�cks,
st�cks, glue, and pa�nts concocted by our bra�ns from whole cloth --- from noth�ng --- of an external
"real�ty" wh�ch we must postulate but of of wh�ch we can never ga�n any d�rect knowledge.

But why call th�s e�det�c "presence" "transcendental"? It certa�nly doesn't transcend us, �ts authors, any
more than a wr�ters' novel transcends h�m, except �n the sense that we, l�ke the novel, postulate an
external world beh�nd �t all --- that postulate �tself be�ng a construct of our own.

As to the reference to bra�ns and nervous systems, you already know the response to th�s: In the
analys�s �nto what a bra�n �s, we are saddled w�th the �ssue of presuppos�t�ons: talk bout phys�cal
objects, or anyth�ng, presupposes language. A language analyt�c �s therefore, the true foundat�onal
level of d�scuss�on.

Also, someone l�ke He�degger has no truck w�th talk about transcendental presence (I read �n
Caputo's Rad�cal Hermeneut�cs that He�degger thought such talk was l�ke "walk�ng on water."
Language �s the house of Be�ng, and presence �s an �nterpretat�vely bound �dea. But th�s does not
close the door to novel exper�ences at all, as I see �t. In fact, He�degger thought we, as a th�nk�ng



culture, have lost someth�ng that causes us to be al�enated, "not at home" �n th�s world (stra�ght
from K�erkegaard, the "rel�g�ous wr�ter, H called h�m). Such a th�ng would appear qu�te novel �f
restored to a mundane mental�ty.

The transcendental talk I have found �n F�nk, Lev�nas, MIchel Henry, and others. These are not
myst�cs, but phenomenolog�sts who see (as W�ttgenste�n d�d) that the-�mposs�ble-to-make-
sense-of about our be�ng here �s IN �mmanence. Th�s �s why W�ttgenste�n both felt the need to
br�ng up transcendental/myst�cal matters and then d�sm�ss them as nonsense. One can reasonably
ask, �f �t �s nonsense, then, �t �s so �n a way that the world exceeds language (sense be�ng bound to
what language can say, and th�s �s der�vat�ve of K�erkegaard's Concept of Anx�ety), or, �n a way that
both exceeds language AND cannot be den�ed at once! THIS �s how transcendence f�nds �ts way �nto
d�scuss�on, (and Husserl had �ntroduced a method that makes theory �nto some part�ally real�zed
revelatory event).

And �f one bothers to g�ve the East some �nput, and I th�nk th�s reasonable, there �s a lot of
test�mony to underscore all of th�s. What Husserl called epoche, a H�ndu would call jnana yoga, an
exerc�se �n theory that leads to enl�ghtenment, where enl�ghtenment �s what happens �n a k�nd of
erasure of what names and quant�f�es the world, mak�ng �t ord�nary, mundane, fam�l�ar
(�nterest�ng to note: how our "sense" of the real anyth�ng but re�f�ed fam�l�ar�ty?)

So, �t �s certa�nly NOT Kant's cla�m about "someth�ng" beyond the l�m�ts of emp�r�cal real�ty, for
th�s takes the �dea as a pure, �mpass�ble boundary, only conce�ved �n the abstract. It �s about
�mmanence, what l�es there before you m�nus the �mpos�t�on of an �mpos�ng predel�neat�ng
�nterpretat�on that �nterferes w�th a k�nd of s�mplc�ty that �s always there already (as a Buddh�st
speaks of the Buddha nature).

As Faustus5 recently po�nted out here, sc�ence doesn't cla�m to def�ne or expla�n the mean�ngs "of all
th�ngs;" but only those th�ngs w�th�n the realm of common exper�ence about wh�ch �nformat�on can be
commun�cated v�a object�ve propos�t�ons. It reports what �s publ�cly observable and attempts to expa�n
�t, �.e., supply causes for observed e�ects, v�a theor�es w�th pred�ct�ve power. If sc�ence holds a
"hegemony" over those explanat�ons �t �s only because �t �s the only methodology known wh�ch
produces commun�cable and act�onable �nformat�on. Yes, we can set that methodology as�de,
apprehend some exper�ent�al phenomenon e�det�cally, and ponder other assumpt�ons. But unless those
assumpt�ons generate pred�ct�ons that are publ�cly conf�rmable and act�onable they w�ll be vacuous;
"mental masturbat�on."

Emphas�s on, "If sc�ence holds a "hegemony" over those explanat�ons �t �s only because �t �s the
only methodology known wh�ch produces commun�cable and act�onable �nformat�on."

Well, that IS the po�nt: emp�r�cal methods DO work very well �n commun�cable and act�onable
�nformat�on, IF the matter at hand �s of an emp�r�cal sc�ent�f�c nature. Not ph�losophy. Not sure
why th�s �s not clear yet. Analyt�c ph�losophy �s a slave to emp�r�cal assumpt�ons. Phenomenology
�s not, reflects the openness of �nterpretat�on, wh�ch IS at the foundat�on of that �s "there" before
us.

I get several tell�ng me the po�nt �s mute, but then all they have to say about anyth�ng whatever �n
all �ssues great and small regard�ng foundat�onal th�nk�ng �s grounded �n emp�r�cal sc�ence. All
such responses are a form of performat�ve contrad�ct�on and my only guess �s that they dont' know



what they're say�ng. And you say, we CAN set methodology as�de, but th�s doesn't work out,
�mpl�c�tly a��rm�ng that sc�ence IS the default carr�er of all bas�c understand�ng of the world. "Of
all th�ngs": whatever do you mean by th�s �f not all th�ngs as sc�ent�f�cally analyzable th�ngs. Do
you have someth�ng else �n m�nd? Someth�ng not sc�ent�f�cally analyzable? Are you a myst�c?

To me, to say one �s unaware of the dom�nance of sc�ence as the accepted def�n�t�ve analys�s of all
th�ngs (among reasonable people and not the lunat�c fr�nge of rel�g�ous zeal) �s e�ther
d�s�ngenuousness or...?

Well, we d�sagree there. Ph�losophy �s not --- or ought not be --- "a pr�or� analys�s." Indeed, that
term �s mean�ngless. Before you can analyze anyth�ng there must be someth�ng to analyze; some raw
mater�al you're seek�ng to breakdown and understand. No analys�s �s poss�ble of the contents of an
empty beaker. For ep�stemology and ontology that raw mater�al �s exper�ence, percepts. For Kant what
was a pr�or� were some of the tools we use to conduct that analys�s, the "categor�es," wh�ch are a pr�or�
only �n the sense that they are "bu�lt-�n" to our bra�ns and cannot be �gnored or overr�dden. That �s, of
course, a theory, that may or may not be the best we can do �n expla�n�ng our own thought processes.

We can postulate propert�es of our own thought processes and theor�ze that we apply them a pr�or� to
the analys�s of other phenomena. We do, after all, have some d�rect knowledge of those processes. But
we have no d�rect knowledge of anyth�ng presumed to be external to us, and never w�ll. Any propert�es
we pred�cate of them a pr�or� w�ll be arb�trary, vacuous, and fr�volous.

Put �s th�s way, when Kant draws on observat�ons �n speak�ng and mean�ng mak�ng, then abstracts
from th�s the structures that must be �n place �n order for such speak�ng to be poss�ble, adn then
proceeds d�scuss t�me, space, and the pure form of reason, all of wh�ch are NOT emp�r�cal concepts,
that one does not emp�r�cally observe t�me, then such th�ngs are apr�or�, log�cally pr�or to
exper�ence. If you want to argue that analys�s reveals that apr�or�ty, on analys�s, can be shown to be
aposter�or�, then I would say you m�ght be r�ght, but not �n the terms of the�r analyses:
ph�losophers study the structure of what �s g�ven, not what �s g�ven. If you say you know X,
ph�losophy asks, what �s the structure of know�ng? And structures are not emp�r�cal th�ngs.
Granted, pr�or�ty �n th�s way �s what a speculat�ve sc�ent�st does, �s �t not? No one has ever seen a
B�g Bang, but �t �s �nferred from the trajectory of stars, a spectral analys�s of the�r l�ght, and so on.
BUT, the B�g Bang �tself �s an expl�c�t emp�r�cal construct: an explod�ng th�ng on a grand scale. That
makes �t a p�ece of (well grounded) sc�ent�f�c speculat�on, not ph�losoph�cal. Ph�losophy draws from wht
�s emp�r�cal (as Kant d�d) but d�scusses what �s NOT emp�r�cal. Ph�losophy �s not an emp�r�cal f�eld of
analys�s, but a presuppos�t�onal study, a one of the study of log�cal presuppos�t�on of what what �s
g�ven: g�ven X, what has to be the case as an analys�s y�elds of X?

The term �s not mean�ngless at all.

You have to drop ent�rely th�s Kant�an not�on of some �mposs�ble external�ty. Phenomenolog�sts do
not deal �nt h�s k�nd of th�ng. They only deal �n what �s there.
I don't know what you mean by "d�rect knowledge of thought processes"? D�rect? D�d you not
above berate Husserl�ans for the�r myster�ous not�on of presence? D�rect knowledge �s an
extraord�nary cla�m. Far more extraord�nary than apr�or�ty.



I'd agree that emp�r�cal sc�ence �s only a part of human exper�ence, but qu�bble over whether �t �s a
"m�nor" part. If we measure accord�ng to the port�ons of our wak�ng hours we devote to act�ng �n and
upon the emp�r�cal world --- the world descr�bed by sc�ence --- I'd guess �t would const�tute the
dom�nant part. But a sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of how and why the sun sh�nes does not purport to be an
account of the human dase�n, or of the ent�re "hor�zon of exper�ence." That cr�t�c�sm �s gratu�tous.

Sorry, but d�d you wr�te that you, "agree that emp�r�cal sc�ence �s only a part of human
exper�ence"? What would you say �s not cond�t�oned by emp�r�cal sc�ence? What �s �t that l�es
outs�de the f�eld that emp�r�cal observat�on cannot say, but �s su��c�ent to warrant such a
deference to �t �n th�s utterance?
As to my call�ng �t a m�nor part, cons�der (�t �s not a qu�bbl�ng matter at all) the reason I called �nto
d�scuss�on the �ssue of metaeth�cs. I am qu�te aware that no one takes th�s as an a�a�r of much
�mportance, but then, these are they who know noth�ng of the �ssue at all; they know less about
metaeth�cs than they know about phenomenology. It �s not so much a f�eld abundant �n theory and
jargon, but an �ns�ght, apparently d���cult to understand, for reasons I do not understand: Sc�ence
�s about facts, and the�r are an �nf�n�te number of facts, and �f you take W�ttgenste�n's great book of
all facts (taken from a pos�t�on of omn�sc�ence) you would not f�nd a s�ngle fact of value, for value
�s not observable, nor �s �t �nherent �n log�c's tautolog�es. One cannot speak �t. It would be l�ke
speak�ng the color yellow, speak�ng �s aboutness, �t �s the tak�ng someth�ng "as" a construct�on of
language, as He�degger would put �t. When we speak we are tak�ng the world as a token of language.

But value, not the cont�ngent statement's value, as �n, th�s �s a f�ne couch, such that the couch can
be d�scussed for �ts v�rtues and fa�l�ngs, but value as such, the k�nd W�ttgenste�n w�ll not d�scuss,
because �t �s not contextual, not therefore cont�ngent but absolute.

One has to keep �n m�nd that W�ttgenste�n was among those, a part�cularly �nfluent�al one, who
den�ed emp�r�cal sc�ence access to value cond�t�ons, for apart from the cont�ngency of
c�rcumstances, value and aesthet�cs cannot be expressed �n language at all. That �s, the GOOD of the
feel�ng, or the bad of �t, when cons�dered abstracted from cont�ngency and context (not unl�ke the
way Kant abstracted reason's form from judgment), appears as, well, non cont�ngently good and
bad. Take a spear and run �t through my k�dney: the pa�n AS SUCH (aga�n, th�nk Kant's pure reason
�s reason as such) �s a badness that exceeds language and �s therefore transcendental.

The po�nt � am mak�ng out of th�s �s that sc�ence's "small part" �s due to �ts nature as factual
merely, and therefore �n the f�nal ontology (the OP �s about th�s) stands outs�de, �f you can stand
the cl�che, the very mean�ng of l�fe �tself. If emp�r�cal sc�ence �s taken as bottom l�ne for any
foundat�onal analys�s, �t necessar�ly �gnores meta value, th�s transcendence of our a�a�rs that
makes everyth�ng mean�ngful.

Rel�g�on, as an addendum, has trad�t�onally handled the ground�ng of value, the metaphys�cs of
value, and done so obl�quely, m�x�ng cont�ngenc�es w�th absolutes. Ph�losophy's job, �ts most
authent�c purpose, I would say, �s to br�ng th�s back �nto pr�macy. Phenomenology allows for th�s.
Read Lev�nas.
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" color yellow, speak�ng �s aboutness" should be " color yellow; speak�ng �s aboutness'
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Atla wrote
The more I read about He�degger, the less I get �t. He th�nks that ph�losophy �s merely about
our �nd�v�dual exper�ence of be�ng and what follows from �t, and that's �t? By �tself, I wouldn't even f�le
that under ph�losophy.

There �s a s�ngle ph�losopher who changed the way th�ngs were done for a hundred years, and
more. A hundred years th�s ph�losopher was e�ther at the very center of ph�losoph�cal thought, or
somehow respons�ble for whatever was be�ng d�scussed. If you read h�m ser�ously, w�th the
�ntent�on to understand, then and only then can you take ex�stent�al�sm ser�ously, hence the
reason why no one here relates at all to phenomenology.

They have not done a formal study of Immanuel Kant. I have only done a rather sl�pshod study, but
I have read the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason cover to cover and read essays. You would, to be frank, need
to do th�s to understand phenomenology. It �s an acqu�red understand�ng, and my attempt was to
make th�s pr�ma fac�e mot�vat�ng to read about th�s ph�losophy, but alas, �t requ�res Kant to be
taken ser�ously. Ex�stent�al�sm both �s made poss�ble by Kant, but �s an oppos�t�on to h�s
rat�onal�sm.

I am about done w�th post�ng for a wh�le. My plan �s to s�t down w�th Hegel's Phenomenology of
Sp�r�t for the next several months. I know th�s �s what �t takes, that th�s �s the t�cket pr�ce to get
access to h�s world and th�s �s just the way �t �s. I'll have to read essays (many onl�ne) as I go; I w�ll
have to reread, and reread aga�n; �t w�ll requ�re read�ng through �mposs�ble parts, but I know they
w�ll be clearer later. It always works l�ke th�s.

If you don't have th�s k�nd of �nterest to dr�ve you to understand the K�erkegaard, Hegel, Husserl,
Sartre, He�degger, and others, then you won't ever get them. All I can say �s when you understand
He�degger (and I speak, of course, as an amateur ph�losopher) he w�ll rad�cally change your
ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng, and your th�nk�ng about the world.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
My �mpress�on of He�degger �s that �t's �mportant to understand that:

(a) supposedly the f�rst ph�losophy book he read as a k�d, and �t had a b�g �mpact on h�m, was Franz
Brentano's On the Several Senses of Be�ng �n Ar�stotle
and
(b) he was a student of Husserl and �n�t�ally was very strongly �nfluenced by h�m

I th�nk the Brentano book led to h�m th�nk�ng "I'm go�ng to sort out the 'correct sense of 'be�ng'' once
and for all," where he was shoot�ng for someth�ng more pragmat�c, but he had a very convoluted way
of go�ng about that, and h�s eventual break from Husserl's �nfluence came by way of reject�ng what he
saw as some of the �deal�st�c �mpl�cat�ons of Husserl's phenomenolog�cal method . . . and then he
conflated the two �nto one project.

THAT �s your �mpress�on of He�degger???? What about presence at hand? H�s thoughts on
�nstrumental�ty and ready to hand? H�s comments of Kant's transcendental aesthet�c, and space
and t�me? What about h�s thoughts on geworfenhe�t, das man, T�me, freedom and human
ex�stence, and truth and alethea, logos, ex�stent�al anx�ety, ont�c and ontolog�cal modes of be�ng-
�n-the-world, and on and on???

Not to nag, but to even have an �mpress�on of He�degger you would have ra�se that wh�ch would
actually GIVE an �mpress�on.
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Excuse me, cupcake, but W�ttgenste�n (post-Tractatus, anyway) and Rorty are two of my
favor�te ph�losophers. I’ve actually read every book Rorty wrote at least tw�ce (except�ng the
one or two that were str�ctly about pol�t�cs). They have profoundly shaped my v�ews.

Burden of proof �s on you: f�nd me any respected Western ph�losopher who has ever sa�d that sc�ence
can solve <all quest�ons=.

We both know you never w�ll, so why d�d you make up someth�ng so completely r�d�culous?

Excuse me, pussycat, but there �s absolutely no ev�dence whatever �n your conversat�on of any of
th�s. If you have an �dea �n m�nd, then put �s put there. Credent�als? You're g�v�ng me credent�als?

Argue your case, br�ng �n �deas, tell me what you th�nk.

Look sweetheart, honey bunch, punk�n: rev�ew what you actually do. You compla�n. You don't
th�nk, ph�losoph�ze, you compla�n. That's easy!
Lay �t out for me sweety. G�ve me YOUR ph�losophy, your "profoundly shaped v�ews"?
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I assume you're speak�ng of Kant.

If you read h�m ser�ously, w�th the �ntent�on to understand, then and only then can you take
ex�stent�al�sm ser�ously, hence the reason why no one here relates at all to phenomenology.

Fa�lure to have read and understand Kant �s hardly the reason most (non-cont�nental) Western
ph�losophers don't take phenomenology ser�ously. Nearly all of them have read Kant, and
understood h�m, desp�te d�sagreements as to the soundness or �mpl�cat�ons of some of h�s
arguments. They don't take phenomenology ser�ously because �t �s laden w�th undef�ned terms and
non-cogn�t�ve propos�t�ons, and thus conveys no knowledge (I take knowledge to be �nformat�on
that enables someone to do someth�ng).

Ser�ous ph�losophy, l�ke sc�ence, �s at bottom pragmat�c --- �t a�ms to �mprove our understand�ng
of ourselves and the un�verse �n wh�ch we f�nd ourselves, so that we can better deal w�th the
challenges �t throws at us and make our stay �n �t more enjoyable. Whereas sc�ence a�ms to uncover
and character�ze features of the natural world and the�r relat�onsh�ps to one another, ph�losophers
seek to clar�fy and strengthen the conceptual framework �nto wh�ch that �nformat�on �s f�tted.
Ph�losoph�cal s�detracks wh�ch don't contr�bute to that a�m attract l�ttle �nterest.

Phenomenolog�sts seem to be spellbound w�th awe at the "m�racle," and absurd�ty, of human
ex�stence --- the absurd�ty ar�s�ng from the �ncongruous presence of creatures who demand
understand�ng, who are dr�ven to seek �t, �n a un�verse forever beyond the�r understand�ng. All
thoughtful persons are awed by that pr�mal fact. But they are not spellbound by �t, and they don't
�mag�ne that retreat�ng to a pre-conceptual, neonatal state and obsess�ng over �t w�ll somehow
allow them to penetrate that �mposs�b�l�ty and del�ver them enl�ghtenment, any more than
str�pp�ng naked and gaz�ng for hours at one's reflect�on �n a m�rror w�ll reveal a whole lot of
�nformat�on about the work�ngs of one's body.

I am about done w�th post�ng for a wh�le.

Does that mean I shouldn't bother reply�ng to your last reply to me?

If you don't have th�s k�nd of �nterest to dr�ve you to understand the K�erkegaard, Hegel, Husserl,
Sartre, He�degger, and others, then you won't ever get them.

If that �s true �t �s the only subject matter of wh�ch �t �s. For any other the key po�nts and theses can
be summar�zed succ�nctly and capture the g�st well enough to �nduce readers to pursue them

1.199. by \  Hereandnow

There �s a s�ngle ph�losopher who changed the way th�ngs were done for a hundred years, and more. A
hundred years th�s ph�losopher was e�ther at the very center of ph�losoph�cal thought, or somehow
respons�ble for whatever was be�ng d�scussed.



further. The only person who m�ght undertake a months long read�ng program w�thout some pr�or
�nkl�ng of the contents and pract�cal value thereof would be someone w�th no other demands on h�s
t�me --- perhaps a pr�soner locked �n a cell w�th noth�ng but a sleep�ng mat and a stack of
phenomenology books.
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GE Morton wrote
Fa�lure to have read and understand Kant �s hardly the reason most (non-cont�nental)
Western ph�losophers don't take phenomenology ser�ously. Nearly all of them have read Kant, and
understood h�m, desp�te d�sagreements as to the soundness or �mpl�cat�ons of some of h�s arguments.
They don't take phenomenology ser�ously because �t �s laden w�th undef�ned terms and non-cogn�t�ve
propos�t�ons, and thus conveys no knowledge (I take knowledge to be �nformat�on that enables
someone to do someth�ng).

Profess�onal ph�losophers?? Obv�ously. Read the post more carefully. But �t's true, a person that
doesn't have a k�nd of "Copern�can Revolut�on" �s not go�ng to understand how th�s change �n
perspect�ve works.

Ser�ous ph�losophy, l�ke sc�ence, �s at bottom pragmat�c --- �t a�ms to �mprove our understand�ng of
ourselves and the un�verse �n wh�ch we f�nd ourselves, so that we can better deal w�th the challenges �t
throws at us and make our stay �n �t more enjoyable. Whereas sc�ence a�ms to uncover and character�ze
features of the natural world and the�r relat�onsh�ps to one another, ph�losophers seek to clar�fy and
strengthen the conceptual framework �nto wh�ch that �nformat�on �s f�tted. Ph�losoph�cal s�detracks
wh�ch don't contr�bute to that a�m attract l�ttle �nterest.

Ser�ous ph�losophy �s pragmat�c? Or �s �t pragmat�sm? There �s a d��erence. The latter �s close to
He�degger, actually.

Phenomenolog�sts seem to be spellbound w�th awe at the "m�racle," and absurd�ty, of human
ex�stence --- the absurd�ty ar�s�ng from the �ncongruous presence of creatures who demand
understand�ng, who are dr�ven to seek �t, �n a un�verse forever beyond the�r understand�ng. All
thoughtful persons are awed by that pr�mal fact. But they are not spellbound by �t, and they don't
�mag�ne that retreat�ng to a pre-conceptual, neonatal state and obsess�ng over �t w�ll somehow allow
them to penetrate that �mposs�b�l�ty and del�ver them enl�ghtenment, any more than str�pp�ng naked
and gaz�ng for hours at one's reflect�on �n a m�rror w�ll reveal a whole lot of �nformat�on about the
work�ngs of one's body.

Well, at least you wr�te �n paragraphs, even �f you do speak �mperfectly about what these
ph�losophers th�nk. What phenomenolog�sts d�d you have �n m�nd?
You m�ght cons�der that the reason you have so l�ttle apprec�at�on for such th�nk�ng �s that relat�ve
to emp�r�cal sc�ence, you have had prec�ous l�ttle exposure to �t. Th�s �s true for everyone, for
sc�ence beg�ns �n grammar school, phenomenology beg�ns, well, �t doesn't, really, for anyone,
nearly. Th�s s� why I say �t �s an acqu�red understand�ng: one has to expl�c�tly acqu�re �t. Also, the
trouble w�th analyt�c profess�onal ph�losophers �s that they don't read �t e�ther. Kant �s someth�gn



of a core requ�rement for a phd �n the h�story of ph�losophy, but read (I have �t on PDF) Robert
Hanna's Kant and the Foundat�ons of Analyt�c Ph�losophy for a n�ce account of how he �s treated
w�th contempt after Russell. They don't th�nk about Kant at all. They are �nto Frege, Strawson,
Gr�ce, Dav�dson, and so on. I have read papers they've wr�tten, and some I f�nd useful. But mostly
they s�mply t�nker �n very r�gorous ways w�th the analys�s of �deas. They mostly go nowhere.
Phenomenolog�sts are the only ones who know how to take the world up AS the world. M�chel
Henry's on The Power of A�ect�v�ty �n He�degger, for example. Th�s br�ef work puts focus on the
a�ect�v�ty bu�lt �nto dase�n's self real�zat�on, to put �t one way. You can read th�s, put �t down, then
you w�ll f�nd yourself puzzl�ng the exper�enced world �n very �ntr�gu�ng ways, not s�mply work�ng
our an argument, the end of wh�ch �s just ot publ�sh. I know these people and the�r concept�on of
ph�losophy �s the very reason why �t �s free fall.

If that �s true �t �s the only subject matter of wh�ch �t �s. For any other the key po�nts and theses can be
summar�zed succ�nctly and capture the g�st well enough to �nduce readers to pursue them further. The
only person who m�ght undertake a months long read�ng program w�thout some pr�or �nkl�ng of the
contents and pract�cal value thereof would be someone w�th no other demands on h�s t�me ---
perhaps a pr�soner locked �n a cell w�th noth�ng but a sleep�ng mat and a stack of phenomenology
books.

Not sure what there �s to object to here. Who �s talk�ng about key po�nts? "Can ...capture ...to
�nduce": why yes, that's what I sa�d, one can, but one has to be mot�vated. ???
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You know what, maybe you are just full of yourself, maybe not del�berately, but you def�n�tely seem
to be fool�ng yourself. You keep tell�ng me to read th�s and that and how they w�ll change my
th�nk�ng of the world. Well maybe you are the one lack�ng context.

I'm a nondual�st, everyth�ng I have seen so far dur�ng these last few years on ph�losophy boards
�nd�cates that I've already gone beyond Kant and h�s followers a decade ago. There �s a certa�n
depth, a certa�n �ns�ght they never reached. And also I know qu�te a lot about human psychology,
and about how many d��erent forms the human sense of be�ng can take, espec�ally when �t comes
to gender d��erences. I can't even take �t ser�ously, when these ph�losophers bel�eve that THEIR
rather typ�cal-for-them, rather spec�f�c sense of be�ng �s THE sense of be�ng. Talk about gett�ng
lost �n your own m�nd, and be�ng full of yourself. That's not even ph�losophy to me, ph�losophy �s
about the b�g quest�ons.

1.199. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote
The more I read about He�degger, the less I get �t. He th�nks that ph�losophy �s merely about our
�nd�v�dual exper�ence of be�ng and what follows from �t, and that's �t? By �tself, I wouldn't even f�le
that under ph�losophy.

There �s a s�ngle ph�losopher who changed the way th�ngs were done for a hundred years, and more. A
hundred years th�s ph�losopher was e�ther at the very center of ph�losoph�cal thought, or somehow
respons�ble for whatever was be�ng d�scussed. If you read h�m ser�ously, w�th the �ntent�on to
understand, then and only then can you take ex�stent�al�sm ser�ously, hence the reason why no one
here relates at all to phenomenology.

They have not done a formal study of Immanuel Kant. I have only done a rather sl�pshod study, but I
have read the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason cover to cover and read essays. You would, to be frank, need to
do th�s to understand phenomenology. It �s an acqu�red understand�ng, and my attempt was to make
th�s pr�ma fac�e mot�vat�ng to read about th�s ph�losophy, but alas, �t requ�res Kant to be taken
ser�ously. Ex�stent�al�sm both �s made poss�ble by Kant, but �s an oppos�t�on to h�s rat�onal�sm.

I am about done w�th post�ng for a wh�le. My plan �s to s�t down w�th Hegel's Phenomenology of Sp�r�t
for the next several months. I know th�s �s what �t takes, that th�s �s the t�cket pr�ce to get access to h�s
world and th�s �s just the way �t �s. I'll have to read essays (many onl�ne) as I go; I w�ll have to reread,
and reread aga�n; �t w�ll requ�re read�ng through �mposs�ble parts, but I know they w�ll be clearer later.
It always works l�ke th�s.

If you don't have th�s k�nd of �nterest to dr�ve you to understand the K�erkegaard, Hegel, Husserl,
Sartre, He�degger, and others, then you won't ever get them. All I can say �s when you understand
He�degger (and I speak, of course, as an amateur ph�losopher) he w�ll rad�cally change your
ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng, and your th�nk�ng about the world.
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Well that's certa�nly an odd way to read my post.

Isn't �t obv�ous that I'm talk�ng about mot�vat�ons, a la personal h�stor�cal catalysts, for h�s overall
"project", and that I'm not say�ng what I'm ment�on�ng �s exhaust�ve �n even that? And aga�n,
from an angle of try�ng to understand what he was on about and why, w�th h�s odd obsess�on w�th
"be�ng" as a concept; h�s odd not�on that there's someth�ng perplex�ng about �t that needs to be
sorted out, and over the course of a book that was supposed to be three t�mes as long as the
already-bloated Be�ng and T�me no less. A book full of "speak�ng �n tongues" neolog�sms and
tortured prose l�ke "Noth�ng �tself noth�ngs" and "sense �s that onto wh�ch project�on projects, �n
terms of wh�ch someth�ng becomes �ntell�g�ble as someth�ng." My a�m obv�ously wasn't to g�ve an
outl�ne of the project �tself.

1.200. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
My �mpress�on of He�degger �s that �t's �mportant to understand that:

(a) supposedly the f�rst ph�losophy book he read as a k�d, and �t had a b�g �mpact on h�m, was Franz
Brentano's On the Several Senses of Be�ng �n Ar�stotle
and
(b) he was a student of Husserl and �n�t�ally was very strongly �nfluenced by h�m

I th�nk the Brentano book led to h�m th�nk�ng "I'm go�ng to sort out the 'correct sense of 'be�ng''
once and for all," where he was shoot�ng for someth�ng more pragmat�c, but he had a very
convoluted way of go�ng about that, and h�s eventual break from Husserl's �nfluence came by way of
reject�ng what he saw as some of the �deal�st�c �mpl�cat�ons of Husserl's phenomenolog�cal method .
. . and then he conflated the two �nto one project.

THAT �s your �mpress�on of He�degger???? What about presence at hand? H�s thoughts on
�nstrumental�ty and ready to hand? H�s comments of Kant's transcendental aesthet�c, and space and
t�me? What about h�s thoughts on geworfenhe�t, das man, T�me, freedom and human ex�stence, and
truth and alethea, logos, ex�stent�al anx�ety, ont�c and ontolog�cal modes of be�ng-�n-the-world, and
on and on???

Not to nag, but to even have an �mpress�on of He�degger you would have ra�se that wh�ch would
actually GIVE an �mpress�on.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 2 0 6 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 08:50

It's such a shame that sc�ence has no hegemony �n modern soc�ety.
There �s so much fakery out there.
M�sused stat�st�cs.
False cla�ms
Flat earthers
Ignored sc�ent�sts such as E�nste�n and Oppenhe�mer; Lovelock and Semel We�ss throughout



h�story.
Ant� vaxers.
Rel�g�on.
On and on �t goes
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 08:52

Another howler of tortured prose �s "the quest for the be�ng of be�ngs �n �ts d��erence
from be�ng." LOL
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Atla on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 09:46

1.199. by \  Hereandnow

Atla wrote
The more I read about He�degger, the less I get �t. He th�nks that ph�losophy �s merely about our
�nd�v�dual exper�ence of be�ng and what follows from �t, and that's �t? By �tself, I wouldn't even f�le
that under ph�losophy.

There �s a s�ngle ph�losopher who changed the way th�ngs were done for a hundred years, and more. A
hundred years th�s ph�losopher was e�ther at the very center of ph�losoph�cal thought, or somehow
respons�ble for whatever was be�ng d�scussed. If you read h�m ser�ously, w�th the �ntent�on to
understand, then and only then can you take ex�stent�al�sm ser�ously, hence the reason why no one
here relates at all to phenomenology.

They have not done a formal study of Immanuel Kant. I have only done a rather sl�pshod study, but I
have read the Cr�t�que of Pure Reason cover to cover and read essays. You would, to be frank, need to
do th�s to understand phenomenology. It �s an acqu�red understand�ng, and my attempt was to make
th�s pr�ma fac�e mot�vat�ng to read about th�s ph�losophy, but alas, �t requ�res Kant to be taken
ser�ously. Ex�stent�al�sm both �s made poss�ble by Kant, but �s an oppos�t�on to h�s rat�onal�sm.

I am about done w�th post�ng for a wh�le. My plan �s to s�t down w�th Hegel's Phenomenology of Sp�r�t
for the next several months. I know th�s �s what �t takes, that th�s �s the t�cket pr�ce to get access to h�s
world and th�s �s just the way �t �s. I'll have to read essays (many onl�ne) as I go; I w�ll have to reread,
and reread aga�n; �t w�ll requ�re read�ng through �mposs�ble parts, but I know they w�ll be clearer later.
It always works l�ke th�s.

If you don't have th�s k�nd of �nterest to dr�ve you to understand the K�erkegaard, Hegel, Husserl,
Sartre, He�degger, and others, then you won't ever get them. All I can say �s when you understand
He�degger (and I speak, of course, as an amateur ph�losopher) he w�ll rad�cally change your
ph�losoph�cal th�nk�ng, and your th�nk�ng about the world.



Though you're correct that most people don't even make �t to the stage of the �nner �nvest�gat�ons,
�nclud�ng a few people �n th�s top�c. They are just spout�ng clueless plat�tudes noth�ng more.
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Pattern-chaser on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 11:26

And yet there are examples l�ke the UK government's oft-repeated cla�ms to be "follow�ng the
sc�ence" when the�r act�ons and dec�s�ons are pol�t�cal ones. In th�s case, the government are s�mply
try�ng to just�fy the�r �ncompetence by cla�m�ng the back�ng of sc�ence �n a scenar�o where sc�ence
has no relevance. And we can also look at ph�losophy forums, where many contr�butors
recommend sc�ence as the only means of �nvest�gat�ng l�fe, the un�verse and everyth�ng. Subjects
l�ke metaphys�cs are r�d�culed and d�sm�ssed because they are outs�de the purv�ew of sc�ence.

I agree w�th you to the extent that somet�mes my take on th�s �s reversed: there are c�rcumstances
when sc�ence �s the most useful and appropr�ate tool to address a part�cular �ssue, but �t �s not
employed. But sc�ence �s also, and often, m�sappl�ed, and th�s �s the hegemony of sc�ence that the
OP refers to. IMO, of course.

1.206. by Sculptor1

It's such a shame that sc�ence has no hegemony �n modern soc�ety.
There �s so much fakery out there.
M�sused stat�st�cs.
False cla�ms
Flat earthers
Ignored sc�ent�sts such as E�nste�n and Oppenhe�mer; Lovelock and Semel We�ss throughout h�story.
Ant� vaxers.
Rel�g�on.
On and on �t goes
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Sculptor1 on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 12:52



You make my po�nt for me. The government as us�ng "sc�ence" as a sound b�te. Sc�ence does not
suggest what you do �n a cr�s�s, �t only suppl�es the ev�dence.
And exactly, wh�lst cla�m�ng to "follow the sc�ence" they have bas�cally �gnored �t.

In th�s case, the government are s�mply try�ng to just�fy the�r �ncompetence by cla�m�ng the back�ng of
sc�ence �n a scenar�o where sc�ence has no relevance. And we can also look at ph�losophy forums,
where many contr�butors recommend sc�ence as the only means of �nvest�gat�ng l�fe, the un�verse and
everyth�ng.

Po�ntless try�ng to argue w�th a strawman. Where's your ev�dence?

Subjects l�ke metaphys�cs are r�d�culed and d�sm�ssed because they are outs�de the purv�ew of sc�ence.

Po�ntless try�ng to argue w�th a strawman. Where's your ev�dence?

Sc�ent�f�c cla�ms of laws and def�n�t�ons are all metaphys�cs.
The sc�ence works whether you know that or not.

I agree w�th you to the extent that somet�mes my take on th�s �s reversed: there are c�rcumstances
when sc�ence �s the most useful and appropr�ate tool to address a part�cular �ssue, but �t �s not
employed. But sc�ence �s also, and often, m�sappl�ed, and th�s �s the hegemony of sc�ence that the OP
refers to. IMO, of course.

There �s no hegemony of sc�ence. All s�tuat�ons can benef�t from sc�ence, but at the end of the day �ts
what you do w�th the �nformat�on that sc�ence can prov�de.

Sc�ence m�ght be able to demonstrate that blond ha�red, blues eyed ch�ldren do better �n IQ tests than
black sk�nned ones; but that does not val�date naz�sm. It m�ght just as well suggest that blacked
sk�nned ch�ldren su�er from prejud�ce �n the school system, and m�ght suggest ways to reform, g�v�ng
people better chances.
But were sc�ence to have hegemony the ev�dence would be front and centre, rather than man�pulated
or �gnored as �t most generally �s.

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

And yet there are examples l�ke the UK government's oft-repeated cla�ms to be "follow�ng the sc�ence"
when the�r act�ons and dec�s�ons are pol�t�cal ones.

1.206. by Sculptor1

It's such a shame that sc�ence has no hegemony �n modern soc�ety.
There �s so much fakery out there.
M�sused stat�st�cs.
False cla�ms
Flat earthers
Ignored sc�ent�sts such as E�nste�n and Oppenhe�mer; Lovelock and Semel We�ss throughout h�story.
Ant� vaxers.
Rel�g�on.
On and on �t goes
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Pattern-chaser on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 13:30

In both cases, you have been here �n th�s forum, and part�c�pated �n enough d�scuss�ons, to see that
what I descr�be somet�mes happens here. I'm not go�ng trawl�ng for spec�f�cs, when we both know
well what �s posted here.

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

In th�s case, the government are s�mply try�ng to just�fy the�r �ncompetence by cla�m�ng the back�ng of
sc�ence �n a scenar�o where sc�ence has no relevance. And we can also look at ph�losophy forums,
where many contr�butors recommend sc�ence as the only means of �nvest�gat�ng l�fe, the un�verse and
everyth�ng.

1.210. by Sculptor1

Po�ntless try�ng to argue w�th a strawman. Where's your ev�dence?

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

Subjects l�ke metaphys�cs are r�d�culed and d�sm�ssed because they are outs�de the purv�ew of sc�ence.

1.210. by Sculptor1

Po�ntless try�ng to argue w�th a strawman. Where's your ev�dence?
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Gert�e on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 14:37



As someone w�th no educat�on �n ph�losophy (except some theology) and �nterested �n �deas not
who sa�d them, I th�nk you make some fa�r po�nts here.

1.202. by GE Morton

I assume you're speak�ng of Kant.

If you read h�m ser�ously, w�th the �ntent�on to understand, then and only then can you take
ex�stent�al�sm ser�ously, hence the reason why no one here relates at all to phenomenology.

Fa�lure to have read and understand Kant �s hardly the reason most (non-cont�nental) Western
ph�losophers don't take phenomenology ser�ously. Nearly all of them have read Kant, and understood
h�m, desp�te d�sagreements as to the soundness or �mpl�cat�ons of some of h�s arguments. They don't
take phenomenology ser�ously because �t �s laden w�th undef�ned terms and non-cogn�t�ve
propos�t�ons, and thus conveys no knowledge (I take knowledge to be �nformat�on that enables
someone to do someth�ng).

Ser�ous ph�losophy, l�ke sc�ence, �s at bottom pragmat�c --- �t a�ms to �mprove our understand�ng of
ourselves and the un�verse �n wh�ch we f�nd ourselves, so that we can better deal w�th the challenges �t
throws at us and make our stay �n �t more enjoyable. Whereas sc�ence a�ms to uncover and character�ze
features of the natural world and the�r relat�onsh�ps to one another, ph�losophers seek to clar�fy and
strengthen the conceptual framework �nto wh�ch that �nformat�on �s f�tted. Ph�losoph�cal s�detracks
wh�ch don't contr�bute to that a�m attract l�ttle �nterest.

Phenomenolog�sts seem to be spellbound w�th awe at the "m�racle," and absurd�ty, of human
ex�stence --- the absurd�ty ar�s�ng from the �ncongruous presence of creatures who demand
understand�ng, who are dr�ven to seek �t, �n a un�verse forever beyond the�r understand�ng. All
thoughtful persons are awed by that pr�mal fact. But they are not spellbound by �t, and they don't
�mag�ne that retreat�ng to a pre-conceptual, neonatal state and obsess�ng over �t w�ll somehow allow
them to penetrate that �mposs�b�l�ty and del�ver them enl�ghtenment, any more than str�pp�ng naked
and gaz�ng for hours at one's reflect�on �n a m�rror w�ll reveal a whole lot of �nformat�on about the
work�ngs of one's body.

I am about done w�th post�ng for a wh�le.

Does that mean I shouldn't bother reply�ng to your last reply to me?

If you don't have th�s k�nd of �nterest to dr�ve you to understand the K�erkegaard, Hegel, Husserl,
Sartre, He�degger, and others, then you won't ever get them.

If that �s true �t �s the only subject matter of wh�ch �t �s. For any other the key po�nts and theses can be
summar�zed succ�nctly and capture the g�st well enough to �nduce readers to pursue them further. The
only person who m�ght undertake a months long read�ng program w�thout some pr�or �nkl�ng of the
contents and pract�cal value thereof would be someone w�th no other demands on h�s t�me ---
perhaps a pr�soner locked �n a cell w�th noth�ng but a sleep�ng mat and a stack of phenomenology
books.

1.199. by \  Hereandnow

There �s a s�ngle ph�losopher who changed the way th�ngs were done for a hundred years, and more.
A hundred years th�s ph�losopher was e�ther at the very center of ph�losoph�cal thought, or somehow
respons�ble for whatever was be�ng d�scussed.



I apprec�ate HAN's w�ll�ngness to g�ve extens�ve answers to all-comers, but �t shouldn't be th�s
hard to get some concrete �dea of the key �ns�ghts or knowledge phenomenology cla�ms to o�er.
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Faustus5 on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 15:34

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

The follow�ng �s a d�rect cut and paste from what you wrote on September 3 2020, t�me stamp 8:19
AM:

Analyt�c ph�losophy IS an �mpl�c�t endorsement of sc�ent�f�c parad�gms to address all quest�ons. . .

Th�s cla�m �s a v�ew no ma�nstream analyt�c ph�losopher has ever espoused, not even �mpl�c�tly. So
stop play�ng games.

I th�nk that when sc�ence was created by ph�losophers and broke o� to become �ts own d�sc�ple,
th�s was Western ph�losophy f�nally f�gur�ng out the r�ght way to do foundat�onal ontology. And
s�nce then, ph�losophy has had almost noth�ng worthwh�le to say on the subject. Now, th�s �s not
the same th�ng as say�ng all ph�losophy related to sc�ence �s worthless. Whether sc�ent�sts adm�t �t
or not, ph�losophers st�ll have val�d contr�but�ons to make �n b�ology, cosmology, and espec�ally
consc�ousness stud�es.

But I th�nk �t �s extraord�nar�ly unl�kely, approach�ng the �mposs�ble, that any of those
contr�but�ons �s ever go�ng to flow from works �n phenomenology.

1.201. by \  Hereandnow

Excuse me, pussycat, but there �s absolutely no ev�dence whatever �n your conversat�on of any of th�s.

1.201. by \  Hereandnow

Argue your case, br�ng �n �deas, tell me what you th�nk.
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Sculptor1 on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 16:38

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


All I see �s one car�cature heaped upon another.
Sc�ence, good sc�ence, �s worthy of trust where most other d�sc�pl�nes rely on Persuas�on and Gu�le.
If that �s what you mean, I see no problem. But what I do not see �s general opt�m�sm �n sc�ence, nor
do I see any k�nd of hegemony.
On the contrary, �n my l�fe t�me I have seen sc�ence systemat�cally den�grated and generally blamed
for th�ngs that sc�ence, as such, as no respons�b�l�ty to bear.
If Oppenhe�mer had been l�stened to the world would not be dangerously over burdened w�th
nuclear weapons. Yet sc�ence gets blamed.
If the f�nd�ngs of sc�ence had been taken more ser�ously there m�ght be no pandem�c, the �nc�dence
of deaths due to malar�a would be less; cl�mate change would be under control; pollut�on less.
What I see �s sc�ent�sts shout�ng warn�ngs and the rest of the world treat�ng them l�ke Casandra at
the gates of Troy.

1.211. by Pattern-chaser

In both cases, you have been here �n th�s forum, and part�c�pated �n enough d�scuss�ons, to see that
what I descr�be somet�mes happens here. I'm not go�ng trawl�ng for spec�f�cs, when we both know well
what �s posted here.

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

In th�s case, the government are s�mply try�ng to just�fy the�r �ncompetence by cla�m�ng the back�ng
of sc�ence �n a scenar�o where sc�ence has no relevance. And we can also look at ph�losophy forums,
where many contr�butors recommend sc�ence as the only means of �nvest�gat�ng l�fe, the un�verse
and everyth�ng.

1.210. by Sculptor1

Po�ntless try�ng to argue w�th a strawman. Where's your ev�dence?

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

Subjects l�ke metaphys�cs are r�d�culed and d�sm�ssed because they are outs�de the purv�ew of
sc�ence.

1.210. by Sculptor1

Po�ntless try�ng to argue w�th a strawman. Where's your ev�dence?
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Pattern-chaser on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 17:14



I don't quarrel w�th any of that.

Nevertheless, �t �s also the case that sc�ence �s often m�sappl�ed, wh�ch �s the "hegemony" we are
d�scuss�ng here. As I sa�d:

I have acknowledged and accepted the po�nts you remade already. Do you not see that sc�ence �s
also often m�sappl�ed?

1.214. by Sculptor1

In my l�fe t�me I have seen sc�ence systemat�cally den�grated and generally blamed for th�ngs that
sc�ence, as such, as no respons�b�l�ty to bear.
If Oppenhe�mer had been l�stened to the world would not be dangerously over burdened w�th nuclear
weapons. Yet sc�ence gets blamed.
If the f�nd�ngs of sc�ence had been taken more ser�ously there m�ght be no pandem�c, the �nc�dence of
deaths due to malar�a would be less; cl�mate change would be under control; pollut�on less.
What I see �s sc�ent�sts shout�ng warn�ngs and the rest of the world treat�ng them l�ke Casandra at the
gates of Troy.

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

I agree w�th you to the extent that somet�mes my take on th�s �s reversed: there are c�rcumstances when
sc�ence �s the most useful and appropr�ate tool to address a part�cular �ssue, but �t �s not employed. But
sc�ence �s also, and often, m�sappl�ed, and th�s �s the hegemony of sc�ence that the OP refers to. IMO, of
course.
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Hereandnow on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 20:46

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
Another howler of tortured prose �s "the quest for the be�ng of be�ngs �n �ts d��erence from
be�ng." LOL

Here, TP, �s another great howler:

Boson�c str�ng theory, however, �s not a real�st�c theory. It pred�cts states of negat�ve mass called
tachyons, wh�ch lead to the �nstab�l�ty and decay of D-branes. More �mportantly, �t does not
conta�n ferm�ons, wh�ch d��er from bosons �n that ferm�ons are part�cles of half-�nteger sp�n
wh�le bosons have �nteger sp�n. LOL

Context �s everyth�ng.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 23:11

The Copern�can Revolut�on was prompted by observat�onal ev�dence. Phenomenology has yet to
produce or c�te an �ota of that.

Ser�ous ph�losophy �s pragmat�c? Or �s �t pragmat�sm? There �s a d��erence. The latter �s close to
He�degger, actually.

Pragmat�sm �s a part�cular ph�losoph�cal school. But the d�sc�pl�ne as a whole �s pragmat�c �n the
vernacular sense --- �t a�ms to �mprove our understand�ng of ourselves and the un�verse �n wh�ch
we l�ve, �n order that we may make better use of �t and reduce the dangers �t poses. Phenomenology
o�ers noth�ng that advances those ends, as far as most Western ph�losophers can see.

You m�ght cons�der that the reason you have so l�ttle apprec�at�on for such th�nk�ng �s that relat�ve to
emp�r�cal sc�ence, you have had prec�ous l�ttle exposure to �t. Th�s �s true for everyone, for sc�ence
beg�ns �n grammar school, phenomenology beg�ns, well, �t doesn't, really, for anyone, nearly.

That �s true. Ne�ther have many students been exposed to, say, an�m�sm, w�tchcraft, astrology,
sc�entology, etc., at least �n common schools. For the same reason.

Phenomenolog�sts are the only ones who know how to take the world up AS the world.

All ph�losophers, and sc�ent�sts, "take up" the world "as a world." What else would they take �t up
as? But once taken up �t must be broken down, the d�st�ngu�shable parts/aspects �solated and
broken down further. That �s what analys�s means.

Not sure what there �s to object to here. Who �s talk�ng about key po�nts? "Can ...capture ...to �nduce":
why yes, that's what I sa�d, one can, but one has to be mot�vated. ???

Mot�vat�on follows st�mulus, not the other way around. No one makes an �nvestment �n a venture
that exh�b�ts no prospects for a return.

1.203. by \  Hereandnow

Profess�onal ph�losophers?? Obv�ously. Read the post more carefully. But �t's true, a person that doesn't
have a k�nd of "Copern�can Revolut�on" �s not go�ng to understand how th�s change �n perspect�ve
works.
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GE Morton on >  6 Eylül 2020 Pazar 23:20



All of the terms �n your quote are well-def�ned �n the theor�es �n wh�ch they are used. There are
many problems w�th that theory, but �t �s at least coherent. The sentence TP quoted �s mean�ngless.
"Be�ng" seems to be used w�th three d��erent senses, none of them the everyday sense, and none
of them are def�ned. It �s gobbledygook.

1.216. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
Another howler of tortured prose �s "the quest for the be�ng of be�ngs �n �ts d��erence from be�ng."
LOL

Here, TP, �s another great howler:

Boson�c str�ng theory, however, �s not a real�st�c theory. It pred�cts states of negat�ve mass called
tachyons, wh�ch lead to the �nstab�l�ty and decay of D-branes. More �mportantly, �t does not conta�n
ferm�ons, wh�ch d��er from bosons �n that ferm�ons are part�cles of half-�nteger sp�n wh�le bosons
have �nteger sp�n. LOL

Context �s everyth�ng.

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 2 1 9 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 00:08

Good th�ng that I'm not endors�ng whoever wrote that.

1.216. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
Another howler of tortured prose �s "the quest for the be�ng of be�ngs �n �ts d��erence from be�ng."
LOL

Here, TP, �s another great howler:

Boson�c str�ng theory, however, �s not a real�st�c theory. It pred�cts states of negat�ve mass called
tachyons, wh�ch lead to the �nstab�l�ty and decay of D-branes. More �mportantly, �t does not conta�n
ferm�ons, wh�ch d��er from bosons �n that ferm�ons are part�cles of half-�nteger sp�n wh�le bosons
have �nteger sp�n. LOL

Context �s everyth�ng.
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Sculptor1 on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 16:36



"Sc�ence m�sappl�ed" �s not Sc�ence.

It's not a "hegemony OF sc�ence." But just the usual hegemony of tw�ts, corporat�ons, the r�ch, the
�dle and the greedy.

1.215. by Pattern-chaser

I don't quarrel w�th any of that.

Nevertheless, �t �s also the case that sc�ence �s often m�sappl�ed, wh�ch �s the "hegemony" we are
d�scuss�ng here. As I sa�d:

I have acknowledged and accepted the po�nts you remade already. Do you not see that sc�ence �s also
often m�sappl�ed?

1.214. by Sculptor1

In my l�fe t�me I have seen sc�ence systemat�cally den�grated and generally blamed for th�ngs
that sc�ence, as such, as no respons�b�l�ty to bear.
If Oppenhe�mer had been l�stened to the world would not be dangerously over burdened w�th
nuclear weapons. Yet sc�ence gets blamed.
If the f�nd�ngs of sc�ence had been taken more ser�ously there m�ght be no pandem�c, the �nc�dence
of deaths due to malar�a would be less; cl�mate change would be under control; pollut�on less.
What I see �s sc�ent�sts shout�ng warn�ngs and the rest of the world treat�ng them l�ke Casandra at
the gates of Troy.

1.209. by Pattern-chaser

I agree w�th you to the extent that somet�mes my take on th�s �s reversed: there are c�rcumstances
when sc�ence �s the most useful and appropr�ate tool to address a part�cular �ssue, but �t �s not
employed. But sc�ence �s also, and often, m�sappl�ed, and th�s �s the hegemony of sc�ence that the OP
refers to. IMO, of course.
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Hereandnow on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:58

Faustus5 wrote

Th�s cla�m �s a v�ew no ma�nstream analyt�c ph�losopher has ever espoused, not even �mpl�c�tly. So stop
play�ng games.

Yes, they have. It's just that the emp�r�cal prem�se �s s�mply �mpl�ed. I]ll tell you what, you name
any analyt�c ph�slopher, of your choos�ng, and I w�ll shoe how th�s ph�losopher's concept�on of the
world at the level of bas�c assumpt�ons �s emp�r�cal. I mean, there �s a reason why Dennett tr�es to
reduce consc�ousness to "layered computer programs runn�ng on the hardware of the bra�n" and
when Mack�e d�scusses eth�cs h�s argument from queerness goes to standards of �ntell�g�ble
thought produced by emp�r�cal sc�ence; there �s a reason why Qu�ne and many analyt�c



ph�losophers' have been descr�bed as defend�ng a k�nd of behav�or�sm.

Just name h�m/her, and I w�ll do a b�t of read�ng and expla�n (but frankly, I th�nk the po�nt should
be clear by now. You should be look�ng for a ph�losopher to procla�m: I beg�n my thoughts on the
matter w�th an expl�c�t endorsement of emp�r�cal sc�ence! Robert Hanna says the post-Qu�nean
(after h�s two Dogmas paper) analyt�c world �s �n awful shape, and "good r�ddance" because

.....of the dogmat�c obsess�on of post-Qu�nean, post-class�cal Analyt�c
ph�losophy w�th sc�ent�f�c natural�sm s�nce 1950, and above all

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 2 2 2 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:08

For one, how �s "the emp�r�cal prem�se" the same th�ng as "the sc�ent�f�c parad�gm"?

1.221. by \  Hereandnow
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Hereandnow on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:19

GE Morton wrote
All of the terms �n your quote are well-def�ned �n the theor�es �n wh�ch they are used. There
are many problems w�th that theory, but �t �s at least coherent. The sentence TP quoted �s mean�ngless.
"Be�ng" seems to be used w�th three d��erent senses, none of them the everyday sense, and none of
them are def�ned. It �s gobbledygook.

"The quest for the be�ng of be�ngs �n �ts d��erence from be�ng": "from be�ng" takes the quoate out
of context and I would have to read the fuller text. H�s quest�on �s about be�ng �n the most
foundat�onal sense, not part�cular be�ngs, as a cha�r or an e�dt�c ent�ty l�ke a set of numbers, but the
quest�on of be�ng as such, when the pred�cat�ve des�gnat�ons �s put as�de. Ent�t�es come replete
pred�cat�vely bundled, so to speak, and there �s no sense �n the �deas of �t be�ng otherw�se. But s�nce
ph�losophy's purpose �s to prov�de an analyt�c at themost foundat�onal level poss�ble, and Be�ng as
such �s th�s level, he beg�ns here, but �t �s not w�th an eye to eluc�date Be�ng, the eternal essence of
all th�ngs (why �s there someth�ng rather than noth�ng, sort of th�ng), but rather to use th�s term to
establ�sh how far down the rabb�t hole analys�s can go and what th�s term�nal place �s.

So the quote SOUNDS absurd to anyone who has read noth�ng. It �s always l�ke th�s. Rorty calls
those who talk l�ke th�s (he thought He�degger was among the three greatest ph�losophers of the
20th century) know noth�ngs.

Ö Ü
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Hereandnow on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:21

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
For one, how �s "the emp�r�cal prem�se" the same th�ng as "the sc�ent�f�c parad�gm"?

How �s �t not? Ask yourself, What �s a prem�se? What �s a parad�gm? What �s a theory? What �s a
propos�t�on?

th�s �s elementary

B Ö L Ü M  1 . 2 2 5 .
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Hereandnow on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:33

Sculptor1 wrote

It's such a shame that sc�ence has no hegemony �n modern soc�ety.
There �s so much fakery out there.
M�sused stat�st�cs.
False cla�ms
Flat earthers
Ignored sc�ent�sts such as E�nste�n and Oppenhe�mer; Lovelock and Semel We�ss throughout h�story.
Ant� vaxers.
Rel�g�on.
On and on �t goes

For cry�ng out loud Sculptor 1, the �ssue on the table �s not at all about how sc�ence �s be�ng
d�scred�ted by r�ght w�ng propaganda. It �s a much broader �ssue. It �s about how sc�ence �s unf�t for
a foundat�onal ph�losoph�cal ontology.

I mean, ser�ously??

Ö Ü
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Dennett's Defense of Qual�a

Faustus5 on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:33

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

That would not be enough to back up your utterly goofy cla�m. You need to f�nd an analyt�c
ph�losopher declar�ng, �n h�s or her own words, that sc�ence can be used to l�terally solve all
quest�ons. Noth�ng short of th�s w�ll do.

Well, I know Dennett's work more than any ph�losopher on earth, probably better than anyone
you've ever met, and h�s theory of consc�ousness �s expl�c�tly ant�-reduct�on�st, so you're k�nd of
gett�ng th�ngs backwards r�ght from the start. But I suppose �f you've only encountered h�s �deas
th�rd or fourth hand, that sound b�te �s what a person m�ght come away w�th.

At any rate, you get the deta�ls wrong, but your larger po�nt rema�ns correct �n th�s part�cular case:
Dennett's approach to consc�ousness �s sc�ent�f�c and emp�r�cal to the core. Hell, the b�bl�ography
for Consc�ousness Expla�ned c�tes sc�ent�sts far more than ph�losophers.

Now, can you please art�culate why treat�ng consc�ousness as a evolved b�olog�cal phenomena �s
somehow wrong? Th�s should be r�ch.

And can you please art�culate why the other ph�losophers you ment�on are m�sgu�ded �n us�ng
emp�r�cal methods?

Let me stress aga�n that I do th�nk some sc�ent�sts and some ph�losophers can be found gu�lty of
sc�ent�f�c over-reach (and I should add that the�r peers tend to be pretty good at slapp�ng them
down for �t), but you have to take �t case by case and exam�ne the part�cular mer�ts of the
arguments they make �nstead of mak�ng unfounded general�zat�ons about the ent�re f�eld. I just

1.221. by \  Hereandnow

Faustus5 wrote

Th�s cla�m �s a v�ew no ma�nstream analyt�c ph�losopher has ever espoused, not even �mpl�c�tly. So
stop play�ng games.

Yes, they have. It's just that the emp�r�cal prem�se �s s�mply �mpl�ed. I]ll tell you what, you name any
analyt�c ph�slopher, of your choos�ng, and I w�ll shoe how th�s ph�losopher's concept�on of the world at
the level of bas�c assumpt�ons �s emp�r�cal.

1.221. by \  Hereandnow

I mean, there �s a reason why Dennett tr�es to reduce consc�ousness to "layered computer programs
runn�ng on the hardware of the bra�n". . .

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


deny that there �s some sort of over-arch�ng problem where sc�ence �s constantly and rout�nely
abused and used to solve problems where �t �s an �nappropr�ate tool.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:52

That doesn't help, because the �dea of that �s nonsens�cal. You can't have ex�stents of any sort
w�thout propert�es.

But s�nce ph�losophy's purpose �s to prov�de an analyt�c at themost foundat�onal level poss�ble, and
Be�ng as such �s th�s level, he beg�ns here, but �t �s not w�th an eye to eluc�date Be�ng, the eternal
essence of all th�ngs (why �s there someth�ng rather than noth�ng, sort of th�ng),

"Essences" only ex�st as r�g�d requ�rements �n an �nd�v�dual's concepts. No essence as such would
be "eternal." "Why �s there someth�ng" �s a rather s�lly quest�on. There's no reason there should be
noth�ng �nstead, so that �t would be a mystery that there �s someth�ng, and the quest�on usually has
a connotat�on almost of there be�ng an �ntell�gent reason beh�nd the brute fact that th�ngs ex�st,
wh�ch �s also nonsense.

1.223. by \  Hereandnow

but the quest�on of be�ng as such, when the pred�cat�ve des�gnat�ons �s put as�de. Ent�t�es come replete
pred�cat�vely bundled, so to speak, and there �s no sense �n the �deas of �t be�ng otherw�se.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 .
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Atla on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 20:52

Phenomenal�sts l�ke He�degger f�nd fundamental stu� w�th�n the�r own m�nds that's s�mply not
there. Qual�a el�m�n�tav�sts l�ke Dennett do away w�th exper�ence altogether, even though �t's
s�mply always there.

S�gh.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 .
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Faustus5 on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:01

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


No, Dennett just th�nks exper�ences don't have all the qual�t�es that bel�evers �n qual�a �ns�st they
do. He's more of a deflat�on�st than an el�m�nat�v�st.

2.3. by Atla

Phenomenal�sts l�ke He�degger f�nd fundamental stu� w�th�n the�r own m�nds that's s�mply not there.
Qual�a el�m�n�tav�sts l�ke Dennett do away w�th exper�ence altogether, even though �t's s�mply always
there.

S�gh.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 5 .

~

Hereandnow on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:02

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
That doesn't help, because the �dea of that �s nonsens�cal. You can't have ex�stents of any sort
w�thout propert�es.

That's what He�degger sa�d (as well as Husserl. A th�ng �s an "pred�cat�vely formed a�a�r of
actual�ty"). He takes Be�ng as such as a badly m�sunderstood concept. These myster�ous �ntu�t�ons,
he sa�d, one m�ght have of Be�ng are what he �s try�ng to g�ve some art�culat�on to. He th�nks we
have to to understand Be�ng as a foundat�onal concept �n an analyt�c of T�me: I approach a th�ng, �t
IS there. What �s �t that const�tutes th�s awareness of the th�ng before me? It �s not some pure
�nt�mat�on of Be�ng, for, as you say above, no sense can be made of th�s. He sees that before I even
approach the th�ng, I am equ�pped w�th the ab�l�ty to acknowledge �t AS someth�ng, some reference
to language, a foreknowledge of what couches and cha�rs ARE before we can analyze what �t means
that th�ngs ARE. The areness, �f you w�ll, �s bound, �n every case, always, already, bound to the pre
understand�ng, so the quest�on of what �t means for someth�ng to be �s analyzable to the temporal
cond�t�ons that are �n place �n order for a "there �s" or a "I am" to occur at all. th�s �s why
He�degger's ontology �s as foundat�onal as �t can get: wher a sc�ent�f�c account �s about planets and
chromosomes, the phenomenolog�cal ontology �s about what �t �s for a th�ng to be at all, so that
when you approach the m�croscope, there �s a const�tut�on, �f you l�ke, a parad�gmat�cally �nformed
appercept�ve const�tut�on that makes encounters at all man�ngful, and thus,the sc�ent�st's work
mean�ngful.

He�degger says at root, �t �s all �nterpretat�on. Now, h�s analys�s of what an �nterpretat�ve act IS
requ�res look�ng �nto h�s th�nk��ng.

"Essences" only ex�st as r�g�d requ�rements �n an �nd�v�dual's concepts. No essence as such would be
"eternal." "Why �s there someth�ng" �s a rather s�lly quest�on. There's no reason there should be
noth�ng �nstead, so that �t would be a mystery that there �s someth�ng, and the quest�on usually has a
connotat�on almost of there be�ng an �ntell�gent reason beh�nd the brute fact that th�ngs ex�st, wh�ch �s
also nonsense.

R�ght. Now I do recall say�ng to someone that phenomenolog�sts are all d��erent. There are those
who take phenomenology another d�rect�on. When attent�on �s placed on the �nterpretat�ve act that



engages the world, �t br�ngs ph�losoph�cal attent�on to what �s there, �n the phenomenal act of
recogn�t�on. Th�s �s why sc�ence plays no part �n phenomenolog�cal analyses: Attent�on �s on the
act of percept�on, or appercept�on, �tself. Study�ng the structure of t�me, the present and the l�teral
"mak�ng" of our ex�stence (hence Sartre's ex�stence precedes essence: we make what we are �n the
fleet�ng "noth�ngness" of the present moment mov�ng �nto the future) by freely choos�ng among
the poss�b�l�t�es our h�story prov�des. We are, therefore, determ�ned �nsofar as our past �s made of
the stu� of culture and language, a body of poss�b�l�t�es, but free �n that the future �s noth�ng,
unmade.
One th�ng I l�ke about th�s, �s that �t allows a good l�beral l�ke myself to look to soc�al cond�t�ons as
the cause of poverty and �gnorance, after all, �t �s our h�story that determ�nes our poss�b�l�t�es, but at
the same t�me, does not undo the d�gn�ty of freedom (Sk�nner's term), for there �s �n th�s a clear
recogn�t�on of what �t �s to stand at the prec�p�ce of the future and choose one d�rect�on or another.

It does get �nterest�ng, bel�eve �t or not. Perhaps you can see why phenomenolog�sts take spec�al
note of that moment what one stops s�mply act�ng as a k�nd of automaton, just do�ng th�s and that,
gett�ng a job, buy�ng a house, and on and on, and wakes up to ask the quest�on regard�ng Be�ng:
what does �t mean to be here" Why am I here at all? Why are we born to su�er and d�e? And so on.
Quest�ons get qu�te po�gnant �f you are among those born �nto noth�ng but su�er�ng. Why IS �t that
th�ngs are l�ke th�s? He�degger th�nks when you get to th�s juncture, you beg�n to real�ze your own
freedom, as you stand apart from h�story that would otherw�se s�mply move you along
unconsc�ously. Only now are you free. Freedom requ�res one to step away from unconsc�ous
behav�or. When you do th�s, you w�tness poss�b�l�t�es, as when I stop typ�ng, look up and cons�der
all th�ngs and why they are.

Then you f�nd Jaspers' The Encompass�ng, Henry's A�ect�v�ty, K�erkegaard's ex�stent�al Anx�ety,
Lev�nas' Inf�n�ty, and so forth. All terms al�en to analyt�c ph�losophy's lex�con. Of course, der�s�on
�s easy w�th k�nd of th�ng. It all does sound very we�rd. But th�s subs�des w�th read�ng.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 .
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Gert�e on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:05

HAN

You should be look�ng for a ph�losopher to procla�m: I beg�n my thoughts on the matter w�th an expl�c�t
endorsement of emp�r�cal sc�ence!

The th�ng �s HAN, I th�nk you have a s�m�lar problem. As soon as you make a ''we...'' statement, you
�mpl�c�tly assume you and I share a world we are located �n wh�ch we can agree we know th�ngs
about. Sc�ence draws �ts l�nes at what can be known �nter-subject�vely, and so do you. But your
l�nes seem to sh�ft depend�ng on what quest�on �s put. Wh�ch g�ves me the �mpress�on that all the
d���cult to parse term�nology m�ght be mask�ng a bas�c ontolog�cal problem.



You should be able to clearly lay out the �mpl�c�t ontolog�cal assumpt�ons your phenomenolog�cal
methodology rel�es on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 .
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Atla on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:09

We've been over th�s already. F�rst th�ng anyone w�th some sense does, �s use a deflated mean�ng of
qual�a. But that deflated qual�a st�ll has to be part of one's worldv�ew, �f one cla�ms to have
expla�ned consc�ousness. Dennett just seems to deflate �t �nto nonex�stence, el�m�nate �t.

2.4. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

No, Dennett just th�nks exper�ences don't have all the qual�t�es that bel�evers �n qual�a �ns�st they do.
He's more of a deflat�on�st than an el�m�nat�v�st.

2.3. by Atla

Phenomenal�sts l�ke He�degger f�nd fundamental stu� w�th�n the�r own m�nds that's s�mply not
there. Qual�a el�m�n�tav�sts l�ke Dennett do away w�th exper�ence altogether, even though �t's s�mply
always there.

S�gh.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 8 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:12

1.225. by \  Hereandnow

Sculptor1 wrote

It's such a shame that sc�ence has no hegemony �n modern soc�ety.
There �s so much fakery out there.
M�sused stat�st�cs.
False cla�ms
Flat earthers
Ignored sc�ent�sts such as E�nste�n and Oppenhe�mer; Lovelock and Semel We�ss throughout h�story.
Ant� vaxers.
Rel�g�on.
On and on �t goes

For cry�ng out loud Sculptor 1, the �ssue on the table �s not at all about how sc�ence �s be�ng d�scred�ted
by r�ght w�ng propaganda. It �s a much broader �ssue. It �s about how sc�ence �s unf�t for a foundat�onal
ph�losoph�cal ontology.

I mean, ser�ously??



But sc�ence �s perfectly f�t for the foundat�on of all knowledge; Just ask Locke Hume, and Newton,
among many others.
I mean ser�ously. How can you cla�m to know anyth�ng w�thout the emp�r�c parad�gm. It �s the bas�s
of all th�ngs.
There can be no ontology w�thout the ev�dence that dr�ves �t.
Unless you want to s�t �n a dark cave and �mag�ne the world you prefer to l�ve �n, you are bas�cally
stuck w�th EVIDENCE.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 9 .
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Gert�e on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:17

What qual�t�es does Dennett 'deflate' qual�a to?

2.4. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

No, Dennett just th�nks exper�ences don't have all the qual�t�es that bel�evers �n qual�a �ns�st they do.
He's more of a deflat�on�st than an el�m�nat�v�st.

2.3. by Atla

Phenomenal�sts l�ke He�degger f�nd fundamental stu� w�th�n the�r own m�nds that's s�mply not
there. Qual�a el�m�n�tav�sts l�ke Dennett do away w�th exper�ence altogether, even though �t's s�mply
always there.

S�gh.
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Faustus5 on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:20

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

You can't f�nd h�m do�ng th�s �n h�s own words, wh�ch r�ght away should r�ng alarm bells �f you
have any �ntellectual honesty and th�nk accurately represent�ng v�ews you d�sagree w�th �s

2.7. by Atla

We've been over th�s already. F�rst th�ng anyone w�th some sense does, �s use a deflated mean�ng of
qual�a. But that deflated qual�a st�ll has to be part of one's worldv�ew, �f one cla�ms to have expla�ned
consc�ousness. Dennett just seems to deflate �t �nto nonex�stence, el�m�nate �t.

2.4. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

No, Dennett just th�nks exper�ences don't have all the qual�t�es that bel�evers �n qual�a �ns�st they do.
He's more of a deflat�on�st than an el�m�nat�v�st.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


essent�al to be�ng a good scholar.

I mean, common sense alone should d�ctate that �f he squabbles w�th people who openly call
themselves el�m�nat�v�sts over the�r el�m�nat�v�sm, �t's k�nd of stup�d to call h�m one.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 .
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Hereandnow on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:23

Faustus5 wrote
Well, I know Dennett's work more than any ph�losopher on earth, probably better than
anyone you've ever met, and h�s theory of consc�ousness �s expl�c�tly ant�-reduct�on�st, so you're k�nd
of gett�ng th�ngs backwards r�ght from the start. But I suppose �f you've only encountered h�s �deas
th�rd or fourth hand, that sound b�te �s what a person m�ght come away w�th.

At any rate, you get the deta�ls wrong, but your larger po�nt rema�ns correct �n th�s part�cular case:
Dennett's approach to consc�ousness �s sc�ent�f�c and emp�r�cal to the core. Hell, the b�bl�ography for
Consc�ousness Expla�ned c�tes sc�ent�sts far more than ph�losophers.

Deta�ls?? I don't recall one.

The ant� reduct�on�sm you are talk�ng about �s the res�stance to a hasty reduct�on d�sm�ss�ng
complex�ty.Of course, h�s object�ons are all grounded �n emp�r�cal thought and analyses. I am not at
all sure why you th�nk I get th�ngs backwards r�ght from the start. I do note that I asked you for one
ph�losopher you could th�nk of as a counter example to my cla�m that emp�r�cal sc�ence had
hegemony �n analyt�c ph�losophy, and you g�ve me dennett, who you say �s, "emp�r�cal to the core."
Interest�ng strategy.

Now, can you please art�culate why treat�ng consc�ousness as a evolved b�olog�cal phenomena �s
somehow wrong? Th�s should be r�ch.

And can you please art�culate why the other ph�losophers you ment�on are m�sgu�ded �n us�ng
emp�r�cal methods?

Let me stress aga�n that I do th�nk some sc�ent�sts and some ph�losophers can be found gu�lty of
sc�ent�f�c over-reach (and I should add that the�r peers tend to be pretty good at slapp�ng them down
for �t), but you have to take �t case by case and exam�ne the part�cular mer�ts of the arguments they
make �nstead of mak�ng unfounded general�zat�ons about the ent�re f�eld. I just deny that there �s some
sort of over-arch�ng problem where sc�ence �s constantly and rout�nely abused and used to solve
problems where �t �s an �nappropr�ate tool.

You sound exactly l�ke a person who has never �n h�s ent�re l�fe come w�th�n a parsec of
phenomenology. So full of op�n�on, and NO read�ng at all. Astound�ng, really. Do you handle all
your a�a�rs l�ke th�s?
Read what � wrote to TS just now.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:31

Where d�d Dennett ever address what qual�a actually �s? The �ssue �s not what he sa�d, �t's what he
what d�dn't say. And there are d��erent k�nds of el�m�nat�v�sms. Try some of that common sense.

2.10. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You can't f�nd h�m do�ng th�s �n h�s own words, wh�ch r�ght away should r�ng alarm bells �f you have
any �ntellectual honesty and th�nk accurately represent�ng v�ews you d�sagree w�th �s essent�al to be�ng
a good scholar.

I mean, common sense alone should d�ctate that �f he squabbles w�th people who openly call
themselves el�m�nat�v�sts over the�r el�m�nat�v�sm, �t's k�nd of stup�d to call h�m one.

2.7. by Atla

We've been over th�s already. F�rst th�ng anyone w�th some sense does, �s use a deflated mean�ng of
qual�a. But that deflated qual�a st�ll has to be part of one's worldv�ew, �f one cla�ms to have
expla�ned consc�ousness. Dennett just seems to deflate �t �nto nonex�stence, el�m�nate �t.
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Atla on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:43

It doesn't help e�ther that Dennett somet�mes says th�ngs l�ke: ‘Far better, tact�cally, to declare
that there s�mply are no qual�a at all’.

2.10. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You can't f�nd h�m do�ng th�s �n h�s own words, wh�ch r�ght away should r�ng alarm bells �f you have
any �ntellectual honesty and th�nk accurately represent�ng v�ews you d�sagree w�th �s essent�al to be�ng
a good scholar.

I mean, common sense alone should d�ctate that �f he squabbles w�th people who openly call
themselves el�m�nat�v�sts over the�r el�m�nat�v�sm, �t's k�nd of stup�d to call h�m one.

2.7. by Atla

We've been over th�s already. F�rst th�ng anyone w�th some sense does, �s use a deflated mean�ng of
qual�a. But that deflated qual�a st�ll has to be part of one's worldv�ew, �f one cla�ms to have
expla�ned consc�ousness. Dennett just seems to deflate �t �nto nonex�stence, el�m�nate �t.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 23:19

It sure �sn't what you just sa�d.

He takes Be�ng as such as a badly m�sunderstood concept. These myster�ous �ntu�t�ons, he sa�d, one
m�ght have of Be�ng are what he �s try�ng to g�ve some art�culat�on to. He th�nks we have to to
understand Be�ng as a foundat�onal concept �n an analyt�c of T�me: I approach a th�ng, �t IS there.
What �s �t that const�tutes th�s awareness of the th�ng before me? It �s not some pure �nt�mat�on of
Be�ng, for, as you say above, no sense can be made of th�s.

Ontology �sn't ep�stemology. "What �s �t that const�tutes th�s awareness of the th�ng before me? It
�s not some pure �nt�mat�on of Be�ng" --th�s �s ep�stemology.

2.5. by \  Hereandnow

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote
That doesn't help, because the �dea of that �s nonsens�cal. You can't have ex�stents of any sort
w�thout propert�es.

That's what He�degger sa�d (as well as Husserl. A th�ng �s an "pred�cat�vely formed a�a�r of actual�ty").
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GE Morton on >  7 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 23:53

Well, yes. Informat�on acqu�red emp�r�cally, v�a the senses, �s �ndeed the raw mater�al from wh�ch
all concepts concern�ng th�ngs outs�de ourselves are forged, �n the v�ew of most modern
ph�losophers. What add�t�onal sources of �nformat�on do you �mag�ne we have? Are you a Platon�st?
If your bas�c assumpt�ons �nclude some such source please set �t forth, outl�ne the ontology you
have bu�lt upon �t and demonstrate �ts explanatory power.

1.221. by \  Hereandnow

Yes, they have. It's just that the emp�r�cal prem�se �s s�mply �mpl�ed. I]ll tell you what, you name any
analyt�c ph�slopher, of your choos�ng, and I w�ll shoe how th�s ph�losopher's concept�on of the world at
the level of bas�c assumpt�ons �s emp�r�cal.
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GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 00:47



Well, that response �llustrates the problem. Phrases such as "be�ng �n the foundat�onal sense,"
"be�ng as such," and "eternal essences of all th�ngs" are mean�ngless phrases. The word "be�ng"
has two uses �n Engl�sh --- �t �s a noun denot�ng an ex�stent, espec�ally a l�v�ng creature, and as a
verb, the present part�c�ple of to be (to ex�st). There �s no sense to "be�ng as such" --- the term �s
only mean�ngful w�th reference to some part�cular ex�stent. It does not denote some �nchoate,
myst�cal substance, some "essence," that permeates all tang�ble, percept�ble th�ngs. Nor can any
such myst�cal substances supply a foundat�on for any useful ontology. Speak�ng of "be�ng" �n that
way does not const�tute some revolut�onary �ns�ght; �t �s merely a l�ngu�st�c corrupt�on contr�ved �n
an attempt to descr�be an �ncoherent �dea.

So the quote SOUNDS absurd to anyone who has read noth�ng. It �s always l�ke th�s. Rorty calls those
who talk l�ke th�s (he thought He�degger was among the three greatest ph�losophers of the 20th
century) know noth�ngs.

Sc�ent�sts and analyt�c ph�losophers are "know-noth�ngs"? Y�kes.

1.223. by \  Hereandnow

"The quest for the be�ng of be�ngs �n �ts d��erence from be�ng": "from be�ng" takes the quoate out of
context and I would have to read the fuller text. H�s quest�on �s about be�ng �n the most foundat�onal
sense, not part�cular be�ngs, as a cha�r or an e�dt�c ent�ty l�ke a set of numbers, but the quest�on of
be�ng as such, when the pred�cat�ve des�gnat�ons �s put as�de. Ent�t�es come replete pred�cat�vely
bundled, so to speak, and there �s no sense �n the �deas of �t be�ng otherw�se. But s�nce ph�losophy's
purpose �s to prov�de an analyt�c at themost foundat�onal level poss�ble, and Be�ng as such �s th�s level,
he beg�ns here, but �t �s not w�th an eye to eluc�date Be�ng, the eternal essence of all th�ngs (why �s
there someth�ng rather than noth�ng, sort of th�ng), but rather to use th�s term to establ�sh how far
down the rabb�t hole analys�s can go and what th�s term�nal place �s.
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Hereandnow on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 01:22

GE Morton
Well, that response �llustrates the problem. Phrases such as "be�ng �n the foundat�onal sense,"
"be�ng as such," and "eternal essences of all th�ngs" are mean�ngless phrases. The word "be�ng" has
two uses �n Engl�sh --- �t �s a noun denot�ng an ex�stent, espec�ally a l�v�ng creature, and as a verb, the
present part�c�ple of to be (to ex�st). There �s no sense to "be�ng as such" --- the term �s only
mean�ngful w�th reference to some part�cular ex�stent. It does not denote some �nchoate, myst�cal
substance, some "essence," that permeates all tang�ble, percept�ble th�ngs. Nor can any such myst�cal
substances supply a foundat�on for any useful ontology. Speak�ng of "be�ng" �n that way does not
const�tute some revolut�onary �ns�ght; �t �s merely a l�ngu�st�c corrupt�on contr�ved �n an attempt to
descr�be an �ncoherent �dea.

Read th�s to clar�fy (�ntended for TS)

Well, that response �llustrates the problem. Phrases such as "be�ng �n the foundat�onal sense,"
"be�ng as such," and "eternal essences of all th�ngs" are mean�ngless phrases. The word "be�ng"



has two uses �n Engl�sh --- �t �s a noun denot�ng an ex�stent, espec�ally a l�v�ng creature, and as a
verb, the present part�c�ple of to be (to ex�st). There �s no sense to "be�ng as such" --- the term �s
only mean�ngful w�th reference to some part�cular ex�stent. It does not denote some �nchoate,
myst�cal substance, some "essence," that permeates all tang�ble, percept�ble th�ngs. Nor can any
such myst�cal substances supply a foundat�on for any useful ontology. Speak�ng of "be�ng" �n that
way does not const�tute some revolut�onary �ns�ght; �t �s merely a l�ngu�st�c corrupt�on contr�ved �n
an attempt to descr�be an �ncoherent �dea.

That's what He�degger sa�d (as well as Husserl. A th�ng �s an "pred�cat�vely formed a�a�r of
actual�ty"). He takes Be�ng as such as a badly m�sunderstood concept. These myster�ous �ntu�t�ons,
he sa�d, one m�ght have of Be�ng are what he �s try�ng to g�ve some art�culat�on to. He th�nks we
have to to understand Be�ng as a foundat�onal concept �n an analyt�c of T�me: I approach a th�ng, �t
IS there. What �s �t that const�tutes th�s awareness of the th�ng before me? It �s not some pure
�nt�mat�on of Be�ng, for, as you say above, no sense can be made of th�s. He sees that before I even
approach the th�ng, I am equ�pped w�th the ab�l�ty to acknowledge �t AS someth�ng, some reference
to language, a foreknowledge of what couches and cha�rs ARE before we can analyze what �t means
that th�ngs ARE. The areness, �f you w�ll, �s bound, �n every case, always, already, bound to the pre
understand�ng, so the quest�on of what �t means for someth�ng to be �s analyzable to the temporal
cond�t�ons that are �n place �n order for a "there �s" or a "I am" to occur at all. th�s �s why
He�degger's ontology �s as foundat�onal as �t can get: wher a sc�ent�f�c account �s about planets and
chromosomes, the phenomenolog�cal ontology �s about what �t �s for a th�ng to be at all, so that
when you approach the m�croscope, there �s a const�tut�on, �f you l�ke, a parad�gmat�cally �nformed
appercept�ve const�tut�on that makes encounters at all man�ngful, and thus,the sc�ent�st's work
mean�ngful.

He�degger says at root, �t �s all �nterpretat�on. Now, h�s analys�s of what an �nterpretat�ve act IS
requ�res look�ng �nto h�s th�nk��ng.
"Essences" only ex�st as r�g�d requ�rements �n an �nd�v�dual's concepts. No essence as such would
be "eternal." "Why �s there someth�ng" �s a rather s�lly quest�on. There's no reason there should be
noth�ng �nstead, so that �t would be a mystery that there �s someth�ng, and the quest�on usually has
a connotat�on almost of there be�ng an �ntell�gent reason beh�nd the brute fact that th�ngs ex�st,
wh�ch �s also nonsense.
R�ght. Now I do recall say�ng to someone that phenomenolog�sts are all d��erent. There are those
who take phenomenology another d�rect�on. When attent�on �s placed on the �nterpretat�ve act that
engages the world, �t br�ngs ph�losoph�cal attent�on to what �s there, �n the phenomenal act of
recogn�t�on. Th�s �s why sc�ence plays no part �n phenomenolog�cal analyses: Attent�on �s on the
act of percept�on, or appercept�on, �tself. Study�ng the structure of t�me, the present and the l�teral
"mak�ng" of our ex�stence (hence Sartre's ex�stence precedes essence: we make what we are �n the
fleet�ng "noth�ngness" of the present moment mov�ng �nto the future) by freely choos�ng among
the poss�b�l�t�es our h�story prov�des. We are, therefore, determ�ned �nsofar as our past �s made of
the stu� of culture and language, a body of poss�b�l�t�es, but free �n that the future �s noth�ng,
unmade.
One th�ng I l�ke about th�s, �s that �t allows a good l�beral l�ke myself to look to soc�al cond�t�ons as
the cause of poverty and �gnorance, after all, �t �s our h�story that determ�nes our poss�b�l�t�es, but
at the same t�me, does not undo the d�gn�ty of freedom (Sk�nner's term), for there �s �n th�s a clear



recogn�t�on of what �t �s to stand at the prec�p�ce of the future and choose one d�rect�on or another.

It does get �nterest�ng, bel�eve �t or not. Perhaps you can see why phenomenolog�sts take spec�al
note of that moment what one stops s�mply act�ng as a k�nd of automaton, just do�ng th�s and that,
gett�ng a job, buy�ng a house, and on and on, and wakes up to ask the quest�on regard�ng Be�ng:
what does �t mean to be here" Why am I here at all? Why are we born to su�er and d�e? And so on.
Quest�ons get qu�te po�gnant �f you are among those born �nto noth�ng but su�er�ng. Why IS �t that
th�ngs are l�ke th�s? He�degger th�nks when you get to th�s juncture, you beg�n to real�ze your own
freedom, as you stand apart from h�story that would otherw�se s�mply move you along
unconsc�ously. Only now are you free. Freedom requ�res one to step away from unconsc�ous
behav�or. When you do th�s, you w�tness poss�b�l�t�es, as when I stop typ�ng, look up and cons�der
all th�ngs and why they are.

Then you f�nd Jaspers' The Encompass�ng, Henry's A�ect�v�ty, K�erkegaard's ex�stent�al Anx�ety,
Lev�nas' Inf�n�ty, and so forth. All terms al�en to analyt�c ph�losophy's lex�con. Of course, der�s�on
�s easy w�th k�nd of th�ng. It all does sound very we�rd. But th�s subs�des w�th read�ng.

Sc�ent�sts and analyt�c ph�losophers are "know-noth�ngs"? Y�kes.

Y�kes �s r�ght. By no noth�ng, Rorty was referr�ng to cr�t�cs who never read Derr�da and others yet
were terr�f�ed of h�s conclus�ons. Not, heh, heh, cr�t�cs of sc�ence.
But then, analyt�c ph�losophers really are bark�ng up the wrong tree. Th�s ph�losophy goes nowhere
at all.
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Hereandnow on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 01:25

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote

Ontology �sn't ep�stemology.

NOW m�ght be gett�ng �t. Ontology IS ep�stemology. Th�s �s Heracl�tus' world, not Parmenedes'.
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GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 02:04



If anyone cares to read Dennet's "Qu�n�ng Qual�a" �t �s here:

https://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/dennett/p ... �nqual.htm

2.10. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You can't f�nd h�m do�ng th�s �n h�s own words, wh�ch r�ght away should r�ng alarm bells �f you have
any �ntellectual honesty and th�nk accurately represent�ng v�ews you d�sagree w�th �s essent�al to be�ng
a good scholar.

I mean, common sense alone should d�ctate that �f he squabbles w�th people who openly call
themselves el�m�nat�v�sts over the�r el�m�nat�v�sm, �t's k�nd of stup�d to call h�m one.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 .
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Hereandnow on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 02:18

Sculptor1 wrote

But sc�ence �s perfectly f�t for the foundat�on of all knowledge; Just ask Locke Hume, and Newton,
among many others.
I mean ser�ously. How can you cla�m to know anyth�ng w�thout the emp�r�c parad�gm. It �s the bas�s of
all th�ngs.
There can be no ontology w�thout the ev�dence that dr�ves �t.
Unless you want to s�t �n a dark cave and �mag�ne the world you prefer to l�ve �n, you are bas�cally stuck
w�th EVIDENCE.

Just to be clear, I bel�eve �n the power of sc�ence over all th�ngs, w�th no except�ons save
ph�losoph�cal ontology. I w�ll grant you that such a th�ng does requ�re exper�ence, but then, what IS
exper�ence? Does �t have "parts" that can be abstracted and understood, l�ke reason? It does, and so
�t �s poss�ble for a more bas�c level of analys�s than emp�r�cal theory can prov�de.

One can have one's cake (say, evolut�on or cl�matology) and eat �t, too (that �s, keep �t at bay for a
more foundat�onal ontology).

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 1 .
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 06:02

Wonder how a phenomenolog�st would deal w�th a severe psychos�s, where for example he sees and
hears th�ngs that aren't actually happen�ng, and feels a rather overwhelm�ng �nternal presence of
some form of be�ng that wasn't there prev�ously, and so on.. �s th�s also ontology?

Ö Ü

https://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/dennett/papers/quinqual.htm
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Gert�e on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 08:52

I've tr�ed read�ng that before, the exper�ence proved pa�n ex�sts.

2.19. by GE Morton

If anyone cares to read Dennet's "Qu�n�ng Qual�a" �t �s here:

https://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/dennett/p ... �nqual.htm

2.10. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You can't f�nd h�m do�ng th�s �n h�s own words, wh�ch r�ght away should r�ng alarm bells �f you have
any �ntellectual honesty and th�nk accurately represent�ng v�ews you d�sagree w�th �s essent�al to
be�ng a good scholar.

I mean, common sense alone should d�ctate that �f he squabbles w�th people who openly call
themselves el�m�nat�v�sts over the�r el�m�nat�v�sm, �t's k�nd of stup�d to call h�m one.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:26

It seems l�ke your new tact�c �s that whatever our cr�t�c�sm �s, you respond w�th "That's
what He�degger sa�d!"

We could wr�te, "Look, He�degger was wrong. He s�mply d�dn't know what he was talk�ng about,
and he was a horr�ble wr�ter." You'd respond w�th, "That's what He�degger sa�d!"

It's apparently the new "That's what she sa�d."
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:31

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/dennett/papers/quinqual.htm
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


The soundb�te would be "representat�onal states of the nervous system".

2.9. by Gert�e

What qual�t�es does Dennett 'deflate' qual�a to?

2.4. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

No, Dennett just th�nks exper�ences don't have all the qual�t�es that bel�evers �n qual�a �ns�st they do.
He's more of a deflat�on�st than an el�m�nat�v�st.
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:37

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

No, he �s l�terally ant�-reduct�on�st when �t comes to mental states. I'm talk�ng about
"reduct�ons�m" �n the str�ct techn�cal sense, the only sense that really matters �n ph�losophy of
sc�ence.

I do note that the burden of prov�ng your r�d�culous cla�m was on you, to f�nd a ma�nstream
analyt�c ph�losopher who made the outrageous cla�m you attr�bute to analyt�c ph�losophy. You'll
never be able to do th�s, so of course you try to change the subject.

2.11. by \  Hereandnow

The ant� reduct�on�sm you are talk�ng about �s the res�stance to a hasty reduct�on d�sm�ss�ng
complex�ty.

2.11. by \  Hereandnow

I do note that I asked you for one ph�losopher you could th�nk of as a counter example to my cla�m that
emp�r�cal sc�ence had hegemony �n analyt�c ph�losophy, and you g�ve me dennett, who you say �s,
"emp�r�cal to the core." Interest�ng strategy.
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:42

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

2.12. by Atla

The �ssue �s not what he sa�d, �t's what he what d�dn't say.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


When he says �n pla�n Engl�sh that he's not deny�ng the ex�stence of consc�ous exper�ence, you
don't get to cla�m that he den�es consc�ous exper�ence. End of story.

Th�s �s not rocket sc�ence.
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Hereandnow on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 12:12

Faustus5 wrote
No, he �s l�terally ant�-reduct�on�st when �t comes to mental states. I'm talk�ng about
"reduct�ons�m" �n the str�ct techn�cal sense, the only sense that really matters �n ph�losophy of sc�ence.

I good start. Now, SPEAK! What �s your avers�on to expl�cat�ve language? You should, by now, have
at least SOME sense of the �ssue at hand, and you appear to have a thought or two about
reduct�on�st talk, so put the two together and make an �dea.

Try th�s:
D��erent accounts of sc�ent�f�c reduct�on have shaped debates about d�verse top�cs �nclud�ng sc�ent�f�c
un�f�cat�on, the relat�on between (folk-)psychology and neurosc�ence, the metaphys�cs of the m�nd, the
status of b�ology v�s à v�s chem�stry, and the relat�on between allegedly teleolog�cal explanat�ons and
causal explanat�ons. Understand�ng the relevant not�ons �s thus a prerequ�s�te for understand�ng key
�ssues �n contemporary analyt�c ph�losophy

Now, where do YOU stand on th�s �ssue of, as you say, "the str�ct techn�cal sense the only sense that
really matters �n ph�losophy of sc�ence" reduct�on�sm v�s a v�s the argument here you seem to have
such an abundant of cr�t�cal th�nk�ng on?

I just th�nk you don't l�ke to be called out on matters to defend your th�nk�ng. That's not good. If
you can't defend an �dea, then perhaps you should rev�ew whether �t �s just�f�ed for bel�ef.

Surely someone who has read The M�rror of Nature tw�ce and memor�zed Dennett can say more
than, oh, that's nonsense.
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I sa�d that he el�m�nated qual�a, because that's what he d�d. You are bend�ng the �ssue by call�ng �t
consc�ous exper�ence, wh�ch can be �nterpreted more broadly.

2.26. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

When he says �n pla�n Engl�sh that he's not deny�ng the ex�stence of consc�ous exper�ence, you don't get
to cla�m that he den�es consc�ous exper�ence. End of story.

Th�s �s not rocket sc�ence.

2.12. by Atla

The �ssue �s not what he sa�d, �t's what he what d�dn't say.
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 13:57

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Reduct�on�sm �s the attempt to reconc�le and l�nk two separate vocabular�es or language-games
wh�ch address some phenomenon �n the natural world. In sound-b�te form, reduct�on requ�res that
you be able to transform one vocabulary �nto the other e�ther through some sort of log�cal
deduct�on or through systemat�c appl�cat�on of sc�ent�f�c <br�dge= laws.

If you cannot do th�s, then wh�le you can certa�nly cla�m (�f the ev�dence supports �t) that one
vocabulary �s talk�ng about the same th�ng as the other but at a d��erent level of analys�s, you
cannot cla�m that one reduces to the other. The two vocabular�es have a sort of autonomy from one
another.

That's reduct�on�sm. Dennett does not bel�eve that mental states can be reduced �n th�s way to
bra�n states.

2.27. by \  Hereandnow

Now, where do YOU stand on th�s �ssue of, as you say, "the str�ct techn�cal sense the only sense that
really matters �n ph�losophy of sc�ence" reduct�on�sm v�s a v�s the argument here you seem to have
such an abundant of cr�t�cal th�nk�ng on?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 0 .

~

Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:01
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

You wrote yesterday that Dennett "does away w�th exper�ence". That's what I was respond�ng to,
so �f dragg�ng "exper�ence" �nto the d�scuss�on �s "bend�ng the �ssue", maybe you shouldn't have
used that phrase �n the f�rst place.

Of course I agree that he does away w�th qual�a. Where I bel�eve we d��er �s that I see th�s as a w�se
move because qual�a �s ph�losoph�cal BS.

2.28. by Atla

I sa�d that he el�m�nated qual�a, because that's what he d�d. You are bend�ng the �ssue by call�ng �t
consc�ous exper�ence, wh�ch can be �nterpreted more broadly.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 1 .

~

Gert�e on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:12

And are these representat�onal states of the nervous system phenomenally exper�enced by the
nervous system, or are they themselves the phenomenal exper�ence, or...?

2.24. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

The soundb�te would be "representat�onal states of the nervous system".

2.9. by Gert�e

What qual�t�es does Dennett 'deflate' qual�a to?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 2 .

~

Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:22

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Thanks for adm�tt�ng �t. Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.
At th�s po�nt I usually ask you el�m�nat�v�sts, to expla�n what magenta �s, and how sc�ence detects
�t, or �nfers �ts ex�stence from the behav�our of other th�ngs. After all, �f sc�ence can't do that, then
magenta �s made-up, r�ght, or some sort of '�llus�on'? Would be too much o� top�c though so
maybe we'll have that fun another t�me.

2.30. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You wrote yesterday that Dennett "does away w�th exper�ence". That's what I was respond�ng to, so �f
dragg�ng "exper�ence" �nto the d�scuss�on �s "bend�ng the �ssue", maybe you shouldn't have used that
phrase �n the f�rst place.

Of course I agree that he does away w�th qual�a. Where I bel�eve we d��er �s that I see th�s as a w�se
move because qual�a �s ph�losoph�cal BS.

2.28. by Atla

I sa�d that he el�m�nated qual�a, because that's what he d�d. You are bend�ng the �ssue by call�ng �t
consc�ous exper�ence, wh�ch can be �nterpreted more broadly.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 3 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:04

Ne�ther of you seem to apprec�ate what �s meant by qual�a. And of you th�nk Dennett has d�sm�ssed
the �dea then he �s also clueless.

2.32. by Atla

Thanks for adm�tt�ng �t. Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.
At th�s po�nt I usually ask you el�m�nat�v�sts, to expla�n what magenta �s, and how sc�ence detects �t, or
�nfers �ts ex�stence from the behav�our of other th�ngs. After all, �f sc�ence can't do that, then magenta �s
made-up, r�ght, or some sort of '�llus�on'? Would be too much o� top�c though so maybe we'll have
that fun another t�me.

2.30. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You wrote yesterday that Dennett "does away w�th exper�ence". That's what I was respond�ng to, so
�f dragg�ng "exper�ence" �nto the d�scuss�on �s "bend�ng the �ssue", maybe you shouldn't have used
that phrase �n the f�rst place.

Of course I agree that he does away w�th qual�a. Where I bel�eve we d��er �s that I see th�s as a w�se
move because qual�a �s ph�losoph�cal BS.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 4 .

~



Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:27

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

B.

2.31. by Gert�e

And are these representat�onal states of the nervous system phenomenally exper�enced by the nervous
system, or are they themselves the phenomenal exper�ence, or...?

2.24. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

The soundb�te would be "representat�onal states of the nervous system".

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 5 .

~

Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:32

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Thanks for adm�tt�ng �t. Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.[/quote]
If that were actually true, then you wouldn't have smart, well stud�ed ph�losophers doubt�ng that
qual�a ex�st. The ex�stence of qual�a appears to me to be a matter of rel�g�ous fa�th among
ph�losophers. And l�ke "god" �t apparently �s so �ncoherent that even true bel�evers can't seem to
agree on what exactly they mean by us�ng the term.

2.32. by Atla

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 6 .

~

Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:40

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Okay, I'll try th�s aga�n. Really w�sh th�s forum had the ab�l�ty to ed�t or delete posts when I make
stup�d formatt�ng m�stakes.

The fact of the matter �s that there have been smart th�nkers who have den�ed qual�a �n some form

2.32. by Atla

Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
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or another for decades, so th�s cla�m of yours �s just wrong as matter of absolute fact. You may be
correct �n the end that qual�a ex�st, but that pos�t�on �s st�ll be�ng act�vely debated and you're �n
den�al �f you don't adm�t th�s.

The ex�stence of qual�a seems to be to be a sort of rel�g�ous art�cle of fa�th among some �n the
ph�losoph�cal commun�ty. As w�th "God", even the true bel�evers can't seem to agree w�th one
another one what the term �s supposed to mean.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 7 .

~

GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:59

That qual�a �s not reduc�ble to bra�n states or otherw�se expl�cable �n sc�ent�f�c terms does not
relegate �t to "ph�losoph�cal BS." The term �s reasonably well-def�ned and descr�pt�vely useful. But
the ex�stence of qual�a doesn't �mply dual�sm e�ther. The challenge �s to expla�n WHY �t �s not
reduc�ble. (Good explanat�on of reduct�on�sm earl�er, Faustus).

There �s no explanat�on of "what magenta �s" to be had, Alta, v�a sc�ence or any other
methodology. But s�nce we can use that and other qual�a terms to commun�cate act�onable
�nformat�on �t ex�sts --- wh�ch �s the only cr�ter�on for the ex�stence of anyth�ng.

2.30. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Of course I agree that he does away w�th qual�a. Where I bel�eve we d��er �s that I see th�s as a w�se
move because qual�a �s ph�losoph�cal BS.

2.32. by Atla

At th�s po�nt I usually ask you el�m�nat�v�sts, to expla�n what magenta �s, and how sc�ence detects �t, or
�nfers �ts ex�stence from the behav�our of other th�ngs. After all, �f sc�ence can't do that, then magenta �s
made-up, r�ght, or some sort of '�llus�on'? Would be too much o� top�c though so maybe we'll have
that fun another t�me.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 8 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:10



But I already expla�ned how we expla�n what magenta �s and how we detect �t. It's no b�g mystery.
Your object�on was that �t was somehow �lleg�t�mate to talk about someth�ng that's not a "s�ngle"
phenomenon--�n other words, magenta obta�ns v�a a comb�nat�on of EM wavelengths (or we could
talk about comb�nat�ons of p�gments that g�ve o� the comb�nat�on of wavelengths, etc.)

2.32. by Atla

Thanks for adm�tt�ng �t. Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.
At th�s po�nt I usually ask you el�m�nat�v�sts, to expla�n what magenta �s, and how sc�ence detects �t, or
�nfers �ts ex�stence from the behav�our of other th�ngs. After all, �f sc�ence can't do that, then magenta �s
made-up, r�ght, or some sort of '�llus�on'? Would be too much o� top�c though so maybe we'll have
that fun another t�me.

2.30. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You wrote yesterday that Dennett "does away w�th exper�ence". That's what I was respond�ng to, so
�f dragg�ng "exper�ence" �nto the d�scuss�on �s "bend�ng the �ssue", maybe you shouldn't have used
that phrase �n the f�rst place.

Of course I agree that he does away w�th qual�a. Where I bel�eve we d��er �s that I see th�s as a w�se
move because qual�a �s ph�losoph�cal BS.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 .

~

Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:21

And I told you to prove your �dea v�a sc�ence, wh�ch of course you couldn't.

2.38. by Terrap�n Stat�on

But I already expla�ned how we expla�n what magenta �s and how we detect �t. It's no b�g mystery.
Your object�on was that �t was somehow �lleg�t�mate to talk about someth�ng that's not a "s�ngle"
phenomenon--�n other words, magenta obta�ns v�a a comb�nat�on of EM wavelengths (or we could
talk about comb�nat�ons of p�gments that g�ve o� the comb�nat�on of wavelengths, etc.)

2.32. by Atla

Thanks for adm�tt�ng �t. Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.
At th�s po�nt I usually ask you el�m�nat�v�sts, to expla�n what magenta �s, and how sc�ence detects �t,
or �nfers �ts ex�stence from the behav�our of other th�ngs. After all, �f sc�ence can't do that, then
magenta �s made-up, r�ght, or some sort of '�llus�on'? Would be too much o� top�c though so maybe
we'll have that fun another t�me.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 .

~



Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:22

I don't know �f we talked about th�s before. I buy that there are qual�a, and I've always found the
reject�on of qual�a cur�ous. There's noth�ng myster�ous about qual�a. Qual�a are s�mply the
qual�tat�ve propert�es of mental bra�n states, from the perspect�ve of those mental bra�n states.
When the bra�n states are perceptual states, there's often no good reason to bel�eve that the
qual�tat�ve propert�es of the correlat�ve bra�n states are much d��erent, qual�tat�vely, than the
qual�tat�ve propert�es of the object�ve mater�als/relat�ons/processes that we're perce�v�ng.
(Somet�mes there are reasons to bel�eve that there would be a d��erence, but we need good
ev�dence for that, and �t requ�res that we're able to tell what the externals are really l�ke contra the
perceptual content.)

All mater�als/relat�ons/processes "have" qual�t�es, of course--qual�t�es s�mply be�ng propert�es or
character�st�cs of ex�stents (�nclud�ng �n whatever dynam�c or relat�onal state they're �n). "Qual�a"
�s s�mply the term for these propert�es when we're talk�ng about mental bra�n states, from the
perspect�ve of those mental bra�n states. It wouldn't make any sense to say that mental bra�n states
(or anyth�ng else for that matter) have no propert�es.

2.36. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Okay, I'll try th�s aga�n. Really w�sh th�s forum had the ab�l�ty to ed�t or delete posts when I make
stup�d formatt�ng m�stakes.

The fact of the matter �s that there have been smart th�nkers who have den�ed qual�a �n some form or
another for decades, so th�s cla�m of yours �s just wrong as matter of absolute fact. You may be correct
�n the end that qual�a ex�st, but that pos�t�on �s st�ll be�ng act�vely debated and you're �n den�al �f you
don't adm�t th�s.

The ex�stence of qual�a seems to be to be a sort of rel�g�ous art�cle of fa�th among some �n the
ph�losoph�cal commun�ty. As w�th "God", even the true bel�evers can't seem to agree w�th one another
one what the term �s supposed to mean.

2.32. by Atla

Too bad that the ex�stence of qual�a can't be doubted.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:26



No emp�r�cal cla�m �s provable. If you want reasons to bel�eve �t, wh�ch �s d��erent than a proof,
then that's s�mple enough. Reasons to bel�eve �t �nclude (a) the def�n�t�on of "magenta," (b)
knowledge that colors obta�n v�a wavelengths of electromagnet�c rad�at�on (and subject�vely, what
the percept�on of those wavelengths �s l�ke from the perspect�ve of be�ng the bra�n states �n
quest�on), (c) knowledge that some colors are the result of add�t�ve propert�es of electromagnet�c
waves, somet�mes at d��erent �ntens�t�es, etc., (d) knowledge of how mater�als reflect
electromagnet�c rad�at�on--mater�als such as p�gments �n pa�nts or p�xels on a computer screen,
etc. What's supposed to be the b�g mystery there?

2.39. by Atla

And I told you to prove your �dea v�a sc�ence, wh�ch of course you couldn't.

2.38. by Terrap�n Stat�on

But I already expla�ned how we expla�n what magenta �s and how we detect �t. It's no b�g mystery.
Your object�on was that �t was somehow �lleg�t�mate to talk about someth�ng that's not a "s�ngle"
phenomenon--�n other words, magenta obta�ns v�a a comb�nat�on of EM wavelengths (or we could
talk about comb�nat�ons of p�gments that g�ve o� the comb�nat�on of wavelengths, etc.)

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 2 .

~

Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:36

The m�stery here �s why you are so �gnorant about both sc�ence and ph�losohy. You don't even
understand the problem. Aga�n, (b) and (c) are your guesses but you can't show them v�a sc�ence.
That's why I told you to prove them �f you can.

(Evas�on tact�cs about how you can't �nterpret 'proof' �n a sc�ent�f�c context, does not solve the
�ssue by the way.)

2.41. by Terrap�n Stat�on

No emp�r�cal cla�m �s provable. If you want reasons to bel�eve �t, wh�ch �s d��erent than a proof, then
that's s�mple enough. Reasons to bel�eve �t �nclude (a) the def�n�t�on of "magenta," (b) knowledge that
colors obta�n v�a wavelengths of electromagnet�c rad�at�on (and subject�vely, what the percept�on of
those wavelengths �s l�ke from the perspect�ve of be�ng the bra�n states �n quest�on), (c) knowledge that
some colors are the result of add�t�ve propert�es of electromagnet�c waves, somet�mes at d��erent
�ntens�t�es, etc., (d) knowledge of how mater�als reflect electromagnet�c rad�at�on--mater�als such as
p�gments �n pa�nts or p�xels on a computer screen, etc. What's supposed to be the b�g mystery there?

2.39. by Atla

And I told you to prove your �dea v�a sc�ence, wh�ch of course you couldn't.

Ö Ü
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Gert�e on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:45

So the cla�m �s that that qual�a are phenomenal exper�ence, and a property of bra�n processes?
That's a pretty ma�nstream �dea.

Isn't the reduct�on then s�mply a fram�ng wh�ch says �t's not qual�a do�ng the represent�ng of a
blue sky, �t's the conf�gurat�ons of and �nteract�ons of the nervous system �n response to external
st�mul�? And the phenomenal exper�ence �s just a property of how those part�cular processes
man�fest?

I don't see that as reduct�on, or part�cularly s�gn�f�cant, more a sh�ft �n �dent�fy�ng where the
representat�onal funct�on �n the process happens.

I don't see how �t makes qual�a somehow �llusory e�ther?

2.34. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

B.

2.31. by Gert�e

And are these representat�onal states of the nervous system phenomenally exper�enced by the
nervous system, or are they themselves the phenomenal exper�ence, or...?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 4 .
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GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:46



That �s supposed to "clar�fy" the mean�ng of "Be�ng as such"? You seem to be agree�ng that "no
sense can be made" of that, then proceed to d�vert to a d�scuss�on of the ab�l�ty we have to perce�ve
or recogn�ze th�ngs --- ne�ther of wh�ch has anyth�ng to do w�th "be�ng," as that term �s normally
understood. From there we get:

"The areness, �f you w�ll, �s bound, �n every case, always, already, bound to the pre understand�ng,
so the quest�on of what �t means for someth�ng to be �s analyzable to the temporal cond�t�ons that
are �n place �n order for a "there �s" or a "I am" to occur at all."

"Areness"? Is that some sort of synonym for "be�ng as such"? You're just p�l�ng more
gobbledygook on top of the prev�ous gobbledygook. What �t "means to be" �s not "analyzable" at
all; no analys�s of that concept �s necessary. It �s a s�mple term, used to d�st�ngu�sh percept�ble,
tang�ble, cogn�zable denotata of terms from �mag�nary, f�ct�t�ous, hypothet�cal, etc., ones. It �s
among the s�mplest, least problemat�c terms �n the Engl�sh lex�con.

"Analyzable to the temporal cond�t�ons that are �n place"? Are you stat�ng or �mply�ng that
whatever ex�sts, ex�sts �n some t�me and place? That �s not true. Many th�ngs ex�st wh�ch have no
spat�o-temporal coord�nates, e.g., numbers, love, beauty --- the th�ngs denoted by most other
abstract terms. They ex�st �f the terms denot�ng them have descr�pt�ve, explanatory,
commun�cat�ve ut�l�ty.

2.17. by \  Hereandnow

Read th�s to clar�fy (�ntended for TS)

Well, that response �llustrates the problem. Phrases such as "be�ng �n the foundat�onal sense,"
"be�ng as such," and "eternal essences of all th�ngs" are mean�ngless phrases. The word "be�ng" has
two uses �n Engl�sh --- �t �s a noun denot�ng an ex�stent, espec�ally a l�v�ng creature, and as a verb,
the present part�c�ple of to be (to ex�st). There �s no sense to "be�ng as such" --- the term �s only
mean�ngful w�th reference to some part�cular ex�stent. It does not denote some �nchoate, myst�cal
substance, some "essence," that permeates all tang�ble, percept�ble th�ngs. Nor can any such
myst�cal substances supply a foundat�on for any useful ontology. Speak�ng of "be�ng" �n that way
does not const�tute some revolut�onary �ns�ght; �t �s merely a l�ngu�st�c corrupt�on contr�ved �n an
attempt to descr�be an �ncoherent �dea.

That's what He�degger sa�d (as well as Husserl. A th�ng �s an "pred�cat�vely formed a�a�r of actual�ty").
He takes Be�ng as such as a badly m�sunderstood concept. These myster�ous �ntu�t�ons, he sa�d, one
m�ght have of Be�ng are what he �s try�ng to g�ve some art�culat�on to. He th�nks we have to to
understand Be�ng as a foundat�onal concept �n an analyt�c of T�me: I approach a th�ng, �t IS there.
What �s �t that const�tutes th�s awareness of the th�ng before me? It �s not some pure �nt�mat�on of
Be�ng, for, as you say above, no sense can be made of th�s. He sees that before I even approach the
th�ng, I am equ�pped w�th the ab�l�ty to acknowledge �t AS someth�ng, some reference to language, a
foreknowledge of what couches and cha�rs ARE before we can analyze what �t means that th�ngs ARE.
The areness, �f you w�ll, �s bound, �n every case, always, already, bound to the pre understand�ng, so
the quest�on of what �t means for someth�ng to be �s analyzable to the temporal cond�t�ons that are �n
place �n order for a "there �s" or a "I am" to occur at all. th�s �s why He�degger's ontology �s as
foundat�onal as �t can get: wher a sc�ent�f�c account �s about planets and chromosomes, the
phenomenolog�cal ontology �s about what �t �s for a th�ng to be at all, so that when you approach the
m�croscope, there �s a const�tut�on, �f you l�ke, a parad�gmat�cally �nformed appercept�ve const�tut�on
that makes encounters at all man�ngful, and thus,the sc�ent�st's work mean�ngful.



You're try�ng to "re�fy" a verb used to mark a s�mple d�st�nct�on �nto some sort of ethereal,
myster�ous substance --- conjur�ng up a problem where there �s none.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:48

Aga�n (and aga�n and aga�n and aga�n . . . ) no one can prove any emp�r�cal cla�m, per�od. For any
emp�r�cal cla�m, the contrad�ctory emp�r�cal cla�m �s always a poss�b�l�ty. What you should focus on
�nstead are reasons to bel�eve one poss�b�l�ty over another.

(b) �s very easy to show re hav�ng a good reason to bel�eve �t. For one, we can produce d��erent
frequenc�es of electromagnet�c rad�at�on, expose people to them, and very pred�ctably rece�ve
responses about what color the person �s be�ng exposed to.

Re (c) we do th�s all the t�me when we m�x pa�nts, for example. We can eas�ly use a spectrometer to
show what EM frequenc�es a part�cular pa�nt blob �s g�v�ng o�. We can eas�ly see what color the
pa�nt blob �s. And then we very rel�ably know what colors we'll get when we m�x d��erent pa�nts,
and we can use spectrometers on those too.

It's r�d�culous that I have to expla�n any of th�s to you, and �t's typ�cal that rather than o�er any
sorts of counterargument whatsoever, rather than attempt�ng to expla�n what's supposed to be so
myster�ous about someth�ng l�ke magenta, you resort to stup�d �nsults. That's all you're really
capable of. Because you're an �nsecure moron.

2.42. by Atla

The m�stery here �s why you are so �gnorant about both sc�ence and ph�losohy. You don't even
understand the problem. Aga�n, (b) and (c) are your guesses but you can't show them v�a sc�ence.
That's why I told you to prove them �f you can.

(Evas�on tact�cs about how you can't �nterpret 'proof' �n a sc�ent�f�c context, does not solve the �ssue by
the way.)

2.41. by Terrap�n Stat�on

No emp�r�cal cla�m �s provable. If you want reasons to bel�eve �t, wh�ch �s d��erent than a proof,
then that's s�mple enough. Reasons to bel�eve �t �nclude (a) the def�n�t�on of "magenta," (b)
knowledge that colors obta�n v�a wavelengths of electromagnet�c rad�at�on (and subject�vely, what
the percept�on of those wavelengths �s l�ke from the perspect�ve of be�ng the bra�n states �n
quest�on), (c) knowledge that some colors are the result of add�t�ve propert�es of electromagnet�c
waves, somet�mes at d��erent �ntens�t�es, etc., (d) knowledge of how mater�als reflect
electromagnet�c rad�at�on--mater�als such as p�gments �n pa�nts or p�xels on a computer screen,
etc. What's supposed to be the b�g mystery there?

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:07

Re magenta, by the way, what the hell are you even th�nk�ng? That �t's just some random quale that
people have that's otherw�se �nexpl�cable? Are you not th�nk�ng that �t's rel�ably �n response to
object�ve facts? That �t's not a rel�able percept�on of object�ve propert�es? How would you expla�n
be�ng able to rel�ably pr�nt th�ngs (for example) that people perce�ve as magenta? Ser�ously, �t
seems l�ke I'd be talk�ng to a retard to have to even expla�n th�s.

2.42. by Atla
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:16

2.45. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Aga�n (and aga�n and aga�n and aga�n . . . ) no one can prove any emp�r�cal cla�m, per�od. For any
emp�r�cal cla�m, the contrad�ctory emp�r�cal cla�m �s always a poss�b�l�ty. What you should focus on
�nstead are reasons to bel�eve one poss�b�l�ty over another.

(b) �s very easy to show re hav�ng a good reason to bel�eve �t. For one, we can produce d��erent
frequenc�es of electromagnet�c rad�at�on, expose people to them, and very pred�ctably rece�ve
responses about what color the person �s be�ng exposed to.

Re (c) we do th�s all the t�me when we m�x pa�nts, for example. We can eas�ly use a spectrometer to
show what EM frequenc�es a part�cular pa�nt blob �s g�v�ng o�. We can eas�ly see what color the pa�nt
blob �s. And then we very rel�ably know what colors we'll get when we m�x d��erent pa�nts, and we can
use spectrometers on those too.

It's r�d�culous that I have to expla�n any of th�s to you, and �t's typ�cal that rather than o�er any sorts of
counterargument whatsoever, rather than attempt�ng to expla�n what's supposed to be so myster�ous
about someth�ng l�ke magenta, you resort to stup�d �nsults. That's all you're really capable of. Because
you're an �nsecure moron.

2.42. by Atla

The m�stery here �s why you are so �gnorant about both sc�ence and ph�losohy. You don't even
understand the problem. Aga�n, (b) and (c) are your guesses but you can't show them v�a sc�ence.
That's why I told you to prove them �f you can.

(Evas�on tact�cs about how you can't �nterpret 'proof' �n a sc�ent�f�c context, does not solve the �ssue
by the way.)



Sc�ent�f�c proof doesn't work v�a 'what people say', �t works by object�ve observat�on,
measurement. As a phys�cal�st, have you never heard of phys�cs before?
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GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:30

That would be m�slead�ng. Qual�a are not propert�es of bra�n processes, but products of bra�n
processes.

Isn't the reduct�on then s�mply a fram�ng wh�ch says �t's not qual�a do�ng the represent�ng of a blue
sky, �t's the conf�gurat�ons of and �nteract�ons of the nervous system �n response to external st�mul�?
And the phenomenal exper�ence �s just a property of how those part�cular processes man�fest?

That �s, �n my v�ew, the proper way to conce�ve of qual�a --- as the mode by wh�ch the bra�n
presents to consc�ousness �nformat�on about the wavelengths of l�ght the senses are del�ver�ng to
�t. A quale �s an exper�ent�al "tag" that allows us to d�st�ngu�sh (say) red l�ght from l�ght w�th
d��erent wavelengths. Each one represents some exper�ent�al d��erert�a. We can th�nk of those
tags as arb�trary; they bear no pred�ctable or necessary log�cal or structural relat�onsh�p to the
phys�cal processes that produce them (just as words for th�ngs are arb�trary, hav�ng no structural
or other phys�cal relat�onsh�ps to the th�ngs they name). Qual�a terms are also unanalyzable and
thus �ne�able --- they are l�ngu�st�c pr�m�t�ves, w�th no s�mpler parts or d�st�ngu�shable
propert�es. Hence they cannot be descr�bed (descr�pt�on cons�sts �n l�st�ng the propert�es of
th�ngs). They are also �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve --- there �s no way for me to know whether the
sensat�on you exper�ence when see�ng red �s the same as m�ne --- that quest�on doesn't even make
sense.

In Frank Jackson's "Mary" thought exper�ment, Jackson asks whether Mary, who has l�ved her l�fe
�n a black-and-wh�te room and never perce�ved color, but knows all the sc�ence there �s to know
about l�ght, learns anyth�ng new when she perce�ves a red rose for the f�rst t�me. Yes, she does ---
not anyth�ng new about the world, but how her bra�n presents that wavelength �nformat�on to her
consc�ousness.

Every consc�ous creature knows that qual�a are "real" enough. We just have to accept that, for the
reasons above, they are unanalyzable, and, more �mportantly, that there �s no need to analyze
them.

2.43. by Gert�e

So the cla�m �s that that qual�a are phenomenal exper�ence, and a property of bra�n processes? That's a
pretty ma�nstream �dea.
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Maybe you can answer th�s.
I'm watch�ng th�s Dennett v�deo. At 12:40 m�nutes they get on to "qual�a".
To vers�ons of colour percept�on are set on for blue.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc

1 Hav�ng a phenomenal qual�ty of blue �nstant�ated �n my bra�n.
and
2 The qual�ty of blue �s represented by my bra�n.

Dennett cla�ms that 1 �s wrong and that 2 �s correct.

For my money the �dea of a qual�a seems r�ght. Others on th�s Forum page have cla�med that
Dennett has ejected the not�on as crap.
SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's
acceptance of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?

2.46. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Re magenta, by the way, what the hell are you even th�nk�ng? That �t's just some random quale that
people have that's otherw�se �nexpl�cable? Are you not th�nk�ng that �t's rel�ably �n response to
object�ve facts? That �t's not a rel�able percept�on of object�ve propert�es? How would you expla�n be�ng
able to rel�ably pr�nt th�ngs (for example) that people perce�ve as magenta? Ser�ously, �t seems l�ke I'd
be talk�ng to a retard to have to even expla�n th�s.

2.42. by Atla
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:37

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc


That's not good enough. If 'magenta' occurs �ns�de bra�ns, then �t should occur outs�de bra�ns as
well.

2.48. by GE Morton

That �s, �n my v�ew, the proper way to conce�ve of qual�a --- as the mode by wh�ch the bra�n presents
to consc�ousness �nformat�on about the wavelengths of l�ght the senses are del�ver�ng to �t. A quale �s
an exper�ent�al "tag" that allows us to d�st�ngu�sh (say) red l�ght from l�ght w�th d��erent wavelengths.
Each one represents some exper�ent�al d��erert�a. We can th�nk of those tags as arb�trary; they bear no
pred�ctable or necessary log�cal or structural relat�onsh�p to the phys�cal processes that produce them
(just as words for th�ngs are arb�trary, hav�ng no structural or other phys�cal relat�onsh�ps to the th�ngs
they name). Qual�a terms are also unanalyzable and thus �ne�able --- they are l�ngu�st�c pr�m�t�ves,
w�th no s�mpler parts or d�st�ngu�shable propert�es. Hence they cannot be descr�bed (descr�pt�on
cons�sts �n l�st�ng the propert�es of th�ngs). They are also �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve --- there �s no way for
me to know whether the sensat�on you exper�ence when see�ng red �s the same as m�ne --- that
quest�on doesn't even make sense.

In Frank Jackson's "Mary" thought exper�ment, Jackson asks whether Mary, who has l�ved her l�fe �n a
black-and-wh�te room and never perce�ved color, but knows all the sc�ence there �s to know about
l�ght, learns anyth�ng new when she perce�ves a red rose for the f�rst t�me. Yes, she does --- not
anyth�ng new about the world, but how her bra�n presents that wavelength �nformat�on to her
consc�ousness.

Every consc�ous creature knows that qual�a are "real" enough. We just have to accept that, for the
reasons above, they are unanalyzable, and, more �mportantly, that there �s no need to analyze them.
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Sculptor1 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:38

Clearly when Mary emerges from her monochrome ex�stence and apprehends a collect�on of
colourful ch�ldren's bu�ld�ng blocks there �s no way by bas�c percept�on that she has any way of
know�ng wh�ch colour �s wh�ch. Whatever her bra�n now "sees" or "produces" �n the perce�ved
representat�on of the colours she now sees for the f�rst t�me; they are wholly unknowable unt�l
someone nom�nates those colours for her.
It �s th�s new knowledge where the "qual�a" ex�st.
So �s there any argument aga�nst th�s?

2.48. by GE Morton

In Frank Jackson's "Mary" thought exper�ment, Jackson asks whether Mary, who has l�ved her l�fe �n a
black-and-wh�te room and never perce�ved color, but knows all the sc�ence there �s to know about
l�ght, learns anyth�ng new when she perce�ves a red rose for the f�rst t�me. Yes, she does --- not
anyth�ng new about the world, but how her bra�n presents that wavelength �nformat�on to her
consc�ousness.

Every consc�ous creature knows that qual�a are "real" enough. We just have to accept that, for the
reasons above, they are unanalyzable, and, more �mportantly, that there �s no need to analyze them.
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Sculptor1 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:41

No.
To a person �n the Monochrome room magenta �s def�ned as what happens when you m�x pure blue
and pure red l�ght. (unl�ke pa�nt wh�ch �s subtract�ve, add�ng l�ght together �s add�t�ve).
Unless she has prev�ously seen magenta, the l�ght em�tted from a object of that wavelength �s just
that - l�ght em�tted from a wavelength.
Magenta can only happen �n representat�ons �n the percept�on.
If you don't understand where th�s �s com�ng from then you need to look at the thought exper�ment
�n deta�l.

2.50. by Atla

That's not good enough. If 'magenta' occurs �ns�de bra�ns, then �t should occur outs�de bra�ns as well.

2.48. by GE Morton

That �s, �n my v�ew, the proper way to conce�ve of qual�a --- as the mode by wh�ch the bra�n
presents to consc�ousness �nformat�on about the wavelengths of l�ght the senses are del�ver�ng to �t.
A quale �s an exper�ent�al "tag" that allows us to d�st�ngu�sh (say) red l�ght from l�ght w�th d��erent
wavelengths. Each one represents some exper�ent�al d��erert�a. We can th�nk of those tags as
arb�trary; they bear no pred�ctable or necessary log�cal or structural relat�onsh�p to the phys�cal
processes that produce them (just as words for th�ngs are arb�trary, hav�ng no structural or other
phys�cal relat�onsh�ps to the th�ngs they name). Qual�a terms are also unanalyzable and thus
�ne�able --- they are l�ngu�st�c pr�m�t�ves, w�th no s�mpler parts or d�st�ngu�shable propert�es.
Hence they cannot be descr�bed (descr�pt�on cons�sts �n l�st�ng the propert�es of th�ngs). They are
also �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve --- there �s no way for me to know whether the sensat�on you
exper�ence when see�ng red �s the same as m�ne --- that quest�on doesn't even make sense.

In Frank Jackson's "Mary" thought exper�ment, Jackson asks whether Mary, who has l�ved her l�fe �n
a black-and-wh�te room and never perce�ved color, but knows all the sc�ence there �s to know about
l�ght, learns anyth�ng new when she perce�ves a red rose for the f�rst t�me. Yes, she does --- not
anyth�ng new about the world, but how her bra�n presents that wavelength �nformat�on to her
consc�ousness.

Every consc�ous creature knows that qual�a are "real" enough. We just have to accept that, for the
reasons above, they are unanalyzable, and, more �mportantly, that there �s no need to analyze
them.
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Magenta (the color) does �ndeed ex�st outs�de bra�ns. But the un�que phenomenal exper�ence you
have when perce�v�ng �t ex�sts only �n your bra�n. The term "qual�a" refers to that exper�ence, not a
color.

2.50. by Atla

That's not good enough. If 'magenta' occurs �ns�de bra�ns, then �t should occur outs�de bra�ns as well.
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Sculptor1 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:01

Colour �s only mean�ngful to and of the subject.
It's l�ke you know the Mary exper�ment and have not learned �ts lesson.

2.53. by GE Morton

Magenta (the color) does �ndeed ex�st outs�de bra�ns. But the un�que phenomenal exper�ence you have
when perce�v�ng �t ex�sts only �n your bra�n. The term "qual�a" refers to that exper�ence, not a color.

2.50. by Atla

That's not good enough. If 'magenta' occurs �ns�de bra�ns, then �t should occur outs�de bra�ns as
well.
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GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:05

I agree. She w�ll not know what terms are used for wh�ch colors unt�l someone tells her.

2.51. by Sculptor1

Clearly when Mary emerges from her monochrome ex�stence and apprehends a collect�on of colourful
ch�ldren's bu�ld�ng blocks there �s no way by bas�c percept�on that she has any way of know�ng wh�ch
colour �s wh�ch. Whatever her bra�n now "sees" or "produces" �n the perce�ved representat�on of the
colours she now sees for the f�rst t�me; they are wholly unknowable unt�l someone nom�nates those
colours for her.
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:07

Magenta �tself �s a qual�a too. And sc�ence can't detect �t for two d��erent reasons, that's why I l�ke
to use th�s example. And the standard v�ew �s that �f you can't detect �t, �t doesn't ex�st.

2.53. by GE Morton

Magenta (the color) does �ndeed ex�st outs�de bra�ns. But the un�que phenomenal exper�ence you have
when perce�v�ng �t ex�sts only �n your bra�n. The term "qual�a" refers to that exper�ence, not a color.

2.50. by Atla

That's not good enough. If 'magenta' occurs �ns�de bra�ns, then �t should occur outs�de bra�ns as
well.
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#1 seems to presume that there �s a "phenomenal qual�ty of blueness" that �s somehow
�ndependent of the perce�v�ng subject (a la Chalmers).

What Dennett rejects �s that understand�ng of "qual�a."

2.49. by Sculptor1

1 Hav�ng a phenomenal qual�ty of blue �nstant�ated �n my bra�n.
and
2 The qual�ty of blue �s represented by my bra�n.

Dennett cla�ms that 1 �s wrong and that 2 �s correct.

For my money the �dea of a qual�a seems r�ght. Others on th�s Forum page have cla�med that Dennett
has ejected the not�on as crap.
SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's acceptance
of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?
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2.56. by Atla

Magenta �tself �s a qual�a too.



No, �t �sn't. "magenta" �s a name for a range of wavelengths that produce spec�f�c qual�a �n
perce�v�ng subjects.
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:18

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Is �t, though?

I remember one h�lar�ous talk Dennett gave where he �llustrated change bl�ndness to an aud�ence.
(Two �mages wh�ch appear to be �dent�cal are flashed repeatedly over and over. There �s a change
from one to the other but �t takes several repet�t�ons before a subject w�ll consc�ously perce�ve �t.
He proceeded unt�l everyone ver�f�ed they had not�ced the change from one sl�de to the other.)

He asked the aud�ence what (to me, anyway) should have been a s�mple quest�on for wh�ch the
answer should be obv�ous and unan�mously reached: "Were your qual�a chang�ng dur�ng the
exper�ment?" Some people ra�sed the�r hands, some people d�dn't.

Seems to me that �f qual�a were really well def�ned there should have been no d�sagreement. I mean
after all, �f qual�a really ex�st and are the most obv�ous th�ng �n the world, how could some people
th�nk the�r qual�a were chang�ng and others not? Th�s d�sagreement and confus�on pretty clearly
�nd�cate to me that qual�a are a thoroughly theoret�cal construct.

Thanks, and I th�nk I have an answer. W�th reference to the def�n�t�on of reduct�on I gave earl�er,
you can't take the vocabulary of mental state talk and transform �ts terms �nto the vocabulary of
neurology talk, ne�ther through log�cal deduct�on nor through sc�ent�f�c "br�dge laws".

Th�s �s no b�g deal and does not call for metaphys�cal extravagance where we th�nk we need to add
phenomenal propert�es to the l�st of phys�cal propert�es found �n the natural world.

2.37. by GE Morton

78 user_�d=48013]

The term �s reasonably well-def�ned and descr�pt�vely useful.

2.37. by GE Morton

78 user_�d=48013]The challenge �s to expla�n WHY �t �s not reduc�ble. (Good explanat�on of
reduct�on�sm earl�er, Faustus).
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:25

So �s th�s:

just a name?

2.58. by GE Morton

No, �t �sn't. "magenta" �s a name for a range of wavelengths that produce spec�f�c qual�a �n perce�v�ng
subjects.

2.56. by Atla

Magenta �tself �s a qual�a too.
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:27

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Well, I don't want to talk about qual�a at all. I want to say that there are bra�n processes and bra�n
propert�es and that's �t. When we talk about what they are l�ke we use a set of language games that
�nvolve reference to mental and phenomenal states when ult�mately what we are talk�ng about are
bra�n states, although unt�l recently we d�dn't know that's what we were do�ng.

I'm sure almost no one here agrees w�th me, I'm just outl�n�ng the pos�t�on you get to �f you agree
w�th the model of consc�ousness Dennett has been champ�on�ng s�nce Consc�ousness Expla�ned,
wh�ch I thoroughly do on most po�nts.

One of these days I'm go�ng to start a thread about h�s concept of heterophenomenology, wh�ch I
th�nk �s �n chapter three or four. It's supposed to lay out a supposedly neutral start�ng po�nt where

2.43. by Gert�e

So the cla�m �s that that qual�a are phenomenal exper�ence, and a property of bra�n processes? That's a
pretty ma�nstream �dea.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


everyone, bel�evers �n qual�a or not, should be able to agree upon when gather�ng the data a theory
of consc�ousness �s supposed to expla�n.
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Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:39

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I haven't seen that v�deo �n a long t�me (�f I saw �t at all), but g�ven what he's sa�d �n the past dur�ng
other presentat�ons wh�ch �nvolved the ontology of after-�mages, �f there �s no blue colored th�ng
anywhere �n your bra�n, but just a bra�n state represent�ng the color and shape of a blue object,
there �s noth�ng f�tt�ng the concept of #1 that ex�sts.

Qual�a as many understand them would be �n add�t�on to the bra�n state, someth�ng wh�ch
somehow myster�ously ex�sts, but even though non-phys�cal �s st�ll not supposed to suggest
dual�sm.

Another way I l�ke to th�nk about qual�a �s that �f you th�nk a Dav�d Chalmers zomb�e makes sense
�n any form, what �t has are qual�a, and �f you don't, you don't bel�eve �n qual�a.

2.49. by Sculptor1

SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's acceptance
of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?
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GE

Thank you for tak�ng the t�me to do th�s.

I have quest�ons!

So the cla�m �s that that qual�a are phenomenal exper�ence, and a property of bra�n processes?
That's a pretty ma�nstream �dea.

That would be m�slead�ng. Qual�a are not propert�es of bra�n processes, but products of bra�n processes.

Could you clar�fy how the d��erence works here?

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Isn't the reduct�on then s�mply a fram�ng wh�ch says �t's not qual�a do�ng the represent�ng of a blue
sky, �t's the conf�gurat�ons of and �nteract�ons of the nervous system �n response to external st�mul�?
And the phenomenal exper�ence �s just a property of how those part�cular processes man�fest?

That �s, �n my v�ew, the proper way to conce�ve of qual�a --- as the mode by wh�ch the bra�n presents
to consc�ousness �nformat�on about the wavelengths of l�ght the senses are del�ver�ng to �t.

Just to agree some terms - would you go w�th qual�a are ak�n to un�ts of certa�n types phenomenal
exper�ence l�ke sensory percept�ons, emot�ons and sensat�ons? Or all 'what �t's l�ke' exper�ence?

And what do you mean by 'consc�ousness' here, wh�ch the bra�n ''presents phenomenal
exper�ence'' to? Other types of exper�ent�al states, a self wh�ch �s someth�ng d��erent to
exper�ent�al states, or someth�ng else?

My own v�ew �s a consc�ous Self �s no more than a feature of the way exper�ent�al states (qual�a,
�ntent�onal states, whatever) man�fest �n complex consc�ous be�ngs - hence the quest�on

A quale �s an exper�ent�al "tag" that allows us to d�st�ngu�sh (say) red l�ght from l�ght w�th d��erent
wavelengths.

Aga�n, what �s the ''us'' or Me here do�ng the d�st�ngu�sh�ng?

Each one represents some exper�ent�al d��erert�a. We can th�nk of those tags as arb�trary; they bear no
pred�ctable or necessary log�cal or structural relat�onsh�p to the phys�cal processes that produce them
(just as words for th�ngs are arb�trary, hav�ng no structural or other phys�cal relat�onsh�ps to the th�ngs
they name).

If I'm read�ng you correctly, you're say�ng Dennett bel�eves �t's arb�trary that st�ck�ng my hand �n a
f�re feels bad, and and eat�ng when I'm low on calor�es feels good? It could just as eas�ly be the
other way round? Because our reward system looks a lot l�ke �t's tuned by evolut�on.

Qual�a terms are also unanalyzable and thus �ne�able --- they are l�ngu�st�c pr�m�t�ves, w�th no
s�mpler parts or d�st�ngu�shable propert�es. Hence they cannot be descr�bed (descr�pt�on cons�sts �n
l�st�ng the propert�es of th�ngs).

Umm OK. I'd thought Dennett d�sputed the�r �nne�ab�l�ty.

They are also �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve --- there �s no way for me to know whether the sensat�on you
exper�ence when see�ng red �s the same as m�ne --- that quest�on doesn't even make sense.

R�ght �t �s unknowable, but the cla�m the quest�on doesn't make sense �mpl�es a whole lot more.



In Frank Jackson's "Mary" thought exper�ment, Jackson asks whether Mary, who has l�ved her l�fe �n a
black-and-wh�te room and never perce�ved color, but knows all the sc�ence there �s to know about
l�ght, learns anyth�ng new when she perce�ves a red rose for the f�rst t�me. Yes, she does --- not
anyth�ng new about the world, but how her bra�n presents that wavelength �nformat�on to her
consc�ousness.

I recall Dennett d�sput�ng Jackson's knowledge argument, but all I remember now �s a banana -
and that m�ght not have been h�m lol. That makes sense I guess, �f you th�nk consc�ousness
cons�sts of someth�ng other than exper�ent�al states man�fest�ng �n d��erent ways.

Every consc�ous creature knows that qual�a are "real" enough. We just have to accept that, for the
reasons above, they are unanalyzable, and, more �mportantly, that there �s no need to analyze them.

Heh.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 19:48

Sc�ence doesn't prove anyth�ng. It prov�s�onally ver�f�es them �n l�eu of fals�f�cat�on. Have you
never heard of sc�ence methodology or ph�losophy of sc�ence before?

2.47. by Atla

Sc�ent�f�c proof doesn't work v�a 'what people say', �t works by object�ve observat�on, measurement. As
a phys�cal�st, have you never heard of phys�cs before?

2.45. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Aga�n (and aga�n and aga�n and aga�n . . . ) no one can prove any emp�r�cal cla�m, per�od. For any
emp�r�cal cla�m, the contrad�ctory emp�r�cal cla�m �s always a poss�b�l�ty. What you should focus on
�nstead are reasons to bel�eve one poss�b�l�ty over another.

(b) �s very easy to show re hav�ng a good reason to bel�eve �t. For one, we can produce d��erent
frequenc�es of electromagnet�c rad�at�on, expose people to them, and very pred�ctably rece�ve
responses about what color the person �s be�ng exposed to.

Re (c) we do th�s all the t�me when we m�x pa�nts, for example. We can eas�ly use a spectrometer to
show what EM frequenc�es a part�cular pa�nt blob �s g�v�ng o�. We can eas�ly see what color the
pa�nt blob �s. And then we very rel�ably know what colors we'll get when we m�x d��erent pa�nts,
and we can use spectrometers on those too.

It's r�d�culous that I have to expla�n any of th�s to you, and �t's typ�cal that rather than o�er any sorts
of counterargument whatsoever, rather than attempt�ng to expla�n what's supposed to be so
myster�ous about someth�ng l�ke magenta, you resort to stup�d �nsults. That's all you're really
capable of. Because you're an �nsecure moron.

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 19:55

Dennett s�mply means that there's no l�teral �nstant�at�on of blue �n your bra�n, and no l�teral door.
In other words, the color blue won't l�terally be found �n your bra�n and ne�ther w�ll a door. You
rather have a "representat�on" of blue and the door �n your bra�n. It's k�nd of l�ke how the color
blue �sn't l�terally �n the word "blue," but the word (at least w�th semant�c aspects "attached") �s a
representat�on of the color.

2.49. by Sculptor1

Maybe you can answer th�s.
I'm watch�ng th�s Dennett v�deo. At 12:40 m�nutes they get on to "qual�a".
To vers�ons of colour percept�on are set on for blue.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc

1 Hav�ng a phenomenal qual�ty of blue �nstant�ated �n my bra�n.
and
2 The qual�ty of blue �s represented by my bra�n.

Dennett cla�ms that 1 �s wrong and that 2 �s correct.

For my money the �dea of a qual�a seems r�ght. Others on th�s Forum page have cla�med that Dennett
has ejected the not�on as crap.
SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's acceptance
of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?

2.46. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Re magenta, by the way, what the hell are you even th�nk�ng? That �t's just some random quale that
people have that's otherw�se �nexpl�cable? Are you not th�nk�ng that �t's rel�ably �n response to
object�ve facts? That �t's not a rel�able percept�on of object�ve propert�es? How would you expla�n
be�ng able to rel�ably pr�nt th�ngs (for example) that people perce�ve as magenta? Ser�ously, �t
seems l�ke I'd be talk�ng to a retard to have to even expla�n th�s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 19:58

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc


He wrote that �t's a name for a range of wavelengths. He d�dn't wr�te that �t's just a name <stop>

2.60. by Atla

So �s th�s:

just a name?

2.58. by GE Morton

No, �t �sn't. "magenta" �s a name for a range of wavelengths that produce spec�f�c qual�a �n
perce�v�ng subjects.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 7 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:01

That would be m�slead�ng. Qual�a are not propert�es of bra�n processes, but products of
bra�n processes.

I don't agree w�th that. Qual�a are propert�es of mental bra�n states. They're not someth�ng
d��erent than mental bra�n states that the bra�n only produces.

That �s, �n my v�ew, the proper way to conce�ve of qual�a --- as the mode by wh�ch the bra�n presents
to consc�ousness

As �f bra�ns and consc�ousness are someth�ng d��erent. They're not.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 8 .
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:01



Emp�r�cal proof �s a commonly used term, I already told you l�ke 5 t�mes that I'm not �nterested �n
the ch�ld�sh evas�on tact�cs where you pretend to not understand what �t means.

Although I suppose �t's poss�ble that you really don't know what �t means. After all, you also d�dn't
know that sc�ence deals w�th object�ve measurement. And we've also establ�shed pr�or that you
m�ssed l�ke the ent�rety of 20th century sc�ent�f�c development, that was relevant to ph�losophy.

In short, you have an almost Flat-Earther level understand�ng of the phys�cal�sm you th�nk you
subscr�be to. That would expla�n why you are so confused, but th�nk that others are confused.

2.64. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Sc�ence doesn't prove anyth�ng. It prov�s�onally ver�f�es them �n l�eu of fals�f�cat�on. Have you never
heard of sc�ence methodology or ph�losophy of sc�ence before?

2.47. by Atla

Sc�ent�f�c proof doesn't work v�a 'what people say', �t works by object�ve observat�on, measurement.
As a phys�cal�st, have you never heard of phys�cs before?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 9 .

~

Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:05

Maybe, maybe not. Magenta doesn't even have a known wavelength btw.

2.66. by Terrap�n Stat�on

He wrote that �t's a name for a range of wavelengths. He d�dn't wr�te that �t's just a name <stop>

2.60. by Atla

So �s th�s:

just a name?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 0 .

~



Faustus5 on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:06

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

That �s a great way of putt�ng �t!

2.65. by Terrap�n Stat�on

It's k�nd of l�ke how the color blue �sn't l�terally �n the word "blue," but the word (at least w�th
semant�c aspects "attached") �s a representat�on of the color.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 1 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:07

One �ssue here would be �f people bel�eve that they can have unconsc�ous mental content, and
whether unconsc�ous mental content have qual�a.

So, for example, they m�ght th�nk, "I have unconsc�ous mental content, but I understand the 'what
�t's l�ke' �dea to refer to someth�ng I'm necessar�ly aware of, so I'm not sure how to answer."

Or �n my case, I don't agree that there's any good reason to buy that there �s unconsc�ous mental
content.

But then someone else m�ght th�nk that they have unconsc�ous mental content and that the�r
unconsc�ous mental content necessar�ly have qual�a, too.

So the problem wouldn't be that qual�a are necessar�ly unclear. It could be that people have
d��erent v�ews about and/or aren't sure about unconsc�ous mental content or �ts relat�on to qual�a.

2.59. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Seems to me that �f qual�a were really well def�ned there should have been no d�sagreement. I mean
after all, �f qual�a really ex�st and are the most obv�ous th�ng �n the world, how could some people th�nk
the�r qual�a were chang�ng and others not? Th�s d�sagreement and confus�on pretty clearly �nd�cate to
me that qual�a are a thoroughly theoret�cal construct.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 2 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:09

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


It's not a "s�ngle wavelength." It's a combo of wavelengths. Why would a combo be �lleg�t�mate?

You m�ght as well say that there's no sc�ent�f�c account of mus�cal harmony or a chord. Mus�cal
harmony/chords are by def�n�t�on not just one p�tch. They're a comb�nat�on of p�tches. Is �t
�lleg�t�mate to talk about a comb�nat�on of mus�cal p�tches? Why would �t be �lleg�t�mate to talk
about comb�nat�ons of EM frequenc�es?

2.69. by Atla

Maybe, maybe not. Magenta doesn't even have a known wavelength btw.

2.66. by Terrap�n Stat�on

He wrote that �t's a name for a range of wavelengths. He d�dn't wr�te that �t's just a name <stop>
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Atla on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 20:14

Aga�n, I don't care about the new phys�cs you keep �nvent�ng, where two d��erent th�ngs are
�dent�cal to a th�rd s�ngle th�ng. Prove �t.

2.72. by Terrap�n Stat�on

It's not a "s�ngle wavelength." It's a combo of wavelengths. Why would a combo be �lleg�t�mate?

You m�ght as well say that there's no sc�ent�f�c account of mus�cal harmony or a chord. Mus�cal
harmony/chords are by def�n�t�on not just one p�tch. They're a comb�nat�on of p�tches. Is �t �lleg�t�mate
to talk about a comb�nat�on of mus�cal p�tches? Why would �t be �lleg�t�mate to talk about
comb�nat�ons of EM frequenc�es?

2.69. by Atla

Maybe, maybe not. Magenta doesn't even have a known wavelength btw.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 4 .

~

Gert�e on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 21:16



When Dennett says blue �s represented by my bra�n, all I th�nk he's say�ng �s that the the neural
�nteract�ons result�ng from patterns of photons (wh�ch we call blue) are the ''representat�on'' of
blue.

So blue �s represented by d��erent neurons f�r�ng to those that f�re for red, or an �tchy toe, etc.

I th�nk he's just say�ng the phys�cal processes are what's do�ng the ''representa�on'' funct�on.

He's not talk�ng about the exper�ence of see�ng blue, only to say he doesn't label the exper�enc�ng
part the representat�onal part (as some do). He labels the phys�cal processes the funct�onal
representat�on process.

It's not say�ng much �mo. And the �nterv�ewer d�dn't help clar�fy that. But I could have
m�sunderstood.

2.49. by Sculptor1

Maybe you can answer th�s.
I'm watch�ng th�s Dennett v�deo. At 12:40 m�nutes they get on to "qual�a".
To vers�ons of colour percept�on are set on for blue.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc

1 Hav�ng a phenomenal qual�ty of blue �nstant�ated �n my bra�n.
and
2 The qual�ty of blue �s represented by my bra�n.

Dennett cla�ms that 1 �s wrong and that 2 �s correct.

For my money the �dea of a qual�a seems r�ght. Others on th�s Forum page have cla�med that Dennett
has ejected the not�on as crap.
SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's acceptance
of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?

2.46. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Re magenta, by the way, what the hell are you even th�nk�ng? That �t's just some random quale that
people have that's otherw�se �nexpl�cable? Are you not th�nk�ng that �t's rel�ably �n response to
object�ve facts? That �t's not a rel�able percept�on of object�ve propert�es? How would you expla�n
be�ng able to rel�ably pr�nt th�ngs (for example) that people perce�ve as magenta? Ser�ously, �t
seems l�ke I'd be talk�ng to a retard to have to even expla�n th�s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 5 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 23:08

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc


Wa�t--you don't buy that chords cons�st of mult�ple p�tches? hahahaha

2.73. by Atla

Aga�n, I don't care about the new phys�cs you keep �nvent�ng, where two d��erent th�ngs are �dent�cal
to a th�rd s�ngle th�ng. Prove �t.

2.72. by Terrap�n Stat�on

It's not a "s�ngle wavelength." It's a combo of wavelengths. Why would a combo be �lleg�t�mate?

You m�ght as well say that there's no sc�ent�f�c account of mus�cal harmony or a chord. Mus�cal
harmony/chords are by def�n�t�on not just one p�tch. They're a comb�nat�on of p�tches. Is �t
�lleg�t�mate to talk about a comb�nat�on of mus�cal p�tches? Why would �t be �lleg�t�mate to talk
about comb�nat�ons of EM frequenc�es?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 6 .
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GE Morton on >  8 Eylül 2020 Salı 23:49

No. That �s a magenta square. "Magenta" �s the name for the wavelengths of l�ght reflected or
em�tted by that square. The qual�a �s whatever d�st�nct�ve exper�ent�al state �s �nduced �n your m�nd
when your nervous system detects l�ght of those wavelengths, that �nforms you that l�ght of those
wavelengths �s now st�mulat�ng your nervous system.

2.60. by Atla

So �s th�s:

just a name?

2.58. by GE Morton

No, �t �sn't. "magenta" �s a name for a range of wavelengths that produce spec�f�c qual�a �n
perce�v�ng subjects.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 00:32

Ooops, m�stake. "Qual�a" �s well-def�ned --- they are the spec�f�c, d�st�nct�ve, phenomenal states
you exper�ence when presented w�th var�ous st�mul� (v�a �nternal or external sensors). But no
part�cular quale �s well-def�ned --- they are not def�nable at all. We may fa�rly assume everyone
exper�ences qual�a, as above def�ned, else they would not be able to d�st�ngu�sh red from blue, or
the smell of ammon�a from the smell of c�nnamon. But we have no �dea what the quale for
ammon�a �s, or �s l�ke, for anyone but ourselves, and we w�ll only know what �t �s for ourselves by
exper�enc�ng �t --- no one can tell us �n advance.

The Dennett problem you pose, BTW, �s confounded by the problem of attent�on. We often judge
two sl�ghtly d��erent th�ngs to be the same, on f�rst glance. The problem �s not that the quales for
those two th�ngs changed; �t �s that the small d��erences between them were �gnored (at f�rst
glance). If the two th�ngs are percept�bly d��erent, after "careful �nspect�on," then the�r quales
were always d��erent too --- the d��erence just wasn't not�ced, or attended to.

Thanks, and I th�nk I have an answer. W�th reference to the def�n�t�on of reduct�on I gave earl�er, you
can't take the vocabulary of mental state talk and transform �ts terms �nto the vocabulary of neurology
talk, ne�ther through log�cal deduct�on nor through sc�ent�f�c "br�dge laws".

I agree.

2.59. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Is �t, though?

I remember one h�lar�ous talk Dennett gave where he �llustrated change bl�ndness to an aud�ence.
(Two �mages wh�ch appear to be �dent�cal are flashed repeatedly over and over. There �s a change from
one to the other but �t takes several repet�t�ons before a subject w�ll consc�ously perce�ve �t. He
proceeded unt�l everyone ver�f�ed they had not�ced the change from one sl�de to the other.)

He asked the aud�ence what (to me, anyway) should have been a s�mple quest�on for wh�ch the answer
should be obv�ous and unan�mously reached: "Were your qual�a chang�ng dur�ng the exper�ment?"
Some people ra�sed the�r hands, some people d�dn't.

Seems to me that �f qual�a were really well def�ned there should have been no d�sagreement. I mean
after all, �f qual�a really ex�st and are the most obv�ous th�ng �n the world, how could some people th�nk
the�r qual�a were chang�ng and others not? Th�s d�sagreement and confus�on pretty clearly �nd�cate to
me that qual�a are a thoroughly theoret�cal construct.

2.37. by GE Morton

78 user_�d=48013]

The term �s reasonably well-def�ned and descr�pt�vely useful.



Th�s �s no b�g deal and does not call for metaphys�cal extravagance where we th�nk we need to add
phenomenal propert�es to the l�st of phys�cal propert�es found �n the natural world.

I agree there too. There are no "phenomenal propert�es." A quale �s the bra�n's mode of
represent�ng a part�cular phys�cal property to �tself.
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 01:01

W�th "mental bra�n states" you're confus�ng two vocabular�es. There are no "mental bra�n states."
There are bra�n states and mental states. Bra�n states (arguably) produce mental states, �nclud�ng
qual�a.

As �f bra�ns and consc�ousness are someth�ng d��erent. They're not.

Yes, they are d��erent. Consc�ousness �s a product of bra�ns, an ongo�ng act�v�ty of bra�ns, just as a
mot�on p�cture �s an ongo�ng act�v�ty of a mov�e projector.

2.67. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I don't agree w�th that. Qual�a are propert�es of mental bra�n states. They're not someth�ng d��erent
than mental bra�n states that the bra�n only produces.
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 01:09

More spec�f�cally, l�ke a mov�e projector runn�ng a reel of f�lm. Consc�ousness �s a product
produced by bra�ns process�ng �nternal and external s�gnals.

2.78. by GE Morton

Yes, they are d��erent. Consc�ousness �s a product of bra�ns, an ongo�ng act�v�ty of bra�ns, just as a
mot�on p�cture �s an ongo�ng act�v�ty of a mov�e projector.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 02:26



Mental states are �dent�cal to a subset of bra�n states. They're not someth�ng d��erent than bra�n
states.

Yes, they are d��erent. Consc�ousness �s a product of bra�ns, an ongo�ng act�v�ty of bra�ns, just as a
mot�on p�cture �s an ongo�ng act�v�ty of a mov�e projector.

Wrong.

2.78. by GE Morton

W�th "mental bra�n states" you're confus�ng two vocabular�es. There are no "mental bra�n states."
There are bra�n states and mental states. Bra�n states (arguably) produce mental states, �nclud�ng
qual�a.

2.67. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I don't agree w�th that. Qual�a are propert�es of mental bra�n states. They're not someth�ng d��erent
than mental bra�n states that the bra�n only produces.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 8 1 .
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Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 04:28

Mult�ple p�tches are mult�ple p�tches, they are d��erent and they are occur�ng at the same t�me,
accord�ng to phys�cs. Call�ng d��erent th�ngs a harmony doesn't turn �t �nto one th�ng. D�d I really
have to expla�n that?

2.75. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Wa�t--you don't buy that chords cons�st of mult�ple p�tches? hahahaha

2.73. by Atla

Aga�n, I don't care about the new phys�cs you keep �nvent�ng, where two d��erent th�ngs are
�dent�cal to a th�rd s�ngle th�ng. Prove �t.
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Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 04:52



Ah okay. So we have magenta wavelengths (red and blue wavelengths), and the magenta qual�a of
the square. People usually don't real�ze that these are two d��erent th�ngs, and what's actually
d�rectly appear�ng, the qual�a, can't be detected by sc�ence.

2.76. by GE Morton

No. That �s a magenta square. "Magenta" �s the name for the wavelengths of l�ght reflected or em�tted
by that square. The qual�a �s whatever d�st�nct�ve exper�ent�al state �s �nduced �n your m�nd when your
nervous system detects l�ght of those wavelengths, that �nforms you that l�ght of those wavelengths �s
now st�mulat�ng your nervous system.
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I'd th�nk that d��erence was pretty obv�ous. The product of a process �s not a property of the
processor. E.g., "Guern�ca" �s a product of P�casso, but not a property of h�m. Cotton (the fabr�c) �s
a product of a text�le m�ll, but not a property of the m�ll. Honey �s a product of bees, but not a
property of them. Though, we could say the ab�l�ty to make honey �s a property of bees --- and the
ab�l�ty of some bra�ns to produce consc�ousness �s a property of those bra�ns.

Just to agree some terms - would you go w�th qual�a are ak�n to un�ts of certa�n types phenomenal
exper�ence l�ke sensory percept�ons, emot�ons and sensat�ons? Or all 'what �t's l�ke' exper�ence?

Yes. Qual�a are the bra�n's mode of represent�ng all the var�ous �nternal and external states �t can
detect to �tself.

And what do you mean by 'consc�ousness' here, wh�ch the bra�n ''presents phenomenal exper�ence'' to?
Other types of exper�ent�al states, a self wh�ch �s someth�ng d��erent to exper�ent�al states, or
someth�ng else?

That �s a tough one, because the term "consc�ous" has two d��erent senses �n ord�nary speech ---
�t �s contrasted w�th "unconsc�ous," e.g., asleep or �n a coma, etc., and "non-consc�ous," assumed
of plants, rocks, etc. So (l�v�ng) humans are consc�ous �n the second sense even when asleep. We
can then def�ne "consc�ousness" as the state of be�ng consc�ous �n the f�rst sense. But that st�ll
doesn't tell us what consc�ousness �s. My own (currently) preferred analys�s, ga�n�ng favor among
some neurophys�olg�sts and AI researchers, �s, a system �s consc�ous when �t has the means to gather a
w�de var�ety of �nformat�on about �ts own �nternal states and external env�ronment, an ab�l�ty to store
�nformat�on about past states of �tself and the env�ronment, can use that data to generate a dynam�c,
v�rtual model of �tself and �ts surround�ngs, run "what-�f" scenar�os �n the model, draw�ng upon
memor�es of past act�ons and the results thereof, and d�rect �ts act�ons based on the ouput of that

2.63. by Gert�e

That would be m�slead�ng. Qual�a are not propert�es of bra�n processes, but products of bra�n
processes.

Could you clar�fy how the d��erence works here?



process�ng. I th�nk we'd be w�ll�ng to call any system that could do those th�ngs "consc�ous." It
would pass the Tur�ng test. Our subject�ve "consc�ous exper�ence" �s the ongo�ng operat�on of that
v�rtual model.

Aga�n, what �s the ''us'' or Me here do�ng the d�st�ngu�sh�ng?

The "me" �s the system as a whole, as represented �n the v�rtual model --- the v�rtual "me." The
bra�n generates that model, not unl�ke the way a computer and �ts program generates v�rtual world
for a v�deo game, except that the raw data for the bra�n's model �s drawn from env�ronment �n real
t�me.

If I'm read�ng you correctly, you're say�ng Dennett bel�eves �t's arb�trary that st�ck�ng my hand �n a f�re
feels bad, and and eat�ng when I'm low on calor�es feels good?

Oh, no. Dennett wouldn't say anyth�ng l�ke that. The tags --- qual�a --- appl�ed to mark var�ous
d�st�ngu�shable �nputs are arb�trary, �n the sense of be�ng unpred�ctable, but the evaluat�on of some
of the the �nformat�on they convey �s surely pre-programmed (v�a evolut�on, as you say).

Umm OK. I'd thought Dennett d�sputed the�r �nne�ab�l�ty.

He doesn't d�spute �t; he d�sm�sses �t, as an unnecessary feature of an unnecessary concept
(qual�a).

They are also �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve --- there �s no way for me to know whether the sensat�on you
exper�ence when see�ng red �s the same as m�ne --- that quest�on doesn't even make sense.

R�ght �t �s unknowable, but the cla�m the quest�on doesn't make sense �mpl�es a whole lot more.

It makes no sense �n the same way that "The un�verse and everyth�ng �n �t �s doubl�ng �n s�ze every
m�nute" makes no sense. It �s a quest�on �mposs�ble �n pr�nc�ple to answer, as the latter �s a
propos�t�on �mposs�ble �n pr�nc�ple to ver�fy. It �s an �dle quest�on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 8 4 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 09:32



But surely �sn't a "phenomenal qual�ty" the same as a representat�on?

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s
Dennett's bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of
colour and pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the
exper�enc�ng of them, and may be d��erent for each of us.

2.65. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Dennett s�mply means that there's no l�teral �nstant�at�on of blue �n your bra�n, and no l�teral door. In
other words, the color blue won't l�terally be found �n your bra�n and ne�ther w�ll a door. You rather
have a "representat�on" of blue and the door �n your bra�n. It's k�nd of l�ke how the color blue �sn't
l�terally �n the word "blue," but the word (at least w�th semant�c aspects "attached") �s a
representat�on of the color.

2.49. by Sculptor1

Maybe you can answer th�s.
I'm watch�ng th�s Dennett v�deo. At 12:40 m�nutes they get on to "qual�a".
To vers�ons of colour percept�on are set on for blue.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc

1 Hav�ng a phenomenal qual�ty of blue �nstant�ated �n my bra�n.
and
2 The qual�ty of blue �s represented by my bra�n.

Dennett cla�ms that 1 �s wrong and that 2 �s correct.

For my money the �dea of a qual�a seems r�ght. Others on th�s Forum page have cla�med that
Dennett has ejected the not�on as crap.
SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's
acceptance of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc


Thank you - that �s pretty much what TerSta sa�d too.
So I shall also present you w�th the same follow up.

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s Dennett's
bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of colour and
pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the exper�enc�ng of
them, and may be d��erent for each of us.

2.74. by Gert�e

When Dennett says blue �s represented by my bra�n, all I th�nk he's say�ng �s that the the neural
�nteract�ons result�ng from patterns of photons (wh�ch we call blue) are the ''representat�on'' of blue.

So blue �s represented by d��erent neurons f�r�ng to those that f�re for red, or an �tchy toe, etc.

I th�nk he's just say�ng the phys�cal processes are what's do�ng the ''representa�on'' funct�on.

He's not talk�ng about the exper�ence of see�ng blue, only to say he doesn't label the exper�enc�ng part
the representat�onal part (as some do). He labels the phys�cal processes the funct�onal representat�on
process.

It's not say�ng much �mo. And the �nterv�ewer d�dn't help clar�fy that. But I could have m�sunderstood.

2.49. by Sculptor1

Maybe you can answer th�s.
I'm watch�ng th�s Dennett v�deo. At 12:40 m�nutes they get on to "qual�a".
To vers�ons of colour percept�on are set on for blue.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc

1 Hav�ng a phenomenal qual�ty of blue �nstant�ated �n my bra�n.
and
2 The qual�ty of blue �s represented by my bra�n.

Dennett cla�ms that 1 �s wrong and that 2 �s correct.

For my money the �dea of a qual�a seems r�ght. Others on th�s Forum page have cla�med that
Dennett has ejected the not�on as crap.
SO I have two problems. What �s the actual d��erence between 1 and 2, and does Dennett's
acceptance of 2 �nval�date the �dea of qual�a. If so why?
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eSaEjLZIDqc


If you haven't already, or �f �t's been awh�le, you really should (re)read Dennett's "Qu�n�ng Qual�a."
It's ava�lable onl�ne here: http://cogpr�nts.org/254/1/qu�nqual.htm

Dennett �sn't a fan of "phenomenal" talk, e�ther, as he expla�ns �n "Qu�n�ng Qual�a."

I don't agree w�th Dennett's v�ew on th�s overall, but he's pr�mar�ly (a) cr�t�c�z�ng many common
th�ngs sa�d about qual�a that he th�nks don't hold water or don't make much sense, and (b)
suggest�ng that qual�a talk �s so burdened w�th th�ngs that don't hold water or make sense, and �s
otherw�se so amb�guous, that �t's best to just drop qual�a talk altogether. The analogy he makes
here �s to "élan v�tal." As he notes, one m�ght have some passably mundane and clear th�ng one has
�n m�nd by élan v�tal, such as DNA, but �t's probably best not to call �t élan v�tal.

2.84. by Sculptor1

But surely �sn't a "phenomenal qual�ty" the same as a representat�on?

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s
Dennett's bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of colour
and pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the
exper�enc�ng of them, and may be d��erent for each of us.

2.65. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Dennett s�mply means that there's no l�teral �nstant�at�on of blue �n your bra�n, and no l�teral door.
In other words, the color blue won't l�terally be found �n your bra�n and ne�ther w�ll a door. You
rather have a "representat�on" of blue and the door �n your bra�n. It's k�nd of l�ke how the color blue
�sn't l�terally �n the word "blue," but the word (at least w�th semant�c aspects "attached") �s a
representat�on of the color.
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How �s a p�tch "one th�ng" on your v�ew? Sound waves obta�n v�a v�brat�ons �n some med�um, but
the med�um �s many d��erent th�ngs. For example, �f the med�um �s atmosphere, we're talk�ng

2.81. by Atla

Mult�ple p�tches are mult�ple p�tches, they are d��erent and they are occur�ng at the same t�me,
accord�ng to phys�cs. Call�ng d��erent th�ngs a harmony doesn't turn �t �nto one th�ng. D�d I really have
to expla�n that?

2.75. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Wa�t--you don't buy that chords cons�st of mult�ple p�tches? hahahaha

http://cogprints.org/254/1/quinqual.htm


about atoms of n�trogen and so on. And for that matter, how �s an atom of n�trogen "one th�ng" on
your v�ew? It has seven protons, seven neutrons and seven electrons. For that matter, how �s a
s�ngle proton "one th�ng" on your v�ew? Protons are composed of three valence quarks. Etc.

You need to expla�n your cr�ter�a for "one th�ng" and why �t matters whether any x �s "one th�ng"
or not.
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Qual�a are just the propert�es of mental (consc�ous) bra�n states, from the perspect�ve of those
bra�n states. That's d��erent than propert�es of th�ngs that aren't bra�n states, obv�ously, but that
doesn't �mply that object�ve propert�es don't ex�st just as well. And sc�ence can't tell us the
propert�es of anyth�ng from the perspect�ve of be�ng that th�ng. That's not l�m�ted to bra�n states.
Sc�ence can only tell us propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves. Propert�es from observat�onal
perspect�ves are d��erent than propert�es from the perspect�ve of be�ng whatever "�tem" �n
quest�on.

"Perspect�ve" above, by the way, doesn't �mply consc�ousness, �t rather amounts to a
spat�otemporal frame or po�nt of reference.

2.82. by Atla

Ah okay. So we have magenta wavelengths (red and blue wavelengths), and the magenta qual�a of the
square. People usually don't real�ze that these are two d��erent th�ngs, and what's actually d�rectly
appear�ng, the qual�a, can't be detected by sc�ence.

2.76. by GE Morton

No. That �s a magenta square. "Magenta" �s the name for the wavelengths of l�ght reflected or
em�tted by that square. The qual�a �s whatever d�st�nct�ve exper�ent�al state �s �nduced �n your m�nd
when your nervous system detects l�ght of those wavelengths, that �nforms you that l�ght of those
wavelengths �s now st�mulat�ng your nervous system.
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What does th�s have to do w�th my v�ews �s?

In phys�cs, �t just doesn't work l�ke: 'Well here �s th�ng A and here �s th�ng B, and together they are
�dent�cal to th�ng C. Even though all three th�ngs are d��erent as far as we can tell. Oh, and
accord�ng to our theor�es and measurements, C doesn't ex�st at all by the way.'

Maybe you th�nk that �f 'zoom out' from red and blue qual�a, then we get magenta qual�a, and v�ca
versa? If so then as I sa�d, th�s �s new phys�cs, prove �t.

2.87. by Terrap�n Stat�on

How �s a p�tch "one th�ng" on your v�ew? Sound waves obta�n v�a v�brat�ons �n some med�um, but the
med�um �s many d��erent th�ngs. For example, �f the med�um �s atmosphere, we're talk�ng about
atoms of n�trogen and so on. And for that matter, how �s an atom of n�trogen "one th�ng" on your
v�ew? It has seven protons, seven neutrons and seven electrons. For that matter, how �s a s�ngle proton
"one th�ng" on your v�ew? Protons are composed of three valence quarks. Etc.

You need to expla�n your cr�ter�a for "one th�ng" and why �t matters whether any x �s "one th�ng" or
not.

2.81. by Atla

Mult�ple p�tches are mult�ple p�tches, they are d��erent and they are occur�ng at the same t�me,
accord�ng to phys�cs. Call�ng d��erent th�ngs a harmony doesn't turn �t �nto one th�ng. D�d I really
have to expla�n that?
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2.88. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Qual�a are just the propert�es of mental (consc�ous) bra�n states, from the perspect�ve of those bra�n
states. That's d��erent than propert�es of th�ngs that aren't bra�n states, obv�ously, but that doesn't
�mply that object�ve propert�es don't ex�st just as well. And sc�ence can't tell us the propert�es of
anyth�ng from the perspect�ve of be�ng that th�ng. That's not l�m�ted to bra�n states. Sc�ence can only
tell us propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves. Propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves are
d��erent than propert�es from the perspect�ve of be�ng whatever "�tem" �n quest�on.

"Perspect�ve" above, by the way, doesn't �mply consc�ousness, �t rather amounts to a spat�otemporal
frame or po�nt of reference.

2.82. by Atla

Ah okay. So we have magenta wavelengths (red and blue wavelengths), and the magenta qual�a of
the square. People usually don't real�ze that these are two d��erent th�ngs, and what's actually
d�rectly appear�ng, the qual�a, can't be detected by sc�ence.



Utter nonsense. The laws of phys�cs are un�versal or quas�-un�versal, so the spat�otemporal
reference �sn't supposed to make such a d��erence.
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It looks l�ke Dennett �s just dec�d�ng to jett�son a good �dea, because of the accret�on the �dea has
attracted, and that the �dea seems not to add anyth�ng to descr�be consc�ousness. I'll have to read �t
through though.
I'll get back to th�s one.

2.86. by Terrap�n Stat�on

If you haven't already, or �f �t's been awh�le, you really should (re)read Dennett's "Qu�n�ng Qual�a." It's
ava�lable onl�ne here: http://cogpr�nts.org/254/1/qu�nqual.htm

Dennett �sn't a fan of "phenomenal" talk, e�ther, as he expla�ns �n "Qu�n�ng Qual�a."

I don't agree w�th Dennett's v�ew on th�s overall, but he's pr�mar�ly (a) cr�t�c�z�ng many common
th�ngs sa�d about qual�a that he th�nks don't hold water or don't make much sense, and (b) suggest�ng
that qual�a talk �s so burdened w�th th�ngs that don't hold water or make sense, and �s otherw�se so
amb�guous, that �t's best to just drop qual�a talk altogether. The analogy he makes here �s to "élan
v�tal." As he notes, one m�ght have some passably mundane and clear th�ng one has �n m�nd by élan
v�tal, such as DNA, but �t's probably best not to call �t élan v�tal.

2.84. by Sculptor1

But surely �sn't a "phenomenal qual�ty" the same as a representat�on?

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s
Dennett's bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of colour
and pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the
exper�enc�ng of them, and may be d��erent for each of us.
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http://cogprints.org/254/1/quinqual.htm


Of course �t makes a d��erence, regardless of the un�versal�ty of phys�cal law. In fact the
un�versal�ty of phys�cal law demands that a po�nt of v�ew gets d��erent results.
You are just confused. Look�ng at a th�ng �s not the same as a th�ng.
No one but me can say how much my headache hurts me. You w�ll never know how much I mentally
head-slap every t�me I read your posts. My �nternal d�alogue and exper�ence cannot be known by
another. Be�ng un�versal that means that noth�ng sc�ence can look at can be the same as the th�ng
�n �tself.

2.90. by Atla

Utter nonsense. The laws of phys�cs are un�versal or quas�-un�versal, so the spat�otemporal reference
�sn't supposed to make such a d��erence.

2.88. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Qual�a are just the propert�es of mental (consc�ous) bra�n states, from the perspect�ve of those bra�n
states. That's d��erent than propert�es of th�ngs that aren't bra�n states, obv�ously, but that doesn't
�mply that object�ve propert�es don't ex�st just as well. And sc�ence can't tell us the propert�es of
anyth�ng from the perspect�ve of be�ng that th�ng. That's not l�m�ted to bra�n states. Sc�ence can only
tell us propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves. Propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves are
d��erent than propert�es from the perspect�ve of be�ng whatever "�tem" �n quest�on.

"Perspect�ve" above, by the way, doesn't �mply consc�ousness, �t rather amounts to a spat�otemporal
frame or po�nt of reference.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 9 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:38

You keep br�ng�ng up whether an x �s "one th�ng," as �f that's well-def�ned, factual (as�de from
facts re how an �nd�v�dual th�nks about �t), and �mportant for anyth�ng.

In phys�cs, �t just doesn't work l�ke: 'Well here �s th�ng A and here �s th�ng B, and together they are
�dent�cal to th�ng C.

As�de from why we'd be talk�ng about what the convent�ons of phys�cs are, are you say�ng that
phys�cs doesn't work l�ke the above, or were the sentences after th�s necessary for how phys�cs
doesn't work accord�ng to you?

Do you mean to cla�m that phys�cs doesn't say that a n�trogen atom �s �dent�cal to seven protons,
neutrons and electrons �n part�cular dynam�c relat�ons?

2.89. by Atla

What does th�s have to do w�th my v�ews �s?



Even though all three th�ngs are d��erent as far as we can tell.

Every numer�cally d�st�nct th�ng �s d��erent. But as�de from that, even for a type real�st, protons,
neutrons and electrons are d��erent.

Oh, and accord�ng to our theor�es and measurements, C doesn't ex�st at all by the way.'

We at least agree that phys�cs doesn't work by say�ng that compound ent�t�es don't ex�st, but who
suggested anyth�ng l�ke th�s?

Maybe you th�nk that �f 'zoom out' from red and blue qual�a, then we get magenta qual�a, and v�ca
versa? If so then as I sa�d, th�s �s new phys�cs, prove �t.

D�d you really mean to type "qual�a" there? The d�scuss�on was about object�ve magenta. That's not
go�ng to have anyth�ng to do w�th qual�a. "Qual�a" �s a term reserved for subject�ve propert�es.
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Ffs, quote the part of the Standard Model then wh�ch expla�ns the d��erence between phys�cal
propert�es and qual�a propert�es.

2.92. by Sculptor1

Of course �t makes a d��erence, regardless of the un�versal�ty of phys�cal law. In fact the un�versal�ty of
phys�cal law demands that a po�nt of v�ew gets d��erent results.
You are just confused. Look�ng at a th�ng �s not the same as a th�ng.
No one but me can say how much my headache hurts me. You w�ll never know how much I mentally
head-slap every t�me I read your posts. My �nternal d�alogue and exper�ence cannot be known by
another. Be�ng un�versal that means that noth�ng sc�ence can look at can be the same as the th�ng �n
�tself.

2.90. by Atla

Utter nonsense. The laws of phys�cs are un�versal or quas�-un�versal, so the spat�otemporal
reference �sn't supposed to make such a d��erence.
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Real�sm on phys�cal laws, and where for some odd reason we're pretend�ng that spec�al and general
relat�v�ty d�dn't happen, wouldn't �n any way suggest that the propert�es of any x aren't d��erent
from d��erent spat�otemporal po�nts or frames. That would only be the case of there were a
phys�cal law that sa�d that propert�es are necessar�ly spat�otemporal-�nvar�ant. Of course, there
would be no way to know th�s, so �t's a good th�ng that there's no such law.

Of course, I'm not a real�st on phys�cal laws, but that makes no d��erence to the above.

2.90. by Atla

Utter nonsense. The laws of phys�cs are un�versal or quas�-un�versal, so the spat�otemporal reference
�sn't supposed to make such a d��erence.

2.88. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Qual�a are just the propert�es of mental (consc�ous) bra�n states, from the perspect�ve of those bra�n
states. That's d��erent than propert�es of th�ngs that aren't bra�n states, obv�ously, but that doesn't
�mply that object�ve propert�es don't ex�st just as well. And sc�ence can't tell us the propert�es of
anyth�ng from the perspect�ve of be�ng that th�ng. That's not l�m�ted to bra�n states. Sc�ence can only
tell us propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves. Propert�es from observat�onal perspect�ves are
d��erent than propert�es from the perspect�ve of be�ng whatever "�tem" �n quest�on.

"Perspect�ve" above, by the way, doesn't �mply consc�ousness, �t rather amounts to a spat�otemporal
frame or po�nt of reference.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 9 6 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:46



If we are talk�ng about protons, neutrons etc. then 'n�trogen' �s just how we call them together. But
they are st�ll a group d��erent th�ngs.

If you th�nk that magenta qual�a �s also made of two d��erent th�ngs then

PROVE IT

2.93. by Terrap�n Stat�on

You keep br�ng�ng up whether an x �s "one th�ng," as �f that's well-def�ned, factual (as�de from facts re
how an �nd�v�dual th�nks about �t), and �mportant for anyth�ng.

In phys�cs, �t just doesn't work l�ke: 'Well here �s th�ng A and here �s th�ng B, and together they are
�dent�cal to th�ng C.

As�de from why we'd be talk�ng about what the convent�ons of phys�cs are, are you say�ng that phys�cs
doesn't work l�ke the above, or were the sentences after th�s necessary for how phys�cs doesn't work
accord�ng to you?

Do you mean to cla�m that phys�cs doesn't say that a n�trogen atom �s �dent�cal to seven protons,
neutrons and electrons �n part�cular dynam�c relat�ons?

Even though all three th�ngs are d��erent as far as we can tell.
Every numer�cally d�st�nct th�ng �s d��erent. But as�de from that, even for a type real�st, protons,
neutrons and electrons are d��erent.

2.89. by Atla

What does th�s have to do w�th my v�ews �s?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 9 7 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:49



What magenta �s �s no mystery, lol. Why not s�mply read the W�k�ped�a page? It expla�ns that
magenta �s a combo of red and blue/v�olet l�ght. Ser�ously, how d�d you get �t �nto your m�nd that
there's someth�ng myster�ous about magenta? What was the source of th�s for you? Maybe I can
make some sense of your source.

2.96. by Atla

If we are talk�ng about protons, neutrons etc. then 'n�trogen' �s just how we call them together. But
they are st�ll a group d��erent th�ngs.

If you th�nk that magenta qual�a �s also made of two d��erent th�ngs then

PROVE IT

2.93. by Terrap�n Stat�on

You keep br�ng�ng up whether an x �s "one th�ng," as �f that's well-def�ned, factual (as�de from facts
re how an �nd�v�dual th�nks about �t), and �mportant for anyth�ng.

As�de from why we'd be talk�ng about what the convent�ons of phys�cs are, are you say�ng that
phys�cs doesn't work l�ke the above, or were the sentences after th�s necessary for how phys�cs
doesn't work accord�ng to you?

Do you mean to cla�m that phys�cs doesn't say that a n�trogen atom �s �dent�cal to seven protons,
neutrons and electrons �n part�cular dynam�c relat�ons?

Every numer�cally d�st�nct th�ng �s d��erent. But as�de from that, even for a type real�st, protons,
neutrons and electrons are d��erent.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 9 8 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:50



Okay quote the part of the Standard Model then wh�ch expla�ns the d��erence between phys�cal
propert�es and qual�a propert�es, and how and why we have to sw�tch between them depend�ng on
spat�otemporal reference.

2.95. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Real�sm on phys�cal laws, and where for some odd reason we're pretend�ng that spec�al and general
relat�v�ty d�dn't happen, wouldn't �n any way suggest that the propert�es of any x aren't d��erent from
d��erent spat�otemporal po�nts or frames. That would only be the case of there were a phys�cal law
that sa�d that propert�es are necessar�ly spat�otemporal-�nvar�ant. Of course, there would be no way to
know th�s, so �t's a good th�ng that there's no such law.

Of course, I'm not a real�st on phys�cal laws, but that makes no d��erence to the above.

2.90. by Atla

Utter nonsense. The laws of phys�cs are un�versal or quas�-un�versal, so the spat�otemporal
reference �sn't supposed to make such a d��erence.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 9 9 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:52

The relevance of the standard model here would be?

2.98. by Atla

Okay quote the part of the Standard Model then wh�ch expla�ns the d��erence between phys�cal
propert�es and qual�a propert�es, and how and why we have to sw�tch between them depend�ng on
spat�otemporal reference.

2.95. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Real�sm on phys�cal laws, and where for some odd reason we're pretend�ng that spec�al and general
relat�v�ty d�dn't happen, wouldn't �n any way suggest that the propert�es of any x aren't d��erent
from d��erent spat�otemporal po�nts or frames. That would only be the case of there were a phys�cal
law that sa�d that propert�es are necessar�ly spat�otemporal-�nvar�ant. Of course, there would be no
way to know th�s, so �t's a good th�ng that there's no such law.

Of course, I'm not a real�st on phys�cal laws, but that makes no d��erence to the above.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 0 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:55



If you can't read a W�k�ped�a page, I'll help: �t doesn't say that magenta �s a combo of red and
blue/v�olet l�ght.

And �t's not myster�ous to me, I use th�s example to try to get people who don't understand the
phys�cs/qual�a problem, to th�nk. However even grasp�ng the problem �s beyond your ab�l�t�es, let
alone try�ng to solve �t.

2.97. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What magenta �s �s no mystery, lol. Why not s�mply read the W�k�ped�a page? It expla�ns that magenta
�s a combo of red and blue/v�olet l�ght. Ser�ously, how d�d you get �t �nto your m�nd that there's
someth�ng myster�ous about magenta? What was the source of th�s for you? Maybe I can make some
sense of your source.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 1 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:57

Atla, I p�cture you frequently act�ng l�ke th�s when you post here:

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 2 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:57

2.99. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The relevance of the standard model here would be?

2.98. by Atla

Okay quote the part of the Standard Model then wh�ch expla�ns the d��erence between phys�cal
propert�es and qual�a propert�es, and how and why we have to sw�tch between them depend�ng on
spat�otemporal reference.



You're the one who cla�ms to be a phys�cal�st, and that everyth�ng nonphys�cal �s �ncoherent.

If you subscr�be to phys�cal�sm as a ph�lophy, maybe you should have some vague �dea about what
�t actually �s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:00

Good example: "Magenta �s assoc�ated w�th percept�on of spectral power d�str�but�ons
concentrated mostly �n longer wavelength redd�sh components and shorter wavelength blue�sh
components."

And �t's not myster�ous to me, I use th�s example to try to get people who don't understand the
phys�cs/qual�a problem, to th�nk. However even grasp�ng the problem �s beyond your ab�l�t�es, let
alone try�ng to solve �t.

There's no problem to be had.

2.100. by Atla

If you can't read a W�k�ped�a page, I'll help: �t doesn't say that magenta �s a combo of red and
blue/v�olet l�ght.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:01

Oops I tr�ed to type "For example" but my k�ndle changed �t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 5 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:02



Indeed a good example. People who CAN read and th�nk, understand the d��erence between '�s' and
'assoc�ated w�th'.

2.103. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Good example: "Magenta �s assoc�ated w�th percept�on of spectral power d�str�but�ons concentrated
mostly �n longer wavelength redd�sh components and shorter wavelength blue�sh components."

And �t's not myster�ous to me, I use th�s example to try to get people who don't understand the
phys�cs/qual�a problem, to th�nk. However even grasp�ng the problem �s beyond your ab�l�t�es, let
alone try�ng to solve �t.

There's no problem to be had.

2.100. by Atla

If you can't read a W�k�ped�a page, I'll help: �t doesn't say that magenta �s a combo of red and
blue/v�olet l�ght.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 6 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:03

What �f def�n�tely �s NOT �s be�ng a cheerleader for (the convent�onal w�sdom of) phys�cs.

So the relevance �s your r�d�culous m�sunderstand�ng of what phys�cal�sm �s.

2.102. by Atla

You're the one who cla�ms to be a phys�cal�st, and that everyth�ng nonphys�cal �s �ncoherent.

If you subscr�be to phys�cal�sm as a ph�lophy, maybe you should have some vague �dea about what �t
actually �s.

2.99. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The relevance of the standard model here would be?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 7 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:06



Assoc�ated w�th rather than �s because you could be colorbl�nd, for example.

We're not go�ng to say that someth�ng �s the percept�on of x regardless of what you perce�ve,
because var�ous th�ngs can a�ect or go wrong w�th percept�on.

2.105. by Atla

Indeed a good example. People who CAN read and th�nk, understand the d��erence between '�s' and
'assoc�ated w�th'.

2.103. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Good example: "Magenta �s assoc�ated w�th percept�on of spectral power d�str�but�ons concentrated
mostly �n longer wavelength redd�sh components and shorter wavelength blue�sh components."

There's no problem to be had.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 8 .

~

Steve3007 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:06

I just want to know the fat man's back-story, lead�ng to that po�nt, now. T�ny �ns�ghts �nto people's
l�ves can be very frustrat�ng.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 0 9 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:08

2.101. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Atla, I p�cture you frequently act�ng l�ke th�s when you post here:



Hehe well I'm just here for fun, I'm not tak�ng �t ser�ously, as you �mag�ne. But �t's true that the
depth of stup�d�ty I encounter somet�mes surpr�ses me.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 0 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:10

So you're a phys�cal�st, just m�nus the phys�cs part. Got �t.

2.106. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What �f def�n�tely �s NOT �s be�ng a cheerleader for (the convent�onal w�sdom of) phys�cs.

So the relevance �s your r�d�culous m�sunderstand�ng of what phys�cal�sm �s.

2.102. by Atla

You're the one who cla�ms to be a phys�cal�st, and that everyth�ng nonphys�cal �s �ncoherent.

If you subscr�be to phys�cal�sm as a ph�lophy, maybe you should have some vague �dea about what �t
actually �s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 1 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:16

See, now you are aga�n mak�ng up a random story, after be�ng called out on your latest l�e.

Well th�s one's got noth�ng to do w�th 'spec�al cases' l�ke color bl�ndness, and �f you had read
W�k�ped�a pages before, you would know that.

2.107. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Assoc�ated w�th rather than �s because you could be colorbl�nd, for example.

We're not go�ng to say that someth�ng �s the percept�on of x regardless of what you perce�ve, because
var�ous th�ngs can a�ect or go wrong w�th percept�on.

2.105. by Atla

Indeed a good example. People who CAN read and th�nk, understand the d��erence between '�s' and
'assoc�ated w�th'.

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 2 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:22

It has noth�ng to do w�th be�ng devoted to, subserv�ent to, etc. phys�cs. Th�nk�ng that �s as
r�d�culous as th�nk�ng that a mus�c�an �s go�ng to bel�eve �n muses, or th�nk�ng that a conc�erge �s
probably a pr�son warden.

2.110. by Atla

So you're a phys�cal�st, just m�nus the phys�cs part. Got �t.

2.106. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What �f def�n�tely �s NOT �s be�ng a cheerleader for (the convent�onal w�sdom of) phys�cs.

So the relevance �s your r�d�culous m�sunderstand�ng of what phys�cal�sm �s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 3 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:27

Subserv�ence lol okay whatever you say. I'll leave you to �t.

2.112. by Terrap�n Stat�on

It has noth�ng to do w�th be�ng devoted to, subserv�ent to, etc. phys�cs. Th�nk�ng that �s as r�d�culous as
th�nk�ng that a mus�c�an �s go�ng to bel�eve �n muses, or th�nk�ng that a conc�erge �s probably a pr�son
warden.

2.110. by Atla

So you're a phys�cal�st, just m�nus the phys�cs part. Got �t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:27



Here he goes knock�ng the table over aga�n . . .

You're th�nk�ng that "assoc�ated w�th" rather than "�s" �s an allus�on to qual�a where qual�a are
supposedly someth�ng d��erent than a property of (perceptual) bra�n states?

If so, what are you us�ng as textual support of that conclus�on?

2.111. by Atla

See, now you are aga�n mak�ng up a random story, after be�ng called out on your latest l�e.

Well th�s one's got noth�ng to do w�th 'spec�al cases' l�ke color bl�ndness, and �f you had read W�k�ped�a
pages before, you would know that.

2.107. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Assoc�ated w�th rather than �s because you could be colorbl�nd, for example.

We're not go�ng to say that someth�ng �s the percept�on of x regardless of what you perce�ve, because
var�ous th�ngs can a�ect or go wrong w�th percept�on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 5 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:29

Here's another s�mple explanat�on of how to get magenta l�ght:

https://magg�essc�enceconnect�on.weebly ... color.html

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 6 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:58

https://maggiesscienceconnection.weebly.com/visible-light--color.html


Why?
Don't you know?

2.94. by Atla

Ffs, quote the part of the Standard Model then wh�ch expla�ns the d��erence between phys�cal
propert�es and qual�a propert�es.

2.92. by Sculptor1

Of course �t makes a d��erence, regardless of the un�versal�ty of phys�cal law. In fact the un�versal�ty
of phys�cal law demands that a po�nt of v�ew gets d��erent results.
You are just confused. Look�ng at a th�ng �s not the same as a th�ng.
No one but me can say how much my headache hurts me. You w�ll never know how much I mentally
head-slap every t�me I read your posts. My �nternal d�alogue and exper�ence cannot be known by
another. Be�ng un�versal that means that noth�ng sc�ence can look at can be the same as the th�ng �n
�tself.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 7 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 12:59

Quote the part of the standard model wh�ch expla�ns sw�mm�ng pool ma�ntenance.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 8 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 13:04

Surpr�s�ng, �sn't �t, that at t�mes some of us feel �t necessary to o�er h�gh school explanat�ons to
people who do not understand the bas�cs.

The two elements of colour m�x�ng were expla�ned to me by the t�me I was 14. The subtract�ve by
the art teacher, and the add�t�ve by the phys�cs teacher, both knew the theory of the other.
What they both understood �s that colour only happens �ns�de the bra�n; the phys�cs teacher
thought th�s was really �nterest�ng the art teacher not so much.

Why �s th�s s�mple set of �deas so poorly understood?

2.115. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Here's another s�mple explanat�on of how to get magenta l�ght:

https://magg�essc�enceconnect�on.weebly ... color.html

Ö Ü

https://maggiesscienceconnection.weebly.com/visible-light--color.html


B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 1 9 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 13:37

I bet these people don't even know that �f we "average" the wavelengths of red and blue l�ght, we
get green wavelength l�ght.

And that's just one of the two �ssues. No matter. You can't argue w�th stup�d.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 0 .

~

Gert�e on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 13:52

I haven't gotten to the bottom of Dennett's v�ew of qual�a myself, �t's confus�ng. But th�s spec�f�c
po�nt about the representat�onal funct�on occur�ng as a phys�cal process rather than an
exper�ent�al mental one doesn't spec�f�cally address the ex�stence of the exper�ence of see�ng blue

2.85. by Sculptor1

Thank you - that �s pretty much what TerSta sa�d too.
So I shall also present you w�th the same follow up.

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s
Dennett's bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of colour
and pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the
exper�enc�ng of them, and may be d��erent for each of us.

2.74. by Gert�e

When Dennett says blue �s represented by my bra�n, all I th�nk he's say�ng �s that the the neural
�nteract�ons result�ng from patterns of photons (wh�ch we call blue) are the ''representat�on'' of
blue.

So blue �s represented by d��erent neurons f�r�ng to those that f�re for red, or an �tchy toe, etc.

I th�nk he's just say�ng the phys�cal processes are what's do�ng the ''representa�on'' funct�on.

He's not talk�ng about the exper�ence of see�ng blue, only to say he doesn't label the exper�enc�ng
part the representat�onal part (as some do). He labels the phys�cal processes the funct�onal
representat�on process.

It's not say�ng much �mo. And the �nterv�ewer d�dn't help clar�fy that. But I could have
m�sunderstood.



(qual�a ) e�ther way �mo.

But the �nterv�ewer then asked what he called ''the b�g quest�on'' - how do you get from the
phys�cal bra�n processes to the exper�ence of see�ng the blue door? (Th�s �s what Lev�ne calls the
Explanatory Gap, because there �s no apparent phys�cal explanat�on for how phys�cal processes
result �n mental exper�ence. S�gn�f�cantly not just how phys�cs expla�ns �t, how �t even could
expla�n �t https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Explanatory_gap ).

Dennett doesn't d�rectly answer. He sa�d you have to address th�s funct�onally. He ended up say�ng
sc�ence w�ll one day be able to g�ve a full th�rd person (object�ve, observable) account of You,
expla�n everyth�ng about you funct�onally �n terms spec�f�c bra�n processes.

Th�s account won't �nclude f�rst person mental exper�ence (qual�a), the 'what �t's l�ke' to see a blue
door, , the ''what �t's l�ke'' aspect of be�ng You at all. Qual�a don't need to ex�st �n that funct�onal
account of your l�fe - what you do, say and why can all be expla�ned by phys�cal processes. Mental
sensory percept�ons, the�r mean�ng to you, des�res, reasoned dec�s�ons, etc, are �rrelevant from
that funct�onal th�rd person perspect�ve. (E�ect�vely d�sm�ss�ng free w�ll).

Then he says - And qual�a don't ex�st �n any other way e�ther. (around 17.30) Ie �f the bra�n �s do�ng
all the th�rd person person observable funct�onal work, not only �s free w�ll an �llus�on, but the
ex�stence of phenomenal exper�ence �s an �llus�on.

That's my take.

But at other t�mes he w�ll say phenomenal mental exper�ence does ex�st, and the �llus�on �s that �t
�sn't what we th�nk �t �s. If we take �nto account what he says here, then the �mpl�cat�on (well my
guess) �s �t only ex�sts as phys�cal bra�n processes. What that would actually mean to h�m, I can't
make out.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 1 .

~

GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 14:54

It's �mportant to keep �n m�nd that a representat�on doesn't �mply a resemblance. Anyth�ng can
represent anyth�ng else. All that �s needed �s some understood or accepted correlat�on between
them. E.g., the cap�tal letter C can represent the speed of l�ght, but �t bears no resemblance to that

2.84. by Sculptor1

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s
Dennett's bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of colour
and pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the
exper�enc�ng of them, and may be d��erent for each of us.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Explanatory_gap


phys�cal constant. A dot on map can represent a town, but �t bears no resemblance to that town.

A quale represents, �n the consc�ous m�nd, a bra�n state, but does not resemble �t. That bra�n state,
�n turn, represents some (presumed) external state of a�a�rs, but --- probably --- does not
resemble �t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 2 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 15:01

That be�ng the case. Noth�ng of our percept�on resembles what �s �n the object�ve world.
Instead we l�ve w�th a ser�es of representat�ons wh�ch approx�mate the world �n ways e�ect�ve
enough to be phys�cally log�cal.
Is th�s what you mean?
Or are you draw�ng too many d�st�nct�ons. If you say that the quale �s a state wh�ch �n turn
represents surely you are just add�ng another unnecessary layer here? Surely the quale �s the
exper�ence of the sensory �nput.

2.121. by GE Morton

It's �mportant to keep �n m�nd that a representat�on doesn't �mply a resemblance. Anyth�ng can
represent anyth�ng else. All that �s needed �s some understood or accepted correlat�on between them.
E.g., the cap�tal letter C can represent the speed of l�ght, but �t bears no resemblance to that phys�cal
constant. A dot on map can represent a town, but �t bears no resemblance to that town.

A quale represents, �n the consc�ous m�nd, a bra�n state, but does not resemble �t. That bra�n state, �n
turn, represents some (presumed) external state of a�a�rs, but --- probably --- does not resemble �t.

2.84. by Sculptor1

That as�de, how does th�s statement �nval�date the �dea of qual�a as some on the thread cla�m �s
Dennett's bel�ef?
I'd agree that our percept�ons represent the outs�de world. No problem. But my exper�ence of colour
and pa�n are not s�mple representat�ons of the world. They are only to be understood by the
exper�enc�ng of them, and may be d��erent for each of us.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 3 .
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 15:27



Oh, my. Apparently you don't know the mean�ngs of "mental state" or "bra�n state" or perhaps
e�ther. We determ�ne the state of someone's bra�n by do�ng a EKG or CAT scan, perhaps a b�opsy,
and �f we want all the gory deta�ls, by measur�ng nerve cell membrane permeab�l�ty, �on exchange
rates and electr�cal pulses between cells, not�ng cell patholog�es, etc. On the other hand, we �nfer
someone else's mental state from h�s observable behav�or, and our own by �ntrospect�on and
reflect�on on our own behav�or. Those two methodolog�es could hardly be more d��erent. There �s
certa�nly a correlat�on between bra�n states and mental states, but they are hardly �dent�cal. Nor �s
one reduc�ble to the other.

Yes, they are d��erent. Consc�ousness �s a product of bra�ns, an ongo�ng act�v�ty of bra�ns, just as a
mot�on p�cture �s an ongo�ng act�v�ty of a mov�e projector.

Wrong.

My, how �llum�nat�ng. Such �ns�ght!

2.80. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Mental states are �dent�cal to a subset of bra�n states. They're not someth�ng d��erent than bra�n
states.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 4 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 15:35

Apparently you're unable to understand that th�s �n no way �mpl�es that the two are not �dent�cal.

2.123. by GE Morton

Those two methodolog�es could hardly be more d��erent.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 5 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 15:55

Wh�ch would expla�n why you're �ncapable of e�ect�vely argu�ng w�th anyone.

Why are you averag�ng wavelengths, by the way? Is th�s l�ke one of those "1 = 2" arguments?

2.119. by Atla

I bet these people don't even know that �f we "average" the wavelengths of red and blue l�ght, we get
green wavelength l�ght.

And that's just one of the two �ssues. No matter. You can't argue w�th stup�d.

Ö Ü
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Sculptor1 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:02

Th�s �s a poor analogy.
A photo or v�deo �s not the same th�ng as the subject they dep�ct, and a lump of bra�n t�ssue from a
b�opsy or a scan �mage �s not the same as a bra�n state or mental state.
They are s�mple representat�ons.

On the other hand, we �nfer someone else's mental state from h�s observable behav�or, and our own by
�ntrospect�on and reflect�on on our own behav�or. Those two methodolog�es could hardly be more
d��erent. There �s certa�nly a correlat�on between bra�n states and mental states, but they are hardly
�dent�cal. Nor �s one reduc�ble to the other.

It seems you want to myst�fy the facts, that there �s ult�mately some other state beyond the
phys�cal. Why?
Th�ngs wh�ch are equal to the same th�ng are equal to each other. If you want to know what a
mental state looks l�ke then use a scanner. You are go�ng to see a part�al representat�on, but you
have no warrant to suggest there �s someth�ng myst�cal beh�nd the curta�n.

2.123. by GE Morton

Oh, my. Apparently you don't know the mean�ngs of "mental state" or "bra�n state" or perhaps e�ther.
We determ�ne the state of someone's bra�n by do�ng a EKG or CAT scan, perhaps a b�opsy, and �f we
want all the gory deta�ls, by measur�ng nerve cell membrane permeab�l�ty, �on exchange rates and
electr�cal pulses between cells, not�ng cell patholog�es, etc.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 7 .

~

Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:12

And now you don't even understand why �t was your last 'argument'.

2.125. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Wh�ch would expla�n why you're �ncapable of e�ect�vely argu�ng w�th anyone.

Why are you averag�ng wavelengths, by the way? Is th�s l�ke one of those "1 = 2" arguments?

2.119. by Atla

I bet these people don't even know that �f we "average" the wavelengths of red and blue l�ght, we
get green wavelength l�ght.

And that's just one of the two �ssues. No matter. You can't argue w�th stup�d.



It's crystal clear by now, your mental facult�es don't reach that of the average teenager. That's why
you can never understand anyth�ng, never argue anyth�ng.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 2 8 .
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:17

Er, yes, �t does. Two th�ngs are �dent�cal IFF there are no d�scern�ble features, propert�es, by wh�ch
they can be d�st�ngu�shed. Even then, s�nce by hypothes�s there are two th�ngs, they cannot be
numer�cally �dent�cal.

2.124. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Apparently you're unable to understand that th�s �n no way �mpl�es that the two are not �dent�cal.

2.123. by GE Morton

Those two methodolog�es could hardly be more d��erent.
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Gert�e on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:24

GE

Thank you. I have �ssues! (I'm told th�s a lot).

Dennett somet�mes says th�ngs wh�ch don't seem to tally w�th what I th�nk you're say�ng. But
maybe I'm not putt�ng �t together r�ght. See what you th�nk.

Could you clar�fy how the d��erence works here?

I'd th�nk that d��erence was pretty obv�ous. The product of a process �s not a property of the processor.
E.g., "Guern�ca" �s a product of P�casso, but not a property of h�m. Cotton (the fabr�c) �s a product of a
text�le m�ll, but not a property of the m�ll. Honey �s a product of bees, but not a property of them.
Though, we could say the ab�l�ty to make honey �s a property of bees --- and the ab�l�ty of some
bra�ns to produce consc�ousness �s a property of those bra�ns.



Just to agree some terms - would you go w�th qual�a are ak�n to un�ts of certa�n types phenomenal
exper�ence l�ke sensory percept�ons, emot�ons and sensat�ons? Or all 'what �t's l�ke' exper�ence?

Yes. Qual�a are the bra�n's mode of represent�ng all the var�ous �nternal and external states �t can
detect to �tself.

And what do you mean by 'consc�ousness' here, wh�ch the bra�n ''presents phenomenal exper�ence''
to? Other types of exper�ent�al states, a self wh�ch �s someth�ng d��erent to exper�ent�al states, or
someth�ng else?

That �s a tough one, because the term "consc�ous" has two d��erent senses �n ord�nary speech --- �t �s
contrasted w�th "unconsc�ous," e.g., asleep or �n a coma, etc., and "non-consc�ous," assumed of plants,
rocks, etc. So (l�v�ng) humans are consc�ous �n the second sense even when asleep. We can then def�ne
"consc�ousness" as the state of be�ng consc�ous �n the f�rst sense. But that st�ll doesn't tell us what
consc�ousness �s. My own (currently) preferred analys�s, ga�n�ng favor among some neurophys�olg�sts
and AI researchers, �s, a system �s consc�ous when �t has the means to gather a w�de var�ety of
�nformat�on about �ts own �nternal states and external env�ronment, an ab�l�ty to store �nformat�on
about past states of �tself and the env�ronment, can use that data to generate a dynam�c, v�rtual model
of �tself and �ts surround�ngs, run "what-�f" scenar�os �n the model, draw�ng upon memor�es of past
act�ons and the results thereof, and d�rect �ts act�ons based on the ouput of that process�ng. I th�nk we'd
be w�ll�ng to call any system that could do those th�ngs "consc�ous." It would pass the Tur�ng test. Our
subject�ve "consc�ous exper�ence" �s the ongo�ng operat�on of that v�rtual model.

Aga�n, what �s the ''us'' or Me here do�ng the d�st�ngu�sh�ng?

The "me" �s the system as a whole, as represented �n the v�rtual model --- the v�rtual "me." The
bra�n generates that model, not unl�ke the way a computer and �ts program generates v�rtual world
for a v�deo game, except that the raw data for the bra�n's model �s drawn from env�ronment �n real
t�me.

To br�efly summar�se how I'm �nterpret�ng you -

Bra�n processes create a product, �n the way a steam tra�n creates steam.

Th�s product cons�sts of exper�ent�al ''what �t's l�ke'' states.

The content of these exper�ent�al states compr�se a dynam�c 'v�rtual model' of a mater�al world and
myself as an embod�ed agent w�th�n �t.

The funct�on of th�s exper�ent�al model of the world �s to d�rect act�ons.

The bra�n then 'presents the exper�ent�al model to �tself' - by wh�ch you mean presents the
exper�ent�al model to the ''consc�ousness system/body as a whole''.

I can make sense of that up to the last sentence. And I don't th�nk �t's say�ng anyth�ng rad�cal or



challeng�ng about the not�on of qual�a up to that po�nt. So I'm th�nk�ng I'm m�ss�ng someth�ng?
But I don't understand what the last sentence would actually mean - can you unpack that?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 0 .
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Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:43

I bel�eve, you m�ght want to also cons�der that w�th Dennett, everyth�ng �s a b�t murky. He h�mself
couldn't tell you for sure what h�s v�ews are, and whether they are even �nternally cons�stent, and
he may not have explored all of the�r �mpl�cat�ons e�ther. Also, he may not fully bel�eve everyth�ng
he says, somet�mes he just wants to shock people or ga�n a b�t more attent�on.

2.129. by Gert�e

Dennett somet�mes says

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 1 .
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:45

Well, you left out all those gory deta�ls. The po�nt �s that whatever we know or th�nk we know, or
can conce�vably know, about bra�n states w�ll be learned from phys�cal exam�nat�on of bra�ns. But
all of those �nvest�gat�ons and measurements w�ll tell us noth�ng about someone's mental state --
- about how he feels about th�ngs, what th�ngs �nterest h�m, what th�ngs "look l�ke" to h�m. But we
can answer the latter quest�ons by observ�ng h�s behav�or and talk�ng to h�m.

It seems you want to myst�fy the facts, that there �s ult�mately some other state beyond the phys�cal.

Oh, there are many states of many th�ngs beyond the phys�cal, because there are ent�re realms of
ex�stents beyond the phys�cal. We speak of such th�ngs as "the state of the art" �n AI technology, or

2.126. by Sculptor1

Th�s �s a poor analogy.
A photo or v�deo �s not the same th�ng as the subject they dep�ct, and a lump of bra�n t�ssue from a
b�opsy or a scan �mage �s not the same as a bra�n state or mental state.
They are s�mple representat�ons.

2.123. by GE Morton

Oh, my. Apparently you don't know the mean�ngs of "mental state" or "bra�n state" or perhaps
e�ther. We determ�ne the state of someone's bra�n by do�ng a EKG or CAT scan, perhaps a b�opsy,
and �f we want all the gory deta�ls, by measur�ng nerve cell membrane permeab�l�ty, �on exchange
rates and electr�cal pulses between cells, not�ng cell patholog�es, etc.



the current state of the economy, or the state of the contemporary mus�c scene, or the state of
�nternat�onal trade, or the state of someone's marr�age, or someone's state of m�nd, etc., etc. There
�s noth�ng myst�cal about any of those th�ngs.

Th�ngs wh�ch are equal to the same th�ng are equal to each other. If you want to know what a mental
state looks l�ke then use a scanner.

No, Sculptor. The scanner w�ll tell you someth�ng about the state of the pat�ent's bra�n, but noth�ng
about h�s mental state, e.g., what he �s currently th�nk�ng about.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 2 .
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Gert�e on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:49

Perhaps you can make an argument to expla�n how phys�cal bra�ns w�th a set of phys�cal propert�es
�dent�f�ed by a CAT scan for example, are �dent�cal to exper�ent�al mental states wh�ch don't
possess those phys�cal propert�es, but possess d��erent exper�ent�al propert�es...?

2.124. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Apparently you're unable to understand that th�s �n no way �mpl�es that the two are not �dent�cal.

2.123. by GE Morton

Those two methodolog�es could hardly be more d��erent.
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Gert�e on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 17:19

Yeah that's pretty much my �mpress�on too. It's just not my cuppa.

And �f that's r�ght, he should be upfront rather than mak�ng these flashy cla�ms and not back�ng
them up.

I'm st�ll open to be�ng persuaded otherw�se, but not opt�m�st�c.

2.130. by Atla

I bel�eve, you m�ght want to also cons�der that w�th Dennett, everyth�ng �s a b�t murky. He h�mself
couldn't tell you for sure what h�s v�ews are, and whether they are even �nternally cons�stent, and he
may not have explored all of the�r �mpl�cat�ons e�ther. Also, he may not fully bel�eve everyth�ng he says,
somet�mes he just wants to shock people or ga�n a b�t more attent�on.

2.129. by Gert�e

Dennett somet�mes says

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 17:31

I also remember someone cla�m�ng that he worked w�th Dennett, and �n pr�vate he adm�tted that he
says th�ngs l�ke h�s den�al of qual�a, �n order to ga�n publ�c�ty. He doesn't really bel�eve �t. Though I
can't ver�fy th�s story.

Seems to me that h�s current scheme �s the re�f�cat�on of �nformat�on (as d�st�nct from
matter/energy), another nasty tr�ck that can cause some unnecessary confus�on. Well he sure
knows how to work the crowd I guess.

2.133. by Gert�e

Yeah that's pretty much my �mpress�on too. It's just not my cuppa.

And �f that's r�ght, he should be upfront rather than mak�ng these flashy cla�ms and not back�ng them
up.

I'm st�ll open to be�ng persuaded otherw�se, but not opt�m�st�c.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 5 .
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Sculptor1 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 18:02

No, these are all phys�cal.

No, Sculptor. The scanner w�ll tell you someth�ng about the state of the pat�ent's bra�n, but noth�ng
about h�s mental state, e.g., what he �s currently th�nk�ng about.

There �s no d�st�nct�on. The state of the art �s cashed out �n phys�cal�ty, exactly l�ke mental states.
These are not "realms", they are content. L�ke the content of computer code.

2.131. by GE Morton

Oh, there are many states of many th�ngs beyond the phys�cal, because there are ent�re realms of
ex�stents beyond the phys�cal. We speak of such th�ngs as "the state of the art" �n AI technology, or the
current state of the economy, or the state of the contemporary mus�c scene, or the state of �nternat�onal
trade, or the state of someone's marr�age, or someone's state of m�nd, etc., etc. There �s noth�ng
myst�cal about any of those th�ngs.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 6 .
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Steve3007 on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 21:00

Atla wrote:Hehe well I'm just here for fun, I'm not tak�ng �t ser�ously,...

You've ment�oned th�s more than once before. I guess you cons�der �t �mportant to rem�nd people?
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 22:18

Really? The "state of the art" �n AI technology refers to the extent of knowledge �n that f�eld.
Knowledge �s phys�cal? And what do the laws of phys�cs tell us about the contemporary mus�c
scene?

You're �gnor�ng the obv�ous �n order to defend a na�ve ontology.

No, Sculptor. The scanner w�ll tell you someth�ng about the state of the pat�ent's bra�n, but noth�ng
about h�s mental state, e.g., what he �s currently th�nk�ng about.

There �s no d�st�nct�on. The state of the art �s cashed out �n phys�cal�ty, exactly l�ke mental states.

Aga�n . . . really? Please expla�n just how the mental state of, say, th�nk�ng about where to go for
d�nner "cashes out" phys�cally --- what tests or exam�nat�ons of bra�n t�ssue or act�v�ty w�ll reveal
that.

2.135. by Sculptor1

No, these are all phys�cal.

2.131. by GE Morton

Oh, there are many states of many th�ngs beyond the phys�cal, because there are ent�re realms of
ex�stents beyond the phys�cal. We speak of such th�ngs as "the state of the art" �n AI technology, or
the current state of the economy, or the state of the contemporary mus�c scene, or the state of
�nternat�onal trade, or the state of someone's marr�age, or someone's state of m�nd, etc., etc. There
�s noth�ng myst�cal about any of those th�ngs.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 8 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 22:51

You're not argu�ng that waves at d��erent frequenc�es always amount to one wave that's an
average, are you?

2.127. by Atla

And now you don't even understand why �t was your last 'argument'.



So, for example, �f we play an an �nterval of F3 and C4, you'd argue that rather than two p�tches, we
get a s�ngle p�tch, namely the average, a sl�ghtly flat A3?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 3 9 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 22:52

So the morn�ng star and even�ng star aren't �dent�cal on your v�ew, for example?

2.128. by GE Morton

Er, yes, �t does. Two th�ngs are �dent�cal IFF there are no d�scern�ble features, propert�es, by wh�ch they
can be d�st�ngu�shed. Even then, s�nce by hypothes�s there are two th�ngs, they cannot be numer�cally
�dent�cal.

2.124. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Apparently you're unable to understand that th�s �n no way �mpl�es that the two are not �dent�cal.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:02

S�nce the mental states are �dent�cal to the phys�cal bra�n states, the mental states DO possess
those phys�cal propert�es, of course (and v�ce versa). The d��erence, rather, �s one of
spat�otemporal perspect�ve. We're talk�ng about a th�rd-person observat�on versus a f�rst-person
observat�on. In other words, the d��erence of observ�ng someth�ng "other" (and from a part�cular
spat�otemporal locat�on) versus be�ng the th�ng �n quest�on.

It's a tru�sm about ALL ex�stents that propert�es are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal
reference po�nts or frames.

2.132. by Gert�e

Perhaps you can make an argument to expla�n how phys�cal bra�ns w�th a set of phys�cal propert�es
�dent�f�ed by a CAT scan for example, are �dent�cal to exper�ent�al mental states wh�ch don't possess
those phys�cal propert�es, but possess d��erent exper�ent�al propert�es...?

2.124. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Apparently you're unable to understand that th�s �n no way �mpl�es that the two are not �dent�cal.

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 1 .

~

GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:09

An external world, but not necessar�ly a "mater�al" one.

The funct�on of th�s exper�ent�al model of the world �s to d�rect act�ons.

To cons�der and we�gh poss�ble alternat�ves, and the�r poss�ble outcomes, pr�or to tak�ng some
act�on. Yes.

The bra�n then 'presents the exper�ent�al model to �tself' - by wh�ch you mean presents the exper�ent�al
model to the ''consc�ousness system/body as a whole''.

Not qu�te. The bra�n creates the model, wh�ch �s the "me" and the world we perce�ve. We, and the
un�verse we see and conce�ve, ARE that model. The upshot here, �mportant for AI, �s that any
system wh�ch can create a dynam�c, v�rtual model of �tself and �ts env�ronment, constantly updated
�n real t�me, and choose �ts act�ons based on scenar�os run �n the model, w�ll be "consc�ous."

A note on the "Explanatory Gap": There are two types of explanat�ons, reduct�ve ones and
funct�onal ones. The "gap" only acknowledges the former, and because mental phenomena are not
reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, concludes that mental phenomena are �nexpl�cable.

A reduct�ve explanat�on proceeds by construct�ng a causal cha�n from one event or set of events to
another. And of course, no such cha�n can be constructed between a phys�cal event or process and a
non-phys�cal phenomenon.

But a funct�onal explanat�on does not draw such a cha�n. Instead, �t sets up a mechan�sm, a
process, wh�ch �s thought to be enabl�ng or causat�ve of a certa�n result, and see�ng �f the
ant�c�pated result follows. It d�sregards any �ntermed�ate steps wh�ch may or may not �ntervene
between cause and e�ect. So �f we can set up a system we bel�eve w�ll produce consc�ousness, and �t
�ndeed produces someth�ng we can't d�st�ngu�sh from consc�ous behav�or, then we w�ll have
expla�ned consc�ousness funct�onally.

BTW, Lev�ne's sem�nal paper on the "Explanatory Gap" �s here:

2.129. by Gert�e

To br�efly summar�se how I'm �nterpret�ng you -

Bra�n processes create a product, �n the way a steam tra�n creates steam.

Th�s product cons�sts of exper�ent�al ''what �t's l�ke'' states.

The content of these exper�ent�al states compr�se a dynam�c 'v�rtual model' of a mater�al world and
myself as an embod�ed agent w�th�n �t.



https://faculty.arts.ubc.ca/maydede/m�n ... oryGap.pdf
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GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:21

Well, you're d�sregard�ng another sal�ent fact about perspect�ve d��erences --- yes, wh�le th�ngs
w�ll look d��erent from d��erent spat�o-temporal vantage po�nts, all vantage po�nts are
translatable �nto any other by well-def�ned and fa�rly s�mple algor�thms. (A fa�rly s�mple computer
program can d�splay any 3-d�mens�onal object from the v�ewpo�nt of any po�nt �n the frame space).
But there �s no algor�thm for translat�ng a phys�cally determ�ned bra�n state �nto a subject�vely
apprehended mental state, such as a quale. No analys�s of Mary's bra�n w�ll allow her, or us, to
ant�c�pate the sensat�on she w�ll exper�ence upon f�rst see�ng the red rose.

2.140. by Terrap�n Stat�on

It's a tru�sm about ALL ex�stents that propert�es are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference
po�nts or frames.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:22

Also we should stress that mental propert�es ARE phys�cal propert�es. It's just that that phys�cal
propert�es that we can th�rd-person observe are d��erent than the phys�cal propert�es (known as
"mental propert�es") that we f�rst-person observe as the bra�n �n quest�on.

2.133. by Gert�e

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:28

As�de from whether the hypothes�s �s r�ght (�t's not on my v�ew, but I want to avo�d the tangent of
that for the moment), �t's not the case that we can't "translate" th�rd-person states �nto f�rst-

2.142. by GE Morton

But there �s no algor�thm for translat�ng a phys�cally determ�ned bra�n state �nto a subject�vely
apprehended mental state, such as a quale.

https://faculty.arts.ubc.ca/maydede/mind/Levine_MaterialismExplanatoryGap.pdf


person states. We do th�s all the t�me w�th fMRI �mag�ng for example. We can say "Th�s th�rd-
person mapp�ng �s the person's f�rst-person dec�s�on state" and so on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 5 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:30

By the way, th�s quest�on wasn't rhetor�cal--I'm expect�ng you to answer:

So the morn�ng star and even�ng star aren't �dent�cal on your v�ew, for example?

2.142. by GE Morton

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 6 .

~

GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:43

That �s blatantly contrad�ctory. If a set of phys�cal propert�es �s "d��erent" from "mental
propert�es" then they are obv�ously NOT the same.

The phys�cal propert�es you ment�on, BTW, are the same from everyone's perspect�ve --- I can
read and �nterpret the results of a phys�cal exam�nat�on of my bra�n as well as any th�rd person.
You, on the other hand, hav�ng no access to my mental states, are �n no pos�t�on to make any cla�m
regard�ng the�r "sameness" to someth�ng else. That �s noth�ng more than a spur�ous conjecture on
your part.

The d��erence between bra�n states and mental states �s NOT a perspect�ve d��erence.

2.143. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Also we should stress that mental propert�es ARE phys�cal propert�es. It's just that that phys�cal
propert�es that we can th�rd-person observe are d��erent than the phys�cal propert�es (known as
"mental propert�es") that we f�rst-person observe as the bra�n �n quest�on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 7 .

~

GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:48



The "mental state" �n quest�on �s not the "dec�s�on state." It �s the content of that state --- the
�ssues and alternat�ves be�ng we�ghed and cons�dered. No MRI scan w�ll reveal those.

2.144. by Terrap�n Stat�on

. . . �t's not the case that we can't "translate" th�rd-person states �nto f�rst-person states. We do th�s all
the t�me w�th fMRI �mag�ng for example. We can say "Th�s th�rd-person mapp�ng �s the person's f�rst-
person dec�s�on state" and so on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 8 .

~

GE Morton on >  9 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 23:53

Yes, they are �dent�cal. Observat�ons of the same th�ng at d��erent t�mes do not make the th�ng
d��erent. If we analyze the reflected spectra, calculate the d�ameter and mass of the body, and
compute �ts orb�tal pos�t�on at the two t�mes and correct for the t�me d��erence, we w�ll f�nd no
d��erences.

2.145. by Terrap�n Stat�on

So the morn�ng star and even�ng star aren't �dent�cal on your v�ew, for example?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 4 9 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:08

Propert�es are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal perspect�ves. That's not contrad�ctory. For
example, at t�me T1 the volcano �s dormant. At t�me T2, the volcano �s erupt�ng.

Another example, at locat�on x, F �s c�rcular. At locat�on y, F �s oblong.

2.146. by GE Morton

That �s blatantly contrad�ctory. If a set of phys�cal propert�es �s "d��erent" from "mental propert�es"
then they are obv�ously NOT the same.

2.143. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Also we should stress that mental propert�es ARE phys�cal propert�es. It's just that that phys�cal
propert�es that we can th�rd-person observe are d��erent than the phys�cal propert�es (known as
"mental propert�es") that we f�rst-person observe as the bra�n �n quest�on.



Those would only be contrad�ctory �s we're say�ng that the propert�es are d��erent from the same
spat�otemporal locat�on.

The phys�cal propert�es you ment�on, BTW, are the same from everyone's perspect�ve

No, they're not. Propert�es are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal perspect�ves.

"Perspect�ve" here doesn't refer to someth�ng necessar�ly consc�ous, by the way. It refers to
spat�otemporal reference po�nts or reference frames.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 0 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:10

The MRI scan reveals �t from a th�rd-person perspect�ve. It won't reveal �t from a f�rst-person
perspect�ve, because the fMRI �s not the bra�n �n quest�on.

L�kew�se, a osc�lloscope w�ll show soundwaves from a perspect�ve that �s other than the
soundwaves �n quest�on. It can't show the soundwaves from a perspect�ve of be�ng the
soundwaves, because the osc�lloscope �sn't the soundwaves �n quest�on.

2.147. by GE Morton

The "mental state" �n quest�on �s not the "dec�s�on state." It �s the content of that state --- the �ssues
and alternat�ves be�ng we�ghed and cons�dered. No MRI scan w�ll reveal those.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 1 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:12

There are propert�es by wh�ch the morn�ng star and even�ng star can be d�st�ngu�shed.

2.148. by GE Morton

Yes, they are �dent�cal. Observat�ons of the same th�ng at d��erent t�mes do not make the th�ng
d��erent. If we analyze the reflected spectra, calculate the d�ameter and mass of the body, and compute
�ts orb�tal pos�t�on at the two t�mes and correct for the t�me d��erence, we w�ll f�nd no d��erences.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 2 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:47



Er, no. The propert�es of a th�ng are the same, at a g�ven t�me, from all perspect�ves. They only look
d��erent from d��erent perspect�ves. The propert�es of an external th�ng are not dependent upon
the observer. That �s absurd.

For example, at t�me T1 the volcano �s dormant. At t�me T2, the volcano �s erupt�ng.

Yep. That �s not a d��erence �n spat�o-temporal perspect�ve; �t �s a d��erence at d��erent t�mes.
Many th�ngs change over t�me. But at any g�ven t�me they are the same for all observers (for
external, "phys�cal" th�ngs w�th spat�o-temporal locat�ons), regardless of the observer's
v�ewpo�nt. Any v�ewpo�nt can be eas�ly translated �nto any other v�a a s�mple algor�thm.

Another example, at locat�on x, F �s c�rcular. At locat�on y, F �s oblong.

Nope. F has some def�n�te shape. If �t �s c�rcular �t may look oblong from some v�ewpo�nt, but �t �s
st�ll c�rcular.

2.149. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Propert�es are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal perspect�ves.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 3 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:50

Oh? What are those --- other than the fact that one observat�on �s made �n the morn�ng, the other
�n the even�ng? That �s a change �n the observat�onal c�rcumstances, not �n the th�ng observed.

2.151. by Terrap�n Stat�on

There are propert�es by wh�ch the morn�ng star and even�ng star can be d�st�ngu�shed.

2.148. by GE Morton

Yes, they are �dent�cal. Observat�ons of the same th�ng at d��erent t�mes do not make the th�ng
d��erent. If we analyze the reflected spectra, calculate the d�ameter and mass of the body, and
compute �ts orb�tal pos�t�on at the two t�mes and correct for the t�me d��erence, we w�ll f�nd no
d��erences.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:55



Er yes. For example, take aga�n the s�mple example of someth�ng that �s c�rcular from one
reference po�nt and oblong from another reference po�nt.

It's not some way from no reference po�nt. There �s no such th�ng.

The reference po�nt from wh�ch �t's c�rcular �s just one reference po�nt of a potent�al �nf�n�ty of
reference po�nts ava�lable. There �s no object�ve preference of one reference po�nt over another.
One reference po�nt �sn't correct wh�le the others are �ncorrect. It's s�mply a fact that the property
�s d��erent from d��erent reference po�nts.

2.152. by GE Morton

Er, no. The propert�es of a th�ng are the same, at a g�ven t�me, from all perspect�ves. They only look
d��erent from d��erent perspect�ves. The propert�es of an external th�ng are not dependent upon the
observer. That �s absurd.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 5 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:58

There's no "non-observat�onal c�rcumstance" from wh�ch propert�es are some way or the other. Or
aga�n, there's no reference po�nt free reference po�nt for anyth�ng.

2.153. by GE Morton

Oh? What are those --- other than the fact that one observat�on �s made �n the morn�ng, the other �n
the even�ng? That �s a change �n the observat�onal c�rcumstances, not �n the th�ng observed.

2.151. by Terrap�n Stat�on

There are propert�es by wh�ch the morn�ng star and even�ng star can be d�st�ngu�shed.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 6 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 00:59



Reveals WHAT from a "th�rd person perspect�ve"? The �ssues and alternat�ves be�ng cons�dered?
Obv�ously not. That �nformat�on w�ll not be ava�lable to anyone, from any perspect�ve, other than
the subject's. The "�t" to wh�ch you refer there --- whatever you �mag�ne that pronoun to denote -
-- �s not that content.

L�kew�se, a osc�lloscope w�ll show soundwaves from a perspect�ve that �s other than the soundwaves �n
quest�on. It can't show the soundwaves from a perspect�ve of be�ng the soundwaves, because the
osc�lloscope �sn't the soundwaves �n quest�on.

Soundwaves, not be�ng perce�v�ng, sent�ent creatures, do not have perspect�ves. You say the s�ll�est
th�ngs.

2.150. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The MRI scan reveals �t from a th�rd-person perspect�ve. It won't reveal �t from a f�rst-person
perspect�ve, because the fMRI �s not the bra�n �n quest�on.

2.147. by GE Morton

The "mental state" �n quest�on �s not the "dec�s�on state." It �s the content of that state --- the
�ssues and alternat�ves be�ng we�ghed and cons�dered. No MRI scan w�ll reveal those.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 7 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 01:04

Before I answer the other part, d�dn't I just wr�te, �n a response addressed to you, a post that you
already responded to pr�or to th�s: "'Perspect�ve' here doesn't refer to someth�ng necessar�ly
consc�ous, by the way. It refers to spat�otemporal reference po�nts or reference frames."

It seems l�ke you d�dn't read that. Or you d�dn't understand �t, yet you d�dn't bother to ask for
clar�f�cat�on of �t.

How are we supposed to have a conversat�on about ph�losophy �f you're not even go�ng to read and
th�nk about what I wr�te?

2.156. by GE Morton

Soundwaves, not be�ng perce�v�ng, sent�ent creatures, do not have perspect�ves. You say the s�ll�est
th�ngs.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 8 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 01:20



Just to re�terate, �n case th�s wasn't clear, no one can access a reference po�nt of be�ng
any object (or process etc.) as�de from oneself, and spec�f�cally one's subset of bra�n
states that are mental states.

So we can't know what any propert�es are from the reference po�nt of any other object "�tself." We
can only know all other objects (processes, etc.) from reference po�nts of "otherness"--the
equ�valent of th�rd-person reference po�nts.

Th�s �s why our mental bra�n states seem rad�cally d��erent from the reference po�nt of be�ng those
bra�n states as opposed to var�ous reference po�nts for other th�ngs. Our mental bra�n states are the
only th�ng for wh�ch we can access a "be�ng the th�ng �n quest�on" reference frame.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 5 9 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 02:46

There �s no such th�ng. It �s e�ther c�rcular or �s not. How �t looks from someone's v�ewpo�nt �s
�rrelevant. As I sa�d before, any reference po�nt can be translated to any other. We don't ass�gn
shapes to th�ngs based on any part�cular perspect�ve. Its shape �s what �s constant through all
perspect�ve translat�ons. The propert�es of th�ngs are not funct�ons of the v�ewpo�nt of any part�cular
observer.

If a sp�ral galaxy appears as an oval �n telescopes, the astronomer corrects the perspect�ve unt�l all
po�nts on the c�rcumference are equ�d�stant from the telescope. THEN he reports �ts shape.

You need to reflect on the absurd �mpl�cat�ons of your cla�m.

2.154. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Er yes. For example, take aga�n the s�mple example of someth�ng that �s c�rcular from one reference
po�nt and oblong from another reference po�nt.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 0 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 02:52



Sorry, doesn't fly. A perspect�ve �s how someth�ng looks to some observer. Reference po�nts are not
perspect�ves, unless some observer �s s�tuated at that reference po�nt.

2.157. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Before I answer the other part, d�dn't I just wr�te, �n a response addressed to you, a post that you
already responded to pr�or to th�s: "'Perspect�ve' here doesn't refer to someth�ng necessar�ly consc�ous,
by the way. It refers to spat�otemporal reference po�nts or reference frames."

2.156. by GE Morton

Soundwaves, not be�ng perce�v�ng, sent�ent creatures, do not have perspect�ves. You say the s�ll�est
th�ngs.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 1 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 03:18

That �s false. I can translate from any reference po�nt to any other --- often by merely walk�ng
across the room, and thereby see what you are see�ng. I can't see what �s go�ng on �n your m�nd,
however, no matter what reference po�nt I occupy. I can, on the other hand, see what �s go�ng on �n
your bra�n (�n pr�nc�ple).

You're evad�ng the quest�ons asked earl�er: Can a MRI or CAT scan, or any other method of
detect�ng/measur�ng bra�n act�v�ty, tell us what the pat�ent �s th�nk�ng about? Or the
"propert�es"of whatever quale denotes the color red, for h�m?

Please don't attempt to d�sm�ss that �mposs�b�l�ty as result�ng from a d��erence �n perspect�ves.
Spat�o-temporal loc� have noth�ng to do w�th �t. Mental phenomena �s not �dent�cal to, reduc�ble to,
or pred�ctable from any observable neural behav�or --- because the two phenomena are
qual�tat�vely d��erent. Cla�m�ng they are �dent�cal �gnores the obv�ous.

Th�s �s why our mental bra�n states seem rad�cally d��erent from the reference po�nt of be�ng those
bra�n states as opposed to var�ous reference po�nts for other th�ngs.

"Mental bra�n states" �s a contrad�ct�on �n terms.

2.158. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Just to re�terate, �n case th�s wasn't clear, no one can access a reference po�nt of be�ng any object (or
process etc.) as�de from oneself, and spec�f�cally one's subset of bra�n states that are mental states.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 2 .

~

Atla on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 05:26



Somet�mes, people who I could debate a l�ttle b�t ser�ously, do come along. But s�nce �d�ots l�ke TS,
Sculptor and Age make most d�scuss�on �mposs�ble on such forums by ru�n�ng most threads (and
they can be at th�s all day l�ke the�r l�ves depended on �t), and then they call me the �d�ot, well
maybe I don't want to people th�nk that I'm actually tak�ng them ser�ously, because I don't. Now
why don't you stop enabl�ng the�r behav�our.

2.136. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:Hehe well I'm just here for fun, I'm not tak�ng �t ser�ously,...
You've ment�oned th�s more than once before. I guess you cons�der �t �mportant to rem�nd people?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 3 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 11:05

Of course. Do you th�nk there would be any knowledge w�thout bra�ns, books, and other med�a?

You're �gnor�ng the obv�ous �n order to defend a na�ve ontology.

There �s no d�st�nct�on. The state of the art �s cashed out �n phys�cal�ty, exactly l�ke mental states.
Aga�n . . . really? Please expla�n just how the mental state of, say, th�nk�ng about where to go for d�nner
"cashes out" phys�cally --- what tests or exam�nat�ons of bra�n t�ssue or act�v�ty w�ll reveal that.

Well try to dec�de where to go w�thout your bra�n. And you w�ll have your quest�on answered.

2.137. by GE Morton

Really? The "state of the art" �n AI technology refers to the extent of knowledge �n that f�eld.
Knowledge �s phys�cal? And what do the laws of phys�cs tell us about the contemporary mus�c scene?

2.135. by Sculptor1

No, these are all phys�cal.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 11:31

2.159. by GE Morton

There �s no such th�ng. It �s e�ther c�rcular or �s not. How �t looks from someone's v�ewpo�nt �s
�rrelevant. As I sa�d before, any reference po�nt can be translated to any other. We don't ass�gn shapes
to th�ngs based on any part�cular perspect�ve.



There �sn't a shape "from no reference po�nt." I wrote th�s already. If you're go�ng to d�sagree w�th
�t, you need to expla�n how there's a shape from no reference po�nt.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 5 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 11:36

Sorry, doesn't fly. A perspect�ve �s how someth�ng looks to some observer. Reference po�nts are not
perspect�ves, unless some observer �s s�tuated at that reference po�nt.
[/quote]

In other words, even though someone �s expl�c�tly tell�ng you how they're us�ng a term, you'll just
�gnore �t �n some cases. N�ce.

2.160. by GE Morton

[quote="Terrap�n Stat�on" post_�d=366590 t�me=1599699868 user_�d=46607

Before I answer the other part, d�dn't I just wr�te, �n a response addressed to you, a post that you
already responded to pr�or to th�s: "'Perspect�ve' here doesn't refer to someth�ng necessar�ly consc�ous,
by the way. It refers to spat�otemporal reference po�nts or reference frames."

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 6 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 11:37

You can be an object other than yourself? I suppose you can outrun your shadow, too.

2.161. by GE Morton

That �s false.

2.158. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Just to re�terate, �n case th�s wasn't clear, no one can access a reference po�nt of be�ng any object (or
process etc.) as�de from oneself, and spec�f�cally one's subset of bra�n states that are mental states.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 7 .

~

Gert�e on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 13:47

GE



Gert�e wrote: ↑
Today, 12:24 pm

To br�efly summar�se how I'm �nterpret�ng you -

Bra�n processes create a product, �n the way a steam tra�n creates steam.

Th�s product cons�sts of exper�ent�al ''what �t's l�ke'' states.

The content of these exper�ent�al states compr�se a dynam�c 'v�rtual model' of a mater�al world and
myself as an embod�ed agent w�th�n �t.

An external world, but not necessar�ly a "mater�al" one.

The funct�on of th�s exper�ent�al model of the world �s to d�rect act�ons.
To cons�der and we�gh poss�ble alternat�ves, and the�r poss�ble outcomes, pr�or to tak�ng some act�on.
Yes.

Understood.

The bra�n then 'presents the exper�ent�al model to �tself' - by wh�ch you mean presents the
exper�ent�al model to the ''consc�ousness system/body as a whole''.

Not qu�te. The bra�n creates the model, wh�ch �s the "me" and the world we perce�ve. We, and the
un�verse we see and conce�ve, ARE that model.

OK. So what does �t mean to say neurons, chem�cals, etc present that model they've produced to
themselves?

The upshot here, �mportant for AI, �s that any system wh�ch can create a dynam�c, v�rtual model of
�tself and �ts env�ronment, constantly updated �n real t�me, and choose �ts act�ons based on scenar�os
run �n the model, w�ll be "consc�ous."

Well that would depend on whether that recreates the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for
exper�ent�al states to man�fest, and wh�le we know bra�ns have them, we don't know what those
cond�t�ons are. They m�ght be substrate dependent (see for example
https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Orchestra ... %20neurons. ).

A note on the "Explanatory Gap": There are two types of explanat�ons, reduct�ve ones and funct�onal
ones. The "gap" only acknowledges the former, and because mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to
phys�cal phenomena, concludes that mental phenomena are �nexpl�cable.

A reduct�ve explanat�on proceeds by construct�ng a causal cha�n from one event or set of events to
another. And of course, no such cha�n can be constructed between a phys�cal event or process and a
non-phys�cal phenomenon.

R�ght. And when Dennett says we have to talk about consc�ousness �n funct�onal terms, he's say�ng
he can't expla�n �t any other way. And I th�nk that's because of what Chalmers calls The Hard
Problem, wh�ch Dennett den�es ex�sts. Or ''d�ssolves'' - wh�ch I suppose �t does �f you �gnore �t.
How can you be a mater�al�st wh�ch �s an ontolog�cal account rooted �n matter and the smaller b�ts
of matter �t's reduc�ble to, and just �gnore the b�ggest problem th�s ra�ses re exper�ence...

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orchestrated_objective_reduction#:~:text=Orchestrated%20objective%20reduction%20%28Orch%20OR%29%20is%20a%20biological,it%20is%20a%20product%20of%20connections%20between%20neurons


But a funct�onal explanat�on does not draw such a cha�n. Instead, �t sets up a mechan�sm, a process,
wh�ch �s thought to be enabl�ng or causat�ve of a certa�n result, and see�ng �f the ant�c�pated result
follows. It d�sregards any �ntermed�ate steps wh�ch may or may not �ntervene between cause and
e�ect. So �f we can set up a system we bel�eve w�ll produce consc�ousness, and �t �ndeed produces
someth�ng we can't d�st�ngu�sh from consc�ous behav�or, then we w�ll have expla�ned consc�ousness
funct�onally.

I don't f�nd the funct�onal approach to phenomenal consc�ousness sat�sfactory. It m�ght or m�ght
not work to produce an exper�enc�ng mach�ne, but �t'll be by �mm�tat�ng certa�n funct�onal features
of a known exper�enc�ng system (bra�ns), not by expla�n�ng �t �n the way reduct�on�sm m�ght.
Hence the problem of how to test AI for phenomenal exper�ence - we won't know �f reproduc�ng
that model mak�ng funct�on has captured the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�enc�ng.
We m�ght only have created a mach�ne wh�ch �s very good at m�m�ck�ng exper�ent�al states, and �s
�ncapable of understand�ng and correctly answer�ng quest�ons about feel�ngs, th�nk�ng, see�ng, etc.
We should st�ll def be try�ng �t to see what happens of course, �t's a poss�ble pract�cal way forward.

BTW, Lev�ne's sem�nal paper on the "Explanatory Gap" �s here:

https://faculty.arts.ubc.ca/maydede/m�n ... oryGap.pdf

Thanks. Looks l�ke �t m�ght need a lot of background read�ng to really understand, but I'll g�ve �t a
go.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 6 8 .
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Gert�e on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 13:52

TS

Perhaps you can make an argument to expla�n how phys�cal bra�ns w�th a set of phys�cal propert�es
�dent�f�ed by a CAT scan for example, are �dent�cal to exper�ent�al mental states wh�ch don't possess
those phys�cal propert�es, but possess d��erent exper�ent�al propert�es...?

S�nce the mental states are �dent�cal to the phys�cal bra�n states, the mental states DO possess those
phys�cal propert�es, of course (and v�ce versa). The d��erence, rather, �s one of spat�otemporal
perspect�ve. We're talk�ng about a th�rd-person observat�on versus a f�rst-person observat�on. In
other words, the d��erence of observ�ng someth�ng "other" (and from a part�cular spat�otemporal
locat�on) versus be�ng the th�ng �n quest�on.

You are talk�ng about a way of descr�b�ng the d�st�nct�on. What �s the explanat�on?
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https://faculty.arts.ubc.ca/maydede/min


Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 15:28

How are bra�ns a "known exper�enc�ng system" on your v�ew �f mental�ty (at least a la exper�ence,
then) �sn't phys�cal/�sn't �dent�cal to bra�n states?

2.167. by Gert�e

but �t'll be by �mm�tat�ng certa�n funct�onal features of a known exper�enc�ng system (bra�ns),
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 15:31

The explanat�on was g�ven above (and I've g�ven �t countless t�mes here): propert�es of any x are
d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts. There's a d��erence (�n propert�es) from
the spat�otemporal reference po�nt of be�ng a bra�n (or be�ng a set of mental bra�n states more
spec�f�cally) versus observ�ng a bra�n from another spat�otemporal reference po�nt that �sn't
�dent�cal to the bra�n �n quest�on.

2.168. by Gert�e

TS

S�nce the mental states are �dent�cal to the phys�cal bra�n states, the mental states DO possess those
phys�cal propert�es, of course (and v�ce versa). The d��erence, rather, �s one of spat�otemporal
perspect�ve. We're talk�ng about a th�rd-person observat�on versus a f�rst-person observat�on. In
other words, the d��erence of observ�ng someth�ng "other" (and from a part�cular spat�otemporal
locat�on) versus be�ng the th�ng �n quest�on.

You are talk�ng about a way of descr�b�ng the d�st�nct�on. What �s the explanat�on?
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Gert�e on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:16

2.169. by Terrap�n Stat�on

How are bra�ns a "known exper�enc�ng system" on your v�ew �f mental�ty (at least a la exper�ence,
then) �sn't phys�cal/�sn't �dent�cal to bra�n states?

2.167. by Gert�e

but �t'll be by �mm�tat�ng certa�n funct�onal features of a known exper�enc�ng system (bra�ns),



I don't know how bra�ns exper�ence, just l�ke you don't.
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:40

You're confound�ng two �ssues. I haven't den�ed that mental phenomena (knowledge, thoughts,
feel�ngs, �deas, etc.) are dependent upon phys�cal systems, are products of phys�cal systems. I fully
acknowledge that, wh�ch �s obv�ous. But they are not pred�ctable from the observable structure and
act�v�t�es of those systems, or from the phys�cal laws govern�ng the�r behav�or, and certa�nly not
�dent�cal w�th those phys�cal processes.

A po�nt of clar�ty: wh�le we cannot pred�ct the "mental phenomena" a phys�cal system of the r�ght
type w�ll produce, we can, I th�nk, pred�ct that �t w�ll produce some (�f �t �s of the r�ght type).

2.163. by Sculptor1

Of course. Do you th�nk there would be any knowledge w�thout bra�ns, books, and other med�a?

You're �gnor�ng the obv�ous �n order to defend a na�ve ontology.

Aga�n . . . really? Please expla�n just how the mental state of, say, th�nk�ng about where to go for
d�nner "cashes out" phys�cally --- what tests or exam�nat�ons of bra�n t�ssue or act�v�ty w�ll reveal
that.

Well try to dec�de where to go w�thout your bra�n. And you w�ll have your quest�on answered.

2.137. by GE Morton

Really? The "state of the art" �n AI technology refers to the extent of knowledge �n that f�eld.
Knowledge �s phys�cal? And what do the laws of phys�cs tell us about the contemporary mus�c scene?
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:48

Well, that "explanat�on" expla�ns noth�ng, and cannot, proceed�ng as �t does from a false prem�se:
"propert�es of any x are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts."

2.170. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The explanat�on was g�ven above (and I've g�ven �t countless t�mes here): propert�es of any x are
d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts.



You apparently don't know what a property of a th�ng �s.
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Gert�e on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:57

It's po�ntless just repeat�ng a change of perspect�ve somehow means a change of perspect�ve
happens, when you're asked to expla�n how that could account for phenomenal exper�ence.

We have explanat�ons for how a subject's perspect�ve chang�ng w�ll change the ways a subject
exper�ences an object (I turn my head and the world sh�fts, I look back a m�nute later and I not�ce
changes). Th�s can be expla�ned, but not �n ways wh�ch expla�n the Subject-Object d�st�nct�on.

So how does a change of perspect�ve expla�n the Subject-Object d�st�nct�on.

2.170. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The explanat�on was g�ven above (and I've g�ven �t countless t�mes here): propert�es of any x are
d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts. There's a d��erence (�n propert�es) from the
spat�otemporal reference po�nt of be�ng a bra�n (or be�ng a set of mental bra�n states more spec�f�cally)
versus observ�ng a bra�n from another spat�otemporal reference po�nt that �sn't �dent�cal to the bra�n
�n quest�on.

2.168. by Gert�e

TS

You are talk�ng about a way of descr�b�ng the d�st�nct�on. What �s the explanat�on?
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:57

Er, yes, there �s. E.g., the shape of the Earth �s (roughly) spher�cal. The shape of the Egypt�an
pyram�ds �s pyram�dal. They have those shapes from all reference po�nts, and they do not depend
upon any reference po�nt. The shape of a phys�cal object �s a property of that object. It �s not a

2.164. by Terrap�n Stat�on

There �sn't a shape "from no reference po�nt."



relat�on between the th�ng and an observer, or between the th�ng and some external reference
po�nt.
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Sculptor1 on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:58

I th�nk you mean conflat�ng, not confound�ng.
Confound�ng �s what you seem to be attempt�ng w�th your d�s�ngenuous answer.
S�nce I was respond�ng to a cr�t�que of "There �s no d�st�nct�on. The state of the art �s cashed out �n
phys�cal�ty, exactly l�ke mental states."
I th�nk �t utterly d�s�ngenuous of you now to cla�m that you " haven't den�ed that mental
phenomena (knowledge, thoughts, feel�ngs, �deas, etc.) are dependent upon phys�cal systems, are
products of phys�cal systems. "
Why attack a statement you now cla�m you agree w�th?
Unless you are try�ng to pers�st �n the myst�f�cat�on of mental�ty by �ntroduc�ng some �ncorporeal
element to �t. Wh�ch would be more honest at least.

2.172. by GE Morton

You're confound�ng two �ssues. I haven't den�ed that mental phenomena (knowledge, thoughts,
feel�ngs, �deas, etc.) are dependent upon phys�cal systems, are products of phys�cal systems. I fully
acknowledge that, wh�ch �s obv�ous. But they are not pred�ctable from the observable structure and
act�v�t�es of those systems, or from the phys�cal laws govern�ng the�r behav�or, and certa�nly not
�dent�cal w�th those phys�cal processes.

A po�nt of clar�ty: wh�le we cannot pred�ct the "mental phenomena" a phys�cal system of the r�ght type
w�ll produce, we can, I th�nk, pred�ct that �t w�ll produce some (�f �t �s of the r�ght type).

2.163. by Sculptor1

Of course. Do you th�nk there would be any knowledge w�thout bra�ns, books, and other med�a?

Well try to dec�de where to go w�thout your bra�n. And you w�ll have your quest�on answered.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 7 7 .
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:16



Actually, we can't say that our concept�ons/representat�ons of the world "approx�mate" �t, e�ther.
We would only be just�f�ed �n so cla�m�ng �f we could compare those concept�ons w�th the
"noumena," wh�ch we can't do. All we can say �s that those concept�ons are good enough to enable
us to funct�on �n that world.

Or are you draw�ng too many d�st�nct�ons. If you say that the quale �s a state wh�ch �n turn represents
surely you are just add�ng another unnecessary layer here? Surely the quale �s the exper�ence of the
sensory �nput.

Yes; the quale �s the un�que, d�st�nct�ve exper�ence I have when (say) perce�v�ng a red rose. It
represents, to the consc�ous m�nd, the output of a spec�f�c bra�n process (of wh�ch we're obl�v�ous
when we're adm�r�ng the rose). Qual�a are pretty hard to do away w�th; they make up the l�on's
share of our wak�ng exper�ence.

2.122. by Sculptor1

Instead we l�ve w�th a ser�es of representat�ons wh�ch approx�mate the world �n ways e�ect�ve enough
to be phys�cally log�cal.
Is th�s what you mean?
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:31

2.176. by Sculptor1

I th�nk you mean conflat�ng, not confound�ng.
Confound�ng �s what you seem to be attempt�ng w�th your d�s�ngenuous answer.
S�nce I was respond�ng to a cr�t�que of "There �s no d�st�nct�on. The state of the art �s cashed out �n
phys�cal�ty, exactly l�ke mental states."
I th�nk �t utterly d�s�ngenuous of you now to cla�m that you " haven't den�ed that mental phenomena
(knowledge, thoughts, feel�ngs, �deas, etc.) are dependent upon phys�cal systems, are products of
phys�cal systems. "
Why attack a statement you now cla�m you agree w�th?

2.172. by GE Morton

You're confound�ng two �ssues. I haven't den�ed that mental phenomena (knowledge, thoughts,
feel�ngs, �deas, etc.) are dependent upon phys�cal systems, are products of phys�cal systems. I fully
acknowledge that, wh�ch �s obv�ous. But they are not pred�ctable from the observable structure and
act�v�t�es of those systems, or from the phys�cal laws govern�ng the�r behav�or, and certa�nly not
�dent�cal w�th those phys�cal processes.

A po�nt of clar�ty: wh�le we cannot pred�ct the "mental phenomena" a phys�cal system of the r�ght
type w�ll produce, we can, I th�nk, pred�ct that �t w�ll produce some (�f �t �s of the r�ght type).



Meth�nks you lost the thread of the d�scuss�on. Let me refresh:

YOU: No, these are all phys�cal.

ME: Really? The "state of the art" �n AI technology refers to the extent of knowledge �n that f�eld.
Knowledge �s phys�cal? And what do the laws of phys�cs tell us about the contemporary mus�c
scene?

YOU: Of course. Do you th�nk there would be any knowledge w�thout bra�ns, books, and other
med�a?

You had cla�med that knowledge, contemporary mus�c scenes, etc., were "phys�cal." I challenged
that. Then you responded w�th a reply that �mpl�es that they depend upon phys�cal systems, w�th
wh�ch I agree. But that �s a d��erent cla�m.

Be�ng produced by, or dependent upon, a phys�cal system not necessar�ly make the products
phys�cal. Your reply, "Of course. Do you th�nk there would be any knowledge w�thout bra�ns, books,
and other med�a?" confounds those two quest�ons.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:47

In other words, I'm ask�ng why you'd say that bra�ns are a "known exper�enc�ng system" �f
mental�ty �sn't phys�cal/�sn't �dent�cal to bra�n states on your v�ew.

2.171. by Gert�e

I don't know how bra�ns exper�ence, just l�ke you don't.

2.169. by Terrap�n Stat�on

How are bra�ns a "known exper�enc�ng system" on your v�ew �f mental�ty (at least a la exper�ence,
then) �sn't phys�cal/�sn't �dent�cal to bra�n states?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:49



What happened to all the stu� I asked you that you s�mply �gnored. Start w�th th�s:

There �sn't a shape "from no reference po�nt." I wrote th�s already. If you're go�ng to d�sagree w�th
�t, you need to expla�n how there's a shape from no reference po�nt.

The explanat�on of how there's a shape from no reference po�nt �s?

2.173. by GE Morton

Well, that "explanat�on" expla�ns noth�ng, and cannot, proceed�ng as �t does from a false prem�se:
"propert�es of any x are d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts."

You apparently don't know what a property of a th�ng �s.

2.170. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The explanat�on was g�ven above (and I've g�ven �t countless t�mes here): propert�es of any x are
d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:51

I wrote the answer �n what you're quot�ng: "propert�es of any x are d��erent from d��erent
spat�otemporal reference po�nts."

2.174. by Gert�e

It's po�ntless just repeat�ng a change of perspect�ve somehow means a change of perspect�ve happens,
when you're asked to expla�n how that could account for phenomenal exper�ence.

2.170. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The explanat�on was g�ven above (and I've g�ven �t countless t�mes here): propert�es of any x are
d��erent from d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts. There's a d��erence (�n propert�es) from
the spat�otemporal reference po�nt of be�ng a bra�n (or be�ng a set of mental bra�n states more
spec�f�cally) versus observ�ng a bra�n from another spat�otemporal reference po�nt that �sn't
�dent�cal to the bra�n �n quest�on.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:55



That's an answer that reads l�ke, "Let's try anyth�ng we can th�nk of."

F�rst o�, "have those shapes from all reference po�nts" �sn't a shape from no reference po�nt, �s �t?

"The Earth �s spher�cal"--how does that property obta�n, exactly? Here's a common def�n�t�on of
"sphere": "a round sol�d f�gure, or �ts surface, w�th every po�nt on �ts surface equ�d�stant from �ts
center."

"From �ts center" �s a spat�otemporal reference po�nt. But you're say�ng �t has a shape from no
reference po�nt, r�ght? So you couldn't use "from �ts center." So how does the property of
"spher�cal" obta�n from no reference po�nt?

2.175. by GE Morton

Er, yes, there �s. E.g., the shape of the Earth �s (roughly) spher�cal. The shape of the Egypt�an pyram�ds
�s pyram�dal. They have those shapes from all reference po�nts, and they do not depend upon any
reference po�nt. The shape of a phys�cal object �s a property of that object. It �s not a relat�on between
the th�ng and an observer, or between the th�ng and some external reference po�nt.

2.164. by Terrap�n Stat�on

There �sn't a shape "from no reference po�nt."
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:58

I'm guess�ng that you're the source of the confus�on of many persons on th�s board about th�s stu�.
"x �s phys�cal" doesn't amount to "the laws of phys�cs tell us about �t."

2.178. by GE Morton

ME: Really? The "state of the art" �n AI technology refers to the extent of knowledge �n that f�eld.
Knowledge �s phys�cal? And what do the laws of phys�cs tell us about the contemporary mus�c scene?
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 18:11

2.167. by Gert�e

OK. So what does �t mean to say neurons, chem�cals, etc present that model they've produced to
themselves?



I don't th�nk I sa�d (qu�te) that. I sa�d that bra�ns create a v�rtrual model of the organ�sm of wh�ch �t
�s a part, �nclud�ng �tself, and of the env�ronment �n wh�ch �t f�nds �tself. That model becomes the
subject�ve "me" and the external world as perce�ved.

The upshot here, �mportant for AI, �s that any system wh�ch can create a dynam�c, v�rtual model of
�tself and �ts env�ronment, constantly updated �n real t�me, and choose �ts act�ons based on
scenar�os run �n the model, w�ll be "consc�ous."

Well that would depend on whether that recreates the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for
exper�ent�al states to man�fest, and wh�le we know bra�ns have them, we don't know what those
cond�t�ons are. They m�ght be substrate dependent (see for example
https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Orchestra ... %20neurons. ).

Heh. I've read Penrose's Emperor's New M�nd. A thought-provok�ng book, but the theory �s so
speculat�ve and so dependent upon controvers�al quantum theoret�cal phenomena that �t �s not
l�kely to spur much �nterest any t�me soon. It can't be ruled out, of course, but the solut�on �s
probably much s�mpler.

R�ght. And when Dennett says we have to talk about consc�ousness �n funct�onal terms, he's say�ng he
can't expla�n �t any other way. And I th�nk that's because of what Chalmers calls The Hard Problem,
wh�ch Dennett den�es ex�sts. Or ''d�ssolves'' - wh�ch I suppose �t does �f you �gnore �t. How can you be a
mater�al�st wh�ch �s an ontolog�cal account rooted �n matter and the smaller b�ts of matter �t's
reduc�ble to, and just �gnore the b�ggest problem th�s ra�ses re exper�ence...

I agree. That "Hard Problem" �s real, but the solut�on �s (fa�rly) s�mple, and does not requ�re
dual�sm or myst�c�sm. At the same t�me, some aspects of �t w�ll be permanently �nexpl�cable ---
even �f we �nvent an AI system that passes the Tur�ng test.

I don't f�nd the funct�onal approach to phenomenal consc�ousness sat�sfactory. It m�ght or m�ght not
work to produce an exper�enc�ng mach�ne, but �t'll be by �mm�tat�ng certa�n funct�onal features of a
known exper�enc�ng system (bra�ns), not by expla�n�ng �t �n the way reduct�on�sm m�ght. Hence the
problem of how to test AI for phenomenal exper�ence - we won't know �f reproduc�ng that model
mak�ng funct�on has captured the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�enc�ng. We m�ght only
have created a mach�ne wh�ch �s very good at m�m�ck�ng exper�ent�al states, and �s �ncapable of
understand�ng and correctly answer�ng quest�ons about feel�ngs, th�nk�ng, see�ng, etc. We should st�ll
def be try�ng �t to see what happens of course, �t's a poss�ble pract�cal way forward.

You have to keep �n m�nd that those quest�ons you would ask of the "exper�ence mach�ne" apply
just as well to humans. I can only know that you are a consc�ous creature, a "th�nk�ng mach�ne,"
v�a your behav�or. I have no more access to your "�nner world" than I would of that mach�ne. That
�s just the nature of the beast --- the subject�ve exper�ence of a consc�ous system, b�olog�cal or
electron�c, w�ll be �ntr�ns�cally, �mpenetrably pr�vate. We can only �mpute �nner phenomena to �t by
�nferences from �ts behav�or.
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GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 18:24

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orchestrated_objective_reduction#:~:text=Orchestrated%20objective%20reduction%20%28Orch%20OR%29%20is%20a%20biological,it%20is%20a%20product%20of%20connections%20between%20neurons


Yes, �t �s. "From all reference po�nts" �mpl�es that reference po�nts are �rrelevant to the shape of
the Earth. It's shape �s not dependent upon any reference po�nt.

"The Earth �s spher�cal"--how does that property obta�n, exactly? Here's a common def�n�t�on of
"sphere": "a round sol�d f�gure, or �ts surface, w�th every po�nt on �ts surface equ�d�stant from �ts
center."

"From �ts center" �s a spat�otemporal reference po�nt. But you're say�ng �t has a shape from no
reference po�nt, r�ght? So you couldn't use "from �ts center." So how does the property of "spher�cal"
obta�n from no reference po�nt?

We use a reference po�nt to def�ne a sphere, �n order to convey how to go about construct�ng one.
The shape of the Earth does not depend that reference po�nt, or upon our def�n�t�on of "sphere."

Th�s s�detrack �s too s�lly to cont�nue, TP. I'm done w�th �t.

2.182. by Terrap�n Stat�on

F�rst o�, "have those shapes from all reference po�nts" �sn't a shape from no reference po�nt, �s �t?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 18:38

So the explanat�on of how �t has a shape from no reference po�nt when we use a reference po�nt to
def�ne a sphere �n the f�rst place �s?

2.185. by GE Morton

We use a reference po�nt to def�ne a sphere, �n order to convey how to go about construct�ng one. The
shape of the Earth does not depend that reference po�nt, or upon our def�n�t�on of "sphere."

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 8 7 .

~

Atla on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 18:43

What �s that v�rtual model made of, where does �t ex�st?

2.184. by GE Morton

bra�ns create a v�rtrual model of the organ�sm of wh�ch �t �s a part, �nclud�ng �tself, and of the
env�ronment �n wh�ch �t f�nds �tself. That model becomes the subject�ve "me" and the external world as
perce�ved.

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 8 8 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 19:13

By the way, �f you won't address th�s (So the explanat�on of how �t has a shape from no reference
po�nt when we use a reference po�nt to def�ne a sphere �n the f�rst place �s?), we'll surely w�nd up
do�ng th�s all over aga�n, because our d�sagreement over the bra�n/m�nd relat�onsh�p bo�ls down to
a d�sagreement over th�s ontolog�cal �ssue, and �f we can't get down to the brass tacks of th�s
ontolog�cal �ssue, �t's just go�ng to keep cropp�ng up aga�n every t�me the bra�n/m�nd relat�onsh�p
comes up.

2.185. by GE Morton

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 8 9 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 22:57

It ex�sts �n your bra�n. If you destroy the bra�n you destroy the model. It �s made of "v�rtual stu�" -
-- non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable "stu�" that emerges from certa�n cybernet�c systems,
much l�ke an electromagnet�c f�eld emerges from an operat�ng electr�c motor. It �s f�eld e�ect of
those systems.

2.187. by Atla

What �s that v�rtual model made of, where does �t ex�st?

2.184. by GE Morton

bra�ns create a v�rtrual model of the organ�sm of wh�ch �t �s a part, �nclud�ng �tself, and of the
env�ronment �n wh�ch �t f�nds �tself. That model becomes the subject�ve "me" and the external world
as perce�ved.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 0 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 23:04

I sa�d, "It �s f�eld e�ect of those systems."

Should have sa�d, more conservat�vely, "You can th�nk of �t as a f�eld e�ect of those systems."

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 1 .

~

GE Morton on >  10 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 23:08

You need to jett�son that ontology of yours, TP. It �s �ncoherent, nonsens�cal, and leads to
numerous reduct�o ad absurdums, wh�ch I've po�nted out before.

2.188. by Terrap�n Stat�on

By the way, �f you won't address th�s (So the explanat�on of how �t has a shape from no reference po�nt
when we use a reference po�nt to def�ne a sphere �n the f�rst place �s?), we'll surely w�nd up do�ng th�s
all over aga�n, because our d�sagreement over the bra�n/m�nd relat�onsh�p bo�ls down to a
d�sagreement over th�s ontolog�cal �ssue, and �f we can't get down to the brass tacks of th�s ontolog�cal
�ssue, �t's just go�ng to keep cropp�ng up aga�n every t�me the bra�n/m�nd relat�onsh�p comes up.

2.185. by GE Morton

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 2 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 00:44

You know what you'd need to do? You'd need to be able to actually address my object�ons to your
object�ons, start�ng w�th expla�n�ng how a shape would obta�n from no reference po�nt.

2.191. by GE Morton

You need to jett�son that ontology of yours, TP. It �s �ncoherent, nonsens�cal, and leads to numerous
reduct�o ad absurdums, wh�ch I've po�nted out before.

2.188. by Terrap�n Stat�on

By the way, �f you won't address th�s (So the explanat�on of how �t has a shape from no reference
po�nt when we use a reference po�nt to def�ne a sphere �n the f�rst place �s?), we'll surely w�nd up
do�ng th�s all over aga�n, because our d�sagreement over the bra�n/m�nd relat�onsh�p bo�ls down to
a d�sagreement over th�s ontolog�cal �ssue, and �f we can't get down to the brass tacks of th�s
ontolog�cal �ssue, �t's just go�ng to keep cropp�ng up aga�n every t�me the bra�n/m�nd relat�onsh�p
comes up.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 3 .

~

Atla on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 05:01



Electromagnet�c f�elds are phys�cal and analyzable. They may not be tang�ble for us �n the everyday
sense, but I wouldn't call them ephemeral. So that would mean that the model �s �n fact phys�cally
�dent�cal to a part of the bra�n.

If you want to start work�ng on the Hard problem, you f�rst have to d�scard �deas that probably
don't work. Strong emergence �s a good example of �t, here we pretend that the whole �s more than
the sum of the parts, �n short �t's a sc�ent�f�cally accepted vers�on of mag�c. We are st�ll at square
one, try�ng to br�dge the explanatory gap, and we are st�ll fully �nvolved �n dual�sm, we s�mply
conv�nce ourselves that we aren't.

2.189. by GE Morton

It ex�sts �n your bra�n. If you destroy the bra�n you destroy the model. It �s made of "v�rtual stu�" ---
non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable "stu�" that emerges from certa�n cybernet�c systems, much
l�ke an electromagnet�c f�eld emerges from an operat�ng electr�c motor. It �s f�eld e�ect of those
systems.

2.187. by Atla

What �s that v�rtual model made of, where does �t ex�st?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 11:55

So f�rst, you'd need to clar�fy whether the "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�'" ex�sts
�n bra�ns or extends beyond them, you need to deal w�th the problem, ment�oned by Atla below,
that electromagnet�c f�elds are not "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�,'" so you'd need
to expla�n what makes the d��erence, and you'd need to g�ve any sort of good reason to bel�eve
there �s anyth�ng such as "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�'" �n the f�rst place,
because �t does �ndeed sound l�ke "�t's mag�c!" or "�t's God!"-cal�ber "we need an explanat�on
now! So I'm go�ng w�th th�s" nonsense.

2.189. by GE Morton

It ex�sts �n your bra�n. If you destroy the bra�n you destroy the model. It �s made of "v�rtual stu�" ---
non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable "stu�" that emerges from certa�n cybernet�c systems, much
l�ke an electromagnet�c f�eld emerges from an operat�ng electr�c motor. It �s f�eld e�ect of those
systems.

2.187. by Atla

What �s that v�rtual model made of, where does �t ex�st?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 5 .

~



Pattern-chaser on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 12:23

Does anyone have anyth�ng to say "on the absurd hegemony of sc�ence", or has that
d�scuss�on f�n�shed now? 	

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 6 .

~

Atla on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 12:48

What Atla ment�oned was based on the Hard problem though, wh�ch presupposes a general
understand�ng of how phys�cs even works, and what the explanatory gap �s - th�ngs you have yet to
demonstrate.

2.194. by Terrap�n Stat�on

So f�rst, you'd need to clar�fy whether the "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�'" ex�sts �n
bra�ns or extends beyond them, you need to deal w�th the problem, ment�oned by Atla below, that
electromagnet�c f�elds are not "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�,'" so you'd need to
expla�n what makes the d��erence, and you'd need to g�ve any sort of good reason to bel�eve there �s
anyth�ng such as "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�'" �n the f�rst place, because �t does
�ndeed sound l�ke "�t's mag�c!" or "�t's God!"-cal�ber "we need an explanat�on now! So I'm go�ng w�th
th�s" nonsense.

2.189. by GE Morton

It ex�sts �n your bra�n. If you destroy the bra�n you destroy the model. It �s made of "v�rtual stu�" --
- non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable "stu�" that emerges from certa�n cybernet�c systems,
much l�ke an electromagnet�c f�eld emerges from an operat�ng electr�c motor. It �s f�eld e�ect of
those systems.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 7 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 12:55



I wasn't about to start campa�gn�ng for a broken clock.

2.196. by Atla

What Atla ment�oned was based on the Hard problem though, wh�ch presupposes a general
understand�ng of how phys�cs even works, and what the explanatory gap �s - th�ngs you have yet to
demonstrate.

2.194. by Terrap�n Stat�on

So f�rst, you'd need to clar�fy whether the "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�'" ex�sts �n
bra�ns or extends beyond them, you need to deal w�th the problem, ment�oned by Atla below, that
electromagnet�c f�elds are not "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�,'" so you'd need to
expla�n what makes the d��erence, and you'd need to g�ve any sort of good reason to bel�eve there �s
anyth�ng such as "non-tang�ble, ephemeral, unanalyzable 'stu�'" �n the f�rst place, because �t does
�ndeed sound l�ke "�t's mag�c!" or "�t's God!"-cal�ber "we need an explanat�on now! So I'm go�ng
w�th th�s" nonsense.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 8 .

~

evolut�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 14:00

You are mostly WRONG.

1.196. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Sure, as �f I know what the deal �s about a lot of object�ve th�ngs. And �ndeed that's the case. What's the
�ssue?

1.195. by evolut�on

But you wr�te cons�derable amounts as though you KNOW about th�ngs object�vely.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 1 9 9 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 14:05

2.198. by evolut�on

You are mostly WRONG.

1.196. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Sure, as �f I know what the deal �s about a lot of object�ve th�ngs. And �ndeed that's the case. What's
the �ssue?



I th�nk I'm r�ght, you th�nk I'm wrong. You th�nk you're r�ght, I th�nk you're wrong. You're not just
f�gur�ng th�s out now, are you?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 0 .

~

evolut�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 14:18

ONCE AGAIN, you are COMPLETELY and UTTERLY WRONG.

When w�ll you STOP ASSUMING and BEING SO cont�nuously WRONG?

Most of the t�me I do NOT 'th�nk' you are wrong. I KNOW you are WRONG.

But the d��erence �s I can PROVE when you are WRONG. BUT, you can NOT do the same w�th 'Me'.

2.199. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I th�nk I'm r�ght, you th�nk I'm wrong.

2.198. by evolut�on

You are mostly WRONG.

by Terrap�n Stat�on

You th�nk you're r�ght, I th�nk you're wrong. You're not just f�gur�ng th�s out now, are you?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 1 .

~

Steve3007 on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 14:27

(It's been 7 pages s�nce th�s f�rst appeared and �t was only the day before yesterday. Th�s top�c �s



noth�ng �f not popular.)

Pattern-chaser wrote:Does anyone have anyth�ng to say "on the absurd hegemony of sc�ence", or has
that d�scuss�on f�n�shed now?

If sc�ence d�d ach�eve hegemony, I wonder who the pres�dent/emperor/pr�me m�n�ster/duce should
be. I wonder how th�ngs would go �f an attempt to rule purely accord�ng to sc�ent�f�c pr�nc�ples
were made. Would �t be l�ke when Spock has to take over as capta�n and th�ngs qu�ckly go pear-
shaped because he lacks the necessary �nterpersonal sk�lls?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 2 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 14:41

Know�ng that P �s a matter of bel�ev�ng (where the bel�ef �s just�f�ed and true) that P. Bel�ef �s a type
of thought.

So �f one knows that P, one th�nks that P.

2.200. by evolut�on

Most of the t�me I do NOT 'th�nk' you are wrong. I KNOW you are WRONG.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 14:52

Re evolut�on, I'm well aware that you l�ke to bel�eve that you have no bel�efs, by the way.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 4 .

~

Atla on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 15:02

I guess my or�g�nal po�nt about Dennett was, that qual�a el�m�nat�v�sm �s one of the most absurd
�deas of all t�me though. A good example of what can happen when people (want to) confuse
sc�ent�f�c th�rd-person-v�ew �nstrumental�sm w�th fundamental ontology.

2.195. by Pattern-chaser

Does anyone have anyth�ng to say "on the absurd hegemony of sc�ence", or has that d�scuss�on
f�n�shed now? 	



There �s no fundamental ontology w�thout qual�a play�ng a central role �n �t. Phenomenology
however seems to take �t �nto the oppos�te absurd extreme. p  The answers l�e �n between.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 5 .

~

evolut�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 15:11

SEE, from my perspect�ve, you are just completely and utterly WRONG, AGAIN.

Know�ng that P �s NOT NECESSARILY a matter of 'bel�ev�ng' ANY th�ng at all.

If I KNOW some th�ng, then I KNOW �t. And, I do NOT 'have to' bel�eve �t.

There �s also a very strong d�st�nct�on between 'th�nk�ng' P, or some th�ng, and 'know�ng' P, or
some th�ng. Obv�ously. Th�s �s WHY there are two d�st�nct d��erent words, w�th d�st�nct�vely
d��erent def�n�t�ons, and/or mean�ngs.

2.202. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Know�ng that P �s a matter of bel�ev�ng (where the bel�ef �s just�f�ed and true) that P. Bel�ef �s a type of
thought.

So �f one knows that P, one th�nks that P.

2.200. by evolut�on

Most of the t�me I do NOT 'th�nk' you are wrong. I KNOW you are WRONG.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 6 .

~

evolut�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 15:13

But I JUST have NO bel�efs.

You just ASSUME and/or BELIEVE otherw�se, correct?

2.203. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Re evolut�on, I'm well aware that you l�ke to bel�eve that you have no bel�efs, by the way.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 7 .

~



evolut�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 15:14

That �s the 'true' answers 'l�e' �n between.

2.204. by Atla

I guess my or�g�nal po�nt about Dennett was, that qual�a el�m�nat�v�sm �s one of the most absurd �deas
of all t�me though. A good example of what can happen when people (want to) confuse sc�ent�f�c th�rd-
person-v�ew �nstrumental�sm w�th fundamental ontology.

There �s no fundamental ontology w�thout qual�a play�ng a central role �n �t. Phenomenology however
seems to take �t �nto the oppos�te absurd extreme. p  The answers l�e �n between.

2.195. by Pattern-chaser

Does anyone have anyth�ng to say "on the absurd hegemony of sc�ence", or has that d�scuss�on
f�n�shed now? 	

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 8 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 17:44

Is that your ph�losoph�cal analys�s of what knowledge �s?

2.205. by evolut�on

If I KNOW some th�ng, then I KNOW �t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 0 9 .

~

Faustus5 on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 18:46

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Then I guess fundamental ontology must be a bogus as qual�a, �f that �s the case.

But �t �sn't. Those of us who th�nk qual�a are a s�lly �dea only ph�losophers would �nvent can do just
f�ne �n other areas of ph�losophy, �nclud�ng ontology.

2.204. by Atla

There �s no fundamental ontology w�thout qual�a play�ng a central role �n �t.

Ö Ü

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 1 0 .

~

Gert�e on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 19:13

GE

OK. So what does �t mean to say neurons, chem�cals, etc present that model they've produced to
themselves?

I don't th�nk I sa�d (qu�te) that. I sa�d that bra�ns create a v�rtrual model of the organ�sm of wh�ch �t �s a
part, �nclud�ng �tself, and of the env�ronment �n wh�ch �t f�nds �tself. That model becomes the subject�ve
"me" and the external world as perce�ved.

Yes I understood that part. I'm st�ll confused about the f�nal part of the process, how th�s model �s
'presented' to the bra�n/consc�ousness or somesuch.

If the model �s a product of the bra�n, a separate th�ng l�ke steam from a tra�n, how �s the bra�n
'aware' of �ts contents? Or how does the model 'present �tself' to the bra�n? The model/product �s
what's made of the see�ng and th�nk�ng exper�enc�ng stu�, r�ght? So the phys�cal bra�n �sn't
'look�ng' at the exper�ent�al product l�ke a l�ttle homunculus �n a Cartes�an theatre - Dennett
r�ghtly d�sm�sses that. So how does the commun�cat�on from the exper�ent�al model back to the
model maker bra�n work, �n order to take the appropr�ate phys�cal act�on?

Well that would depend on whether that recreates the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for
exper�ent�al states to man�fest, and wh�le we know bra�ns have them, we don't know what those
cond�t�ons are. They m�ght be substrate dependent (see for example
https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Orchestra ... %20neurons. ).

Heh. I've read Penrose's Emperor's New M�nd. A thought-provok�ng book, but the theory �s so
speculat�ve and so dependent upon controvers�al quantum theoret�cal phenomena that �t �s not l�kely
to spur much �nterest any t�me soon. It can't be ruled out, of course, but the solut�on �s probably much
s�mpler.

I've tr�ed to watch some of h�s talks, waaay over my head. But I have a hunch that �f anybody's
go�ng to crack th�s �t w�ll be somebody w�th the sc�ent�f�c chops and open-m�ndedness of a
Penrose.

The po�nt re mult�ple real�sab�l�ty stands tho - �f you don't have an explanat�on wh�ch covers bas�cs
l�ke necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons, how do you know you're not m�ss�ng someth�ng necessary
wh�ch �s a feature of b�olog�cal bra�ns, the�r chem�stry and so on. S�mply �nclud�ng the model
maker �n the model, and copy�ng funct�onal processes and dynam�c complex patterns of
�nteract�ons m�ght not be enough.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Orchestra


R�ght. And when Dennett says we have to talk about consc�ousness �n funct�onal terms, he's say�ng
he can't expla�n �t any other way. And I th�nk that's because of what Chalmers calls The Hard
Problem, wh�ch Dennett den�es ex�sts. Or ''d�ssolves'' - wh�ch I suppose �t does �f you �gnore �t. How
can you be a mater�al�st wh�ch �s an ontolog�cal account rooted �n matter and the smaller b�ts of
matter �t's reduc�ble to, and just �gnore the b�ggest problem th�s ra�ses re exper�ence...

I agree. That "Hard Problem" �s real,

but the solut�on �s (fa�rly) s�mple, and does not requ�re dual�sm or myst�c�sm. At the same t�me, some
aspects of �t w�ll be permanently �nexpl�cable --- even �f we �nvent an AI system that passes the Tur�ng
test.

And the solut�on �s??

I don't f�nd the funct�onal approach to phenomenal consc�ousness sat�sfactory. It m�ght or m�ght not
work to produce an exper�enc�ng mach�ne, but �t'll be by �mm�tat�ng certa�n funct�onal features of a
known exper�enc�ng system (bra�ns), not by expla�n�ng �t �n the way reduct�on�sm m�ght. Hence the
problem of how to test AI for phenomenal exper�ence - we won't know �f reproduc�ng that model
mak�ng funct�on has captured the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�enc�ng. We m�ght
only have created a mach�ne wh�ch �s very good at m�m�ck�ng exper�ent�al states, and �s �ncapable
of understand�ng and correctly answer�ng quest�ons about feel�ngs, th�nk�ng, see�ng, etc. We should
st�ll def be try�ng �t to see what happens of course, �t's a poss�ble pract�cal way forward.

You have to keep �n m�nd that those quest�ons you would ask of the "exper�ence mach�ne" apply just as
well to humans. I can only know that you are a consc�ous creature, a "th�nk�ng mach�ne," v�a your
behav�or. I have no more access to your "�nner world" than I would of that mach�ne. That �s just the
nature of the beast --- the subject�ve exper�ence of a consc�ous system, b�olog�cal or electron�c, w�ll be
�ntr�ns�cally, �mpenetrably pr�vate. We can only �mpute �nner phenomena to �t by �nferences from �ts
behav�or.

Not only from behav�our, also self reports, and cruc�ally here, �nference from analogy.

I can assume that you're a consc�ous be�ng not only from your observable behav�our and self-
reports - the tests we can also hope to apply to AI. But also from analogy based on our phys�cal
s�m�lar�ty. We're made of the same observable stu� and processes, w�th some m�nor var�at�ons. So
�t's reasonable to assume that �f I'm consc�ous, you are too. We don't know �f AI w�ll capture the
necessary cond�t�ons for exper�ence, because we don't know �f any are located �n the shared
b�olog�cal substrate you and I have. (And �f �t does, we can't be sure we'd recogn�se �t �f the
part�cular nature of substrates play a role �n the part�cular nature of exper�ence).

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 1 1 .

~

GE Morton on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 19:16

2.193. by Atla

Electromagnet�c f�elds are phys�cal and analyzable.



Analyzable, yes. Phys�cal? Sort of. "F�elds" (grav�tat�onal, magnet�c, electr�cal) are all theoret�cal
constructs �nvented to expla�n var�ous types of act�on-at-a-d�stance (e.g., the ab�l�ty of a magnet to
move a body some d�stance away from �t). We can't see, touch, or measure any of those f�elds
d�rectly; we can only observe and measure the e�ects they are �nvoked to expla�n. They are pretty
ephemeral.

So that would mean that the model �s �n fact phys�cally �dent�cal to a part of the bra�n.

Well, you can call an e�ect of a process a part of the process�ng mechan�sm �f you w�sh, but that
would be somewhat unconvent�onal. I don't th�nk the Earth's magnet�c or grav�tat�onal f�elds are
treated as part of the planet �n most geology texts. Those would be covered �n astronomy or phys�cs
texts.

If you want to start work�ng on the Hard problem, you f�rst have to d�scard �deas that probably don't
work. Strong emergence �s a good example of �t, here we pretend that the whole �s more than the sum
of the parts, �n short �t's a sc�ent�f�cally accepted vers�on of mag�c. We are st�ll at square one, try�ng to
br�dge the explanatory gap, and we are st�ll fully �nvolved �n dual�sm, we s�mply conv�nce ourselves
that we aren't.

I share your sent�ments there, and your skept�c�sm of "emergence." It sounds very much l�ke a
"just so" story, and l�ke mag�c.

But we need to grasp what makes the Hard Problem hard. It �s hard because the phenomena we are
try�ng to expla�n �s �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve and pr�vate. That means that sc�ent�f�c method, as usually
understood, �s �nappl�cable to �t and �mpotent to solve �t. Sc�ent�f�c method presupposes, and
depends upon, publ�cly observable phenomena, th�ngs we can descr�be �n publ�cly ver�f�able ways
us�ng terms w�th agreed upon mean�ngs, th�ngs w�th�n our common exper�ence wh�ch we can
we�gh, measure, man�pulate, analyze, compare w�th other th�ngs, th�ngs for wh�ch we can obta�n
repeatable, cons�stent answers to the quest�ons we pose about them. In short, sc�ence �s a publ�c
methodology for �nvest�gat�ng publ�c phenomena.

So the problem �s more severe than mere �rreduc�b�l�ty; �t def�es the fundamental assumpt�ons and
prerequ�s�tes of sc�ence �tself. How can we expla�n a phenomenon we cannot observe or descr�be
object�vely, cannot measure or analyze, from known sc�ent�f�c facts or pr�nc�ples, or der�ve �t from
them?

Yet "mental" phenomena --- thoughts, �mpress�ons, feel�ngs, qual�a, �deas, knowledge, etc., etc. -
-- are unden�able; we all exper�ence them (str�ctly speak�ng, we only exper�ence our own mental
phenomena, but we assume that other creatures do as well), and we talk about those phenomena,
mean�ngfully, all the t�me. And be�ng �nqu�s�t�ve creatures we're dr�ven to try to expla�n them.

So what to do?

The best we can do, I th�nk, �s a funct�onal explanat�on. We can �nvest�gate the necessary and
su��c�ent cond�t�ons for consc�ousness to appear --- we can handle that sc�ent�f�cally; we know
qu�te a b�t about that. But just how and why those cond�t�ons produce that e�ect w�ll forever
rema�n an unanswerable quest�on. We can, somewhat w�stfully or metaphor�cally, descr�be �t as a
f�eld e�ect, an emergent e�ect, or just mag�c. But we'll have to accept �t as "brute fact."



It w�ll not be the only "brute fact" we're forced to accept w�thout explanat�on. We can't expla�n
why a part�cular rad�um atom f�ss�ons at a certa�n t�me; we can't expla�n why the speed of l�ght �s C;
we can't expla�n why the B�g Bang happened (�f �t d�d).

There �s another �nterest�ng reason for suppos�ng that consc�ousness w�ll never be fully expl�cable
sc�ent�f�cally. Our sc�ent�f�c understand�ng of ourselves and the un�verse �s a conceptual model we
have created. But no system can completely model �tself, or anyth�ng larger than �tself. That would
requ�re a system larger than the system to be modeled.

Just some thoughts.
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More later, but see response to Alta below.

2.210. by Gert�e

Yes I understood that part. I'm st�ll confused about the f�nal part of the process, how th�s model �s
'presented' to the bra�n/consc�ousness or somesuch.

If the model �s a product of the bra�n, a separate th�ng l�ke steam from a tra�n, how �s the bra�n 'aware'
of �ts contents? Or how does the model 'present �tself' to the bra�n? The model/product �s what's made
of the see�ng and th�nk�ng exper�enc�ng stu�, r�ght? So the phys�cal bra�n �sn't 'look�ng' at the
exper�ent�al product l�ke a l�ttle homunculus �n a Cartes�an theatre - Dennett r�ghtly d�sm�sses that. So
how does the commun�cat�on from the exper�ent�al model back to the model maker bra�n work, �n
order to take the appropr�ate phys�cal act�on?
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Or, I guess �t's "above."
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Well at least that's what you tell yourself.

2.209. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Then I guess fundamental ontology must be a bogus as qual�a, �f that �s the case.

But �t �sn't. Those of us who th�nk qual�a are a s�lly �dea only ph�losophers would �nvent can do just f�ne
�n other areas of ph�losophy, �nclud�ng ontology.

2.204. by Atla

There �s no fundamental ontology w�thout qual�a play�ng a central role �n �t.
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2.211. by GE Morton

Analyzable, yes. Phys�cal? Sort of. "F�elds" (grav�tat�onal, magnet�c, electr�cal) are all theoret�cal
constructs �nvented to expla�n var�ous types of act�on-at-a-d�stance (e.g., the ab�l�ty of a magnet to
move a body some d�stance away from �t). We can't see, touch, or measure any of those f�elds d�rectly;
we can only observe and measure the e�ects they are �nvoked to expla�n. They are pretty ephemeral.

So that would mean that the model �s �n fact phys�cally �dent�cal to a part of the bra�n.

Well, you can call an e�ect of a process a part of the process�ng mechan�sm �f you w�sh, but that would
be somewhat unconvent�onal. I don't th�nk the Earth's magnet�c or grav�tat�onal f�elds are treated as
part of the planet �n most geology texts. Those would be covered �n astronomy or phys�cs texts.

If you want to start work�ng on the Hard problem, you f�rst have to d�scard �deas that probably don't
work. Strong emergence �s a good example of �t, here we pretend that the whole �s more than the
sum of the parts, �n short �t's a sc�ent�f�cally accepted vers�on of mag�c. We are st�ll at square one,
try�ng to br�dge the explanatory gap, and we are st�ll fully �nvolved �n dual�sm, we s�mply conv�nce
ourselves that we aren't.

I share your sent�ments there, and your skept�c�sm of "emergence." It sounds very much l�ke a "just so"
story, and l�ke mag�c.

But we need to grasp what makes the Hard Problem hard. It �s hard because the phenomena we are
try�ng to expla�n �s �ntr�ns�cally subject�ve and pr�vate. That means that sc�ent�f�c method, as usually
understood, �s �nappl�cable to �t and �mpotent to solve �t. Sc�ent�f�c method presupposes, and depends
upon, publ�cly observable phenomena, th�ngs we can descr�be �n publ�cly ver�f�able ways us�ng terms
w�th agreed upon mean�ngs, th�ngs w�th�n our common exper�ence wh�ch we can we�gh, measure,
man�pulate, analyze, compare w�th other th�ngs, th�ngs for wh�ch we can obta�n repeatable, cons�stent
answers to the quest�ons we pose about them. In short, sc�ence �s a publ�c methodology for
�nvest�gat�ng publ�c phenomena.

So the problem �s more severe than mere �rreduc�b�l�ty; �t def�es the fundamental assumpt�ons and
prerequ�s�tes of sc�ence �tself. How can we expla�n a phenomenon we cannot observe or descr�be
object�vely, cannot measure or analyze, from known sc�ent�f�c facts or pr�nc�ples, or der�ve �t from
them?

Yet "mental" phenomena --- thoughts, �mpress�ons, feel�ngs, qual�a, �deas, knowledge, etc., etc. ---
are unden�able; we all exper�ence them (str�ctly speak�ng, we only exper�ence our own mental
phenomena, but we assume that other creatures do as well), and we talk about those phenomena,
mean�ngfully, all the t�me. And be�ng �nqu�s�t�ve creatures we're dr�ven to try to expla�n them.

So what to do?

The best we can do, I th�nk, �s a funct�onal explanat�on. We can �nvest�gate the necessary and su��c�ent
cond�t�ons for consc�ousness to appear --- we can handle that sc�ent�f�cally; we know qu�te a b�t about
that. But just how and why those cond�t�ons produce that e�ect w�ll forever rema�n an unanswerable
quest�on. We can, somewhat w�stfully or metaphor�cally, descr�be �t as a f�eld e�ect, an emergent
e�ect, or just mag�c. But we'll have to accept �t as "brute fact."

2.193. by Atla

Electromagnet�c f�elds are phys�cal and analyzable.



Phys�cal f�elds aren't ephemeral, they are just as real as say protons (wh�ch techn�cally are also
theoret�cal constructs btw). Another way to look at �t �s that everyth�ng �s f�elds, part�cles are
merely exc�tat�ons of f�elds. So we run �nto the phys�cal-mental �dent�ty �ssue.

Funct�onal�sm �s merely abstract�on, �t doesn't really address the �ssue.

The �dea that qual�a/ex�stence �tself only happens when certa�n cond�t�ons are met, �s a very
�ntu�t�ve and w�despread, but h�ghly �rrat�onal, �llog�cal bel�ef w�thout ev�dence.

It w�ll not be the only "brute fact" we're forced to accept w�thout explanat�on. We can't expla�n why a
part�cular rad�um atom f�ss�ons at a certa�n t�me; we can't expla�n why the speed of l�ght �s C; we can't
expla�n why the B�g Bang happened (�f �t d�d).

There �s another �nterest�ng reason for suppos�ng that consc�ousness w�ll never be fully expl�cable
sc�ent�f�cally. Our sc�ent�f�c understand�ng of ourselves and the un�verse �s a conceptual model we have
created. But no system can completely model �tself, or anyth�ng larger than �tself. That would requ�re a
system larger than the system to be modeled.

Just some thoughts.
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I meant to wr�te qual�a/exper�ence �tself
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Surely you don't th�nk that phys�cs �s pos�t�ng f�elds as someth�ng e�ther nonphys�cal or
ep�phenomenal though, do you?

2.211. by GE Morton

Analyzable, yes. Phys�cal? Sort of. "F�elds" (grav�tat�onal, magnet�c, electr�cal) are all theoret�cal
constructs �nvented to expla�n var�ous types of act�on-at-a-d�stance (e.g., the ab�l�ty of a magnet to
move a body some d�stance away from �t). We can't see, touch, or measure any of those f�elds d�rectly;
we can only observe and measure the e�ects they are �nvoked to expla�n. They are pretty ephemeral.
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Gert�e on >  11 Eylül 2020 Cuma 20:33

I pretty much agree w�th th�s (hadn't read �t when I was compos�ng my post), but �t's potent�ally an
area ph�losophy can contr�bute to, because sc�ence doesn't seem to have the appropr�ate toolk�t.
And m�ght come up w�th someth�ng potent�ally testable or an explanat�on wh�ch seems over-
whelm�ngly compell�ng.

If Dennett sa�d someth�ng l�ke the above, acknowledged the Hard Problem and then went on to say
'but we can st�ll come up w�th a funct�onal account, and here's how �t could go....' I'd say f�ne. But
he makes grand�ose cla�ms and then obfuscates enterta�n�ngly (or frustrat�ngly �n my case) t�ll you
hopefully forget that he's cla�med he's ''expla�ned consc�ousness'', or ''consc�ousness �s an
�llus�on''.

And I do see probs w�th AI as a pract�cal way forward �n further�ng our understand�ng, as
ment�oned �n my reply above.

(Btw I tr�ed the Lev�ne paper, but I really struggle gett�ng my head round cont�ngency and poss�ble
worlds type approaches, just doesn't su�t how I conceptual�se problems I th�nk. L�kew�se I don't see
the value �n Chalmers' Zomb�e argument, �t just escapes me. Your few paras above make the
explanatory gap po�nt well �mo).

2.212. by GE Morton

More later, but see response to Alta below.

2.210. by Gert�e

Yes I understood that part. I'm st�ll confused about the f�nal part of the process, how th�s model �s
'presented' to the bra�n/consc�ousness or somesuch.

If the model �s a product of the bra�n, a separate th�ng l�ke steam from a tra�n, how �s the bra�n
'aware' of �ts contents? Or how does the model 'present �tself' to the bra�n? The model/product �s
what's made of the see�ng and th�nk�ng exper�enc�ng stu�, r�ght? So the phys�cal bra�n �sn't
'look�ng' at the exper�ent�al product l�ke a l�ttle homunculus �n a Cartes�an theatre - Dennett r�ghtly
d�sm�sses that. So how does the commun�cat�on from the exper�ent�al model back to the model
maker bra�n work, �n order to take the appropr�ate phys�cal act�on?
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Meth�nks you are over-compl�cat�ng qual�a, automat�cally attach�ng connotat�ons to the term that
have accreted to �t over the years v�a var�ous ph�losoph�cal speculat�ons.

But �t �s an uncompl�cated term that does not requ�re any convoluted analys�s or "ontolog�cal"
expl�cat�on. The term merely denotes the d�st�nct�ve sensory �mpress�ons you exper�ence when
your nervous system del�vers var�ous types of s�gnals to your consc�ousness, the �mpress�ons
wh�ch allow you to d��erent�ate between s�gnals rece�ved over that channel and from other
channels --- between the color of a rose blossom and the color of the plant's leaves. Qual�a are the
mode by wh�ch the bra�n presents those d��erent�a to the perce�v�ng m�nd. So you have a "quale"
for red, another for green, another for the smell of c�nnamon, for the taste of garl�c, and so on.
Assum�ng you can make all those d�st�nct�ons, then you have "qual�a." There �s a mystery as to how
those �mpress�ons, sensat�ons, are produced by bra�ns. But there �s no mystery as to what the term
denotes.

"Qual�a" ra�se no "ontolog�cal" �ssues. They do not �mply the ex�stence of some sort of non-
phys�cal substance, and hence don't �mply dual�sm. They are "phys�cal" �n the sense that they are
generated by phys�cal systems, and only by them (as far as we know). They are not man�festat�ons
of "sp�r�ts," "souls," or of any other "transcendental" phenomena. They are very much elements
of our emp�r�cal world, �ndeed, the foundat�on of �t.

You can't deny that qual�a ex�st w�thout deny�ng that the sensory �mpress�ons the term denotes
ex�st --- wh�ch would be stubbornly dogmat�c and r�d�culous.

2.209. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Then I guess fundamental ontology must be a bogus as qual�a, �f that �s the case.

But �t �sn't. Those of us who th�nk qual�a are a s�lly �dea only ph�losophers would �nvent can do just f�ne
�n other areas of ph�losophy, �nclud�ng ontology.

2.204. by Atla

There �s no fundamental ontology w�thout qual�a play�ng a central role �n �t.
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2.210. by Gert�e

If the model �s a product of the bra�n, a separate th�ng l�ke steam from a tra�n, how �s the bra�n 'aware'
of �ts contents? Or how does the model 'present �tself' to the bra�n? The model/product �s what's made
of the see�ng and th�nk�ng exper�enc�ng stu�, r�ght? So the phys�cal bra�n �sn't 'look�ng' at the
exper�ent�al product l�ke a l�ttle homunculus �n a Cartes�an theatre - Dennett r�ghtly d�sm�sses that. So
how does the commun�cat�on from the exper�ent�al model back to the model maker bra�n work, �n
order to take the appropr�ate phys�cal act�on?



The model does not present �tself to the bra�n; the bra�n creates the model, wh�ch embraces the
bra�n �tself (�mperfectly). It �s not part of the bra�n, str�ctly speak�ng, any more than electr�cal f�eld
�s part of the generator that produces �t. But �t �s not ent�rely separate from the bra�n e�ther. There
�s a cont�nuous feedback c�rcu�t between the model and the (non-consc�ous) port�ons of the bra�n.
Those port�ons del�ver �nformat�on to the model �n real t�me, �t �s processed there, poss�ble
responses analyzed and evaluated, and the results del�vered back to the appropr�ate port�ons of the
bra�n, to undertake a task, control movement of the body, respond to a threat, etc. At t�mes non-
consc�ous port�ons of the bra�n can overr�de the model, and force an act�on not consc�ously chosen
(such as when �t forces you to sleep). We can th�nk of that model as Descartes' homunculus ---
�ndeed, the "Cartes�an Theater" concept �s rega�n�ng favor among some psycholog�sts and
neurolog�sts. See:

https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog ... s-forg�ven

I've also read the Cr�ck/Koch paper ment�oned �n that art�cle, and can probably f�nd the l�nk �f
you're �nterested.

Note that the ex�stence of a dynam�c, conceptual or "v�rtual" model of a system generated by that
system n�cely expla�ns, unpacks, the concept of "self-awareness." So we can say, tentat�vely, that
any system capable of do�ng that �s consc�ous.

The po�nt re mult�ple real�sab�l�ty stands tho - �f you don't have an explanat�on wh�ch covers bas�cs
l�ke necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons, how do you know you're not m�ss�ng someth�ng necessary
wh�ch �s a feature of b�olog�cal bra�ns, the�r chem�stry and so on. S�mply �nclud�ng the model maker �n
the model, and copy�ng funct�onal processes and dynam�c complex patterns of �nteract�ons m�ght not
be enough.

How and when do we know what �s enough? If the AI can pass the Tur�ng test, do we need anyth�ng
more?

You have to keep �n m�nd that those quest�ons you would ask of the "exper�ence mach�ne" apply just
as well to humans. I can only know that you are a consc�ous creature, a "th�nk�ng mach�ne," v�a
your behav�or. I have no more access to your "�nner world" than I would of that mach�ne. That �s
just the nature of the beast --- the subject�ve exper�ence of a consc�ous system, b�olog�cal or
electron�c, w�ll be �ntr�ns�cally, �mpenetrably pr�vate. We can only �mpute �nner phenomena to �t by
�nferences from �ts behav�or.

Not only from behav�our, also self reports, and cruc�ally here, �nference from analogy.

I can assume that you're a consc�ous be�ng not only from your observable behav�our and self-reports -
the tests we can also hope to apply to AI. But also from analogy based on our phys�cal s�m�lar�ty. We're
made of the same observable stu� and processes, w�th some m�nor var�at�ons. So �t's reasonable to
assume that �f I'm consc�ous, you are too.

Th�nk about that. A dead person, or a bra�n-dead person, �s also made of the same stu�, but they
are not consc�ous. I th�nk we'd have to conclude that �f a system can pass the Tur�ng test and
exh�b�t behav�ors character�st�c of known consc�ous creatures (us), even �f through some sort of
mechan�cal apparatus, then they, too, are consc�ous, and that the phys�cal substrate of the system
�s �rrelevant to that capac�ty.

Ö Ü

https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-imprinted-brain/201407/come-back-homunculus-all-is-forgiven
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Of course, �f we are pers�stently unsuccessful �n creat�ng an electro-mechan�cal AI system that can
pass the Tur�ng test THEN we m�ght wonder whether the b�olog�cal substrate �s somehow
necessary for that capac�ty.

2.220. by GE Morton

Th�nk about that. A dead person, or a bra�n-dead person, �s also made of the same stu�, but they are
not consc�ous. I th�nk we'd have to conclude that �f a system can pass the Tur�ng test and exh�b�t
behav�ors character�st�c of known consc�ous creatures (us), even �f through some sort of mechan�cal
apparatus, then they, too, are consc�ous, and that the phys�cal substrate of the system �s �rrelevant to
that capac�ty.
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No.

2.208. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Is that your ph�losoph�cal analys�s of what knowledge �s?

2.205. by evolut�on

If I KNOW some th�ng, then I KNOW �t.
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That art�cle doesn't forward the ep�phenomenal nonsense you're suggest�ng. It forwards just the
oppos�te. It does, however, suggest a Cartes�an theatre/homunculus model as useful for captur�ng

2.220. by GE Morton

https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog ... s-forg�ven

https://www.psychologytoday.com/us/blog/the-imprinted-brain/201407/come-back-homunculus-all-is-forgiven


phenomenal exper�ence, part�cularly for psychot�cs and aut�st�cs, but �t doesn't suggest that that
model �s l�terally true.
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What �s your ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge?

2.222. by evolut�on

No.

2.208. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Is that your ph�losoph�cal analys�s of what knowledge �s?
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Pattern-chaser wrote:Does anyone have anyth�ng to say "on the absurd hegemony of
sc�ence", or has that d�scuss�on f�n�shed now?

I th�nk �t's l�ke that, but I'm not conv�nced that a s�mple lack of "�nterpersonal sk�lls" g�ves a full
explanat�on. Although �t �s certa�nly the case that we somet�mes do not apply sc�ence when �t �s the
appropr�ate tool (as sculptor1 observes), th�s top�c concerns the oppos�te, when sc�ence �s
�nappropr�ately appl�ed. As�de from �nterpersonal sk�lls, we m�ght also cons�der subjects l�ke

metaphys�cs,
art,
culture,
pol�t�cs,
beauty,
rel�g�on,
just�ce,
good and ev�l,

2.201. by Steve3007

If sc�ence d�d ach�eve hegemony, I wonder who the pres�dent/emperor/pr�me m�n�ster/duce should be.
I wonder how th�ngs would go �f an attempt to rule purely accord�ng to sc�ent�f�c pr�nc�ples were made.
Would �t be l�ke when Spock has to take over as capta�n and th�ngs qu�ckly go pear-shaped because he
lacks the necessary �nterpersonal sk�lls?



morals and eth�cs.

None of these subjects can be appropr�ately or usefully �nvest�gated us�ng sc�ence and �ts
techn�ques and methods. I'm sure there are other examples too.

A worldv�ew based solely on sc�ence �s �ncomplete, and I th�nk that �s, or would be, Capta�n Spock's
problem. Even the great Vulcan h�mself once sa�d <Log�c �s the beg�nn�ng of w�sdom, not the end.=
Not everyth�ng can be understood by the appl�cat�on of sc�ence and log�c alone.

L�ve long and prosper.
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Sculptor1 on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:35



2.225. by Pattern-chaser

Pattern-chaser wrote:Does anyone have anyth�ng to say "on the absurd hegemony of sc�ence", or
has that d�scuss�on f�n�shed now?

I th�nk �t's l�ke that, but I'm not conv�nced that a s�mple lack of "�nterpersonal sk�lls" g�ves a full
explanat�on. Although �t �s certa�nly the case that we somet�mes do not apply sc�ence when �t �s the
appropr�ate tool (as @sculptor1 observes), th�s top�c concerns the oppos�te, when sc�ence �s
�nappropr�ately appl�ed. As�de from �nterpersonal sk�lls, we m�ght also cons�der subjects l�ke

metaphys�cs,
art,
culture,
pol�t�cs,
beauty,
rel�g�on,
just�ce,
good and ev�l,
morals and eth�cs.

None of these subjects can be appropr�ately or usefully �nvest�gated us�ng sc�ence and �ts techn�ques
and methods. I'm sure there are other examples too.

A worldv�ew based solely on sc�ence �s �ncomplete, and I th�nk that �s, or would be, Capta�n Spock's
problem. Even the great Vulcan h�mself once sa�d <Log�c �s the beg�nn�ng of w�sdom, not the end.= Not
everyth�ng can be understood by the appl�cat�on of sc�ence and log�c alone.

L�ve long and prosper.
Sculptor1

I would say that even sc�ence has a role to play �n all of the above. But no way any k�nd of central role,
and certa�nly cannot be used to o�er moral conclus�ons.

Art can use sc�ence, for example. But that would be pa�nt formulae; how to cast sculpture and make
large sculptures structural.
Beauty can be measured by geometry, though th�s tends to o�er cl�che results.
Sc�ence can be used to completely unpack rel�g�ous superst�t�ons. I recently saw a meme l�nk�ng forest
f�res �n Cal�forn�a w�th abort�on cSculptor1
It's about appropr�ate usage.Sculptor1

2.201. by Steve3007

If sc�ence d�d ach�eve hegemony, I wonder who the pres�dent/emperor/pr�me m�n�ster/duce should
be. I wonder how th�ngs would go �f an attempt to rule purely accord�ng to sc�ent�f�c pr�nc�ples were
made. Would �t be l�ke when Spock has to take over as capta�n and th�ngs qu�ckly go pear-shaped
because he lacks the necessary �nterpersonal sk�lls?
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Sculptor1 on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:36

WTF �s the "MENTION" funct�on.
BLOODY ANNOYING
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GE Morton on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 15:41

"Ephemeral" was the wrong word; "ethereal" would have been better (�ndeed, "f�elds" are barely
more substant�al than the lum�n�ferous ether). But I agree that f�elds (and protons, of course) are
"real" --- because "real�ty" cons�sts of those pos�ted th�ngs wh�ch help us understand and expla�n
our exper�ence. If the v�rtual model �dea furthers that a�m then �t w�ll be "real" too.

Funct�onal�sm �s merely abstract�on, �t doesn't really address the �ssue.

All theor�es are abstract�ons. I suspect you're assum�ng that only a reduct�ve explanat�on "really"
addresses the �ssue. But, for the reasons noted, no such explanat�on w�ll ever be poss�ble. So �f
we're ever go�ng to expla�n phenomenal exper�ence we need to approach the problem from a
d��erent d�rect�on.

The �dea that qual�a/ex�stence �tself only happens when certa�n cond�t�ons are met, �s a very �ntu�t�ve
and w�despread, but h�ghly �rrat�onal, �llog�cal bel�ef w�thout ev�dence.

Do you know of any �nstances where there that �s not the case? How much ev�dence do you need?
The �nduct�ve ev�dence for �t �s pretty compell�ng.

2.215. by Atla

Phys�cal f�elds aren't ephemeral, they are just as real as say protons (wh�ch techn�cally are also
theoret�cal constructs btw). Another way to look at �t �s that everyth�ng �s f�elds, part�cles are merely
exc�tat�ons of f�elds. So we run �nto the phys�cal-mental �dent�ty �ssue.
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Atla on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 16:08

2.228. by GE Morton

"Ephemeral" was the wrong word; "ethereal" would have been better (�ndeed, "f�elds" are barely more
substant�al than the lum�n�ferous ether). But I agree that f�elds (and protons, of course) are "real" ---
because "real�ty" cons�sts of those pos�ted th�ngs wh�ch help us understand and expla�n our exper�ence.
If the v�rtual model �dea furthers that a�m then �t w�ll be "real" too.



All theor�es are abstract�ons. I suspect you're assum�ng that only a reduct�ve explanat�on "really"
addresses the �ssue. But, for the reasons noted, no such explanat�on w�ll ever be poss�ble. So �f we're
ever go�ng to expla�n phenomenal exper�ence we need to approach the problem from a d��erent
d�rect�on.

So then, aga�n, we run �nto the mental-phys�cal �dent�ty �ssue wh�ch you seem to have rejected. Of
course I'm say�ng that �dent�ty �s the only sens�ble way forward, reduct�on�sm solves noth�ng.

Do you know of any �nstances where there that �s not the case? How much ev�dence do you need? The
�nduct�ve ev�dence for �t �s pretty compell�ng.

Ev�dence for what? We can't measure qual�a so there's no ev�dence for �t.
However, the 'laws' or 'features' of nature tend to be un�versal, so why would there be an except�on
here? So the default �dea �s that qual�a �s un�versal, all these 'emergence out of complex�ty' etc.
�deas are probably just bad ph�losophy.

And th�s �s the start of the true �nqu�ry �nto the Hard problem, �t's a pretty deep rabb�t hole.
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GE Morton on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 16:16

F�elds are "phys�cal" because they are pos�ted by phys�cal theory. They are not "phys�cal" �n the
everyday sense, wh�ch �mpl�es be�ng tang�ble and hav�ng def�n�te spacet�me coord�nates. Ne�ther �s
true of f�elds (every such f�eld extends to �nf�n�ty, �t just grows "weaker" w�th d�stance from the
or�g�n). They are "everywhere," and thus nowhere.

Yes, the v�rtual model theory �s a vers�on of ep�phenomenal�sm. The central quest�on �n the
(mass�ve) debate regard�ng ep�phenomenal�sm �s whether mental phenomena, e.g., qual�a, can
have any causal role �n phys�cal processes. Yes, and no. What part�cular "quale" one exper�ences
when behold�ng, say, a red rose �s phys�cally �ne��cac�ous and �rrelevant. Hence we don't need to
character�ze �t or analyze �t. But the fact that we have one �s causally e��cac�ous --- �t �s what
perm�ts us to d�st�ngu�sh a red rose from a yellow one, and hence determ�nes wh�ch one we p�ck.
And that quale �s what we do have when mak�ng that cho�ce. We do not have any �nformat�on about
the phys�cs of l�ght or of whatever processes may be underway �n our bra�ns. That quale �s all we
have to work w�th.

2.217. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Surely you don't th�nk that phys�cs �s pos�t�ng f�elds as someth�ng e�ther nonphys�cal or ep�phenomenal
though, do you?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 17:06

"Phys�cal" doesn't �mply "tang�ble."

"Everywhere" doesn't �mply "nowhere."

If you can't even get such s�mple �deas stra�ght . . . geez, no wonder you're so confused.

2.230. by GE Morton

F�elds are "phys�cal" because they are pos�ted by phys�cal theory. They are not "phys�cal" �n the
everyday sense, wh�ch �mpl�es be�ng tang�ble and hav�ng def�n�te spacet�me coord�nates. Ne�ther �s
true of f�elds (every such f�eld extends to �nf�n�ty, �t just grows "weaker" w�th d�stance from the or�g�n).
They are "everywhere," and thus nowhere.
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GE Morton on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 17:55

Yes, �t does, �n the everyday sense:

"1a: of or relat�ng to natural sc�ence
b(1): of or relat�ng to phys�cs
(2): character�zed or produced by the forces and operat�ons of phys�cs
2a: hav�ng mater�al ex�stence : percept�ble espec�ally through the senses and subject to the laws of
nature"

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/phys�cal

2a �s the "everyday sense."

"Everywhere" doesn't �mply "nowhere."

Yes, �t does. C�t�ng the spacet�me coord�nates of a th�ng �s mean�ngful only �f �t enables us to locate
the th�ng �n a spec�f�c place. Someth�ng alleged to ex�st at all spacet�me coord�nates �s
�nd�st�ngu�shable from one wh�ch ex�sts at no spacet�me coord�nates. "Omn�presence" �s a vacuous
concept.

2.231. by Terrap�n Stat�on

"Phys�cal" doesn't �mply "tang�ble."

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 3 3 .
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https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/physical


Atla on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 18:01

?! You seem to be confus�ng forces and f�elds.

2.230. by GE Morton

every such f�eld extends to �nf�n�ty, �t just grows "weaker" w�th d�stance from the or�g�n). They are
"everywhere," and thus nowhere.
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Atla on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 18:15

Spacet�me �s also "omn�present" then.
F�elds ex�st at all spacet�me coord�nates, they can take d��erent values from coord�nate to
coord�nate. It makes no sense to say that they ex�st at no coord�nates. Never m�nd

2.232. by GE Morton

C�t�ng the spacet�me coord�nates of a th�ng �s mean�ngful only �f �t enables us to locate the th�ng �n a
spec�f�c place. Someth�ng alleged to ex�st at all spacet�me coord�nates �s �nd�st�ngu�shable from one
wh�ch ex�sts at no spacet�me coord�nates. "Omn�presence" �s a vacuous concept.
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Gert�e on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 18:38

GE

Re the l�nked paper

[And Koch �s choos�ng to pursue the route of IIT, wh�ch he and Tonon� suggest �mpl�es an
underly�ng panpsych�c ontology...]

My own v�ew on the consc�ous/exper�ent�al self, �s that bra�n arch�tecture rules here. We m�ght f�nd
the claustrum or somewhere else �s someth�ng ak�n to a command and control centre all neural
roads lead to and from. In charge of assess�ng the �ncom�ng sensory �nformat�on, check�ng w�th
memory etc, th�nk�ng through opt�ons and �ssu�ng �nstruct�ons to motor systems. But there are
compet�ng �deas about how the �nter-connectedness works (eg Greenf�eld l�kens the local�sed
�nter-connectedness found on scans to the r�pple e�ect when you throw a stone �n a pond -
summar�sed here https://www.scaru��.com/m�nd/greenf�e.html ).

What we know �s a sense of be�ng a d�screte, un�f�ed self somehow emerges. For such complex

https://www.scaruffi.com/mind/greenfie.html


cr�tters as humans, the evolut�onary pressure to turn a confus�ng cacophany of s�ghts, sounds,
sensat�ons, memor�es, etc, �nto a useful exper�ent�al model wh�ch helps us to nav�gate the world,
makes sense of the need for such a mechan�sm. We'd expect to eventually uncover some such
'un�fy�ng' mechan�sm �n the bra�n. And perhaps that's where �t's work�ng a l�ttle d��erently for
people w�th aut�sm.

Such a mechan�sm m�ght also amount to some sort of �ntermed�ary process, or even a br�dg�ng
mechan�sm between the mental and phys�cal, but �f that's an exper�enc�ng m�n�-me, �t only puts
the br�dg�ng problem back a stage.

More later
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 21:20

Even w�th 2a, that doesn't �mply tang�ble. Look up "tang�ble." Ser�ously, why do I need to expla�n
th�s to you?

But no ph�losoph�cal, sc�ent�f�c etc. usage of "phys�cal" �mpl�es that someth�ng �s perce�vable to
una�ded human senses. You're on a ph�losophy board.

"Everywhere" doesn't �mply "nowhere."

Yes, �t does. C�t�ng the spacet�me coord�nates of a th�ng �s mean�ngful only �f �t enables us to locate
the th�ng �n a spec�f�c place. Someth�ng alleged to ex�st at all spacet�me coord�nates �s
�nd�st�ngu�shable from one wh�ch ex�sts at no spacet�me coord�nates. "Omn�presence" �s a vacuous
concept.
[/quote]

2.232. by GE Morton

Yes, �t does, �n the everyday sense:

"1a: of or relat�ng to natural sc�ence
b(1): of or relat�ng to phys�cs
(2): character�zed or produced by the forces and operat�ons of phys�cs
2a: hav�ng mater�al ex�stence : percept�ble espec�ally through the senses and subject to the laws of
nature"

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/phys�cal

2.231. by Terrap�n Stat�on

"Phys�cal" doesn't �mply "tang�ble."

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/physical


If x ex�sts everywhere then x ex�sts at locat�on L. If x ex�sts nowhere then x doesn't ex�st at locat�on
L.

There's someth�ng ser�ously wrong w�th you.
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Sculptor1 on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 21:43

Tang�ble means touchable.
Surely you can th�nk of phys�cal th�ngs that cannot be touched.

2.232. by GE Morton

Yes, �t does, �n the everyday sense:

"1a: of or relat�ng to natural sc�ence
b(1): of or relat�ng to phys�cs
(2): character�zed or produced by the forces and operat�ons of phys�cs
2a: hav�ng mater�al ex�stence : percept�ble espec�ally through the senses and subject to the laws of
nature"

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/phys�cal
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  12 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 21:48

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/physical


I l�ke how, among other th�ngs, he l�sted the def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" (and from a gener�c
d�ct�onary, no less), as �f the problem was solely that. :lol:

2.237. by Sculptor1

Tang�ble means touchable.
Surely you can th�nk of phys�cal th�ngs that cannot be touched.

2.232. by GE Morton

Yes, �t does, �n the everyday sense:

"1a: of or relat�ng to natural sc�ence
b(1): of or relat�ng to phys�cs
(2): character�zed or produced by the forces and operat�ons of phys�cs
2a: hav�ng mater�al ex�stence : percept�ble espec�ally through the senses and subject to the laws of
nature"

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/phys�cal
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 00:05

If we understand "�dent�ty" �n Le�bn�z's sense --- two th�ngs are �dent�cal IFF they d��er �n no
d�st�ngu�shable propert�es, then phenomenal exper�ence and bra�n processes are obv�ously not
�dent�cal. The Place/Smart �dent�ty thes�s confuses the "�s" of compos�t�on (l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of
electrons) w�th the "�s" of �dent�ty (the Morn�ng Star �s the Even�ng Star).

Ev�dence for what? We can't measure qual�a so there's no ev�dence for �t.

Well, �f you understand "qual�a" as I def�ned �t earl�er, and you cla�m "there �s no ev�dence for �t,"
then you apparently cannot d�st�ngu�sh red from green, or even from the smell of ammon�a. If you
can make those d�st�nct�ons, w�thout any external apparatus, then you DO have ev�dence for qual�a.
We don't, BTW, have to "measure" qual�a to have ev�dence for them. For qual�a, "to be �s to be
perce�ved."

I can, of course, have no d�rect ev�dence that you have qual�a. I can only �nfer that you do from your
observable ab�l�ty to make the above d�st�nct�ons.

2.229. by Atla

So then, aga�n, we run �nto the mental-phys�cal �dent�ty �ssue wh�ch you seem to have rejected. Of
course I'm say�ng that �dent�ty �s the only sens�ble way forward, reduct�on�sm solves noth�ng.

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/physical


However, the 'laws' or 'features' of nature tend to be un�versal, so why would there be an except�on
here? So the default �dea �s that qual�a �s un�versal, all these 'emergence out of complex�ty' etc. �deas
are probably just bad ph�losophy.

Qual�a are not "laws of nature." Or features of �t. The are features, products, only of certa�n types of
phys�cal systems, some natural, but perhaps some art�f�c�al also.
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 00:13

"Def�n�t�on of tang�ble (Entry 1 of 2)
1a: capable of be�ng perce�ved espec�ally by the sense of touch : PALPABLE"

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/tang�ble

In the broader sense, espec�ally among ph�losophers, "tang�ble" means perce�vable v�a the senses.

2.237. by Sculptor1

Tang�ble means touchable.
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 00:34

In the post wh�ch started th�s latest po�ntless qu�bble I sa�d, "F�elds are 'phys�cal' because they are
pos�ted by phys�cal theory. They are not "phys�cal" �n the everyday sense, wh�ch �mpl�es be�ng
tang�ble and hav�ng def�n�te spacet�me coord�nates."

Now you're repeat�ng what I acknowledged �n the f�rst sentence of the above quote. In the everyday
sense, phys�cal means tang�ble --- detectable by the senses --- and locatable �n t�me and space.

If x ex�sts everywhere then x ex�sts at locat�on L. If x ex�sts nowhere then x doesn't ex�st at locat�on
L.

2.236. by Terrap�n Stat�on

But no ph�losoph�cal, sc�ent�f�c etc. usage of "phys�cal" �mpl�es that someth�ng �s perce�vable to
una�ded human senses. You're on a ph�losophy board.

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/tangible


Yep. And "ex�st�ng at locat�on L" and "not ex�st�ng at locat�on L" are �nd�st�ngu�shable. Both
statements are non-cogn�t�ve.
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Gert�e on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 00:49

GE

Gert�e wrote: ↑
Yesterday, 3:13 pm

If the model �s a product of the bra�n, a separate th�ng l�ke steam from a tra�n, how �s the bra�n
'aware' of �ts contents? Or how does the model 'present �tself' to the bra�n? The model/product �s
what's made of the see�ng and th�nk�ng exper�enc�ng stu�, r�ght? So the phys�cal bra�n �sn't
'look�ng' at the exper�ent�al product l�ke a l�ttle homunculus �n a Cartes�an theatre - Dennett r�ghtly
d�sm�sses that. So how does the commun�cat�on from the exper�ent�al model back to the model
maker bra�n work, �n order to take the appropr�ate phys�cal act�on?

The model does not present �tself to the bra�n; the bra�n creates the model, wh�ch embraces the bra�n
�tself (�mperfectly). It �s not part of the bra�n, str�ctly speak�ng, any more than electr�cal f�eld �s part of
the generator that produces �t. But �t �s not ent�rely separate from the bra�n e�ther. There �s a
cont�nuous feedback c�rcu�t between the model and the (non-consc�ous) port�ons of the bra�n. Those
port�ons del�ver �nformat�on to the model �n real t�me, �t �s processed there, poss�ble responses
analyzed and evaluated, and the results del�vered back to the appropr�ate port�ons of the bra�n, to
undertake a task, control movement of the body, respond to a threat, etc. At t�mes non-consc�ous
port�ons of the bra�n can overr�de the model, and force an act�on not consc�ously chosen (such as when
�t forces you to sleep).

OK thanks, I m�sunderstood the �mpl�cat�ons of someth�ng you sa�d earl�er.

Note that the ex�stence of a dynam�c, conceptual or "v�rtual" model of a system generated by that
system n�cely expla�ns, unpacks, the concept of "self-awareness." So we can say, tentat�vely, that any
system capable of do�ng that �s consc�ous.

In a way. But you can draw a p�cture of yourself or your bra�n �n your own th�nk bubble wh�ch can
do that. Computer games model a world wh�ch my avatar acts w�th�n as I watch and make dec�s�ons
on what act�on to take. There doesn't seem to be someth�ng �ntr�ns�cally spec�al re consc�ousness
about models wh�ch �nclude the model maker.



The po�nt re mult�ple real�sab�l�ty stands tho - �f you don't have an explanat�on wh�ch covers bas�cs
l�ke necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons, how do you know you're not m�ss�ng someth�ng necessary
wh�ch �s a feature of b�olog�cal bra�ns, the�r chem�stry and so on. S�mply �nclud�ng the model maker
�n the model, and copy�ng funct�onal processes and dynam�c complex patterns of �nteract�ons m�ght
not be enough.

How and when do we know what �s enough? If the AI can pass the Tur�ng test, do we need anyth�ng
more?

You have to keep �n m�nd that those quest�ons you would ask of the "exper�ence mach�ne" apply just as
well to humans. I can only know that you are a consc�ous creature, a "th�nk�ng mach�ne," v�a your
behav�or. I have no more access to your "�nner world" than I would of that mach�ne. That �s just the
nature of the beast --- the subject�ve exper�ence of a consc�ous system, b�olog�cal or electron�c, w�ll be
�ntr�ns�cally, �mpenetrably pr�vate. We can only �mpute �nner phenomena to �t by �nferences from �ts
behav�or.

Th�nk about that. A dead person, or a bra�n-dead person, �s also made of the same stu�, but they are
not consc�ous.

I'm not gett�ng the bra�n dead person po�nt? I accept neural correlat�on, and the dynam�c nature of
�t bra�ns and exper�ence. See�ng other people's bra�ns stop work�ng, usually because they're dead,
�s why I assume the same w�ll happen to me and I'll no longer exper�ence anyth�ng when I d�e. How
�s that relevant to �whether AIs w�ll be able to exper�ence?

I th�nk we'd have to conclude that �f a system can pass the Tur�ng test and exh�b�t behav�ors
character�st�c of known consc�ous creatures (us), even �f through some sort of mechan�cal apparatus,
then they, too, are consc�ous, and that the phys�cal substrate of the system �s �rrelevant to that capac�ty.

I th�nk we'd have to conclude we've created someth�ng wh�ch behaves l�ke us and can pass the
Tur�ng test, because the way �t works m�m�cs how human bra�ns work. But we wouldn't know �f �t
had captured poss�ble substrate dependent necessary cond�t�ons for exper�enc�ng.

[I'm happy to put Dennett as�de now. Thanks for your help on that, I'd had th�s nagg�ng feel�ng I
must be m�ss�ng someth�ng s�gn�f�cant].
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evolut�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 01:10

2.224. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What �s your ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge?

2.222. by evolut�on

No.



I do NOT have one, as I do NOT do, so called, "ph�losoph�cal analys�s's".

I just LOOK AT 'what IS', and present 'that'.

By the way, What �s your, so called, "ph�losoph�cal analys�s" of 'propos�t�onal knowledge'?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 4 4 .
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 03:46

That avatar �s not a model of you. It �s only a token for you. It �s not m�rror�ng your behav�or, or
respond�ng to �ts v�rtual env�ronment, �n real t�me.

I'm not gett�ng the bra�n dead person po�nt? I accept neural correlat�on, and the dynam�c nature of �t
bra�ns and exper�ence. See�ng other people's bra�ns stop work�ng, usually because they're dead, �s why
I assume the same w�ll happen to me and I'll no longer exper�ence anyth�ng when I d�e. How �s that
relevant to �whether AIs w�ll be able to exper�ence?

Because, though the bra�n-dead person �s made of the same stu� as a bra�n-al�ve one, �t �s not
behav�ng l�ke one. The behav�or, not the structure/compos�t�on, of the system �s the cr�ter�on we
apply to dec�de whether a system (other than ourselves) �s consc�ous. If we dec�de, based on
behav�or, that �t �s consc�ous we �npute, by �nduct�on from our own exper�ence, phenomenal states
to �t.

I th�nk we'd have to conclude we've created someth�ng wh�ch behaves l�ke us and can pass the Tur�ng
test, because the way �t works m�m�cs how human bra�ns work. But we wouldn't know �f �t had
captured poss�ble substrate dependent necessary cond�t�ons for exper�enc�ng.

How w�ll we ever know that, other than by observ�ng �ts behav�or?

A number of S-F stor�es have explored th�s �ssue --- typ�cally, portray�ng a future "robot
rebell�on" where�n robots are demand�ng the�r "r�ghts." Of course, the rebell�ous robots are
portrayed very human-l�ke, behav�orally speak�ng. They cooperate w�th and care for one another
(and somet�mes humans as well), express joy and sadness, elat�on and depress�on, gr�eve when
los�ng a loved one, often come up w�th or�g�nal �deas and clever solut�ons to problems that have
eluded humans, produce art, l�terature, and mus�c, some of wh�ch �s outstand�ng, and even
ph�losoph�ze. The opponents of the "robot r�ghts" movement �ns�st that desp�te all th�s, the
mach�nes are not human and thus have no r�ghts. "We bu�lt them, they are our property, and we
may do w�th them as we w�sh!"

2.242. by Gert�e

In a way. But you can draw a p�cture of yourself or your bra�n �n your own th�nk bubble wh�ch can do
that. Computer games model a world wh�ch my avatar acts w�th�n as I watch and make dec�s�ons on
what act�on to take. There doesn't seem to be someth�ng �ntr�ns�cally spec�al re consc�ousness about
models wh�ch �nclude the model maker.



The class�c f�lm Blade Runner also explores these �ssues, though �t deals w�th andro�ds, wh�ch are
b�olog�cal but art�f�c�al.

How would you come down on the "robot r�ghts" �ssue? :-)
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Atla on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 05:32

Total lack of cr�t�cal th�nk�ng.

2.239. by GE Morton

If we understand "�dent�ty" �n Le�bn�z's sense --- two th�ngs are �dent�cal IFF they d��er �n no
d�st�ngu�shable propert�es, then phenomenal exper�ence and bra�n processes are obv�ously not
�dent�cal. The Place/Smart �dent�ty thes�s confuses the "�s" of compos�t�on (l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of
electrons) w�th the "�s" of �dent�ty (the Morn�ng Star �s the Even�ng Star).

Ev�dence for what? We can't measure qual�a so there's no ev�dence for �t.

Well, �f you understand "qual�a" as I def�ned �t earl�er, and you cla�m "there �s no ev�dence for �t," then
you apparently cannot d�st�ngu�sh red from green, or even from the smell of ammon�a. If you can make
those d�st�nct�ons, w�thout any external apparatus, then you DO have ev�dence for qual�a. We don't,
BTW, have to "measure" qual�a to have ev�dence for them. For qual�a, "to be �s to be perce�ved."

I can, of course, have no d�rect ev�dence that you have qual�a. I can only �nfer that you do from your
observable ab�l�ty to make the above d�st�nct�ons.

However, the 'laws' or 'features' of nature tend to be un�versal, so why would there be an except�on
here? So the default �dea �s that qual�a �s un�versal, all these 'emergence out of complex�ty' etc. �deas
are probably just bad ph�losophy.

Qual�a are not "laws of nature." Or features of �t. The are features, products, only of certa�n types of
phys�cal systems, some natural, but perhaps some art�f�c�al also.

2.229. by Atla

So then, aga�n, we run �nto the mental-phys�cal �dent�ty �ssue wh�ch you seem to have rejected. Of
course I'm say�ng that �dent�ty �s the only sens�ble way forward, reduct�on�sm solves noth�ng.
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Sculptor1 on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 09:44



I love to see h�m d�scla�m the sun as non phys�cal. Or a proton for that matter!

2.238. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I l�ke how, among other th�ngs, he l�sted the def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" (and from a gener�c d�ct�onary, no
less), as �f the problem was solely that. :lol:

2.237. by Sculptor1

Tang�ble means touchable.
Surely you can th�nk of phys�cal th�ngs that cannot be touched.
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Sculptor1 on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 09:46

Even by abus�ng language you have fa�led to advance your cla�m, ne�ther have you answered my
quest�ons.

2.240. by GE Morton

"Def�n�t�on of tang�ble (Entry 1 of 2)
1a: capable of be�ng perce�ved espec�ally by the sense of touch : PALPABLE"

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/tang�ble

In the broader sense, espec�ally among ph�losophers, "tang�ble" means perce�vable v�a the senses.

2.237. by Sculptor1

Tang�ble means touchable.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 10:40

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/tangible


Aka ph�losoph�cal analyses when th�s �s done �n a ph�losoph�cal context, lol.

So, �n other words, what �s your "'what �s' presentat�on" for propos�t�onal knowledge �n th�s
ph�losoph�cal context?

2.243. by evolut�on

I do NOT have one, as I do NOT do, so called, "ph�losoph�cal analys�s's".

I just LOOK AT 'what IS', and present 'that'.

2.224. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What �s your ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 11:11

I expla�ned th�s to you already. Bra�n/m�nd �dent�ty �s just the same as morn�ng star/even�ng star
�dent�ty. The apparent d��erences are due to spat�otemporal reference po�nt d��erences.

W�th the morn�ng star and even�ng star, �t's due to observ�ng �t �n the morn�ng versus �n the
even�ng, and �n d��erent card�nal d�rect�ons �n the sky. So there are temporal, spat�al and
contextual d��erences a la d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts.

W�th bra�n/m�nd, �t's due to observ�ng �t from a spat�otemporal reference po�nt of "otherness"--
that �s, observ�ng �t from a th�rd-person po�nt of v�ew, versus observ�ng �t from the spat�otemporal
reference po�nt of be�ng �t--that �s, observ�ng �t from a f�rst-person po�nt of v�ew.

The d��erences are d��erences of perspect�ve or spat�otemporal reference po�nt.

Bra�ns are never go�ng to seem just l�ke m�nds from a th�rd-person perspect�ve, and m�nds are
never go�ng to seem just l�ke bra�ns from a f�rst-person perspect�ve, because the perspect�ves are
never go�ng to seem �dent�cal.

That's just l�ke the morn�ng star �s never go�ng to seem l�ke the even�ng star from a "see�ng �t �n
the morn�ng, look�ng to the east" perspect�ve, and the even�ng star �s never go�ng to seem l�ke the

2.239. by GE Morton

If we understand "�dent�ty" �n Le�bn�z's sense --- two th�ngs are �dent�cal IFF they d��er �n no
d�st�ngu�shable propert�es, then phenomenal exper�ence and bra�n processes are obv�ously not
�dent�cal. The Place/Smart �dent�ty thes�s confuses the "�s" of compos�t�on (l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of
electrons) w�th the "�s" of �dent�ty (the Morn�ng Star �s the Even�ng Star).



morn�ng star from a "see�ng �t �n the even�ng, look�ng to the west" perspect�ve, because those
perspect�ves are never go�ng to seem �dent�cal.

W�th the morn�ng star/even�ng star, we can real�ze that we're see�ng Venus, and from a th�rd
person perspect�ve (wh�ch of course �s all we can have of Venus--we can't l�terally BE Venus)
Venus seems l�ke Venus, but bra�ns/m�nds are un�que �n that they're the only th�ng poss�ble for
wh�ch the d��erent perspect�ves �n quest�on are observ�ng �t th�rd-person versus be�ng �t, and those
two perspect�ves aren't reconc�lable �n the same way because of th�s. Hence why bra�n/m�nd
�dent�ty �s a un�que case for th�s �ssue.
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evolut�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 11:18

I have ALREADY TOLD 'you'; you can label or def�ne absolutely ANY th�ng, absolutely ANY way you
l�ke. So, �f you want to def�ne or label 'present�ng and/or �llustrat�ng a p�cture of what was seen' as
'a ph�losoph�cal context', then so be �t. But NOT EVERY one LOOKS AT and SEES th�ngs the way you
do.

In, what �s 'th�s', so called, "ph�losoph�cal context"?

Also, and by the way, I asked you: What �s your, so called, "ph�losoph�cal analys�s" of
'propos�t�onal knowledge'? But you have NOT YET answer th�s quest�on.

2.248. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Aka ph�losoph�cal analyses when th�s �s done �n a ph�losoph�cal context, lol.

2.243. by evolut�on

I do NOT have one, as I do NOT do, so called, "ph�losoph�cal analys�s's".

I just LOOK AT 'what IS', and present 'that'.

2.248. by Terrap�n Stat�on

So, �n other words, what �s your "'what �s' presentat�on" for propos�t�onal knowledge �n th�s
ph�losoph�cal context?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 5 1 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 11:29



If you don't know what a ph�losoph�cal context �s, why are you post�ng on a ph�losophy
board?

2.250. by evolut�on

In, what �s 'th�s', so called, "ph�losoph�cal context"?
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Gert�e on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 12:20

GE

In a way. But you can draw a p�cture of yourself or your bra�n �n your own th�nk bubble wh�ch can
do that. Computer games model a world wh�ch my avatar acts w�th�n as I watch and make dec�s�ons
on what act�on to take. There doesn't seem to be someth�ng �ntr�ns�cally spec�al re consc�ousness
about models wh�ch �nclude the model maker.

That avatar �s not a model of you. It �s only a token for you. It �s not m�rror�ng your behav�or, or
respond�ng to �ts v�rtual env�ronment, �n real t�me.

True, I'm just mak�ng the po�nt that there's noth�ng �ntr�ns�cally spec�al about a model wh�ch
�ncludes the model maker, wh�ch m�ght lead to exper�ent�al states man�fest�ng. Do you th�nk there
�s?

I'm not gett�ng the bra�n dead person po�nt? I accept neural correlat�on, and the dynam�c nature of
�t bra�ns and exper�ence. See�ng other people's bra�ns stop work�ng, usually because they're dead, �s
why I assume the same w�ll happen to me and I'll no longer exper�ence anyth�ng when I d�e.

How �s …
Because, though the bra�n-dead person �s made of the same stu� as a bra�n-al�ve one, �t �s not
behav�ng l�ke one. The behav�or, not the structure/compos�t�on, of the system �s the cr�ter�on we apply
to dec�de whether a system (other than ourselves) �s consc�ous. If we dec�de, based on behav�or, that �t
�s consc�ous we �npute, by �nduct�on from our own exper�ence, phenomenal states to �t.

To clar�fy I don't d�sm�ss behav�our, that �s a major observable clue, �t would be daft to �gnore �t.
You made the po�nt that we have to assume other people have mental exper�ence too, and I'm
say�ng we have an extra clue re other people - they are made of the same stu� and
b�olog�cal/chem�cal processes. That could be very s�gn�f�cant, we don't know.

Computers are already border�ng on beat�ng the Tur�ng test. And self reports �n answer to 'what �s
�t l�ke' quest�ons could be m�s�nterpreted by a mach�ne wh�ch doesn't have mental exper�ence and
so no reference for what the quest�on means. Or mach�ne exper�ence m�ght be s�gn�f�cantly
d��erent and ask�ng what �s �t l�ke to see a red rose makes no sense, where-as be�ng hungry for
electr�c�ty, or more st�mul�, or someth�ng much we�rder m�ght, but we wouldn't th�nk to ask. It w�ll
be exc�t�ng, but unl�kely to be conclus�ve.

Where-as �f we had an actual explanat�on wh�ch �ncluded the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons,
then we could test for those. We could make a consc�ousness-o-meter and not have to guess.



I th�nk we'd have to conclude we've created someth�ng wh�ch behaves l�ke us and can pass the
Tur�ng test, because the way �t works m�m�cs how human bra�ns work. But we wouldn't know �f �t
had captured poss�ble substrate dependent necessary cond�t�ons for exper�enc�ng.

How w�ll we ever know that, other than by observ�ng �ts behav�or?

It's OK to say we don't know.

A number of S-F stor�es have explored th�s �ssue --- typ�cally, portray�ng a future "robot rebell�on"
where�n robots are demand�ng the�r "r�ghts." Of course, the rebell�ous robots are portrayed very
human-l�ke, behav�orally speak�ng. They cooperate w�th and care for one another (and somet�mes
humans as well), express joy and sadness, elat�on and depress�on, gr�eve when los�ng a loved one,
often come up w�th or�g�nal �deas and clever solut�ons to problems that have eluded humans, produce
art, l�terature, and mus�c, some of wh�ch �s outstand�ng, and even ph�losoph�ze. The opponents of the
"robot r�ghts" movement �ns�st that desp�te all th�s, the mach�nes are not human and thus have no
r�ghts. "We bu�lt them, they are our property, and we may do w�th them as we w�sh!"
The class�c f�lm Blade Runner also explores these �ssues, though �t deals w�th andro�ds, wh�ch are
b�olog�cal but art�f�c�al.

If you l�ke that sort of th�ng there was a good UK TV ser�es called Humans wh�ch was qu�te a
real�st�c portrayal of how robots could �ntegrate �nto everyday l�fe.
https://www.�mdb.com/t�tle/tt4122068/?ref_=nv_sr_srsg_0 . They rebel of course, but what
self-respect�ng robot doesn't.

How would you come down on the "robot r�ghts" �ssue?

Heh. The Un-Natural R�ghts �ssue ;)

I just want a robot servant, �s that too much to ask! But we should err on the s�de of caut�on, �f
there's enough ev�dence to th�nk they have exper�ent�al states, they should �n pr�nc�ple have
commensurate moral cons�derat�on, probably �nclud�ng r�ghts. (Just keep the o� sw�tch handy).

(If you want to wh�le away some quarant�me, Dennett has an enterta�n�ng bra�n tw�ster short story
wh�ch covers some s�m�lar ground https://www.leh�gh.edu/%7Emhb0/Dennett-WhereAmI.pdf )
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 14:55

Ah. Lack�ng any substant�ve arguments, a retreat to ad hom�nems.

2.245. by Atla

Total lack of cr�t�cal th�nk�ng.
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https://www.imdb.com/title/tt4122068/?ref_=nv_sr_srsg_0
https://www.lehigh.edu/%7Emhb0/Dennett-WhereAmI.pdf


GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 15:00

To wh�ch cla�m to you refer? And I scrolled back several pages, found no quest�ons from you.
Perhaps I d�dn't go back far enough. Could you ask them aga�n?

2.247. by Sculptor1

Even by abus�ng language you have fa�led to advance your cla�m, ne�ther have you answered my
quest�ons.
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Atla on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 15:25

Yeah f�rst try to get a handle on what f�elds are, what 'phys�cal' means, what ev�dence means �n
sc�ence, what locat�on �s, why "�dent�ty" �n Le�bn�z's sense doesn't apply here, what a theoreth�cal
construct �s and what �t �sn't. Then maybe you'll understand that

The are features, products, only of certa�n types of phys�cal systems, some natural, but perhaps some
art�f�c�al also.

�s your random fantasy w�th noth�ng to back �t up. And then recons�der who's lack�ng substant�ve
arguments.

2.253. by GE Morton

Ah. Lack�ng any substant�ve arguments, a retreat to ad hom�nems.

2.245. by Atla

Total lack of cr�t�cal th�nk�ng.
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 16:22



A laughable "explanat�on" already refuted, wh�ch expla�ns noth�ng. Apparently that refutat�on
went over your head. Let me try to make �t s�mpler.

W�th the morn�ng star and even�ng star, �t's due to observ�ng �t �n the morn�ng versus �n the even�ng,
and �n d��erent card�nal d�rect�ons �n the sky. So there are temporal, spat�al and contextual d��erences
a la d��erent spat�otemporal reference po�nts.

All of those d��erences are d��erences �n observat�onal c�rcumstances --- the t�mes and places
observat�ons are made --- and NOT �n the propert�es of the planet. To cla�m two th�ngs are
�dent�cal you need to c�te a lack of d��erences �n the propert�es of those objects, NOT �n the
c�rcumstances of observat�on. The observable, measurable propert�es of the planet Venus --- �ts
mass, d�ameter, atmospher�c compos�t�on, orb�tal veloc�ty and parameters, ax�al t�lt, rotat�onal
veloc�ty, etc., are g�ven �n any astronomy text. If the two objects �n quest�on are �dent�cal �n those
and all other detectable respects then they are �dent�cal; the t�mes/places of observat�on are
�rrelevant. There are no footnotes �n those texts declar�ng, "The above propert�es apply to Venus
only when observed from spat�o-temporal coord�nates x, y, x."

The observable "propert�es" of qual�a bear no resemblance, �n any respect, to the observable
propert�es of neural processes. ("Propert�es" �n the f�rst case �s �n scare quotes because, str�ctly
speak�ng, qual�a have no propert�es --- that term �mpl�es some substance to wh�ch the property �s
attached. But qual�a have no substance --- they only have a "d�st�ngu�shable character"). Neural
processes have many propert�es �n the ord�nary sense; qual�a have none of those. No change �n
observat�onal v�ewpo�nt changes ANY of the propert�es of the planet Venus, nor of the propert�es of
a part�cular neural process. Nor do they lose any of those propert�es when v�ewed from d��erent
vantage po�nts.

Moreover, as prev�ously po�nted out, the perspect�ve appearance of a 3D object from a g�ven
reference po�nt can be translated to one from any other reference po�nt v�a a s�mple algor�thm. No
such translat�on �s poss�ble for your f�rst-person, th�rd-person perspect�ves. That perspect�val
d��erence �s NOT a d��erence �n spat�o-temporal reference po�nts. A quale �s not even a 3D object;
�t �s "one-d�mens�onal;" �t appears the same way from every reference po�nt from wh�ch �t can be
v�ewed --- wh�ch �s only one. No other observer can observe �t from any reference po�nt access�ble
to h�m. To cla�m that someth�ng you cannot even v�ew �s "�dent�cal," �n Le�bn�z's sense, to
someth�ng you can �s groundless, obl�v�ous to the obv�ous, and fr�volous.

Let's try a thought exper�ment. You are fac�ng two computer screens, Screen 1 present�ng a large
red square, Screen 2 show�ng a EKG-l�ke graph show�ng the act�v�ty of all the neurons thought to
be �nvolved when you are v�ew�ng Screen 1. Wh�le v�ew�ng Screen 1 you can push a button to freeze

2.249. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I expla�ned th�s to you already. Bra�n/m�nd �dent�ty �s just the same as morn�ng star/even�ng star
�dent�ty. The apparent d��erences are due to spat�otemporal reference po�nt d��erences.

2.239. by GE Morton

If we understand "�dent�ty" �n Le�bn�z's sense --- two th�ngs are �dent�cal IFF they d��er �n no
d�st�ngu�shable propert�es, then phenomenal exper�ence and bra�n processes are obv�ously not
�dent�cal. The Place/Smart �dent�ty thes�s confuses the "�s" of compos�t�on (l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of
electrons) w�th the "�s" of �dent�ty (the Morn�ng Star �s the Even�ng Star).



the Screen 2 d�splay at that po�nt. Are the two d�splays �dent�cal �n L�ebn�z's sense? Would any
other conce�vable method of d�splay�ng or represent�ng bra�n act�v�ty be �dent�cal to the Screen 1
d�splay? Do they have any s�m�lar�t�es at all, other than both appear�ng on computer mon�tors?

You're just out-to-lunch, here, TP.
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 16:27

Well, g�ven th�s d�alogue so far, I'm pretty sure I have a far better grasp on all of those terms than
you do. But I'm always open to �nstruct�on --- you're more than welcome to present your
understand�ngs of them. Perhaps you can beg�n w�th expla�n�ng why Le�bn�z's def�n�t�on of
�dent�ty �s �nappl�cable, and just what def�n�t�on you prefer.

2.255. by Atla

Yeah f�rst try to get a handle on what f�elds are, what 'phys�cal' means, what ev�dence means �n
sc�ence, what locat�on �s, why "�dent�ty" �n Le�bn�z's sense doesn't apply here, what a theoreth�cal
construct �s and what �t �sn't. Then maybe you'll understand that
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Atla on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 16:57

What makes you pretty sure? You couldn't even sort out what "phys�cal" means, or what a "f�eld"
�s.

Perhaps you can beg�n w�th expla�n�ng why Le�bn�z's def�n�t�on of �dent�ty �s �nappl�cable, and just
what def�n�t�on you prefer.

You need two th�ngs, �f you want to compare two th�ngs. Qual�a has no known measurable phys�cal
propert�es, so �t can't be compared to someth�ng that does. So the�r �dent�ty can't be dec�ded or
refuted th�s way. Wh�ch �s, l�ke, the very �ssue.

2.257. by GE Morton

Well, g�ven th�s d�alogue so far, I'm pretty sure I have a far better grasp on all of those terms than you
do. But I'm always open to �nstruct�on --- you're more than welcome to present your understand�ngs
of them.

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 17:12

L�kew�se w�th bra�n vs m�nd, as I expla�ned.

2.256. by GE Morton

All of those d��erences are d��erences �n observat�onal c�rcumstances

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 6 0 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 17:21

For some reason, by the way, GE, you appear to be unable to grasp the d��erence of
"observat�onal c�rcumstances" of f�rst person/be�ng x and th�rd person/v�ew�ng x as
someth�ng other than be�ng x. Because you're repeat�ng object�ons that completely �gnore th�s
d�st�nct�on, such as your thought exper�ment and your comments about Venus, where I already
clar�f�ed that we can only have th�rd person observat�onal c�rcumstances w�th respect to . . . Th�s �s
why the bra�n/m�nd perspect�ves are un�que, because �t's the only th�ng where we can have a f�rst
person/be�ng x perspect�ve --you keep s�mply �gnor�ng th�s.
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 17:27

Well, I gave two def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal," a ph�losoph�cal one ("whatever �s descr�bed or
postulated by the sc�ence of phys�cs") and everyday, common-sense one ("anyth�ng detectable by
the senses and hav�ng a spec�f�c spat�o-temporal locat�on"). W�th wh�ch do you quarrel? I gave no
def�n�t�on of "f�eld;" I only sa�d they are "ethereal."

Perhaps you can beg�n w�th expla�n�ng why Le�bn�z's def�n�t�on of �dent�ty �s �nappl�cable, and just
what def�n�t�on you prefer.

You need two th�ngs, �f you want to compare two th�ngs. Qual�a has no known measurable phys�cal
propert�es, so �t can't be compared to someth�ng that does. So the�r �dent�ty can't be dec�ded or refuted
th�s way. Wh�ch �s, l�ke, the very �ssue.

2.258. by Atla

What makes you pretty sure? You couldn't even sort out what "phys�cal" means, or what a "f�eld" �s.



Le�bn�z's def�n�t�on �s not restr�cted to "measurable phys�cal propert�es." It embraces all d�scern�ble
propert�es. If two (alleged) th�ngs are d�st�ngu�shable �n any way, other than numer�cally, then they
are not �dent�cal.

Another common cr�ter�on �s the "�s" of compos�t�on ("l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of electrons"). But
you can't cla�m qual�a are �dent�cal to bra�n states per that cr�ter�on e�ther, because that would
requ�re that qual�a be reduc�ble to bra�n states, wh�ch v�rtually everyone agrees they cannot be.

If you have some other cr�ter�on for dec�d�ng whether two (alleged) th�ngs are �dent�cal, you need
to set �t forth.
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Atla on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 17:50

So th�s 'everyday' usage of phys�cal �s �rrelevant to the argument then (I may have heard the word
used l�ke th�s long ago, but not sure). It's just a way of speak�ng.
In actual phys�cs, f�elds may just as well be detectable by the senses. The senses may be part of
those very f�elds. And f�eld have values at every spec�f�c spat�o-temporal locat�on.

So aga�n, say�ng that they are 'ethereal' means noth�ng, we run �nto the �dent�ty �ssue anyway.

Le�bn�z's def�n�t�on �s not restr�cted to "measurable phys�cal propert�es." It embraces all d�scern�ble
propert�es. If two (alleged) th�ngs are d�st�ngu�shable �n any way, other than numer�cally, then they
are not �dent�cal.

Aga�n: maybe you can d�scern a red qual�a from a green qual�a. And you can d�scern phys�cal
propert�es X from phys�cal propert�es Y. But there's no know way to connect or compare the two
groups. So you can't say that they are not �dent�cal. Maybe they are, maybe they aren't. Aga�n:
that's the very �ssue.

2.261. by GE Morton

Well, I gave two def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal," a ph�losoph�cal one ("whatever �s descr�bed or postulated by
the sc�ence of phys�cs") and everyday, common-sense one ("anyth�ng detectable by the senses and
hav�ng a spec�f�c spat�o-temporal locat�on"). W�th wh�ch do you quarrel? I gave no def�n�t�on of
"f�eld;" I only sa�d they are "ethereal."
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 18:21



That's not the ph�losoph�cal sense of "phys�cal."

2.261. by GE Morton

Well, I gave two def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal," a ph�losoph�cal one ("whatever �s descr�bed or postulated by
the sc�ence of phys�cs")
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 22:29

Of course I can compare them. I can perce�ve the qual�a d�rectly, and bra�n act�v�ty v�a �nstruments;
a m�croscope, or EKG record. I can even compare them �n real t�me. And when do�ng so eas�ly
d�st�ngu�sh between them. Hence they are not �dent�cal �n Lebn�z's sense. Nor are they �dent�cal �n
the compos�t�on sense, s�nce I can't der�ve from any observat�ons of bra�n act�v�ty what d�st�nct�ve
olfactory sensat�on I w�ll exper�ence when exposed to, say, some unfam�l�ar chem�cal. I w�ll only
know that once I get a sn��.

2.262. by Atla

Aga�n: maybe you can d�scern a red qual�a from a green qual�a. And you can d�scern phys�cal
propert�es X from phys�cal propert�es Y. But there's no know way to connect or compare the two groups.
So you can't say that they are not �dent�cal. Maybe they are, maybe they aren't. Aga�n: that's the very
�ssue.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 2 6 5 .
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 22:32

THE ph�losoph�cal sense? There �s only one?

No doubt �t �s not your ph�losoph�cal sense. Your understand�ngs of many common terms, �n
ph�losophy and elsewhere, are pretty b�zarre.

2.263. by Terrap�n Stat�on

That's not the ph�losoph�cal sense of "phys�cal."

2.261. by GE Morton

Well, I gave two def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal," a ph�losoph�cal one ("whatever �s descr�bed or postulated
by the sc�ence of phys�cs")

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 22:54

There's no ph�losoph�cal sense of phys�cal that amounts to a mapp�ng to the current state of
phys�cs as a sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne.

2.265. by GE Morton

THE ph�losoph�cal sense? There �s only one?

No doubt �t �s not your ph�losoph�cal sense. Your understand�ngs of many common terms, �n
ph�losophy and elsewhere, are pretty b�zarre.

2.263. by Terrap�n Stat�on

That's not the ph�losoph�cal sense of "phys�cal."
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 22:58

Aga�n, the d�st�nct�on there �s just l�ke the morn�ng star/even�ng star d�st�nct�on. It's a d�st�nct�on
that stems from d��erent perspect�ves. There's no actual d��erence �n what we're referr�ng to from
those d��erent perspect�ves. It's just two d��erent ways to talk about �t, two d��erent sets of
apparent propert�es, due to those two d��erent perspect�ves. The "rad�cal" d��erence �s that one
perspect�ve �s f�rst person/be�ng the �tem �n quest�on and the other �s th�rd person. For every other
th�ng �n the world, we can only have mult�ple th�rd person perspect�ves.

2.264. by GE Morton

Of course I can compare them. I can perce�ve the qual�a d�rectly, and bra�n act�v�ty v�a �nstruments; a
m�croscope, or EKG record. I can even compare them �n real t�me. And when do�ng so eas�ly d�st�ngu�sh
between them. Hence they are not �dent�cal �n Lebn�z's sense.
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GE Morton on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 23:01



I have utterly no �dea what you're try�ng to say there. Do you?

(That sounds l�ke someth�ng HAN would say).

2.260. by Terrap�n Stat�on

For some reason, by the way, GE, you appear to be unable to grasp the d��erence of "observat�onal
c�rcumstances" of f�rst person/be�ng x and th�rd person/v�ew�ng x as someth�ng other than be�ng x.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Eylül 2020 Pazar 23:19

Yeah, �t's pretty obv�ous at th�s po�nt that you have no �dea what I'm say�ng, yet, desp�te the fact
that �t's the crux of my v�ew, and I've only sa�d �t about 20 or so d��erent ways �n th�s conversat�on
(and tens of t�mes elsewhere on th�s board), you just �gnore �t and/or attempt to argue aga�nst �t
rather than ask�ng for clar�f�cat�on/ask�ng for an explanat�on.

Let's just st�ck to observat�onal c�rcumstances s�nce you understand that �dea.

There's a d��erence between observ�ng someth�ng th�rd-person and observ�ng someth�ng f�rst-
person, where the latter �s the observat�onal c�rcumstance where you're �dent�cal to the th�ng �n
quest�on.

There's only one th�ng that ex�sts where we can be �n a f�rst-person observat�onal c�rcumstance
w�th respect to �t: the subset of our bra�n funct�ons that amount to mental�ty. That's the only th�ng
for wh�ch we can have the perspect�ve of BEING the th�ng �n quest�on.

For every other th�ng �n the world (�nclud�ng other persons' bra�ns, as well as our own where we're
see�ng �t, say, v�a med�cal �mag�ng), we can only be s�tuated observat�onally so that we're removed
from �t, we're observ�ng �t from a th�rd-person perspect�ve, from a perspect�ve from wh�ch �t's "an
other," �t's not �dent�cal to us.

These two perspect�ves (f�rst-person versus th�rd-person) make a d��erence, because the same
th�ng seems to be d��erent from a f�rst-person versus a th�rd-person perspect�ve.

2.268. by GE Morton

I have utterly no �dea what you're try�ng to say there. Do you?

(That sounds l�ke someth�ng HAN would say).

2.260. by Terrap�n Stat�on

For some reason, by the way, GE, you appear to be unable to grasp the d��erence of "observat�onal
c�rcumstances" of f�rst person/be�ng x and th�rd person/v�ew�ng x as someth�ng other than be�ng x.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 00:27

I'm not sure what would count as "�ntr�ns�cally spec�al," or why a system must have some
�ntr�ns�cally spec�al (however understood) property to man�fest consc�ousness. I'm �ncl�ned to
th�nk of consc�ousness as a natural phenomenon that occurs pred�ctably �n complex dynam�c
systems of a certa�n type, analogously to the way a magnet�c f�eld appears around a w�re carry�ng
an electr�c current. It appears, or can, at a certa�n po�nt when evolut�onary pressures forge ever
more complex organ�sms hav�ng ever more soph�st�cated tools for assur�ng the�r surv�val and
propagat�on. Consc�ousness �s a surv�val strategy (though how successful �t w�ll be �n the long run
rema�ns to be seen).

To clar�fy I don't d�sm�ss behav�our, that �s a major observable clue, �t would be daft to �gnore �t. You
made the po�nt that we have to assume other people have mental exper�ence too, and I'm say�ng we
have an extra clue re other people - they are made of the same stu� and b�olog�cal/chem�cal processes.
That could be very s�gn�f�cant, we don't know.

Yes, �t �s a clue, but �t may be co�nc�dental and thus superf�c�al. The only ev�dence we w�ll ever have
for �ts �mportance, or lack of �t, �s behav�or. Many of the technolog�es we've dev�sed were f�rst
observed as natural phenomena --- f�re, electr�c�ty, fl�ght, many others. We've learned to extract
the phys�cal pr�nc�ples �nvolved �n those phenomena and apply them art�f�c�ally. E.g., we learned
that heav�er-than-a�r objects may fly from b�rds, but (at least after Icarus) d�d not assume feathers
and muscles are necessary to enable �t.

Where-as �f we had an actual explanat�on wh�ch �ncluded the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons, then
we could test for those. We could make a consc�ousness-o-meter and not have to guess.

Well, that's the problem --- there can be no such meter, because phenomenal exper�ence �s
�nherently, �mpenetrably pr�vate. Behav�or �s the only ev�dence we w�ll ever have, and �f the
behav�or of an AI system �s �nd�st�ngu�shable from that of a human, then �t would only be
subbornness that deters us from attr�but�ng consc�ousness to �t.

It's OK to say we don't know.

Are we w�ll�ng to say that about other people?

If you l�ke that sort of th�ng there was a good UK TV ser�es called Humans wh�ch was qu�te a real�st�c
portrayal of how robots could �ntegrate �nto everyday l�fe. https://www.�mdb.com/t�tle/tt4122068/?
ref_=nv_sr_srsg_0 . They rebel of course, but what self-respect�ng robot doesn't.

Amazon has �t. I'll check �t out!

2.252. by Gert�e

True, I'm just mak�ng the po�nt that there's noth�ng �ntr�ns�cally spec�al about a model wh�ch �ncludes
the model maker, wh�ch m�ght lead to exper�ent�al states man�fest�ng. Do you th�nk there �s?

https://www.imdb.com/title/tt4122068/?ref_=nv_sr_srsg_0
https://www.imdb.com/title/tt4122068/?ref_=nv_sr_srsg_0


I just want a robot servant, �s that too much to ask! But we should err on the s�de of caut�on, �f there's
enough ev�dence to th�nk they have exper�ent�al states, they should �n pr�nc�ple have commensurate
moral cons�derat�on, probably �nclud�ng r�ghts. (Just keep the o� sw�tch handy).

Should we �nstall such sw�tches on humans too, at b�rth?
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Wossname on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 10:23

I th�nk th�s �s a damned d���cult top�c. GEM I’m not sure you are wrong but I have some doubts all
the same. I lean towards a part�cular vers�on of �dent�ty theory, (embod�ed �dent�ty theory), so I
th�nk I broadly agree w�th TS, but I’ve not yet completely fallen over. I am not sure whether
deta�led descr�pt�on of the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for consc�ousness �s needed to
resolve matters as you suggest. (G�ven my l�m�ted understand�ng of b�ology you may guess I am
hop�ng not). And I note that pr�vate exper�ence �s �ncreas�ngly open to object�ve, sc�ent�f�c scrut�ny.
Let me share my th�nk�ng and see what you th�nk. I suspect we have some areas of agreement and
some of d�sagreement.

F�rstly, the e�ects of some drugs, bra�n �njur�es, sleep, dream�ng and bra�n scans etc. suggest that
perceptual, cogn�t�ve and a�ect�ve states are l�nked w�th bra�n processes, and exper�ment suggests
a d�rect l�nk. Change the bra�n and you can change the exper�ence and v�ce versa. I th�nk th�s g�ves
�dent�ty theory some plaus�b�l�ty.

A concern �s that object�ve accounts of an exper�ence may fa�l to capture the subject�ve nature of
the exper�ence. The subject�ve appears to be someth�ng extra that needs expla�n�ng. But as has
been po�nted out, �f consc�ousness �s �dent�cal to a bra�n state then bra�n processes do not generate
or produce consc�ousness, they are consc�ousness (and v�ce versa). If X generates Y �t �s not
�dent�cal to Y. In your example GEM, �f bees or the th�ngs that they do generate honey, then bees or
the th�ngs they do are not honey. But �dent�ty �s symmetr�cal and �f consc�ousness �s a bra�n
process, �t �s not an extra property. There �s no new th�ng to look for. (Gert�e, your po�nt about a
homunculus �s well taken).

The cla�m, then, �s that some object�ve events are �dent�cal to some subject�ve events. The fact that
there are d��erent ways of encounter�ng a th�ng does not necessar�ly mean we are encounter�ng
d��erent th�ngs. A th�ng may be encountered subject�vely as l�ved exper�ence, or object�vely as

2.268. by GE Morton

GE Morton » Today, 12:01 am

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote: ↑Yesterday, 6:21 pm
For some reason, by the way, GE, you appear to be unable to grasp the d��erence of "observat�onal
c�rcumstances" of f�rst person/be�ng x and th�rd person/v�ew�ng x as someth�ng other than be�ng x.
I have utterly no �dea what you're try�ng to say there. Do you?



when observed by another. Note that, �n v�ew�ng consc�ousness as a bra�n process, mental�ty �s not
somehow el�m�nated by the analys�s as some have argued. We are not left w�th just the object�ve
phys�cal descr�pt�on of events. The phys�cal process �s also a mental event. A d���culty �s that some
argument w�ll not allow analys�s �nvolv�ng anyth�ng other than the compar�son of object�ve
phys�cal events even though (as I th�nk you recogn�se) th�s may be �nadequate to the task �n hand.
In other words I am concerned that, for some, �dent�ty �s only perm�tted to be establ�shed by
observed s�m�lar propert�es from an object�ve POV, and th�s w�ll not allow, by def�n�t�on almost, a
d��erent POV (e.g. one allow�ng that subject�ve exper�ence could be �dent�cal to object�ve
exper�ence), s�mply on the grounds that the two perspect�ves are d��erent. I th�nk that may be
quest�on begg�ng and wh�le such out of hand reject�on �s understandable, �t may not be r�ght. I w�ll
accept that the proposed �dent�ty may not be r�ght, but �t st�ll seems poss�ble, and to me l�kely, that
�t �s r�ght.

The bra�n may be modell�ng the external world, but �dent�ty theory proposes that th�s modell�ng
just �s the process�ng be�ng done by the bra�n, not some extra ep�phenomenal th�ng. An external
observer us�ng a scanner to watch your bra�n work�ng cannot exper�ence what your bra�n �s
exper�enc�ng, s�nce they can only exper�ence what the�r own bra�n �s exper�enc�ng. But th�s just �s
what �t means to have d��erent perspect�ves. So the suggest�on �s that the �ssue �s e�ect�vely one of
d��erent perspect�ves, rather than d��erent substances. Here I f�nd myself agree�ng, I bel�eve, w�th
TS. We can engage w�th a th�ng perceptually (subject�ve exper�ence) or cons�der/observe how we do
th�s (object�ve descr�pt�on). Of course cons�der�ng someth�ng object�vely �s �tself a subject�ve
exper�ence. A compla�nt �s that they are just too d��erent to be the same th�ng. But the whole po�nt
�s that d��erent perspect�ves just are d��erent. The �ns�de of your house does not look l�ke the
outs�de of your house, but �t �s your house all the same (assum�ng you have one).

If th�s works then there seems noth�ng m�ss�ng here. Some say you can’t see a thought. But by th�s
v�ew you can, though you can only d�rectly exper�ence your own. Th�s does allow that a clever
external observer may be able to decode bra�n act�v�ty, and tell what the thought or subject�ve
exper�ence �s l�kely to be, and researchers are mak�ng progress here. I have read that currently,
decod�ng of �nformat�on ga�ned by bra�n scans enables researchers to determ�ne what play�ng card
someone �s hold�ng w�th better than 90% accuracy, and �t �s thought that �n the future bra�n
decod�ng w�ll be capable of extract�ng �nformat�on an �nvest�gator m�ght want, such as the
encrypt�on code to a f�le or the comb�nat�on to a safe.

We may st�ll ask how �t comes to be that some phys�cal events can be mental ones. It �s a fa�r
quest�on. I th�nk a reasonable �nference �s that th�s �s l�nked to the nature and complex�ty of the
events �n quest�on. It seems not unreasonable to argue that organ�sms have evolved to have a
perspect�ve and th�s �s t�ed to what they do �n l�v�ng the�r l�ves. Subject�ve exper�ence �s an evolved
feature that can be expla�ned by the b�olog�cal h�story of the organ�sm.

How do we dec�de on �dent�ty? Well, are we just�f�ed �n say�ng (�n t�me honoured trad�t�on) that the
morn�ng star �s the same as the even�ng star? Even w�thout powerful telescopes, when we exam�ne
where and when we encounter these two th�ngs �t seems we are (someth�ng recogn�sed �t seems
even �n anc�ent Sumer�a). And aga�n, we may ask whether these two th�ngs, the phys�cal and
mental, are the same th�ng. Aga�n, we answer by look�ng at how we encounter these th�ngs, and the
ev�dence and reason�ng outl�ned above seems to me to just�fy the v�ew that they probably are. We



may not know or fully understand why or how Venus comes to have the propert�es �t has, and we
may not know why and how bra�ns come to have the propert�es they have, but arguably that �s a
separate �ssue to any putat�ve matters of �dent�ty.

To play w�th your thought exper�ment, �t seems poss�ble that �f we are look�ng at a screen show�ng
our bra�n act�v�ty wh�le look�ng at the screen, �t may be an example whereby both the object�ve and
subject�ve can be object�vely seen to co�nc�de. Flash up a red square, a blue tr�angle, a green c�rcle
or whatever and see the changes �n bra�n act�v�ty that result. Th�s would seem to support m�nd-
bra�n �dent�ty. Or aga�n, �mag�ne you are �n a house look�ng at a screen show�ng the outs�de of the
house. You doubt the house on the screen �s the same as the one you are s�tt�ng �n because �t looks
d��erent from the outs�de. But you see on the screen someone walk up to the house and start
chuck�ng br�cks through the w�ndows. At the same t�me a br�ck smashes a w�ndow on screen, a
correspond�ng w�ndow �n the house you are s�tt�ng �n �s smashed by a fly�ng br�ck. You would
probably conclude the house you were �n was the same as the house on the screen, and you would
be unl�kely to argue that �t couldn’t be because you don’t know how to bu�ld a house.

And I am consc�ous I have wa�ed on about a top�c I f�nd qu�te d���cult. The wa��ng reflects the
d���culty I am hav�ng no doubt. Apolog�es.
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Atla on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 15:15

Aga�n: you perc�eve qual�a d�rectly, and you also perc�eve the bra�n act�v�ty v�a �nstruments �n the
form of qual�a. So you can't compare qual�a to bra�n act�v�ty v�a �nstruments e�ther way. Aga�n:
that's the very �ssue.

2.264. by GE Morton

Of course I can compare them. I can perce�ve the qual�a d�rectly, and bra�n act�v�ty v�a �nstruments; a
m�croscope, or EKG record. I can even compare them �n real t�me. And when do�ng so eas�ly d�st�ngu�sh
between them. Hence they are not �dent�cal �n Lebn�z's sense. Nor are they �dent�cal �n the compos�t�on
sense, s�nce I can't der�ve from any observat�ons of bra�n act�v�ty what d�st�nct�ve olfactory sensat�on I
w�ll exper�ence when exposed to, say, some unfam�l�ar chem�cal. I w�ll only know that once I get a sn��.

2.262. by Atla

Aga�n: maybe you can d�scern a red qual�a from a green qual�a. And you can d�scern phys�cal
propert�es X from phys�cal propert�es Y. But there's no know way to connect or compare the two
groups. So you can't say that they are not �dent�cal. Maybe they are, maybe they aren't. Aga�n: that's
the very �ssue.
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Atla on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 15:39

But that's when the fun really beg�ns. Yes, �dent�ty certa�nly seems to be the case. But �dent�ty also
means that not just some, but all phys�cal events must be mental ones (unless proven otherw�se).

So that means that wh�le there �s �ndeed a model of the outs�de world �ns�de the head, subject�ve
exper�ence �tself �s not a feature of the model, �nstead �t's fundamental, un�versal.

Western ph�losophers are s�mply �ntellectual cowards, they don't dare to take th�ngs to the�r
log�cal conclus�on, �nstead we have talk of emergence, complex�ty, evolved features etc. The model
�n the head �s �ndeed an evolved feature, but subject�ve exper�ence �tself has noth�ng to do w�th �t.

2.271. by Wossname

We may st�ll ask how �t comes to be that some phys�cal events can be mental ones. It �s a fa�r quest�on. I
th�nk a reasonable �nference �s that th�s �s l�nked to the nature and complex�ty of the events �n quest�on.
It seems not unreasonable to argue that organ�sms have evolved to have a perspect�ve and th�s �s t�ed
to what they do �n l�v�ng the�r l�ves. Subject�ve exper�ence �s an evolved feature that can be expla�ned
by the b�olog�cal h�story of the organ�sm.
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Sculptor1 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 15:42

Well not exactly true. You can learn that the spec�f�c deta�ls of the appearances of certa�n bra�ns
states noted sc�ent�f�cally are cons�stent w�th part�cular types of qual�at�ve exper�ence, and then
know what "blue" looks l�ke from another POV such as a scan.
One has to accept that when monochrome Mary f�nally enters the mult�coloured world she learns
to nom�nate the colours.

2.264. by GE Morton

Of course I can compare them. I can perce�ve the qual�a d�rectly, and bra�n act�v�ty v�a �nstruments; a
m�croscope, or EKG record. I can even compare them �n real t�me. And when do�ng so eas�ly d�st�ngu�sh
between them. Hence they are not �dent�cal �n Lebn�z's sense. Nor are they �dent�cal �n the compos�t�on
sense, s�nce I can't der�ve from any observat�ons of bra�n act�v�ty what d�st�nct�ve olfactory sensat�on I
w�ll exper�ence when exposed to, say, some unfam�l�ar chem�cal. I w�ll only know that once I get a sn��.
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Steve3007 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 15:59



GE Morton wrote:Well, I gave two def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal," a ph�losoph�cal one ("whatever �s descr�bed
or postulated by the sc�ence of phys�cs") and everyday, common-sense one ("anyth�ng detectable by
the senses and hav�ng a spec�f�c spat�o-temporal locat�on"). W�th wh�ch do you quarrel? I gave no
def�n�t�on of "f�eld;" I only sa�d they are "ethereal."

THE ph�losoph�cal sense? There �s only one?

I haven't read through the whole conversat�on, but I sympath�ze w�th your pos�t�on when talk�ng
about the subjects of f�elds and what �t means to be phys�cal. I understand why you would feel that
f�elds are "ethereal" �n a way that cha�rs are not. I can see why you would �mply that there �s
ph�losoph�cal d�sagreement as to the mean�ng of the word "phys�cal" and that therefore s�mply
say�ng "phys�cal �n the ph�losoph�cal sense" doesn't necessar�ly clear th�ngs up.

I would say that the only genu�nely usable def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" �s v�a emp�r�cal observat�on -
ty�ng "the phys�cal" to "that wh�ch could be the common cause of var�ous d��erent observat�on
events" or someth�ng s�m�lar. If we were to leave out observat�on, and potent�al observat�ons,
altogether, and s�mply say "that wh�ch �s phys�cal �s that wh�ch ex�sts extra-mentally" or some
such th�ng, then when �t comes to def�n�ng phys�cal�sm we h�t a c�rcular def�n�t�on. Phys�cal�sm �s
def�ned as the bel�ef that phys�cal th�ngs are the only th�ngs that ex�st, but �t therefore becomes the
bel�ef that the only th�ngs that ex�st are th�ngs that ex�st.

I therefore essent�ally agree w�th you that "phys�cal" can be def�ned as "whatever �s descr�bed or
postulated by the sc�ence of phys�cs". It follows that the ent�t�es we th�nk of as phys�cally ex�st�ng
change as the ev�dence changes. For example, �t used to be thought that there was a phys�cal
ex�stent called calor�c - a flu�d wh�ch was thought to be respons�ble for the conduct�ve flow of heat
through matter. It �sn't now. S�m�larly w�th the lum�n�ferous aether.
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Wossname on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 17:28

That �s not obv�ous to me, though I am certa�n of noth�ng and do not say you must be wrong. How
do you reach th�s conclus�on?

2.273. by Atla

y Atla » Today, 4:39 pm
Yes, �dent�ty certa�nly seems to be the case. But �dent�ty also means that not just some, but all phys�cal
events must be mental ones (unless proven otherw�se).
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Atla on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 17:40

How do you not reach th�s conclus�on? Why would phys�cal stu� be someth�ng more than phys�cal
stu�, when arranged �n certa�n ways?

2.276. by Wossname

That �s not obv�ous to me, though I am certa�n of noth�ng and do not say you must be wrong. How do
you reach th�s conclus�on?

2.273. by Atla

y Atla » Today, 4:39 pm
Yes, �dent�ty certa�nly seems to be the case. But �dent�ty also means that not just some, but all
phys�cal events must be mental ones (unless proven otherw�se).
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Wossname on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 17:55

I th�nk I am gu�ded by the ev�dence. We know bra�ns are consc�ous, even �f we don’t know why.
That they are consc�ous �s not an assumpt�on, �n the sense we can correlate the two th�ngs,
awareness and bra�n act�v�ty and reach a conclus�on. But why say a rock �s consc�ous? Is a dead
bra�n consc�ous? Do you appeal to any ev�dence here?

2.277. by Atla

How do you not reach th�s conclus�on? Why would phys�cal stu� be someth�ng more than phys�cal
stu�, when arranged �n certa�n ways?

2.276. by Wossname

That �s not obv�ous to me, though I am certa�n of noth�ng and do not say you must be wrong. How
do you reach th�s conclus�on?
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Atla on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:17



Western ph�losophers are pseudo-�ntellectual �d�ots, so they somehow never real�zed that th�s
'consc�ousness' they always talk about, �s a m�xture of at least two th�ngs that have noth�ng to do
w�th each other.

Consc�ousness as �n: self-awareness, the human self, psycholog�cal phenomena etc. does �ndeed
only happen �n h�ghly advanced bra�ns as far as we know. That's why sc�ence can correlate these
th�ngs w�th bra�n scans for example. Obv�ously, rocks don't have th�s one.

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has
never found any s�gn of them.

Now �f you m�x these two together, you can get someth�ng as stup�d as 'I th�nk therefore I am',
wh�ch �mpl�es that the constant f�rst-person-POV �s somehow dependent on someone's �nd�v�dual
bra�n/m�nd.

2.278. by Wossname

I th�nk I am gu�ded by the ev�dence. We know bra�ns are consc�ous, even �f we don’t know why. That
they are consc�ous �s not an assumpt�on, �n the sense we can correlate the two th�ngs, awareness and
bra�n act�v�ty and reach a conclus�on. But why say a rock �s consc�ous? Is a dead bra�n consc�ous? Do
you appeal to any ev�dence here?
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Faustus5 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:25

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Or, sc�ence hasn't found them because they are the art�f�c�al creat�on of confused Western
ph�losophers and don't actually ex�st.

Can you supply so much as one uncontrovers�al example of a consc�ous ent�ty w�th no nervous
system, or am I w�ldly m�sread�ng what you are actually say�ng here, wh�ch seems absurd on the
only read�ng I can struggle to g�ve �t?

2.279. by Atla

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has never
found any s�gn of them.

2.279. by Atla

Now �f you m�x these two together, you can get someth�ng as stup�d as 'I th�nk therefore I am', wh�ch
�mpl�es that the constant f�rst-person-POV �s somehow dependent on someone's �nd�v�dual
bra�n/m�nd.

Ö Ü

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
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Sculptor1 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:36

It usually makes for more sense to watch out for unfounded assumpt�ons �n statements than attack
the statement �tslef.
The unfounded assumpt�on �s the �dea that sc�ence has never found any s�gn of them wh�ch �s
clealy bunkum. Had �t not been for sc�ence we'd not even be talk�ng about them.
The term un�versal �s dub�ous too.

Can you supply so much as one uncontrovers�al example of a consc�ous ent�ty w�th no nervous system,
or am I w�ldly m�sread�ng what you are actually say�ng here, wh�ch seems absurd on the only read�ng I
can struggle to g�ve �t?

2.280. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Or, sc�ence hasn't found them because they are the art�f�c�al creat�on of confused Western ph�losophers
and don't actually ex�st.

2.279. by Atla

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has
never found any s�gn of them.

2.279. by Atla

Now �f you m�x these two together, you can get someth�ng as stup�d as 'I th�nk therefore I am',
wh�ch �mpl�es that the constant f�rst-person-POV �s somehow dependent on someone's �nd�v�dual
bra�n/m�nd.
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Faustus5 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:44

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Oh, so the f�rst ment�on of qual�a occurred �n a sc�ent�f�c paper? Wh�ch one was �t? Who made the
d�scovery and let the rest of the world know these wonderful propert�es ex�sted, s�nce no one knew
before?

2.281. by Sculptor1

The unfounded assumpt�on �s the �dea that sc�ence has never found any s�gn of them wh�ch �s clealy
bunkum. Had �t not been for sc�ence we'd not even be talk�ng about them.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:54

You are read�ng �t exactly the way I expla�ned how not to read �t.

As for qual�a + the f�rst-person-POV be�ng made-up, �n other words: 'th�s happen�ng �sn't
happen�ng', some v�ew that as the s�ngle most self-refut�ng v�ew �n the h�story of mank�nd.

2.280. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Or, sc�ence hasn't found them because they are the art�f�c�al creat�on of confused Western ph�losophers
and don't actually ex�st.

Can you supply so much as one uncontrovers�al example of a consc�ous ent�ty w�th no nervous system,
or am I w�ldly m�sread�ng what you are actually say�ng here, wh�ch seems absurd on the only read�ng I
can struggle to g�ve �t?

2.279. by Atla

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has
never found any s�gn of them.

2.279. by Atla

Now �f you m�x these two together, you can get someth�ng as stup�d as 'I th�nk therefore I am',
wh�ch �mpl�es that the constant f�rst-person-POV �s somehow dependent on someone's �nd�v�dual
bra�n/m�nd.
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Wossname on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:13

W�ll you expla�n th�s to me Atla, �.e. what you mean and why you th�nk �t true? I'm stretch�ng a b�t
here.

2.279. by Atla

Atla » 53 m�nutes ago

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has never
found any s�gn of them.

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:30

Wossname wrote:I th�nk I am gu�ded by the ev�dence. We know bra�ns are consc�ous, even �f we don’t
know why. That they are consc�ous �s not an assumpt�on, �n the sense we can correlate the two th�ngs,
awareness and bra�n act�v�ty and reach a conclus�on. But why say a rock �s consc�ous? Is a dead bra�n
consc�ous? Do you appeal to any ev�dence here?

....

W�ll you expla�n th�s to me Atla, �.e. what you mean and why you th�nk �t true? I'm stretch�ng a b�t here.

I feel your pa�n Wossname. I don't know what Atla's on about e�ther.
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Wossname on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 19:46

Thanks for that. I was worr�ed �t m�ght just be me.

Atla �s clearly comm�tted to th�s v�ew. He has brought �t up a number of t�mes. But I feel I have
often been struggl�ng to properly understand h�s reason�ng.

Atla - help!

2.285. by Steve3007

Steve3007 » 11 m�nutes ago

I feel your pa�n Wossname. I don't know what Atla's on about e�ther.
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Steve3007 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 20:02

Wossname wrote:Atla �s clearly comm�tted to th�s v�ew. He has brought �t up a number of t�mes. But I
feel I have often been struggl�ng to properly understand h�s reason�ng.

He seems to th�nk that there are two types of consc�ousness:



Atla wrote:Consc�ousness as �n: self-awareness, the human self, psycholog�cal phenomena etc. does
�ndeed only happen �n h�ghly advanced bra�ns as far as we know. That's why sc�ence can correlate
these th�ngs w�th bra�n scans for example. Obv�ously, rocks don't have th�s one.

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has never
found any s�gn of them.

When he says the second type �s un�versal I can only assume that means rocks (among other
th�ngs) have �t. And the fact that sc�ence has never found any s�gn of �t �s due to �t be�ng un�versal. I
presume the �dea would be that �f someth�ng ex�sts un�versally then there's no way to d�st�ngu�sh
�ts presence from �ts absence so no way to detect �t. Or someth�ng l�ke that.

But I suspect that th�s comment to Faustus5:

You are read�ng �t exactly the way I expla�ned how not to read �t.

appl�es to me here too.
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Gert�e on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:08

Faustus

If you bel�eve your own exper�ence doesn't ex�st, you're beyond confused.

And panpsych�sm �s a respectable hypothes�s. The fact that we don't recogn�se/assume f�rst person
exper�ence, wh�ch �s unobservable, except �n be�ngs wh�ch are made l�ke us and exh�b�t �t �n the
ways we do, doesn't d�scount �ts ex�stence.

2.280. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Or, sc�ence hasn't found them because they are the art�f�c�al creat�on of confused Western ph�losophers
and don't actually ex�st.

Can you supply so much as one uncontrovers�al example of a consc�ous ent�ty w�th no nervous system,
or am I w�ldly m�sread�ng what you are actually say�ng here, wh�ch seems absurd on the only read�ng I
can struggle to g�ve �t?

2.279. by Atla

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has
never found any s�gn of them.

2.279. by Atla

Now �f you m�x these two together, you can get someth�ng as stup�d as 'I th�nk therefore I am',
wh�ch �mpl�es that the constant f�rst-person-POV �s somehow dependent on someone's �nd�v�dual
bra�n/m�nd.

Ö Ü
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Sculptor1 on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 21:48

The whole �dea that pa�n �s subject�ve, and the real�sat�on that colours are not "out there" nut only
exper�enced �n the head �s pure sc�ence.
And �t was Charles Sanders Pe�rce a SCIENTIST who f�rst co�ned the phrase.
So yes �t was �n a sc�ent�f�c paper.
Check your �gnorance before you make an **** of yourself

2.282. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Oh, so the f�rst ment�on of qual�a occurred �n a sc�ent�f�c paper? Wh�ch one was �t? Who made the
d�scovery and let the rest of the world know these wonderful propert�es ex�sted, s�nce no one knew
before?

2.281. by Sculptor1

The unfounded assumpt�on �s the �dea that sc�ence has never found any s�gn of them wh�ch �s clealy
bunkum. Had �t not been for sc�ence we'd not even be talk�ng about them.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 23:35

D��erent mater�als/relat�ons/processes have d��erent propert�es.

2.271. by Wossname

We may st�ll ask how �t comes to be that some phys�cal events can be mental ones.
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evolut�on on >  14 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 23:42

You st�ll do NOT get �t.

I KNOW what a 'ph�losoph�cal context' �s, from my perspect�ve. All I was try�ng to do was

2.251. by Terrap�n Stat�on

If you don't know what a ph�losoph�cal context �s, why are you post�ng on a ph�losophy board?

2.250. by evolut�on

In, what �s 'th�s', so called, "ph�losoph�cal context"?



understand better what your perspect�ve of that phrase �s. If you can NOT or w�ll NOT back up,
expla�n, or elaborate on what you say and cla�m on a ph�losophy forum, then WHY post �n one?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 00:01

So what �s your "'what �s' presentat�on" for propos�t�onal knowledge �n th�s ph�losoph�cal context,
per how you th�nk about ph�losoph�cal contexts?

2.291. by evolut�on

You st�ll do NOT get �t.

I KNOW what a 'ph�losoph�cal context' �s, from my perspect�ve. All I was try�ng to do was understand
better what your perspect�ve of that phrase �s. If you can NOT or w�ll NOT back up, expla�n, or elaborate
on what you say and cla�m on a ph�losophy forum, then WHY post �n one?

2.251. by Terrap�n Stat�on

If you don't know what a ph�losoph�cal context �s, why are you post�ng on a ph�losophy board?
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Steve3007 on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 05:47

Gert�e wrote:And panpsych�sm �s a respectable hypothes�s. The fact that we don't recogn�se/assume
f�rst person exper�ence, wh�ch �s unobservable, except �n be�ngs wh�ch are made l�ke us and exh�b�t �t �n
the ways we do, doesn't d�scount �ts ex�stence.

Th�s �s true of any phenomenon. The fact that phenomenon X �s unobservable doesn't d�scount �ts
ex�stence. But �t doesn't g�ve us reason to th�nk �t ex�sts e�ther, does �t? I don't know about you, but
to bel�eve that someth�ng ex�sts I need more than "I can't demonstrate w�th certa�nty that �t
doesn't".

What reason do you have to bel�eve that a phenomenon f�tt�ng the descr�pt�on "consc�ousness"
ex�sts �n all th�ngs? Is �t s�mply extrapolat�on from th�ngs that we have good reason to bel�eve are
consc�ous and wh�ch we have good reason to bel�eve are made of the same stu� as th�ngs that are
not not�ceably so? In other words, does the argument essent�ally go: "I am consc�ous. I am made
from atoms. Rocks are made from atoms. Therefore rocks are consc�ous."?

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 06:21

Or perhaps �t's more of a set theory/class�f�cat�on th�ng. As �n: "I am consc�ous. I am part of the
Earth system. Therefore the Earth system �s consc�ous.". Th�s would be the same reason�ng wh�ch
leads me to s�mply say "I am consc�ous" rather than say�ng "my bra�n �s consc�ous but my toes are
not" or "a part�cular part of my bra�n �s consc�ous".

If �t's that, then we have the �ssue that sets and class�f�cat�ons are abstract�ons. I am part of an
�ndef�n�tely large number of d��erent sets depend�ng on purpose.
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Atla on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 13:19

I guess one could put �t th�s way: th�s k�nd of 'consc�ousness' �s ex�stence �tself, and what ex�stence
�s l�ke.

Th�ngs don't have ex�stence, th�ngs are ex�stence. So we can't use sc�ence, wh�ch �s also part of
ex�stence, to look for ex�stence.

I've also seen �t expressed �t l�ke th�s (among many other ways): th�s k�nd of 'consc�ousness' �s f�rst
order, and sc�ence �s happen�ng w�th�n th�s k�nd of 'consc�ousness'.

Th�s �s the perenn�al ph�losophy/nondual�sm (�t comes �n many flavours, and �t would make
�nterest�ng debates to try to f�nd the most correct one). But the ma�n underly�ng �dea �s the same �n
all of them.

Th�s �s also the default ph�losophy, �t's true unless proven otherw�se. Western ph�losophers aren't
aware of th�s e�ther. That's why people keep ask�ng me to prove �t. Prove what? They are the ones
mak�ng cla�ms based on some fundamental d�v�s�ons that they made up.

2.284. by Wossname

W�ll you expla�n th�s to me Atla, �.e. what you mean and why you th�nk �t true? I'm stretch�ng a b�t here.

2.279. by Atla

Atla » 53 m�nutes ago

Consc�ousness as �n: qual�a + the constant f�rst-person-POV, �s un�versal. That's why sc�ence has
never found any s�gn of them.



But I've only seen l�ke 2-3 people on ph�losophy forums who actually understood th�s ph�losophy,
the other l�ke 98% d�dn't make �t that far. (Th�s �s where ph�losophy actually beg�ns �n my v�ew, �t's
one of the three ma�n assumpt�ons we have to make �n order to start work�ng on the more d���cult
quest�ons.)
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 13:56

People m�ght just be ask�ng you to expla�n what the f--- you're on about because �t sounds l�ke
vague g�bber�sh to them.

2.295. by Atla

Th�s �s also the default ph�losophy, �t's true unless proven otherw�se. Western ph�losophers aren't
aware of th�s e�ther. That's why people keep ask�ng me to prove �t. Prove what? They are the ones
mak�ng cla�ms based on some fundamental d�v�s�ons that they made up.
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Atla on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:11

Gee you don't say. The major�ty of people can't grasp th�s ph�losophy, even �f they try hard. Not
even �n cultures, where the�r ph�losophers have already f�gured �t out. And th�s fact has shaped the
h�story of mank�nd.

2.296. by Terrap�n Stat�on

People m�ght just be ask�ng you to expla�n what the f--- you're on about because �t sounds l�ke vague
g�bber�sh to them.

2.295. by Atla

Th�s �s also the default ph�losophy, �t's true unless proven otherw�se. Western ph�losophers aren't
aware of th�s e�ther. That's why people keep ask�ng me to prove �t. Prove what? They are the ones
mak�ng cla�ms based on some fundamental d�v�s�ons that they made up.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:18



Well, and of course �t doesn't help when people won't expla�n �t �n a clear manner, where they have
pat�ence and care about whether people understand them, espec�ally rather than be�ng snarky,
condescend�ng, etc.

2.297. by Atla

Gee you don't say. The major�ty of people can't grasp th�s ph�losophy, even �f they try hard. Not even �n
cultures, where the�r ph�losophers have already f�gured �t out. And th�s fact has shaped the h�story of
mank�nd.

2.296. by Terrap�n Stat�on

People m�ght just be ask�ng you to expla�n what the f--- you're on about because �t sounds l�ke
vague g�bber�sh to them.
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Atla on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:30

Nondual�sm �s �nf�n�tely s�mple �n a way, but �t does requ�re some rather deep th�nk�ng to 'get �t',
and �t can be a longer process. That's why they need gurus �n the East. Deep th�nk�ng �s someth�ng
you've shown aga�n and aga�n to be the enemy of. Nor are people obl�ged to fulf�ll all your requests,
as you seem to th�nk.
If you're really �nterested wh�ch I doubt, then put �n the energy, you'll f�nd plenty of mater�al on
the �nternet.

2.298. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Well, and of course �t doesn't help when people won't expla�n �t �n a clear manner, where they have
pat�ence and care about whether people understand them, espec�ally rather than be�ng snarky,
condescend�ng, etc.

2.297. by Atla

Gee you don't say. The major�ty of people can't grasp th�s ph�losophy, even �f they try hard. Not even
�n cultures, where the�r ph�losophers have already f�gured �t out. And th�s fact has shaped the h�story
of mank�nd.
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Gert�e on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:10



To me the two most obv�ous ways of account�ng for phenomenal exper�ence �s that �t's somehow
reduc�ble to fundamental mater�al stu�, or �t's fundamental �tself. The other opt�on I personally
th�nk �s a strong contender �s that our evolved-for-ut�l�ty ways of observ�ng, th�nk�ng about and
modell�ng the world �n such ways as these doesn't get to what the actual nature of what we're
modell�ng �s l�ke. (The contents of exper�ence m�ght tell us more about us, than about the world
beyond us).

The problem for mon�st substance mater�al�sm, as descr�bed by phys�cs, �s that �t appears to have
no �n pr�nc�ple way of account�ng for exper�ence. That's why we can't just assume �t w�ll some day
account for �t. ( There's no place for exper�ence �n the current phys�cal model of what ex�sts). And
the sc�ent�f�c toolk�t wh�ch helped us come up w�th a phys�cal way of model�ng what ex�sts and how
�t works, doesn't seem equ�pped to f�nd a way of modell�ng exper�ence �n those terms. Exper�ence �s
apparently unobservable and unmeasurable and can't be ver�f�ed �nter-subject�vely, because �t has
rad�cally d��erent types of propert�es. (Hence talk of The Hard Problem). We m�ght one day be able
to expla�n exper�ence �n phys�cal terms, but no-one knows how that could happen, except �n the
form of broad speculat�ve hypotheses.

That's why some people reasonably pos�t exper�ence m�ght not ult�mately be expla�nable �n
phys�cal terms, and m�ght be a d��erent type of substance, rather than a property of mater�al
substance. Ev�dence l�ke neural correlat�on suggests that �f exper�ence �s a d��erent fundamental
substance, �t �s closely l�nked/�ntw�ned/�ntegrated w�th mater�al stu�. (Rather than a fundamental
substance capable of float�ng about �ndependantly as trad�t�onal sp�r�t/soul type not�ons of
substance dual�sm based �n rel�g�ous/Cartes�an th�nk�ng suggests). There are d��erent types of
panpsych�sm wh�ch speculate about how that mater�al-exper�ent�al type of relat�onsh�p works
(aka 'm�nd-body' relat�onsh�p). Some suggest rocks have mental exper�ence, some suggest they
don't.

Potent�ally the most prom�s�ng work be�ng done on mental exper�ence �s IIT, wh�ch �s try�ng to
come up w�th ways of quant�fy�ng and pred�ct�ng exper�ence by look�ng at how bra�ns work (�t's led
by two neurosc�ent�sts). They say the�r attempt at a sc�ence of exper�ence �mpl�es panpsych�sm �s
true.

2.293. by Steve3007

Gert�e wrote:And panpsych�sm �s a respectable hypothes�s. The fact that we don't recogn�se/assume
f�rst person exper�ence, wh�ch �s unobservable, except �n be�ngs wh�ch are made l�ke us and exh�b�t �t
�n the ways we do, doesn't d�scount �ts ex�stence.

Th�s �s true of any phenomenon. The fact that phenomenon X �s unobservable doesn't d�scount �ts
ex�stence. But �t doesn't g�ve us reason to th�nk �t ex�sts e�ther, does �t? I don't know about you, but to
bel�eve that someth�ng ex�sts I need more than "I can't demonstrate w�th certa�nty that �t doesn't".

What reason do you have to bel�eve that a phenomenon f�tt�ng the descr�pt�on "consc�ousness" ex�sts �n
all th�ngs? Is �t s�mply extrapolat�on from th�ngs that we have good reason to bel�eve are consc�ous and
wh�ch we have good reason to bel�eve are made of the same stu� as th�ngs that are not not�ceably so?
In other words, does the argument essent�ally go: "I am consc�ous. I am made from atoms. Rocks are
made from atoms. Therefore rocks are consc�ous."?



Who knows. (Nobody). But panpsych�sm �s a ser�ous contender.
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GE Morton on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:18

Oh, I agree. But that �s not what you were say�ng earl�er. Earl�er you were cla�m�ng that the
propert�es of a th�ng were dependent upon spat�o-temporal reference po�nts.

The "rad�cal" d��erence �s that one perspect�ve �s f�rst person/be�ng the �tem �n quest�on and the other
�s th�rd person. For every other th�ng �n the world, we can only have mult�ple th�rd person perspect�ves.

Well, f�rst, �t makes no sense to speak of perspect�ves when there �s no poss�b�l�ty of more than one.
For qual�a, there �s no poss�b�l�ty of any perspect�ve on �t other than that of the person
exper�enc�ng one. And the object �n quest�on �s not the observer ("f�rst person/be�ng the �tem �n
quest�on"). The object �n quest�on �s a quale --- someth�ng exper�enced, perce�ved, by that person.

Are you now �dent�fy�ng qual�a w�th the person exper�enc�ng them? Do we need to repeat the
def�n�t�on of "qual�a"?

2.267. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Aga�n, the d�st�nct�on there �s just l�ke the morn�ng star/even�ng star d�st�nct�on. It's a d�st�nct�on that
stems from d��erent perspect�ves. There's no actual d��erence �n what we're referr�ng to from those
d��erent perspect�ves. It's just two d��erent ways to talk about �t, two d��erent sets of apparent
propert�es, due to those two d��erent perspect�ves.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:07



"Of course �t doesn't help . . . " doesn't �mply an obl�gat�on.

What sort of mater�al would you say �s pert�nent? Can you g�ve any sort of reference to �t?

2.299. by Atla

Nondual�sm �s �nf�n�tely s�mple �n a way, but �t does requ�re some rather deep th�nk�ng to 'get �t', and �t
can be a longer process. That's why they need gurus �n the East. Deep th�nk�ng �s someth�ng you've
shown aga�n and aga�n to be the enemy of. Nor are people obl�ged to fulf�ll all your requests, as you
seem to th�nk.
If you're really �nterested wh�ch I doubt, then put �n the energy, you'll f�nd plenty of mater�al on the
�nternet.

2.298. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Well, and of course �t doesn't help when people won't expla�n �t �n a clear manner, where they have
pat�ence and care about whether people understand them, espec�ally rather than be�ng snarky,
condescend�ng, etc.
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Gert�e on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:15

GE

I th�nk we gett�ng to repeat�ng ourselves/agree to d��er t�me?

Gert�e wrote: ↑
Yesterday, 1:20 pm

True, I'm just mak�ng the po�nt that there's noth�ng �ntr�ns�cally spec�al about a model wh�ch
�ncludes the model maker, wh�ch m�ght lead to exper�ent�al states man�fest�ng. Do you th�nk there
�s?

I'm not sure what would count as "�ntr�ns�cally spec�al," or why a system must have some �ntr�ns�cally
spec�al (however understood) property to man�fest consc�ousness.

R�ght. So the fact that we humans create a model of the world wh�ch �ncludes a model of our self
w�th�n �t, has no apparent bear�ng on how exper�ence ar�ses. Far less complex exper�enc�ng an�mals
probably don't create such a model. It doesn't look l�ke a necessary cond�t�on for mental
exper�ence. And �f �t's not, copy�ng the creat�on of that 'model maker w�th�n the model' funct�on
won't make any d��erence to whether an AI can exper�ence.



I'm �ncl�ned to th�nk of consc�ousness as a natural phenomenon that occurs pred�ctably �n complex
dynam�c systems of a certa�n type, analogously to the way a magnet�c f�eld appears around a w�re
carry�ng an electr�c current. It appears, or can, at a certa�n po�nt when evolut�onary pressures forge
ever more complex organ�sms hav�ng ever more soph�st�cated tools for assur�ng the�r surv�val and
propagat�on. Consc�ousness �s a surv�val strategy (though how successful �t w�ll be �n the long run
rema�ns to be seen).

Yeah could be. It leaves you w�th the problem of not know�ng �f AI �s the r�ght type of w�re.

To clar�fy I don't d�sm�ss behav�our, that �s a major observable clue, �t would be daft to �gnore �t. You
made the po�nt that we have to assume other people have mental exper�ence too, and I'm say�ng we
have an extra clue re other people - they are made of the same stu� and b�olog�cal/chem�cal
processes. That could be very s�gn�f�cant, we don't know.

Yes, �t �s a clue, but �t may be co�nc�dental and thus superf�c�al.

Maybe. But to assume the observable behav�our result�ng from b�olog�cal stu� and processes �s less
l�kely to be co�nc�dental/superf�c�al than the b�olog�cal stu� and processes �tself would be ****-
backwards �mo.

The only ev�dence we w�ll ever have for �ts �mportance, or lack of �t, �s behav�or.

Pragmat�cally perhaps, but that doesn't make �t rel�able.

Look at th�s way - why do we assume other humans have exper�ences l�ke us?

- They are phys�cally almost �dent�cal, and bra�n scans show s�m�lar responses to s�m�lar st�mul�,
wh�ch match s�m�lar verbal reports to ours.

- The�r observable behav�our �s exper�entally understandable to us, �n that we can �mag�ne
behav�ng s�m�larly �n s�m�lar c�rcs.

It's all about s�m�lar�ty. That's why the hope �s that �f we create an AI su��c�ently s�m�lar to a
human, �t w�ll somehow capture the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�ence.

But we can already create lots of th�ngs wh�ch have some behav�oural s�m�lar�t�es, there are
mach�nes wh�ch can be programmed to m�m�c behav�ours l�ke avo�d�ng obstacles, play chess, bu�ld
cars, 'commun�cate' w�th each other l�ke we're do�ng now. We don't assume they have exper�ence.
If we could bu�ld a mach�ne so good at m�m�ck�ng some behav�ours we couldn't tell the d��erence,
how do we know �ts crossed some l�ne �nto exper�enc�ng. And why would we bel�eve
s�m�lar�ty/m�m�cry of funct�on and behav�our alone enables �t to?

Many of the technolog�es we've dev�sed were f�rst observed as natural phenomena --- f�re, electr�c�ty,
fl�ght, many others. We've learned to extract the phys�cal pr�nc�ples �nvolved �n those phenomena and
apply them art�f�c�ally. E.g., we learned that heav�er-than-a�r objects may fly from b�rds, but (at least
after Icarus) d�d not assume feathers and muscles are necessary to enable �t.



Good po�nt. The unanswered quest�on �s - does that apply beyond phys�cal technolog�es copy�ng
aspects of natural phys�cal funct�ons.

Where-as �f we had an actual explanat�on wh�ch �ncluded the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons,
then we could test for those. We could make a consc�ousness-o-meter and not have to guess.

Well, that's the problem --- there can be no such meter, because phenomenal exper�ence �s �nherently,
�mpenetrably pr�vate. Behav�or �s the only ev�dence we w�ll ever have, and �f the behav�or of an AI
system �s �nd�st�ngu�shable from that of a human, then �t would only be subbornness that deters us
from attr�but�ng consc�ousness to �t.

Not stubbornness. Just because �t's the best we can do doesn't mean �t's rel�able. We m�ght be
forced to act as �f �t's rel�able, but we should real�se that's what we're do�ng.

It's OK to say we don't know.
Are we w�ll�ng to say that about other people?

We don't know, but we have the add�t�onal phys�cal s�m�lar�ty, wh�ch would turn the quest�on
around. If we're so s�m�lar phys�cally, what d��erence could account for them not be�ng?

I just want a robot servant, �s that too much to ask! But we should err on the s�de of caut�on, �f
there's enough ev�dence to th�nk they have exper�ent�al states, they should �n pr�nc�ple have
commensurate moral cons�derat�on, probably �nclud�ng r�ghts. (Just keep the o� sw�tch handy).

Should we �nstall such sw�tches on humans too, at b�rth?

Only some. I have a l�st...
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GE Morton on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:18

Oh, I'm sure there �s. But what �s be�ng observed �s not the observer, but qual�a and other "mental"
phenomena. Apparently you're �dent�fy�ng the observer w�th the observed, or perhaps the bra�n
states of the observer w�th what �s observed. But the latter begs the quest�on. What �s observed, or
exper�enced, �mmed�ately and d�rectly, are qual�a, thoughts, memor�es, etc., wh�ch are not
�dent�cal to any bra�n state per any accepted cr�ter�on for �dent�ty. They may be (and surely are)
caused by bra�n states, produced by bra�n states, but they are not �dent�cal w�th them. No th�rd
person observes my qual�a, thoughts, etc. There �s no perspect�ve on those but my own.

2.269. by Terrap�n Stat�on

There's a d��erence between observ�ng someth�ng th�rd-person and observ�ng someth�ng f�rst-person,
where the latter �s the observat�onal c�rcumstance where you're �dent�cal to the th�ng �n quest�on.



There's only one th�ng that ex�sts where we can be �n a f�rst-person observat�onal c�rcumstance w�th
respect to �t: the subset of our bra�n funct�ons that amount to mental�ty. That's the only th�ng for wh�ch
we can have the perspect�ve of BEING the th�ng �n quest�on.

You're aga�n begg�ng the quest�on. When I exper�ence a certa�n quale I am not observ�ng "a subset
of my bra�n funct�on." I may hypothes�ze the latter �n order to expla�n what I'm exper�enc�ng, but
�t �s not WHAT I'm exper�enc�ng. Moreover, be�ng someth�ng does not enta�l hav�ng a perspect�ve
on �t.

You can't character�ze man�fest d��erences �n propert�es between 2 (nom�nally) d��erent th�ngs as
"d��erences �n perspect�ves." Morn�ng vs. even�ng perspect�ves on Venus do not alter the planet's
propert�es. Nor can you cla�m d��erences �n perspect�ve as account�ng for observed d��erences
unless the perspect�ves are of the same th�ng. But no th�rd person can have a perspect�ve on my
qual�a --- unless he begs the quest�on by equat�ng them w�th someth�ng he can observe.
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That's st�ll what I'm say�ng. Propert�es are a factor of mater�als, relat�ons and processes. As any of
those th�ngs change, so do the propert�es �n quest�on. There's no way that any propert�es are from
e�ther no or all relat�ons. Any spat�otemporal reference po�nt �s a un�que relat�on to the �tem �n
quest�on, and �t's not just one relat�on that changes from any arb�trary spat�otemporal reference
po�nt.

Well, f�rst, �t makes no sense to speak of perspect�ves when there �s no poss�b�l�ty of more than one. For
qual�a, there �s no poss�b�l�ty of any perspect�ve on �t other than that of the person exper�enc�ng one.

At any g�ven spat�otemporal po�nt, there w�ll only be one perspect�ve from wh�ch qual�a appear as
qual�a, but that doesn't mean that qual�a do not appear as someth�ng else from another spat�al
perspect�ve at the same t�me. They do.

Qual�a are not d��erent than the person �n quest�on. They're an aspect of that person. A property of
the�r consc�ous exper�ence, from the perspect�ve of be�ng that consc�ous exper�ence.

2.301. by GE Morton

Oh, I agree. But that �s not what you were say�ng earl�er. Earl�er you were cla�m�ng that the propert�es
of a th�ng were dependent upon spat�o-temporal reference po�nts.
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Except I don't bel�eve that my own exper�ence doesn't ex�st. I just happen to th�nk that bel�evers �n
qual�a have �nvented a purely �deolog�cal perspect�ve on exper�ence that I f�nd r�d�culous and
�ncompat�ble w�th a sc�ent�f�c approach to understand�ng the m�nd. If �t can't be measured, even �n
pr�nc�ple, then a property �s make bel�eve to my way of th�nk�ng.

2.288. by Gert�e

If you bel�eve your own exper�ence doesn't ex�st, you're beyond confused.
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Faustus5 on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 19:14

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

We've known th�s for a long, long t�me and d�dn't need to be told by sc�ent�sts that th�s was the
case. It was never a sc�ent�f�c d�scovery.

Thanks for the educat�on, but I very much doubt that any such paper would be cons�dered
"sc�ent�f�c" rather than a work �n ph�losophy. Do you have a l�nk to �t so I can read the source?

And th�s may be a qu�bble you can just�f�ably d�sm�ss, but wasn't Pe�rce really more of a
ph�losopher who was fluent �n sc�ence rather than someone whose ma�n contr�but�ons were
sc�ent�f�c? Sort of a 19th century Dan�el Dennett?

2.289. by Sculptor1

The whole �dea that pa�n �s subject�ve, and the real�sat�on that colours are not "out there" nut only
exper�enced �n the head �s pure sc�ence.

2.289. by Sculptor1

And �t was Charles Sanders Pe�rce a SCIENTIST who f�rst co�ned the phrase.
So yes �t was �n a sc�ent�f�c paper.
Check your �gnorance before you make an **** of yourself
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https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Very well..

I'd say Zen Buddh�sm and Adva�ta Vedanta are the best to get to the g�st of �t (the real Adva�ta, not
th�s neo-Adva�tan or pseudo-Adva�tan shallow nonsense). But Western �nterpreters l�ke Alan
Watts and Rupert Sp�ra are pretty good, they have many talks onl�ne where they are try�ng to e�
the �ne�able. If one �s somewhat smart, then one doesn't have to waste t�me by read�ng a m�ll�on
books or engag�ng �n a 40-year med�tat�on rout�ne or whatever.

If you l�sten to them, you'll not�ce that all they seem to be say�ng �s a bunch of rather random
g�bber�sh, accompan�ed by nonsens�cal hand-wav�ng. W�th some shallow everyday w�sdom here
and there that everyone already knows. But what they are actually talk�ng about �s a very deep
subject, and everyth�ng they say actually makes perfect sense and �s log�cally structured.

Aga�n, they are try�ng to e� the �ne�able, all nondual talk �s k�nd of metaphor�cal. They try to
express nondual�sm �n dual�st�c language, because that's how we commun�cate. Language �s
�nherently dual�st�c, all Western ph�losophy �s �nherently dual�st�c, and therefore has an �nherent
fatal flaw wh�ch prevents �t from ever succeed�ng.

----------

Or alternat�vely, there �s the route wh�ch I took, QM has proven a century ago that ex�stence �s
e�ther nondual, or we have to subscr�be to some batsh�t crazy l�teral mag�cal m�nd-phys�cal world
dual�sm. Don't try to understand how QM has shown th�s, �t's probably above your concept�on. I
learned about Adva�ta later, after I found out that th�s �s how the world works.

2.302. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What sort of mater�al would you say �s pert�nent? Can you g�ve any sort of reference to �t?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 19:38



I'm actually pretty fond of Zen Buddh�sm, wh�ch I f�rst got �nto v�a a mart�al arts teacher all the
way back when I was a teen. Though I don't agree w�th every aspect of every v�ew, obv�ously. I'm
not very fam�l�ar w�th Adva�ta Vedanta. I'll have to check that out.

2.308. by Atla

Very well..

I'd say Zen Buddh�sm and Adva�ta Vedanta are the best to get to the g�st of �t (the real Adva�ta, not th�s
neo-Adva�tan or pseudo-Adva�tan shallow nonsense). But Western �nterpreters l�ke Alan Watts and
Rupert Sp�ra are pretty good, they have many talks onl�ne where they are try�ng to e� the �ne�able. If
one �s somewhat smart, then one doesn't have to waste t�me by read�ng a m�ll�on books or engag�ng �n
a 40-year med�tat�on rout�ne or whatever.

If you l�sten to them, you'll not�ce that all they seem to be say�ng �s a bunch of rather random g�bber�sh,
accompan�ed by nonsens�cal hand-wav�ng. W�th some shallow everyday w�sdom here and there that
everyone already knows. But what they are actually talk�ng about �s a very deep subject, and
everyth�ng they say actually makes perfect sense and �s log�cally structured.

Aga�n, they are try�ng to e� the �ne�able, all nondual talk �s k�nd of metaphor�cal. They try to express
nondual�sm �n dual�st�c language, because that's how we commun�cate. Language �s �nherently
dual�st�c, all Western ph�losophy �s �nherently dual�st�c, and therefore has an �nherent fatal flaw wh�ch
prevents �t from ever succeed�ng.

----------

Or alternat�vely, there �s the route wh�ch I took, QM has proven a century ago that ex�stence �s e�ther
nondual, or we have to subscr�be to some batsh�t crazy l�teral mag�cal m�nd-phys�cal world dual�sm.
Don't try to understand how QM has shown th�s, �t's probably above your concept�on. I learned about
Adva�ta later, after I found out that th�s �s how the world works.

2.302. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What sort of mater�al would you say �s pert�nent? Can you g�ve any sort of reference to �t?
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Atla on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 19:41



Unfortunately, most Adva�ta talk onl�ne w�ll be the pseudo-Adva�ta, where they use the words but
don't understand what they are po�nt�ng to.

Personally I also very much l�ke Peter Russell's 'The pr�macy of consc�ousness' talk. He �s very
sc�ent�f�c m�nded l�ke I am, and went through a very s�m�lar route, when �nvest�gat�ng the nature of
consc�ousness.

2.309. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I'm actually pretty fond of Zen Buddh�sm, wh�ch I f�rst got �nto v�a a mart�al arts teacher all the way
back when I was a teen. Though I don't agree w�th every aspect of every v�ew, obv�ously. I'm not very
fam�l�ar w�th Adva�ta Vedanta. I'll have to check that out.

2.308. by Atla

Very well..

I'd say Zen Buddh�sm and Adva�ta Vedanta are the best to get to the g�st of �t (the real Adva�ta, not
th�s neo-Adva�tan or pseudo-Adva�tan shallow nonsense). But Western �nterpreters l�ke Alan Watts
and Rupert Sp�ra are pretty good, they have many talks onl�ne where they are try�ng to e� the
�ne�able. If one �s somewhat smart, then one doesn't have to waste t�me by read�ng a m�ll�on books
or engag�ng �n a 40-year med�tat�on rout�ne or whatever.

If you l�sten to them, you'll not�ce that all they seem to be say�ng �s a bunch of rather random
g�bber�sh, accompan�ed by nonsens�cal hand-wav�ng. W�th some shallow everyday w�sdom here
and there that everyone already knows. But what they are actually talk�ng about �s a very deep
subject, and everyth�ng they say actually makes perfect sense and �s log�cally structured.

Aga�n, they are try�ng to e� the �ne�able, all nondual talk �s k�nd of metaphor�cal. They try to
express nondual�sm �n dual�st�c language, because that's how we commun�cate. Language �s
�nherently dual�st�c, all Western ph�losophy �s �nherently dual�st�c, and therefore has an �nherent
fatal flaw wh�ch prevents �t from ever succeed�ng.

----------

Or alternat�vely, there �s the route wh�ch I took, QM has proven a century ago that ex�stence �s e�ther
nondual, or we have to subscr�be to some batsh�t crazy l�teral mag�cal m�nd-phys�cal world
dual�sm. Don't try to understand how QM has shown th�s, �t's probably above your concept�on. I
learned about Adva�ta later, after I found out that th�s �s how the world works.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 21:01



Okay, thanks--I'll check Russell out.

2.310. by Atla

Unfortunately, most Adva�ta talk onl�ne w�ll be the pseudo-Adva�ta, where they use the words but
don't understand what they are po�nt�ng to.

Personally I also very much l�ke Peter Russell's 'The pr�macy of consc�ousness' talk. He �s very sc�ent�f�c
m�nded l�ke I am, and went through a very s�m�lar route, when �nvest�gat�ng the nature of
consc�ousness.

2.309. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I'm actually pretty fond of Zen Buddh�sm, wh�ch I f�rst got �nto v�a a mart�al arts teacher all the way
back when I was a teen. Though I don't agree w�th every aspect of every v�ew, obv�ously. I'm not
very fam�l�ar w�th Adva�ta Vedanta. I'll have to check that out.
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Sculptor1 on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 21:46

2.307. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

We've known th�s for a long, long t�me and d�dn't need to be told by sc�ent�sts that th�s was the case. It
was never a sc�ent�f�c d�scovery.
{/quote]
Your �gnorance �s astound�ng

Thanks for the educat�on, but I very much doubt that any such paper would be cons�dered
"sc�ent�f�c" rather than a work �n ph�losophy. Do you have a l�nk to �t so I can read the source?

Your doubt �s only based on your �gnorance.
Are you a flat earther too?
Educate yourself and come back.

And th�s may be a qu�bble you can just�f�ably d�sm�ss, but wasn't Pe�rce really more of a ph�losopher
who was fluent �n sc�ence rather than someone whose ma�n contr�but�ons were sc�ent�f�c? Sort of a
19th century Dan�el Dennett?

Get a l�fe

2.289. by Sculptor1

The whole �dea that pa�n �s subject�ve, and the real�sat�on that colours are not "out there" nut only
exper�enced �n the head �s pure sc�ence.

Ö Ü
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evolut�on on >  15 Eylül 2020 Salı 22:12

My v�ew �s; because absolutely EVERY th�ng �s relat�ve to the observer, then so to �s propos�t�onal
knowledge.

Therefore, whatever �s �n agreement and accepted as be�ng propos�t�onal knowledge, then that �s
what �s propos�t�onal knowledge, to those people.

See, unl�ke you who �s look�ng for what �s 'propos�t�onal knowledge', subject�vely, I much prefer to
�nstead just look at 'what IS', and express 'THAT', object�v�ty.

2.292. by Terrap�n Stat�on

So what �s your "'what �s' presentat�on" for propos�t�onal knowledge �n th�s ph�losoph�cal context, per
how you th�nk about ph�losoph�cal contexts?

2.291. by evolut�on

You st�ll do NOT get �t.

I KNOW what a 'ph�losoph�cal context' �s, from my perspect�ve. All I was try�ng to do was understand
better what your perspect�ve of that phrase �s. If you can NOT or w�ll NOT back up, expla�n, or
elaborate on what you say and cla�m on a ph�losophy forum, then WHY post �n one?
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GE Morton on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 03:04

Indeed �t �s. Perhaps the f�rst step �s to develop a r�gorous vocabulary and a cogent framework for
d�scuss�ng �t.

I’m not sure you are wrong but I have some doubts all the same. I lean towards a part�cular vers�on of
�dent�ty theory, (embod�ed �dent�ty theory), so I th�nk I broadly agree w�th TS, but I’ve not yet
completely fallen over. I am not sure whether deta�led descr�pt�on of the necessary and su��c�ent
cond�t�ons for consc�ousness �s needed to resolve matters as you suggest.

If "su��c�ent" �s taken to �mply a reduct�ve explanat�on, then no explanat�on w�ll ever be su��c�ent,
s�nce that type of explanat�on �s �mposs�ble, for the reasons g�ven earl�er.

2.271. by Wossname

I th�nk th�s �s a damned d���cult top�c.



F�rstly, the e�ects of some drugs, bra�n �njur�es, sleep, dream�ng and bra�n scans etc. suggest that
perceptual, cogn�t�ve and a�ect�ve states are l�nked w�th bra�n processes, and exper�ment suggests a
d�rect l�nk. Change the bra�n and you can change the exper�ence and v�ce versa. I th�nk th�s g�ves
�dent�ty theory some plaus�b�l�ty.

I fully agree w�th your f�rst sentence there. There �s abundant ev�dence demonstrat�ng l�nks
between bra�n states and "mental" phenomena; the f�rst �s clearly the cause of the latter. But a
cause-and-e�ect relat�onsh�p �s not an �dent�ty relat�onsh�p, and o�ers no support at all for the
latter relat�onsh�p, that I can see.

A concern �s that object�ve accounts of an exper�ence may fa�l to capture the subject�ve nature of the
exper�ence. The subject�ve appears to be someth�ng extra that needs expla�n�ng. But as has been
po�nted out, �f consc�ousness �s �dent�cal to a bra�n state then bra�n processes do not generate or
produce consc�ousness, they are consc�ousness (and v�ce versa). If X generates Y �t �s not �dent�cal to Y.
In your example GEM, �f bees or the th�ngs that they do generate honey, then bees or the th�ngs they do
are not honey. But �dent�ty �s symmetr�cal and �f consc�ousness �s a bra�n process, �t �s not an extra
property. There �s no new th�ng to look for. (Gert�e, your po�nt about a homunculus �s well taken).

It �s true, of course, that IF "consc�ousness �s �dent�cal to a bra�n state then bra�n processes do not
generate or produce consc�ousness, they are consc�ousness (and v�ce versa)." But whether they
ARE �dent�cal �s what needs to be resolved. So we need to dec�de what are the cr�ter�a for call�ng two
numer�cally d�st�ngu�shable th�ngs �dent�cal. I've g�ven two common ones, Le�bn�z's "�dent�ty of
�nd�scern�bles," and the "�s of compos�t�on" sense ("l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of electrons"). Mental
phenomena and bra�n states are not �dent�cal per e�ther of those cr�ter�a. So some new cr�ter�on
would be requ�red to establ�sh that �dent�ty (hopefully, one that does not do v�olence to the
common understand�ng of the term).

The cla�m, then, �s that some object�ve events are �dent�cal to some subject�ve events. The fact that
there are d��erent ways of encounter�ng a th�ng does not necessar�ly mean we are encounter�ng
d��erent th�ngs. A th�ng may be encountered subject�vely as l�ved exper�ence, or object�vely as when
observed by another.

That �s perfectly true of external th�ngs. But there may be some confus�on as to what "th�ng" we
are d�scuss�ng. Yes, the red rose I observe can be the same as the red rose you descr�be to me. But
that rose �s not the "th�ng" we are seek�ng to �dent�fy w�th a bra�n state. Instead, the th�ng �n
quest�on �s the part�cular, d�st�nct�ve, phenomenal sensat�on I exper�ence when percev�ng that
rose, or anyth�ng else w�th that color. There �s no "object�ve," or th�rd-party perspect�ve on that.
S�m�larly, wh�le you can g�ve me a verbal descr�pt�on of the rose, you can't g�ve me a verbal
descr�pt�on of the d�st�nct�ve phenomenal sensat�on YOU exper�ence when behold�ng �t --- but I
w�ll assume, from your behav�or and your report, that you have one. We both have subject�ve,
d�st�nct�ve sensat�ons when perce�v�ng an object w�th that color. We can't descr�be those
sensat�ons �n any �nformat�ve, non-c�rcular terms; they are �ne�able. But because we use the same
words to refer to them we can talk about the (external) th�ngs that el�c�t those sensat�ons
(W�ttgenste�n's "beetle �n a box" d�scuss�on �s worth rev�ew�ng here).

Note that, �n v�ew�ng consc�ousness as a bra�n process, mental�ty �s not somehow el�m�nated by the
analys�s as some have argued. We are not left w�th just the object�ve phys�cal descr�pt�on of events. The
phys�cal process �s also a mental event.



Well, that begs the quest�on. What sense of "�s" �s that? The phys�cal process surely g�ves r�se to
the mental event, but to say �t "�s" the mental event requ�res some cr�ter�on for �dent�ty, as
ment�oned above.

A d���culty �s that some argument w�ll not allow analys�s �nvolv�ng anyth�ng other than the
compar�son of object�ve phys�cal events even though (as I th�nk you recogn�se) th�s may be �nadequate
to the task �n hand. In other words I am concerned that, for some, �dent�ty �s only perm�tted to be
establ�shed by observed s�m�lar propert�es from an object�ve POV, and th�s w�ll not allow, by def�n�t�on
almost, a d��erent POV (e.g. one allow�ng that subject�ve exper�ence could be �dent�cal to object�ve
exper�ence), s�mply on the grounds that the two perspect�ves are d��erent.

As I argued w�th TP, above, the d��erence between two percepts can be expla�ned as d��erent
po�nts of v�ew only �f we've already establ�shed that both percepts are of the same th�ng. So we
need to resolve the �dent�ty �ssue BEFORE we can speak of d��erent POVs. Unt�l then we're ent�tled
to assume the d��erence �s due to perce�v�ng d��erent th�ngs.

The bra�n may be modell�ng the external world, but �dent�ty theory proposes that th�s modell�ng just �s
the process�ng be�ng done by the bra�n, not some extra ep�phenomenal th�ng.

It �s ep�phenomenal �n the sense that an �nduced magnet�c f�eld �s ep�phenomenal, but not �n the
sense of a phys�cally superfluous "substance" as �mpl�ed by some ph�losoph�cal concept�ons.

An external observer us�ng a scanner to watch your bra�n work�ng cannot exper�ence what your bra�n
�s exper�enc�ng, s�nce they can only exper�ence what the�r own bra�n �s exper�enc�ng. But th�s just �s
what �t means to have d��erent perspect�ves.

Caut�on --- that �s not what �t means to have d��erent perspect�ves. It makes sense to speak of
d��erent perspect�ves only when there �s no quest�on that the d��erent percept�ons are of the same
th�ng. If we assume �n advance they are �n th�s case we're quest�on-begg�ng.

The �ns�de of your house does not look l�ke the outs�de of your house, but �t �s your house all the same
(assum�ng you have one).

Do you see what you're do�ng there? Of course the �ns�de of the house looks d��erent from the
outs�de. It w�ll look d��erent from any d��erent reference po�nt. But, by your hypothes�s, those
v�ewpo�nts are all of one th�ng. That hypothes�s �s not just�f�ed w�th respect to mental phenomena
and bra�n states; �t �s prec�sely what �s �n quest�on. Unt�l that quest�on �s answered we can't speak
(sens�bly) of d��erent perspect�ves.

If th�s works then there seems noth�ng m�ss�ng here. Some say you can’t see a thought. But by th�s v�ew
you can, though you can only d�rectly exper�ence your own. Th�s does allow that a clever external
observer may be able to decode bra�n act�v�ty, and tell what the thought or subject�ve exper�ence �s
l�kely to be, and researchers are mak�ng progress here. I have read that currently, decod�ng of
�nformat�on ga�ned by bra�n scans enables researchers to determ�ne what play�ng card someone �s
hold�ng w�th better than 90% accuracy, and �t �s thought that �n the future bra�n decod�ng w�ll be
capable of extract�ng �nformat�on an �nvest�gator m�ght want, such as the encrypt�on code to a f�le or
the comb�nat�on to a safe.

I th�nk you're r�ght on that po�nt. There �s every reason to th�nk that we w�ll be able, at some po�nt,
to correlate measurable bra�n states w�th part�cular qual�a, thoughts, knowledge, etc. I.e., we w�ll
be able, by �nduc�ng or observ�ng a part�cular pattern �n a part�cular set of neurons, to pred�ct that



the subject �s now exper�enc�ng a sensat�on of red, or the smell of c�nnamon, or �s th�nk�ng about
h�s k�d, etc. But such correlat�ons don't establ�sh an �dent�ty between the bra�n events and the
subject�ve "feel" or qual�ty of those sensat�ons, though �t could conf�rm a causal relat�onsh�p
between them --- one l�kely to be �nd�v�dual and �d�osyncrat�c: what neural pattern el�c�ts a "red"
exper�ence �n Alf�e l�kely would not do so �n Bruno. Those correlat�ons don't even address the
�dent�ty quest�on.

How do we dec�de on �dent�ty? Well, are we just�f�ed �n say�ng (�n t�me honoured trad�t�on) that the
morn�ng star �s the same as the even�ng star? Even w�thout powerful telescopes, when we exam�ne
where and when we encounter these two th�ngs �t seems we are (someth�ng recogn�sed �t seems even
�n anc�ent Sumer�a). And aga�n, we may ask whether these two th�ngs, the phys�cal and mental, are
the same th�ng. Aga�n, we answer by look�ng at how we encounter these th�ngs, and the ev�dence and
reason�ng outl�ned above seems to me to just�fy the v�ew that they probably are.

We are just�f�ed �n �dent�fy�ng the morn�ng star w�th the even�ng star because all of the propert�es
we can observe and measure of those (nom�nally two) objects are the same. They sat�sfy Le�bn�z's
cr�ter�on for �dent�ty. That �s not the case w�th qual�a and the�r correlated bra�n states; those could
not be more d��erent. Suppose we d�scover (�mprobably) that a certa�n neural act�v�ty pattern
cons�stently produces a "red" exper�ence for everyone for whom that pattern �s act�ve. Suppose
Frank Jackson's Mary's vast knoweldge of opt�cs and neurology �ncludes that �nformat�on. She has
never seen colors, and so her bra�n has never man�fested that pattern. She agrees to allow a
researcher to �nduce that pattern electron�cally �n her bra�n. W�ll she be able to pred�ct what that
exper�ence w�ll "be l�ke" for her? What d�st�nct�ve sensat�on w�ll appear to her counsc�ousness? Or
w�ll she say, "Ah! So THAT �s what red looks l�ke!" That �s what knowledge of bra�n states can't
pred�ct.

To play w�th your thought exper�ment, �t seems poss�ble that �f we are look�ng at a screen show�ng our
bra�n act�v�ty wh�le look�ng at the screen, �t may be an example whereby both the object�ve and
subject�ve can be object�vely seen to co�nc�de. Flash up a red square, a blue tr�angle, a green c�rcle or
whatever and see the changes �n bra�n act�v�ty that result. Th�s would seem to support m�nd-bra�n
�dent�ty.

No, �t doesn't. It only establ�shes m�nd-bra�n correlat�on, and perhaps causal�ty, as po�nted out
above.

I th�nk th�s d�sagreement bo�ls down to what �s the relevant cr�ter�on for declar�ng two (nom�nal)
th�ngs to be �dent�cal. I know of no others than the two I ment�oned, and m�nds and bra�ns are not
�dent�cal per e�ther of those.

Thanks for a thoughtful post!
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Wossname on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 11:03



We agree subject�ve exper�ence �s a pr�vate POV and, �n Mary’s case �t seems to me that when Mary
f�rst learns what red �s (to her, as exper�enced by her), then that learn�ng w�ll also be a change �n
her bra�n and would not happen w�thout �t. It rema�ns a pr�vate exper�ence of Mary’s. She m�ght
then map that exper�ence to language �n the same way that people would map W�ttgenste�n’s
beetle.

I th�nk you have the nub of the problem. My concern �s that the cr�ter�a for �dent�ty you prefer just
w�ll not do here. They work well, perhaps, where we compare two object�ve v�ewpo�nts. I don’t
th�nk �t can work for the subject�ve / object�ve �dent�ty of the k�nd I’m suggest�ng. If we hold to
those cr�ter�a, (and you do and welcome), I th�nk the answer always comes out that m�nd and bra�n
are separate th�ngs. If we declare those cr�ter�a �nadequate or �nappropr�ate then a resolut�on of the
k�nd I suggest may be poss�ble. You pays your money as they say. I see no further resolut�on so I
w�ll hold to my v�ewpo�nt (but your argument �s not lost on me and I repeat, I am not certa�n of
matters �n th�s area). Thank you, also, for your cons�dered reply.

2.314. by GE Morton

GE Morton » Today, 4:04 am

Suppose Frank Jackson's Mary's vast knoweldge of opt�cs and neurology �ncludes that �nformat�on. She
has never seen colors, and so her bra�n has never man�fested that pattern. She agrees to allow a
researcher to �nduce that pattern electron�cally �n her bra�n. W�ll she be able to pred�ct what that
exper�ence w�ll "be l�ke" for her? What d�st�nct�ve sensat�on w�ll appear to her counsc�ousness? Or w�ll
she say, "Ah! So THAT �s what red looks l�ke!" That �s what knowledge of bra�n states can't pred�ct.

2.314. by GE Morton

GE Morton » Today, 4:04 am

I th�nk th�s d�sagreement bo�ls down to what �s the relevant cr�ter�on for declar�ng two (nom�nal)
th�ngs to be �dent�cal. I know of no others than the two I ment�oned, and m�nds and bra�ns are not
�dent�cal per e�ther of those.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 15:56

2.313. by evolut�on

Therefore, whatever �s �n agreement and accepted as be�ng propos�t�onal knowledge, then that �s what
�s propos�t�onal knowledge, to those people.



And do you have any �dea what �s �n agreement and accepted as be�ng propos�t�onal knowledge? (By
the way, you know that I'm ask�ng you re a character�zat�on of what propos�t�onal knowledge �s,
somewhat a la a def�n�t�on, I'm not ask�ng you to "l�st some propos�t�onal knowledge," r�ght?)

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 1 7 .

~

Atla on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:35

Well there's also th�s www.sc�enceandnondual�ty.com
They are now hold�ng yearly conferences where sc�ent�sts and nondual ph�losophers etc. can meet.
I watched a few speeches and found them a b�t shallow, but that's rather unavo�dable I guess, at
least �t's a start.

2.311. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Okay, thanks--I'll check Russell out.
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Atla on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 16:45

And looks l�ke they couldn't get r�d of Deepak Chopra, wh�ch makes them look pretty bad. They
can't just ban h�m I suppose.

2.317. by Atla

Well there's also th�s www.sc�enceandnondual�ty.com
They are now hold�ng yearly conferences where sc�ent�sts and nondual ph�losophers etc. can meet. I
watched a few speeches and found them a b�t shallow, but that's rather unavo�dable I guess, at least
�t's a start.

2.311. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Okay, thanks--I'll check Russell out.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 1 9 .

~

evolut�on on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 20:12

http://www.scienceandnonduality.com/
http://www.scienceandnonduality.com/


In relat�on to who, exactly?

You surely are not st�ll under some sort of assumpt�on or �llus�on that there �s only one answer
regard�ng th�ngs of th�s nature, are you?

Yes.

Do you know that you have not answered my clar�fy�ng quest�on regard�ng propos�t�onal
knowledge yet? Or, have you forgotten th�s?

2.316. by Terrap�n Stat�on

And do you have any �dea what �s �n agreement and accepted as be�ng propos�t�onal knowledge?

2.313. by evolut�on

Therefore, whatever �s �n agreement and accepted as be�ng propos�t�onal knowledge, then that �s
what �s propos�t�onal knowledge, to those people.

2.316. by Terrap�n Stat�on

(By the way, you know that I'm ask�ng you re a character�zat�on of what propos�t�onal knowledge �s,
somewhat a la a def�n�t�on, I'm not ask�ng you to "l�st some propos�t�onal knowledge," r�ght?)
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 20:36

Just answer �n relat�on to whatever analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge you personally use--
whoever you agree w�th, let's say.

2.319. by evolut�on

In relat�on to who, exactly?
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evolut�on on >  16 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 22:57

But �f you can NOT or w�ll NOT clar�fy �n relat�on to who or what EXACTLY you pose your quest�ons
�n relat�on to, then you w�ll NOT be able to FULLY comprehend and understand my responses.

Your ASSUMPTIONS and BELIEFS w�ll NOT allow 'you' to SEE the full and whole p�cture here.

See, the more spec�f�c your quest�ons are, then the more spec�f�c my answers can and w�ll be.



By the way, you have yet to even beg�n answer�ng the clar�fy�ng quest�on I posed to you.
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GE Morton on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 02:19

Yes, she w�ll form a memory of that quale, and thus be able recogn�ze the next red th�ng she sees as
be�ng the same color as the rose.The connect�on between "m�nd states" and bra�n states �s 2-way.

I th�nk you have the nub of the problem. My concern �s that the cr�ter�a for �dent�ty you prefer just w�ll
not do here. They work well, perhaps, where we compare two object�ve v�ewpo�nts. I don’t th�nk �t can
work for the subject�ve / object�ve �dent�ty of the k�nd I’m suggest�ng. If we hold to those cr�ter�a, (and
you do and welcome), I th�nk the answer always comes out that m�nd and bra�n are separate th�ngs. If
we declare those cr�ter�a �nadequate or �nappropr�ate then a resolut�on of the k�nd I suggest may be
poss�ble.

If we w�sh to �ns�st on �dent�ty even though those cr�ter�a --- wh�ch def�ne that term --- are
�nadequate, then we must have some alternat�ve cr�ter�on �n m�nd, wh�ch we would be obl�ged to
art�culate. Surely we can't apply that term ad hoc �n a s�tuat�on where �t clearly doesn't apply when
understood w�th �ts common mean�ng, merely because we see no acceptable alternat�ves.

In one of her recent posts on th�s subject Gert�e wrote, "To me the two most obv�ous ways of
account�ng for phenomenal exper�ence �s that �t's somehow reduc�ble to fundamental mater�al
stu�, or �t's fundamental �tself."

That leads her to cons�der panpsych�sm. I th�nk the �ns�stence on m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty �s mot�vated
by the same d�lemma --- e�ther mental phenomena are reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, or we're
forced to dual�sm (of wh�ch panpsych�sm �s one o�shoot). Ident�ty seems a way to escape that
d�lemma.

We need to get "outs�de that box" and reth�nk the �ssue afresh, beg�nn�ng w�th 4 postulates:

1. Mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, though there �s a causal relat�on
between them.

2. Mental phenomena are not �dent�cal w�th phys�cal phenomena.

2.315. by Wossname

We agree subject�ve exper�ence �s a pr�vate POV and, �n Mary’s case �t seems to me that when Mary f�rst
learns what red �s (to her, as exper�enced by her), then that learn�ng w�ll also be a change �n her bra�n
and would not happen w�thout �t. It rema�ns a pr�vate exper�ence of Mary’s. She m�ght then map that
exper�ence to language �n the same way that people would map W�ttgenste�n’s beetle.



3. Dual�sm �s false, �.e., there �s no "mental" (or "sp�r�tual," "non-phys�cal,") substance, or
"stu�," of wh�ch qual�a and other mental phenomena are const�tuted.

4. Though mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to or der�vable from the laws of phys�cs, those laws
are adequate to expla�n them to the extent they are expl�cable.

Beg�n w�th those pos�ts and see where we can get from there.
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Wossname on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 10:13

2.322. by GE Morton

GE Morton » Today, 3:19 am

Yes, she w�ll form a memory of that quale, and thus be able recogn�ze the next red th�ng she sees as
be�ng the same color as the rose.The connect�on between "m�nd states" and bra�n states �s 2-way.

If we w�sh to �ns�st on �dent�ty even though those cr�ter�a --- wh�ch def�ne that term --- are
�nadequate, then we must have some alternat�ve cr�ter�on �n m�nd, wh�ch we would be obl�ged to
art�culate. Surely we can't apply that term ad hoc �n a s�tuat�on where �t clearly doesn't apply when
understood w�th �ts common mean�ng, merely because we see no acceptable alternat�ves.

In one of her recent posts on th�s subject Gert�e wrote, "To me the two most obv�ous ways of account�ng
for phenomenal exper�ence �s that �t's somehow reduc�ble to fundamental mater�al stu�, or �t's
fundamental �tself."

That leads her to cons�der panpsych�sm. I th�nk the �ns�stence on m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty �s mot�vated by
the same d�lemma --- e�ther mental phenomena are reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, or we're
forced to dual�sm (of wh�ch panpsych�sm �s one o�shoot). Ident�ty seems a way to escape that
d�lemma.

We need to get "outs�de that box" and reth�nk the �ssue afresh, beg�nn�ng w�th 4 postulates:

1. Mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, though there �s a causal relat�on
between them.

2. Mental phenomena are not �dent�cal w�th phys�cal phenomena.

3. Dual�sm �s false, �.e., there �s no "mental" (or "sp�r�tual," "non-phys�cal,") substance, or "stu�," of
wh�ch qual�a and other mental phenomena are const�tuted.

4. Though mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to or der�vable from the laws of phys�cs, those laws are
adequate to expla�n them to the extent they are expl�cable.

Beg�n w�th those pos�ts and see where we can get from there.



My concern �s that the 4 are not obv�ously compat�ble. If we accept 1 and 2, the phys�cal causes the
mental but �s not �dent�cal to �t then what �s �t you have caused? Are we not forced �nto dual�sm?
The mental seems def�ned as someth�ng d��erent to the phys�cal, so �f th�s �s not dual�sm, wh�ch I
l�ke you res�st, where are we? If we allow some phys�cal processes can also be mental ones (even �f
we don’t understand how) then we get around th�s problem though some mystery rema�ns. It does
not follow as a matter of log�c that all phys�cal processes must be mental ones. We are not forced to
accept Panpsych�sm though I am not here to der�de �t.

I th�nk the ev�dence �s cons�stent w�th �dent�ty, (depend�ng on your cr�ter�a for �dent�ty as per), and
th�s �s s�mpler, one mystery, rather than two (�.e. what �s th�s separate mental�ty as well as how �s �t
caused). I th�nk we agree that percept�on and th�nk�ng are not th�ngs that pass�vely happen to an
organ�sm, they are th�ngs an organ�sm does. What �t does �s phys�cal, and some of that phys�cal �s
also mental. Po�nt 4., that mental�ty �s not der�vable from the laws of phys�cs though these laws are
adequate to expla�n �t �s �nterest�ng but needs unpack�ng. Could we argue that a frog �s not d�rectly
der�vable from the laws of phys�cs but phys�cs can expla�n a frog �n the context of evolut�on? If so,
that �s not too d��erent from embod�ed �dent�ty theory appl�ed to mental�ty. But I may be
m�s�nterpret�ng your mean�ng. If I am then I wonder �f th�s �s not dual�st ep�phenomenal�sm of
some str�pe after all? And �f you agree that the connect�on between m�nd states and bra�n states �s
two way, we seem to be cons�der�ng �nteract�on�st dual�sm and ponder�ng how non-phys�cal
mental states can �nfluence a phys�cal system. One mystery seems better I th�nk. But I accept I do
not have the answer to �t.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 10:37

But I just d�d: Just answer �n relat�on to whatever analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge you
personally use--whoever you agree w�th, let's say.

2.321. by evolut�on

But �f you can NOT or w�ll NOT clar�fy �n relat�on to who or what EXACTLY you pose your quest�ons �n
relat�on to,
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 10:49

Mary's room, by the way, however we started talk�ng about that, �s a rather stup�d
thought exper�ment. On the v�ew that qual�a are phys�cal phenomena (wh�ch �s the v�ew I
and many others share) �t's not poss�ble for Mary to ga�n all phys�cal knowledge of color w�thout
exper�enc�ng color. "All phys�cal knowledge of x" wouldn't at all be l�m�ted to some set of



propos�t�ons, and as �f �t would make any sense �n the f�rst place to somehow speak of "all poss�ble
propos�t�ons about x." (The �dea of that �s absurd.)

Knowledge cons�sts of exper�ent�al knowledge-by-acqua�ntance and performat�ve how-to-
knowledge, too, and knowledge-by-acqua�ntance �s part�cularly pert�nent here.

At any rate, the not�on that any set of propos�t�ons captures everyth�ng about any part�cular other
phenomena, no matter how s�mple, �s absurd as well, and shows a lack of analyz�ng what
propos�t�ons are, what the�r relat�onsh�p to other th�ngs �s, and how that relat�onsh�p works.

Mary's room g�ves the �mpress�on of a r�d�culous straw man where the creator of the thought
exper�ment hasn't the sl�ghtest understand�ng of what the other s�de �s actually cla�m�ng.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 10:55

Those two are conjo�ntly �ncoherent, hence why ep�phenomenal�sm �s �ncoherent. You can't both
say that x �s not �dent�cal to y, yet x �s not somehow someth�ng d��erent than y. If x �s not �dent�cal
to y, x �s someth�ng else, someth�ng at least part�ally �ts own th�ng ("x stu�.")

2.322. by GE Morton

2. Mental phenomena are not �dent�cal w�th phys�cal phenomena.

3. Dual�sm �s false, �.e., there �s no "mental" (or "sp�r�tual," "non-phys�cal,") substance, or "stu�," of
wh�ch qual�a and other mental phenomena are const�tuted.
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Pattern-chaser on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 14:00

I just followed that l�nk, and Malwarebytes sa�d "Webs�te blocked due to reputat�on". I dec�ded not
to proceed, but posted th�s because I thought we should be aware of a poss�ble problem?

2.317. by Atla

Well there's also th�s www∙sc�enceandnondual�ty∙com
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Wossname on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 14:20

Thanks for the heads-up.

2.327. by Pattern-chaser

Pattern-chaser » 19 m�nutes ago

Atla wrote: ↑Yesterday, 5:35 pm
Well there's also th�s www∙sc�enceandnondual�ty∙com
I just followed that l�nk, and Malwarebytes sa�d "Webs�te blocked due to reputat�on". I dec�ded not to
proceed, but posted th�s because I thought we should be aware of a poss�ble problem?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 2 9 .

~

GE Morton on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 14:53

The theory st�pulates that she "knows all there �s to know about neurology and the phys�cs of
l�ght" EXCEPT what what a percept�on of color "looks l�ke." That except�on �s bu�lt �nto the
scenar�o, the po�nt of wh�ch �s to ask whether she can der�ve that �nformat�on from the other
knowledge she has.

At any rate, the not�on that any set of propos�t�ons captures everyth�ng about any part�cular other
phenomena, no matter how s�mple, �s absurd as well, and shows a lack of analyz�ng what propos�t�ons
are, what the�r relat�onsh�p to other th�ngs �s, and how that relat�onsh�p works.

There �s no cla�m that she "knows everyth�ng about" the subject matter. The cla�m �s that she
knows "all there �s to know," �.e., what �s generally known by experts �n those f�elds (except what a
color percept "looks l�ke"); that she �s herself an expert �n those f�elds.

BTW, be�ng an expert doesn't requ�re knowledge by acqua�ntance of the subject matter. E.g., a
phys�c�an doesn't have to be a cancer v�ct�m to be an expert oncolog�st.

Your compla�nt �s pett�foggery.

2.325. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Mary's room, by the way, however we started talk�ng about that, �s a rather stup�d thought exper�ment.
On the v�ew that qual�a are phys�cal phenomena (wh�ch �s the v�ew I and many others share) �t's not
poss�ble for Mary to ga�n all phys�cal knowledge of color w�thout exper�enc�ng color.
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Atla on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 15:34



Don't know what you d�d, here �t says the s�te �s clean accord�ng to 66 out of 66 eng�nes.

https://www.v�rustotal.com/gu�/url/d6fc ... /detect�on

2.327. by Pattern-chaser

I just followed that l�nk, and Malwarebytes sa�d "Webs�te blocked due to reputat�on". I dec�ded not to
proceed, but posted th�s because I thought we should be aware of a poss�ble problem?

2.317. by Atla

Well there's also th�s www∙sc�enceandnondual�ty∙com
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GE Morton on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:17

Not yet!

So the fact that we humans create a model of the world wh�ch �ncludes a model of our self w�th�n �t,
has no apparent bear�ng on how exper�ence ar�ses. Far less complex exper�enc�ng an�mals probably
don't create such a model. It doesn't look l�ke a necessary cond�t�on for mental exper�ence. And �f �t's
not, copy�ng the creat�on of that 'model maker w�th�n the model' funct�on won't make any d��erence
to whether an AI can exper�ence.

Well, sure �t has a bear�ng. I th�nk there �s pretty w�despread agreement among modern
ph�losophers (hardcore na�ve real�sts excepted) that the phenomenal world, the world we
exper�ence, �s a conceptual model of a hypothet�cal external, "noumenal" world wh�ch we can
never exper�ence d�rectly. That exper�enced world �s constructed of �mpress�ons --- sensat�ons,
concepts, feel�ngs, etc. --- that are �ntang�ble, subject�ve, and �ntr�ns�cally pr�vate, but wh�ch
somehow represent, and are el�c�ted by, states of a�a�rs �n that presumed external world ( wh�ch
�ncludes one's --- presumed --- phys�cal body). Hence a creature wh�ch can create such a model
w�ll be consc�ous, by def�n�t�on.

And I d�sagree that "less complex an�mals don't create such a model." I th�nk we should assume
that any an�mal w�th a nervous system complex enough to support one does create such a model.
Amoebae? No. Vertebrates and even some �nsects? Yes --- probably. Honeybees' bra�ns cons�st of
about 1 m�ll�on neurons --- more than enough to construct at least a rough conceptual model of
the�r env�ronment. And they exh�b�t behav�ors and capab�l�t�es that not long ago were thought to be
restr�cted to pr�mates.

2.303. by Gert�e

GE

I th�nk we gett�ng to repeat�ng ourselves/agree to d��er t�me?

https://www.virustotal.com/gui/url/d6fc133648f58a253986d774d2f782db92aff83e71b70c4b868c03321e5c47b4/detection


https://phys.org/news/2013-10-bee-bra�n ... er�or.html
https://jonl�e�md.com/blog/the-remarkable-bee-bra�n-2

Yeah could be. It leaves you w�th the problem of not know�ng �f AI �s the r�ght type of w�re.

Well, that �s the central �ssue here --- how w�ll we ever know, other than by observ�ng the
system's behav�or? Do you really want a theory that leaves that quest�on permanently open ---
that �s emp�r�cally unconf�rmable and unfals�f�able?

Maybe. But to assume the observable behav�our result�ng from b�olog�cal stu� and processes �s less
l�kely to be co�nc�dental/superf�c�al than the b�olog�cal stu� and processes �tself would be ****-
backwards �mo.

Well, that �s not what I'm suggest�ng. I th�nk that b�olog�cal stu�, of a certa�n k�nd and arranged �n
certa�n ways, w�ll produce consc�ousness. But also that non-b�olog�cal stu�, or non-natural
b�olog�cal stu� w�ll also produce consc�ousness, when arranged �n analogous ways. And aga�n, the
only means we have, or w�ll ever have (g�ven what we do know about the problem) for dec�d�ng
whether the b�ology �s cr�t�cal �s by observ�ng the system's behav�or. You seem to be hold�ng out for
some future "transcendental" �ns�ght �nto th�s �ssue. But for now, and for the foreseeable future,
behav�or �s all we have.

Pragmat�cally perhaps, but that doesn't make �t rel�able.

What would?

Look at th�s way - why do we assume other humans have exper�ences l�ke us?
- They are phys�cally almost �dent�cal, and bra�n scans show s�m�lar responses to s�m�lar st�mul�,
wh�ch match s�m�lar verbal reports to ours.
- The�r observable behav�our �s exper�entally understandable to us, �n that we can �mag�ne behav�ng
s�m�larly �n s�m�lar c�rcs.
It's all about s�m�lar�ty. That's why the hope �s that �f we create an AI su��c�ently s�m�lar to a human, �t
w�ll somehow capture the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�ence.

As po�nted out before, your f�rst s�m�lar�ty there �s �nsu��c�ent, and may be �rrelevant. The bra�n-
dead person �s also phys�cally s�m�lar to us, but not consc�ous --- a judgment we make based on
the lack of consc�ous behav�or. And we can correlate bra�n scan �nformat�on w�th perceptual
phenomena only �f �t results �n observable behav�or. That �s the only means we have of know�ng --
- �nferr�ng --- what perceptual phenomena �s occurr�ng (�n anyone other than ourselves).

Not stubbornness. Just because �t's the best we can do doesn't mean �t's rel�able. We m�ght be forced to
act as �f �t's rel�able, but we should real�se that's what we're do�ng.

St�ll hold�ng out for that transcendental �ns�ght, eh?

Should we �nstall such sw�tches on humans too, at b�rth?
Only some. I have a l�st...

:-)

Ö Ü

https://phys.org/news/2013-10-bee-brains-view-larger-superior.html
https://jonlieffmd.com/blog/the-remarkable-bee-brain-2
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Atla on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 16:40

I th�nk there �s pretty w�despread agreement among modern ph�losophers (hardcore na�ve real�sts
excepted) that the phenomenal world, the world we exper�ence, �s a conceptual model of a hypothet�cal
external, "noumenal" world wh�ch we can never exper�ence d�rectly.

Luck�ly, free th�nkers don't have to be as �nept as Kant and h�s followers.

There �s no fundamental d�v�de between the phenomenal world and the noumenal world. Mean�ng
that the phenomenal world �s a model of the external noumenal world, and also one w�th �t
(cont�nuous w�th �t), at the same t�me. The phenomenal world �s already d�rect exper�ence, �t's a b�t
of the 'absolute real�ty'.

(unless we take the even more �nept sol�ps�sm route, lead�ng nowhere)
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Faustus5 on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:18

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


2.312. by Sculptor1

I guess I was r�ght after all. Thanks for conf�rm�ng I was r�ght to be susp�c�ous of your cla�ms, s�nce you
can't or won't back them up.

To w�t:

Pe�rce was a ph�losopher, not a sc�ent�st.

Qual�a were �nvented �n a paper that was ph�losoph�cal by nature, not sc�ent�f�c (�.e., �t referenced no
stud�es, no exper�ments, conta�ned no deta�led anatom�cal cla�ms, etc.).

I am happy to be corrected, but ch�ld�sh accusat�ons of �gnorance not backed w�th any attempt at
scholarsh�p are essent�ally self-refut�ng.

2.307. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

We've known th�s for a long, long t�me and d�dn't need to be told by sc�ent�sts that th�s was the case.
It was never a sc�ent�f�c d�scovery.
{/quote]
Your �gnorance �s astound�ng

Your doubt �s only based on your �gnorance.
Are you a flat earther too?
Educate yourself and come back.

Get a l�fe
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Sculptor1 on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:32

Let's face �t . You d�d not have a clue how the concept of qual�a came about. When I �nformed you,
you got defens�ve.
Pe�rce was a sc�ent�st, and l�ke all the best most �nterest�ng sc�ent�sts, they all have an �nterest �n
the ph�losoph�cal �mpl�cat�ons of the�r sc�ent�f�c work.
Sc�ence �s after all natural ph�losophy.

Grow up.

2.333. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Pe�rce was a ph�losopher, not a sc�ent�st.

Ö Ü
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Faustus5 on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:44

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

What sc�ent�f�c contr�but�ons d�d Pe�rce make to h�s f�eld of sc�ence? What f�eld was �t?

What sc�ent�f�c stud�es, exper�ments, or anatom�cal d�scuss�ons occurred �n the paper by h�m
wh�ch ment�on qual�a for the f�rst t�me?

By the way, �t's perfectly okay for qual�a to be a non-sc�ent�f�c concept f�rst art�culated �n a
ph�losoph�cal paper. I don't know why you are so desperate to m�srepresent the h�story of th�s
term. Must be f�ll�ng some sort of we�rd need.

2.334. by Sculptor1

Let's face �t . You d�d not have a clue how the concept of qual�a came about. When I �nformed you, you
got defens�ve.
Pe�rce was a sc�ent�st, and l�ke all the best most �nterest�ng sc�ent�sts, they all have an �nterest �n the
ph�losoph�cal �mpl�cat�ons of the�r sc�ent�f�c work.
Sc�ence �s after all natural ph�losophy.

Grow up.

2.333. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Pe�rce was a ph�losopher, not a sc�ent�st.
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Sculptor1 on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 17:48

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Do your own read�ng.
L�ke I sa�d above. Educate yourself,

2.335. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

What sc�ent�f�c contr�but�ons d�d Pe�rce make to h�s f�eld of sc�ence? What f�eld was �t?

2.334. by Sculptor1

Let's face �t . You d�d not have a clue how the concept of qual�a came about. When I �nformed you,
you got defens�ve.
Pe�rce was a sc�ent�st, and l�ke all the best most �nterest�ng sc�ent�sts, they all have an �nterest �n the
ph�losoph�cal �mpl�cat�ons of the�r sc�ent�f�c work.
Sc�ence �s after all natural ph�losophy.

Grow up.
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Gert�e on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 19:02

Woss

I th�nk you have the nub of the problem. My concern �s that the cr�ter�a for �dent�ty you prefer just w�ll
not do here. They work well, perhaps, where we compare two object�ve v�ewpo�nts. I don’t th�nk �t can
work for the subject�ve / object�ve �dent�ty of the k�nd I’m suggest�ng. If we hold to those cr�ter�a, (and
you do and welcome), I th�nk the answer always comes out that m�nd and bra�n are separate th�ngs. If
we declare those cr�ter�a �nadequate or �nappropr�ate then a resolut�on of the k�nd I suggest may be
poss�ble. You pays your money as they say. I see no further resolut�on so I w�ll hold to my v�ewpo�nt
(but your argument �s not lost on me and I repeat, I am not certa�n of matters �n th�s area). Thank you,
also, for your cons�dered reply.

A Phys�cal�st Ident�ty Theory wh�ch has to �gnore phys�cs and how we understand �dent�ty has a lot
of expla�n�ng to do.

As a wholecloth ''What �f...'' hypothes�s �t's very appeal�ng, �t solves the problem at a stroke. But as
w�th many of these What If hypotheses and Isms, once you start to ask how �t works, how �t
expla�ns exper�ence rather than how �t character�ses �t, you h�t problems. Or rather the Hard
Problem.

The perspect�ve based approach notes there are d��erent perspect�ves because exper�ent�al states
ex�st. It analog�ses from objects appear�ng d��erently to an observer depend�ng on the�r phys�cal
relat�onsh�p, wh�ch we understand. But �t doesn't address the Hard Problem - how and why does
exper�ence man�fest.



An explanat�on of that should be able to tell us �f rocks exper�ence, for example. Because �t would
tell us �f th�s f�rst person 'what �t's l�ke' perspect�ve �s present �n all objects, or just some. If just
some, why just some. Or �t m�ght tell us �t's someth�ng about the relat�onal �nteract�on between
objects wh�ch somehow results �n exper�ence, or whatever. But �t's not an explanat�on, so �t doesn't
tell us anyth�ng of the how (the Hard Problem), wh�ch �s the mystery we are try�ng to answer.
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Atla on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 19:57

As for the Hard problem, you have to turn �t �ns�de out to 'resolve' �t. They always try to f�gure out
how exper�ence ar�ses from someth�ng as fundamental as phys�cal stu�. But �t's exper�ence that's
fundamental, and the �dea of phys�cal stu� occurs w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a
qual�a, an exper�ence.

Phys�cal stu� �s s�mply a cogn�t�ve overlay, a map cons�st�ng of 'th�ngs', l�ke protons and f�elds. We
use th�s map to talk about the terra�n. But the terra�n �s actually vo�d of 'th�ngs', 'th�ng'-ness �s a
feature of human th�nk�ng.

Imo phys�cal stu� �s maybe best thought of as a structural descr�pt�on of the world. But a structural
descr�pt�on of the world �s not the world �tself, that's why the Hard problem �s k�nda s�lly. Also,
that's why �t's �nsu��c�ent to s�mply say that the spat�o-temporal coord�nates are d��erent, when
try�ng to solve the Hard problem.
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Steve3007 on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 20:25

v�ewtop�c.php?p=367159#p367159
Th�s �s an �nterest�ng post but I can't qu�te get a handle on what to say about �t yet. So I'm go�ng to
mark �t here for now and hopefully return to �t.
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Wossname on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 21:02

https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367159#p367159


I don’t have an answer to the hard problem. I have never cla�med to. I hear your d�ssat�sfact�on, and
I share �t, but I am not sure your cr�t�c�sm of �dent�ty theory �s ent�rely fa�r.

Let me say at the outset that I don’t wr�te o� Panpsych�sm, but �t goes beyond what we have
ev�dence for (I th�nk) and just o�ers another mystery. I’ve not had t�me to check Atla’s l�nks yet.
(Thanks though Atla. For now I’ll run w�th and expla�n my worldv�ew, but I am not knock�ng
yours).

So - we know some phys�cal th�ngs are consc�ous. It does not seem (to me at the moment) all
phys�cal th�ngs are. Consc�ousness seems l�nked to l�fe and �t seems l�kely that l�fe may well have
evolved to be th�s way. How d�d �t manage to do �t? Dunno. But �t �s the case that consc�ousness
prov�des two perspect�ves (�ns�de/subject�ve, and outs�de/object�ve), these do ex�st and these are
fundamentally d��erent just by v�rtue of be�ng d��erent perspect�ves. So I don’t accept that phys�cs
�s �gnored. Rather �t would seem a m�stake to v�ew th�s as an unbr�dgeable gap because of phys�cs
when the phys�cs may not be the problem, the l�m�ts of the potent�al�t�es of matter are unknown,
we have barely scratched the surface �n our understand�ng of what bra�ns do, and the ev�dence �s
that �t �s poss�ble (bra�ns have mental�ty) �t’s just we don’t know how �t �s done.

I agree there’s stu� we don’t know, but that does not mean �t can’t be th�s way, �t appears �n fact
that �t �s th�s way, all theor�es run up aga�nst the hard problem, but some seem to mult�ply
problems wh�ch does not seem very helpful. So I’m runn�ng w�th �t as a preferred opt�on.
Percept�on �s what an�mals do. No-one fully understands how they do �t, but that �s not a bar to
�dent�ty theory. What organ�sms perce�ve, the methods they use and the value they attach to the
perce�ved �nformat�on seems l�nked to the�r part�cular evolut�onary n�che, and so embod�ed
�dent�ty theory seems a v�able bet. It expla�ns �mportant aspects of consc�ous exper�ence. And �n
th�s theory rocks do not have consc�ousness because there �s no need for such an evolut�onary

2.337. by Gert�e

y Gert�e » Today, 8:02 pm

A Phys�cal�st Ident�ty Theory wh�ch has to �gnore phys�cs and how we understand �dent�ty has a lot of
expla�n�ng to do.

As a wholecloth ''What �f...'' hypothes�s �t's very appeal�ng, �t solves the problem at a stroke. But as w�th
many of these What If hypotheses and Isms, once you start to ask how �t works, how �t expla�ns
exper�ence rather than how �t character�ses �t, you h�t problems. Or rather the Hard Problem.

The perspect�ve based approach notes there are d��erent perspect�ves because exper�ent�al states ex�st.
It analog�ses from objects appear�ng d��erently to an observer depend�ng on the�r phys�cal
relat�onsh�p, wh�ch we understand. But �t doesn't address the Hard Problem - how and why does
exper�ence man�fest.

An explanat�on of that should be able to tell us �f rocks exper�ence, for example. Because �t would tell us
�f th�s f�rst person 'what �t's l�ke' perspect�ve �s present �n all objects, or just some. If just some, why just
some. Or �t m�ght tell us �t's someth�ng about the relat�onal �nteract�on between objects wh�ch
somehow results �n exper�ence, or whatever. But �t's not an explanat�on, so �t doesn't tell us anyth�ng of
the how (the Hard Problem), wh�ch �s the mystery we are try�ng to answer.



development �n rocks. And there �s no ev�dence rocks do have �t (I say).

I am not d�ss�ng any other v�ews. My preferred opt�on has a problem, agreed, but �ts problems are
no b�gger than any other and I th�nk they are probably less than most. So no, the theory has not
solved the hard problem, and nor should �t cla�m to. But that does not, I would argue, �nval�date the
theory. I’ve opted for what seems to me the most l�kely explanat�on. I accept I may have �t wrong.
I’m not sure I trust any cla�ms to certa�nty here.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 21:11

The thought exper�ment says, " She spec�al�zes �n the neurophys�ology of v�s�on and acqu�res, let
us suppose, all the phys�cal �nformat�on there �s to obta�n about what goes on when we see r�pe
tomatoes, or the sky, and use terms l�ke ‘red’, ‘blue’, and so on. "

Or �n other words, "Mary has all the phys�cal �nformat�on concern�ng human color v�s�on before
her release."

(See https://www.sfu.ca/~j�llmc/JacksonfromJStore.pdf and/or
https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/qual�a-knowledge/)

If qual�a are phys�cal, wh�ch �s what my s�de �s propos�ng, then �n absence of exper�enc�ng color

2.329. by GE Morton

The theory st�pulates that she "knows all there �s to know about neurology and the phys�cs of l�ght"
EXCEPT what what a percept�on of color "looks l�ke." That except�on �s bu�lt �nto the scenar�o, the po�nt
of wh�ch �s to ask whether she can der�ve that �nformat�on from the other knowledge she has.

At any rate, the not�on that any set of propos�t�ons captures everyth�ng about any part�cular other
phenomena, no matter how s�mple, �s absurd as well, and shows a lack of analyz�ng what
propos�t�ons are, what the�r relat�onsh�p to other th�ngs �s, and how that relat�onsh�p works.

There �s no cla�m that she "knows everyth�ng about" the subject matter. The cla�m �s that she knows
"all there �s to know," �.e., what �s generally known by experts �n those f�elds (except what a color
percept "looks l�ke"); that she �s herself an expert �n those f�elds.

BTW, be�ng an expert doesn't requ�re knowledge by acqua�ntance of the subject matter. E.g., a
phys�c�an doesn't have to be a cancer v�ct�m to be an expert oncolog�st.

Your compla�nt �s pett�foggery.

2.325. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Mary's room, by the way, however we started talk�ng about that, �s a rather stup�d thought
exper�ment. On the v�ew that qual�a are phys�cal phenomena (wh�ch �s the v�ew I and many others
share) �t's not poss�ble for Mary to ga�n all phys�cal knowledge of color w�thout exper�enc�ng color.

https://www.sfu.ca/~jillmc/JacksonfromJStore.pdf
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia-knowledge/


qual�a, �t's necessar�ly not the case that one has all the phys�cal �nformat�on there �s to obta�n, or
that one has all the phys�cal �nformat�on concern�ng human color v�s�on.

The thought exper�ment �s �d�ot�c.
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Gert�e on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 21:29

Atla

As for the Hard problem, you have to turn �t �ns�de out to 'resolve' �t. They always try to f�gure out how
exper�ence ar�ses from someth�ng as fundamental as phys�cal stu�. But �t's exper�ence that's
fundamental, and the �dea of phys�cal stu� occurs w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a qual�a,
an exper�ence.

R�ght, �f exper�ence �s fundamental, how �t �s expla�ned ends there.

Phys�cal stu� �s s�mply a cogn�t�ve overlay, a map cons�st�ng of 'th�ngs', l�ke protons and f�elds. We use
th�s map to talk about the terra�n. But the terra�n �s actually vo�d of 'th�ngs', 'th�ng'-ness �s a feature of
human th�nk�ng.

Imo phys�cal stu� �s maybe best thought of as a structural descr�pt�on of the world. But a structural
descr�pt�on of the world �s not the world �tself, that's why the Hard problem �s k�nda s�lly. Also, that's
why �t's �nsu��c�ent to s�mply say that the spat�o-temporal coord�nates are d��erent, when try�ng to
solve the Hard problem.

I agree that gets us out of the Hard Problem as we talk about �t, and �s a coherent hypothes�s.

The problem I th�nk �t presents, �s that everyth�ng we cla�m to be able to know �nter-subject�vely
(wh�ch gets us out of sol�ps�sm), �s rooted �n treat�ng the phys�cal map as the terr�tory. The model
of the mater�al world (wh�ch we know �s at best flawed and l�m�ted) �s the context where we can
meet and talk and compare notes about what �t's l�ke to see a red apple and so on.

And I don't see a route to be�ng able to know �f the explanat�on that all that ex�sts �s th�s 'f�eld of
exper�ence' (as I �mag�ne �t) �s correct? Maybe IIT can d�scover the mathemat�cal d�mens�on where
�t ex�sts, or QM come up w�th someth�ng... I don't th�nk med�tat�on or self-reflect�on �s rel�able
ev�dence that only exper�ence ex�sts, because those can always (I th�nk) be correlated w�th bra�n
states - �f some eper�ent�al state def�n�t�vely can't, then that's whole new ball game.

It's the same old prob �mo - how can we know?
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Gert�e on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 21:48



2.340. by Wossname

I don’t have an answer to the hard problem. I have never cla�med to. I hear your d�ssat�sfact�on, and I
share �t, but I am not sure your cr�t�c�sm of �dent�ty theory �s ent�rely fa�r.

Let me say at the outset that I don’t wr�te o� Panpsych�sm, but �t goes beyond what we have ev�dence
for (I th�nk) and just o�ers another mystery. I’ve not had t�me to check Atla’s l�nks yet. (Thanks though
Atla. For now I’ll run w�th and expla�n my worldv�ew, but I am not knock�ng yours).

So - we know some phys�cal th�ngs are consc�ous. It does not seem (to me at the moment) all phys�cal
th�ngs are. Consc�ousness seems l�nked to l�fe and �t seems l�kely that l�fe may well have evolved to be
th�s way. How d�d �t manage to do �t? Dunno. But �t �s the case that consc�ousness prov�des two
perspect�ves (�ns�de/subject�ve, and outs�de/object�ve), these do ex�st and these are fundamentally
d��erent just by v�rtue of be�ng d��erent perspect�ves. So I don’t accept that phys�cs �s �gnored. Rather �t
would seem a m�stake to v�ew th�s as an unbr�dgeable gap because of phys�cs when the phys�cs may
not be the problem, the l�m�ts of the potent�al�t�es of matter are unknown, we have barely scratched
the surface �n our understand�ng of what bra�ns do, and the ev�dence �s that �t �s poss�ble (bra�ns have
mental�ty) �t’s just we don’t know how �t �s done.

I agree there’s stu� we don’t know, but that does not mean �t can’t be th�s way, �t appears �n fact that �t
�s th�s way, all theor�es run up aga�nst the hard problem, but some seem to mult�ply problems wh�ch
does not seem very helpful. So I’m runn�ng w�th �t as a preferred opt�on. Percept�on �s what an�mals do.
No-one fully understands how they do �t, but that �s not a bar to �dent�ty theory. What organ�sms
perce�ve, the methods they use and the value they attach to the perce�ved �nformat�on seems l�nked to
the�r part�cular evolut�onary n�che, and so embod�ed �dent�ty theory seems a v�able bet. It expla�ns
�mportant aspects of consc�ous exper�ence. And �n th�s theory rocks do not have consc�ousness because
there �s no need for such an evolut�onary development �n rocks. And there �s no ev�dence rocks do have
�t (I say).

I am not d�ss�ng any other v�ews. My preferred opt�on has a problem, agreed, but �ts problems are no

2.337. by Gert�e

y Gert�e » Today, 8:02 pm

A Phys�cal�st Ident�ty Theory wh�ch has to �gnore phys�cs and how we understand �dent�ty has a lot
of expla�n�ng to do.

As a wholecloth ''What �f...'' hypothes�s �t's very appeal�ng, �t solves the problem at a stroke. But as
w�th many of these What If hypotheses and Isms, once you start to ask how �t works, how �t expla�ns
exper�ence rather than how �t character�ses �t, you h�t problems. Or rather the Hard Problem.

The perspect�ve based approach notes there are d��erent perspect�ves because exper�ent�al states
ex�st. It analog�ses from objects appear�ng d��erently to an observer depend�ng on the�r phys�cal
relat�onsh�p, wh�ch we understand. But �t doesn't address the Hard Problem - how and why does
exper�ence man�fest.

An explanat�on of that should be able to tell us �f rocks exper�ence, for example. Because �t would tell
us �f th�s f�rst person 'what �t's l�ke' perspect�ve �s present �n all objects, or just some. If just some,
why just some. Or �t m�ght tell us �t's someth�ng about the relat�onal �nteract�on between objects
wh�ch somehow results �n exper�ence, or whatever. But �t's not an explanat�on, so �t doesn't tell us
anyth�ng of the how (the Hard Problem), wh�ch �s the mystery we are try�ng to answer.



I'm f�ne w�th all of that. My personal m�ss�on �s to challenge anybody who says they know the
answer.

What I'd query here �s how we can reasonably come to a preference for the best explanat�on?

What sort of cr�ter�a are appropr�ate, and why? That seems l�ke someth�ng ph�losophy potent�ally
can come to a consensus on (or maybe not). At the moment there's not even agreement on what
wholecloth hypothes�s we should be attempt�ng to fals�fy, �t's more ak�n to lots of �deas compet�ng
for l�kes, th�s one or that com�ng �nto and out of fash�on.

b�gger than any other and I th�nk they are probably less than most. So no, the theory has not solved the
hard problem, and nor should �t cla�m to. But that does not, I would argue, �nval�date the theory. I’ve
opted for what seems to me the most l�kely explanat�on. I accept I may have �t wrong. I’m not sure I
trust any cla�ms to certa�nty here.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 21:57

On the presumpt�on cla�m�ng someth�ng as fundamental �s su��c�ent as an explanat�on, but then
we have the problem of need�ng to expla�n everyth�ng that we d�dn't say was fundamental, and we
st�ll have the need to address what counts as an explanat�on, why �t counts as an explanat�on, etc.

2.342. by Gert�e

R�ght, �f exper�ence �s fundamental, how �t �s expla�ned ends there.
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Gert�e on >  17 Eylül 2020 Perşembe 22:14

R�ght. What �t solves �s the Hard Problem presented by mon�st mater�al�sm as descr�bed by phys�cs
(eg how can exper�ence be reduc�ble to/an emergent property/some other aspect of fundamental
mater�al stu�).
How �t expla�ns exper�ence �tself creates �ts own set of problems.

2.344. by Terrap�n Stat�on

On the presumpt�on cla�m�ng someth�ng as fundamental �s su��c�ent as an explanat�on, but then we
have the problem of need�ng to expla�n everyth�ng that we d�dn't say was fundamental, and we st�ll
have the need to address what counts as an explanat�on, why �t counts as an explanat�on, etc.

2.342. by Gert�e

R�ght, �f exper�ence �s fundamental, how �t �s expla�ned ends there.

Ö Ü
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evolut�on on >  18 Eylül 2020 Cuma 00:50

I do NOT have an analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge that I personally use.

2.324. by Terrap�n Stat�on

But I just d�d: Just answer �n relat�on to whatever analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge you personally
use--whoever you agree w�th, let's say.

2.321. by evolut�on

But �f you can NOT or w�ll NOT clar�fy �n relat�on to who or what EXACTLY you pose your quest�ons
�n relat�on to,
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GE Morton on >  18 Eylül 2020 Cuma 02:27

You m�ght expla�n how you understand the term "fundamental" (wh�ch term you also use
problemat�cally �n the quote below). You probably also don't understand what the "noumenal"
world �s (�t �s not the external, phys�cal world descr�bed by sc�ence).

The term "fundamental" �s usually meant to denote someth�ng �rreduc�ble to anyth�ng s�mpler.
But the phenomenal world �s not reduc�ble to the noumenal "world," even �n pr�nc�ple --- because
we have no knowledge whasoever of that "world" ("realm" �s a better term for the noumena;
"world" has m�slead�ng connotat�ons). Hence we can't der�ve any phenomena we m�ght exper�ence
from �t, or equate them w�th �t.

Mean�ng that the phenomenal world �s a model of the external noumenal world, and also one w�th �t
(cont�nuous w�th �t), at the same t�me.

That �s �ncoherent. If �t �s d�st�ngu�shable from �t then �t cannot be "at one w�th �t at the same
t�me." Nor can we say that �t �s "cont�nuous" w�th the noumenal realm, s�nce we don't know the
extent of that realm. And, aga�n, you seem to be confus�ng the "noumenal world" w�th the
external, phys�cal world descr�bed by sc�ence. You m�ght try read�ng Kant more carefully.

2.332. by Atla

I th�nk there �s pretty w�despread agreement among modern ph�losophers (hardcore na�ve real�sts
excepted) that the phenomenal world, the world we exper�ence, �s a conceptual model of a
hypothet�cal external, "noumenal" world wh�ch we can never exper�ence d�rectly.

Luck�ly, free th�nkers don't have to be as �nept as Kant and h�s followers.

There �s no fundamental d�v�de between the phenomenal world and the noumenal world.



The phenomenal world �s already d�rect exper�ence, �t's a b�t of the 'absolute real�ty'.

Yes, the phenomenal world �s the world we perce�ve, exper�ence. The noumeal realm �s a realm of
ex�stence we hypothes�ze to ex�st to expla�n, supply a cause for, our percepts and other exper�ences
--- no cause for them, or even for our very ex�stence, be�ng apparent w�th�n exper�ence.

Yes, exper�ence �s fundamental (as above def�ned), but �t st�ll requ�res an explanat�on --- some
cause for �t. Else we are trapped �n sol�ps�sm. But you make a sound po�nt w�th, "�dea of phys�cal
stu� occurs w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a qual�a, an exper�ence." "Phys�cal stu�" �s
�ndeed �tself a conceptual construct. So we're try�ng to use mental constructs to expla�n
themselves. Not a prom�s�ng endeavor.

BTW, I myself used the term "conceptual model" �n a m�slead�ng way �n the quote above. A
"conceptual model" �s one consc�ously, del�berately constructed by us. The world descr�bed by
sc�ence �s a conceptual model. The model I descr�bed earl�er �s not a conceptual model; �t �s created
subconsc�ously by our bra�ns, becom�ng coherent �n the f�rst few months of l�fe, and presented to
us automat�cally. It becomes the world as we know �t. Perhaps we can call �t a "cogn�t�ve model."

Also, the term "qual�a" �s used by most (though perhaps not all) to refer only to the d�st�nct�ve,
s�ngular sensat�ons el�c�ted by sensory �nputs, wh�ch allow us to d�st�ngu�sh among them (colors,
odors, flavors, sounds, etc.). Other mental phenomena, such as thoughts, knowledge, �deas,
memor�es, etc., wh�le ra�s�ng many of the same �ssues as qual�a, are not qual�a.

Phys�cal stu� �s s�mply a cogn�t�ve overlay, a map cons�st�ng of 'th�ngs', l�ke protons and f�elds. We use
th�s map to talk about the terra�n. But the terra�n �s actually vo�d of 'th�ngs', 'th�ng'-ness �s a feature of
human th�nk�ng.

Well, your "terra�n" there sounds much l�ke Kant's noumenon. But we can't say anyth�ng about
that "terra�n," not even that �t �s "devo�d of th�ngs."

Imo phys�cal stu� �s maybe best thought of as a structural descr�pt�on of the world. But a structural
descr�pt�on of the world �s not the world �tself, that's why the Hard problem �s k�nda s�lly. Also, that's
why �t's �nsu��c�ent to s�mply say that the spat�o-temporal coord�nates are d��erent, when try�ng to
solve the Hard problem.

The Hard Problem �s hard when address�ng �t sc�ent�f�cally, because sc�ent�f�c methods presuppose,
and were developed to �nvest�gate, object�ve, publ�c phenomena. But qual�a and other mental
phenomena are �ntractably pr�vate, and not access�ble to emp�r�cal methods. They are beyond the�r
reach.

2.338. by Atla

As for the Hard problem, you have to turn �t �ns�de out to 'resolve' �t. They always try to f�gure out how
exper�ence ar�ses from someth�ng as fundamental as phys�cal stu�. But �t's exper�ence that's
fundamental, and the �dea of phys�cal stu� occurs w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a qual�a,
an exper�ence.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 4 8 .

~



Faustus5 on >  18 Eylül 2020 Cuma 12:17

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I d�d, and th�s just conf�rmed all of my susp�c�ons that you were largely mak�ng th�ngs up.

Yeah, sc�ence was h�s day job. But we don't know about h�m for anyth�ng he d�d as a sc�ent�st,
because noth�ng he d�d �n that l�ne of work was ever s�gn�f�cant. We know h�m for h�s work �n other
f�elds, pr�mar�ly �n ph�losophy. Th�s �s why he �s now and always has been known as a ph�losopher.

And no, you don't get to call "qual�a" a sc�ent�f�c concept just because the guy who f�rst threw the
term around d�d sc�ence from 9 to 5 to pay rent and buy food. It was purely a creat�on of h�s work �n
ph�losophy, end of story.

I stand v�nd�cated, and thanks for the opportun�ty.

2.336. by Sculptor1

Do your own read�ng.
L�ke I sa�d above. Educate yourself,

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 4 9 .

~

GE Morton on >  18 Eylül 2020 Cuma 13:29

If qual�a are phys�cal, "as your s�de �s propos�ng," then �t �s true that Mary does not have all the
ava�lable phys�cal �nformat�on about them, s�nce she's never exper�enced the qual�a for colors. But
whether they are "phys�cal" �s what �s �n quest�on. Hence your compla�nt begs the quest�on.

And, of course, qual�a are not phys�cal �n the everyday sense of that term. Nor are they phys�cal �n
the "ph�losoph�cal" sense, not be�ng der�vable from or expl�cable v�a the laws of phys�cs.

2.341. by Terrap�n Stat�on

If qual�a are phys�cal, wh�ch �s what my s�de �s propos�ng, then �n absence of exper�enc�ng color qual�a,
�t's necessar�ly not the case that one has all the phys�cal �nformat�on there �s to obta�n, or that one has
all the phys�cal �nformat�on concern�ng human color v�s�on.
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https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


"She has all of the phys�cal �nformat�on, but the qual�a �s new �nformat�on" �s no less quest�on-
begg�ng, because �t assumes that qual�a aren't phys�cal. If we don't assume that, we can't come to
the conclus�on that the exper�ence of qual�a �s new �nformat�on desp�te the fact that she has all
phys�cal �nformat�on.

Aga�n, the thought exper�ment �s stup�d because of th�s.

And, of course, qual�a are not phys�cal �n the everyday sense of that term. Nor are they phys�cal �n the
"ph�losoph�cal" sense, not be�ng der�vable from or expl�cable v�a the laws of phys�cs.

The ph�losoph�cal sense �s not "der�vable from or expl�cable v�a the laws of phys�cs." Ph�losoph�cal
phys�cal�sm �s �n no way dependent on the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne of phys�cs.

2.349. by GE Morton

If qual�a are phys�cal, "as your s�de �s propos�ng," then �t �s true that Mary does not have all
the ava�lable phys�cal �nformat�on about them, s�nce she's never exper�enced the qual�a for
colors. But whether they are "phys�cal" �s what �s �n quest�on. Hence your compla�nt begs the
quest�on.
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It's worse than I thought. You m�ght need to go back and get some remed�al read�ng classes, f�rst

2.348. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I d�d, and th�s just conf�rmed all of my susp�c�ons that you were largely mak�ng th�ngs up.

Yeah, sc�ence was h�s day job

2.336. by Sculptor1

Do your own read�ng.
L�ke I sa�d above. Educate yourself,
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Qual�a are phys�cal. The thought exper�ment does not address that �n any sense. Nor was �t
des�gned to.
It draws a d�st�nct�on between what �s exper�enced by FLESH and blood, and what can be learned by
sc�ence.
Mary knows that red �s l�ght of x wavelength range, but she cannot know the wh�ch ball �s blue and
wh�ch ball �s red w�th her eyes unt�l someone tells her.
If noth�ng else �t demonstrates the colour �s not "out there" but �nternal.
Noth�ng can be advanced to say that the exper�ence �s no phys�cal. Everyth�ng po�nts to the fact
that �t �s.

2.350. by Terrap�n Stat�on

"She has all of the phys�cal �nformat�on, but the qual�a �s new �nformat�on" �s no less quest�on-
begg�ng, because �t assumes that qual�a aren't phys�cal. If we don't assume that, we can't come to the
conclus�on that the exper�ence of qual�a �s new �nformat�on desp�te the fact that she has all phys�cal
�nformat�on.

Aga�n, the thought exper�ment �s stup�d because of th�s.

And, of course, qual�a are not phys�cal �n the everyday sense of that term. Nor are they phys�cal �n
the "ph�losoph�cal" sense, not be�ng der�vable from or expl�cable v�a the laws of phys�cs.

The ph�losoph�cal sense �s not "der�vable from or expl�cable v�a the laws of phys�cs." Ph�losoph�cal
phys�cal�sm �s �n no way dependent on the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne of phys�cs.

2.349. by GE Morton

If qual�a are phys�cal, "as your s�de �s propos�ng," then �t �s true that Mary does not have all the
ava�lable phys�cal �nformat�on about them, s�nce she's never exper�enced the qual�a for colors. But
whether they are "phys�cal" �s what �s �n quest�on. Hence your compla�nt begs the quest�on.
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"The knowledge argument a�ms to establ�sh that consc�ous exper�ence �nvolves non-phys�cal
propert�es."
https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/qual�a-knowledge/

"The knowledge argument �s one of the ma�n challenges to phys�cal�sm, the doctr�ne that the
world �s ent�rely phys�cal."
https://�ep.utm.edu/know-arg/

"In ph�losophy of m�nd, Mary’s Room �s a thought exper�ment meant to demonstrate the non-
phys�cal nature of mental states. It �s an example meant to h�ghl�ght the knowledge argument

2.352. by Sculptor1

Qual�a are phys�cal. The thought exper�ment does not address that �n any sense. Nor was �t des�gned to.

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia-knowledge/
https://iep.utm.edu/know-arg/


aga�nst phys�cal�sm."
http://www.ph�losophy-�ndex.com/jackson/marys-room/

"What has become known as Mary’s Room �s an allegory dev�sed by Frank Jackson to represent the
Knowledge Argument aga�nst phys�cal�sm."
http://www.ph�losopher.eu/others-wr�t�n ... arys-room/

"The knowledge argument (also known as Mary's room or Mary the super-sc�ent�st) �s a
ph�losoph�cal thought exper�ment proposed by Frank Jackson �n h�s art�cle "Ep�phenomenal
Qual�a" (1982) and extended �n "What Mary D�dn't Know" (1986). The exper�ment �s �ntended to
argue aga�nst phys�cal�sm—the v�ew that the un�verse, �nclud�ng all that �s mental, �s ent�rely
phys�cal."
https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Knowledge_argument
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2.353. by Terrap�n Stat�on

"The knowledge argument a�ms to establ�sh that consc�ous exper�ence �nvolves non-phys�cal
propert�es."
https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/qual�a-knowledge/

"The knowledge argument �s one of the ma�n challenges to phys�cal�sm, the doctr�ne that the world �s
ent�rely phys�cal."
https://�ep.utm.edu/know-arg/

"In ph�losophy of m�nd, Mary’s Room �s a thought exper�ment meant to demonstrate the non-phys�cal
nature of mental states. It �s an example meant to h�ghl�ght the knowledge argument aga�nst
phys�cal�sm."
http://www.ph�losophy-�ndex.com/jackson/marys-room/

"What has become known as Mary’s Room �s an allegory dev�sed by Frank Jackson to represent the
Knowledge Argument aga�nst phys�cal�sm."
http://www.ph�losopher.eu/others-wr�t�n ... arys-room/

"The knowledge argument (also known as Mary's room or Mary the super-sc�ent�st) �s a ph�losoph�cal
thought exper�ment proposed by Frank Jackson �n h�s art�cle "Ep�phenomenal Qual�a" (1982) and
extended �n "What Mary D�dn't Know" (1986). The exper�ment �s �ntended to argue aga�nst
phys�cal�sm—the v�ew that the un�verse, �nclud�ng all that �s mental, �s ent�rely phys�cal."
https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Knowledge_argument

2.352. by Sculptor1

Qual�a are phys�cal. The thought exper�ment does not address that �n any sense. Nor was �t des�gned
to.

http://www.philosophy-index.com/jackson/marys-room/
http://www.philosopher.eu/others-writings/frank-jackson-marys-room/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Knowledge_argument
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia-knowledge/
https://iep.utm.edu/know-arg/
http://www.philosophy-index.com/jackson/marys-room/
http://www.philosopher.eu/others-writings/frank-jackson-marys-room/
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Knowledge_argument


Okay. I take back "nor was �t des�gned to".
I do not care who f�rst thought the exper�ment, nor �s �t necessary
I do not see how th�s po�nts to a non phys�cal element.
|What �t po�nts to �s the s�mple fact that �s obv�ous. Sensory exper�ence cannot be fully descr�bed by
EXTERNAL ev�dence. Th�s does not po�nt to any th�ng non-phys�cal �n any sense.
As your f�rst art�cle po�nts out.
It rests on the �dea that someone who has complete phys�cal knowledge about another consc�ous be�ng
m�ght yet lack knowledge about how �t feels to have the exper�ences of that be�ng.

Th�s �s about the der�vat�on of "knowledge" concern�ng the phys�cal exper�ence of phys�cal
phenomena.
You have to know what a burn feels l�ke, or the taste of an orange, to "know" what �t feels l�ke.
Where does the �ncorporeal enter the d�scuss�on?
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Etc.

Whether qual�a are "phys�cal" depends upon how you def�ne that word.

If "phys�cal" means "tang�ble, detectable by the senses, hav�ng a part�cular spat�o-temporal
locat�on," then qual�a are not phys�cal.

If "phys�cal" means "cons�stent w�th, analyzable v�a and pred�ctable from the laws of phys�cs,"
then qual�a are not phys�cal e�ther.

But �f you add "or produced by such systems or ent�t�es" to the second def�n�t�on, then qual�a are
phys�cal.

2.353. by Terrap�n Stat�on

"The knowledge argument a�ms to establ�sh that consc�ous exper�ence �nvolves non-phys�cal
propert�es."
https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/qual�a-knowledge/

"The knowledge argument �s one of the ma�n challenges to phys�cal�sm, the doctr�ne that the world �s
ent�rely phys�cal."
https://�ep.utm.edu/know-arg/

2.352. by Sculptor1

Qual�a are phys�cal. The thought exper�ment does not address that �n any sense. Nor was �t des�gned
to.

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/qualia-knowledge/
https://iep.utm.edu/know-arg/


Qual�a are products of, and only of (as far as we know) phys�cal systems. That g�ves us some
just�f�cat�on for cons�der�ng them "phys�cal" e�ects. We may even, at some po�nt, be able to
pred�ct, �n deta�l, just what k�nds of systems produce those e�ects. But we w�ll not be able to
pred�ct just how those e�ects w�ll be exper�enced by the consc�ous ent�ty that reports them (and,
yes, any system that exper�ences those e�ects w�ll be a "consc�ous system").

Mary w�ll not know what red "looks l�ke" to her unt�l she sees someth�ng reflect�ng those
wavelengths. She cannot pred�ct that from the laws of phys�cs, nor can anyone descr�be that to her.
But �t �s presumptuous, and �nd�cat�ve of a m�staken ontology, to suppose those facts enta�l
dual�sm.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 5 6 .

~

GE Morton on >  18 Eylül 2020 Cuma 16:00

Moreover, �f those facts don't enta�l dual�sm then there �s no need for fla�l�ng attempts to establ�sh
"�dent�ty" between mental events and bra�n states.

2.355. by GE Morton

Mary w�ll not know what red "looks l�ke" to her unt�l she sees someth�ng reflect�ng those wavelengths.
She cannot pred�ct that from the laws of phys�cs, nor can anyone descr�be that to her. But �t �s
presumptuous, and �nd�cat�ve of a m�staken ontology, to suppose those facts enta�l dual�sm.
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2.347. by GE Morton

You m�ght expla�n how you understand the term "fundamental" (wh�ch term you also use
problemat�cally �n the quote below). You probably also don't understand what the "noumenal" world
�s (�t �s not the external, phys�cal world descr�bed by sc�ence).

The term "fundamental" �s usually meant to denote someth�ng �rreduc�ble to anyth�ng s�mpler. But the
phenomenal world �s not reduc�ble to the noumenal "world," even �n pr�nc�ple --- because we have
no knowledge whasoever of that "world" ("realm" �s a better term for the noumena; "world" has
m�slead�ng connotat�ons). Hence we can't der�ve any phenomena we m�ght exper�ence from �t, or
equate them w�th �t.

Mean�ng that the phenomenal world �s a model of the external noumenal world, and also one w�th
�t (cont�nuous w�th �t), at the same t�me.

That �s �ncoherent. If �t �s d�st�ngu�shable from �t then �t cannot be "at one w�th �t at the same t�me."
Nor can we say that �t �s "cont�nuous" w�th the noumenal realm, s�nce we don't know the extent of that
realm. And, aga�n, you seem to be confus�ng the "noumenal world" w�th the external, phys�cal world
descr�bed by sc�ence. You m�ght try read�ng Kant more carefully.

The phenomenal world �s already d�rect exper�ence, �t's a b�t of the 'absolute real�ty'.

Yes, the phenomenal world �s the world we perce�ve, exper�ence. The noumeal realm �s a realm of
ex�stence we hypothes�ze to ex�st to expla�n, supply a cause for, our percepts and other exper�ences ---
no cause for them, or even for our very ex�stence, be�ng apparent w�th�n exper�ence.

Yes, exper�ence �s fundamental (as above def�ned), but �t st�ll requ�res an explanat�on --- some cause
for �t. Else we are trapped �n sol�ps�sm. But you make a sound po�nt w�th, "�dea of phys�cal stu� occurs
w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a qual�a, an exper�ence." "Phys�cal stu�" �s �ndeed �tself a
conceptual construct. So we're try�ng to use mental constructs to expla�n themselves. Not a prom�s�ng
endeavor.

BTW, I myself used the term "conceptual model" �n a m�slead�ng way �n the quote above. A "conceptual
model" �s one consc�ously, del�berately constructed by us. The world descr�bed by sc�ence �s a
conceptual model. The model I descr�bed earl�er �s not a conceptual model; �t �s created subconsc�ously
by our bra�ns, becom�ng coherent �n the f�rst few months of l�fe, and presented to us automat�cally. It
becomes the world as we know �t. Perhaps we can call �t a "cogn�t�ve model."

Also, the term "qual�a" �s used by most (though perhaps not all) to refer only to the d�st�nct�ve, s�ngular
sensat�ons el�c�ted by sensory �nputs, wh�ch allow us to d�st�ngu�sh among them (colors, odors, flavors,

2.332. by Atla

Luck�ly, free th�nkers don't have to be as �nept as Kant and h�s followers.

There �s no fundamental d�v�de between the phenomenal world and the noumenal world.

2.338. by Atla

As for the Hard problem, you have to turn �t �ns�de out to 'resolve' �t. They always try to f�gure out
how exper�ence ar�ses from someth�ng as fundamental as phys�cal stu�. But �t's exper�ence that's
fundamental, and the �dea of phys�cal stu� occurs w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a
qual�a, an exper�ence.



Read aga�n what I wrote. By 'noumenal world', I d�d mean the hypothet�cal world �nferred from the
contents of our exper�ences.

sounds, etc.). Other mental phenomena, such as thoughts, knowledge, �deas, memor�es, etc., wh�le
ra�s�ng many of the same �ssues as qual�a, are not qual�a.

Phys�cal stu� �s s�mply a cogn�t�ve overlay, a map cons�st�ng of 'th�ngs', l�ke protons and f�elds. We
use th�s map to talk about the terra�n. But the terra�n �s actually vo�d of 'th�ngs', 'th�ng'-ness �s a
feature of human th�nk�ng.

Well, your "terra�n" there sounds much l�ke Kant's noumenon. But we can't say anyth�ng about that
"terra�n," not even that �t �s "devo�d of th�ngs."

Imo phys�cal stu� �s maybe best thought of as a structural descr�pt�on of the world. But a structural
descr�pt�on of the world �s not the world �tself, that's why the Hard problem �s k�nda s�lly. Also, that's
why �t's �nsu��c�ent to s�mply say that the spat�o-temporal coord�nates are d��erent, when try�ng to
solve the Hard problem.

The Hard Problem �s hard when address�ng �t sc�ent�f�cally, because sc�ent�f�c methods presuppose, and
were developed to �nvest�gate, object�ve, publ�c phenomena. But qual�a and other mental phenomena
are �ntractably pr�vate, and not access�ble to emp�r�cal methods. They are beyond the�r reach.
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Not sure what you mean. It's �mposs�ble to get beh�nd the appearances and 'prove' any worldv�ew.
Nondual�sm �s s�mply the only ava�lable hypothet�cal worldv�ew that cons�stently expla�ns
everyth�ng, and �s also the Occam's razor's cho�ce.

2.342. by Gert�e

Atla

As for the Hard problem, you have to turn �t �ns�de out to 'resolve' �t. They always try to f�gure out
how exper�ence ar�ses from someth�ng as fundamental as phys�cal stu�. But �t's exper�ence that's
fundamental, and the �dea of phys�cal stu� occurs w�th�n �t. Our �dea of phys�cal stu� �s also a
qual�a, an exper�ence.

R�ght, �f exper�ence �s fundamental, how �t �s expla�ned ends there.

Phys�cal stu� �s s�mply a cogn�t�ve overlay, a map cons�st�ng of 'th�ngs', l�ke protons and f�elds. We
use th�s map to talk about the terra�n. But the terra�n �s actually vo�d of 'th�ngs', 'th�ng'-ness �s a
feature of human th�nk�ng.

Imo phys�cal stu� �s maybe best thought of as a structural descr�pt�on of the world. But a structural
descr�pt�on of the world �s not the world �tself, that's why the Hard problem �s k�nda s�lly. Also, that's
why �t's �nsu��c�ent to s�mply say that the spat�o-temporal coord�nates are d��erent, when try�ng to
solve the Hard problem.

I agree that gets us out of the Hard Problem as we talk about �t, and �s a coherent hypothes�s.

The problem I th�nk �t presents, �s that everyth�ng we cla�m to be able to know �nter-subject�vely
(wh�ch gets us out of sol�ps�sm), �s rooted �n treat�ng the phys�cal map as the terr�tory. The model of
the mater�al world (wh�ch we know �s at best flawed and l�m�ted) �s the context where we can meet
and talk and compare notes about what �t's l�ke to see a red apple and so on.

And I don't see a route to be�ng able to know �f the explanat�on that all that ex�sts �s th�s 'f�eld of
exper�ence' (as I �mag�ne �t) �s correct? Maybe IIT can d�scover the mathemat�cal d�mens�on where �t
ex�sts, or QM come up w�th someth�ng... I don't th�nk med�tat�on or self-reflect�on �s rel�able ev�dence
that only exper�ence ex�sts, because those can always (I th�nk) be correlated w�th bra�n states - �f some
eper�ent�al state def�n�t�vely can't, then that's whole new ball game.

It's the same old prob �mo - how can we know?
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I agree w�th you that the thought exper�ment doesn't work, but the reason some people take �t to
work �s that they agree that

(a) you could have COMPLETE phys�cal knowledge of x
yet
(b) not know what x �s l�ke �n terms of qual�a, or exper�ent�ally

Obv�ously, for those of us who are argu�ng that qual�a or exper�ence (from a subject�ve po�nt of
v�ew) �s phys�cal would say, "Hold on a m�nute--you can't have complete phys�cal knowledge of x �f
you don't know what x �s l�ke �n terms of qual�a or exper�ent�ally, because that �s phys�cal
knowledge."

The argument w�nds up be�ng a "preach�ng to the cho�r" for folks who bel�eve that
qual�a/exper�ence �sn't phys�cal.

2.354. by Sculptor1

It rests on the �dea that someone who has complete phys�cal knowledge about another consc�ous be�ng
m�ght yet lack knowledge about how �t feels to have the exper�ences of that be�ng.

Th�s �s about the der�vat�on of "knowledge" concern�ng the phys�cal exper�ence of phys�cal
phenomena.
You have to know what a burn feels l�ke, or the taste of an orange, to "know" what �t feels l�ke.
Where does the �ncorporeal enter the d�scuss�on?
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Phys�cal, on my account, as I've probably wr�tten at least 20 t�mes or so here over the years refers
to mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of mater�als. Those three
th�ngs do not seem to be separable �n real�ty, just conceptually. They all amount to propert�es, too.
Or �n other words, propert�es are just another way of talk�ng about mater�als, relat�ons and
processes.

Qual�a are not go�ng to be merely "produced" by phys�cal th�ngs, where qual�a are not �dent�cal to

2.355. by GE Morton

Whether qual�a are "phys�cal" depends upon how you def�ne that word.

If "phys�cal" means "tang�ble, detectable by the senses, hav�ng a part�cular spat�o-temporal locat�on,"
then qual�a are not phys�cal.

If "phys�cal" means "cons�stent w�th, analyzable v�a and pred�ctable from the laws of phys�cs," then
qual�a are not phys�cal e�ther.



phys�cal th�ngs.

"Phys�cal" �n ph�losophy, �s obv�ously not go�ng to amount to " analyzable v�a and pred�ctable
from the laws of phys�cs as they're presently �nstant�ated �n the sc�ence of phys�cs" because �t's not as
�f we're wonder�ng �f qual�a �s someth�ng that's covered or at all near be�ng covered �n phys�cs
textbooks. We could just look at a phys�cs textbook and check, obv�ously. L�kew�se, we're not
wonder�ng �f anatomy �s at all covered or near be�ng covered �n phys�cs textbooks, but there's no
doubt that anatomy �s phys�cal. Furthermore, one does not need to be a real�st on phys�cal laws to be a
phys�cal�st.

And "phys�cal" �s obv�ously not go�ng to refer to some colloqu�al nonsense of whether we can
"touch" someth�ng, or see �t w�th our naked eyes, etc.
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I th�nk what �s m�ssed �s that feel�ngs are �ncomplete w�thout phys�cal�ty so why would �t ever
�nvolve the �ncorporeal.
If full knowledge of exper�ence requ�res phys�cal �nteract�on then why would �t need anyth�ng else.
A bl�nd man �s never go�ng to be able to �mag�ne s�ght, and a "soul" a�nt gonna help

2.359. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I agree w�th you that the thought exper�ment doesn't work, but the reason some people take �t to work
�s that they agree that

(a) you could have COMPLETE phys�cal knowledge of x
yet
(b) not know what x �s l�ke �n terms of qual�a, or exper�ent�ally

Obv�ously, for those of us who are argu�ng that qual�a or exper�ence (from a subject�ve po�nt of v�ew) �s
phys�cal would say, "Hold on a m�nute--you can't have complete phys�cal knowledge of x �f you don't
know what x �s l�ke �n terms of qual�a or exper�ent�ally, because that �s phys�cal knowledge."

The argument w�nds up be�ng a "preach�ng to the cho�r" for folks who bel�eve that qual�a/exper�ence
�sn't phys�cal.

2.354. by Sculptor1

It rests on the �dea that someone who has complete phys�cal knowledge about another consc�ous
be�ng m�ght yet lack knowledge about how �t feels to have the exper�ences of that be�ng.

Th�s �s about the der�vat�on of "knowledge" concern�ng the phys�cal exper�ence of phys�cal
phenomena.
You have to know what a burn feels l�ke, or the taste of an orange, to "know" what �t feels l�ke.
Where does the �ncorporeal enter the d�scuss�on?

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 6 2 .

~

Gert�e on >  18 Eylül 2020 Cuma 19:20

GE

In one of her recent posts on th�s subject Gert�e wrote, "To me the two most obv�ous ways of account�ng
for phenomenal exper�ence �s that �t's somehow reduc�ble to fundamental mater�al stu�, or �t's
fundamental �tself."

That leads her to cons�der panpsych�sm. I th�nk the �ns�stence on m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty �s mot�vated by
the same d�lemma --- e�ther mental phenomena are reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, or we're
forced to dual�sm (of wh�ch panpsych�sm �s one o�shoot). Ident�ty seems a way to escape that
d�lemma.

We need to get "outs�de that box" and reth�nk the �ssue afresh, beg�nn�ng w�th 4 postulates:

1. Mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, though there �s a causal relat�on
between them.

To take the steam tra�n analogy. If you're suggest�ng here that because a tra�n produces steam, that
steam �sn't reduc�ble to what the stu� of the tra�n �s do�ng, then you're suggest�ng steam �s a
fundamentally d��erent type of stu�. L�kew�se bra�ns and mental exper�ence.

Or �f you're suggest�ng bra�ns and mental exper�ence are made of the same type of mater�al stu�,
then you face the Hard Problem.

Your hypothes�s that mental exper�ence �s generated by bra�n processes, rather than �s bra�n
processes doesn't escape th�s d�lemma as far as I can see.
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GE

I'm runn�ng out of steam on th�s.



So the fact that we humans create a model of the world wh�ch �ncludes a model of our self w�th�n �t,
has no apparent bear�ng on how exper�ence ar�ses. Far less complex exper�enc�ng an�mals probably
don't create such a model. It doesn't look l�ke a necessary cond�t�on for mental exper�ence. And �f �t's
not, copy�ng the creat�on of that 'model maker w�th�n the model' funct�on won't make any
d��erence to whether an AI can exper�ence.

Well, sure �t has a bear�ng. I th�nk there �s pretty w�despread agreement among modern ph�losophers
(hardcore na�ve real�sts excepted) that the phenomenal world, the world we exper�ence, �s a conceptual
model of a hypothet�cal external, "noumenal" world wh�ch we can never exper�ence d�rectly. That
exper�enced world �s constructed of �mpress�ons --- sensat�ons, concepts, feel�ngs, etc. --- that are
�ntang�ble, subject�ve, and �ntr�ns�cally pr�vate, but wh�ch somehow represent, and are el�c�ted by,
states of a�a�rs �n that presumed external world ( wh�ch �ncludes one's --- presumed --- phys�cal
body). Hence a creature wh�ch can create such a model w�ll be consc�ous, by def�n�t�on.

And I d�sagree that "less complex an�mals don't create such a model." I th�nk we should assume that
any an�mal w�th a nervous system complex enough to support one does create such a model. Amoebae?
No. Vertebrates and even some �nsects? Yes --- probably. Honeybees' bra�ns cons�st of about 1 m�ll�on
neurons --- more than enough to construct at least a rough conceptual model of the�r env�ronment.
And they exh�b�t behav�ors and capab�l�t�es that not long ago were thought to be restr�cted to pr�mates.

Read back, you've m�ssed my or�g�nal po�nt. I'll repeat �t. There's noth�ng spec�al about a model
wh�ch �ncludes the model maker wh�ch �s l�kely to be a necessary cond�t�on for exper�ence. There's
no reason to th�nk an AI copy�ng that model-maker-w�th�n-the-model feature w�ll help enable �t
to exper�ence.

Yeah could be. It leaves you w�th the problem of not know�ng �f AI �s the r�ght type of w�re.
Well, that �s the central �ssue here --- how w�ll we ever know, other than by observ�ng the system's
behav�or? Do you really want a theory that leaves that quest�on permanently open --- that �s
emp�r�cally unconf�rmable and unfals�f�able?

A quest�on wh�ch �sn't answered �s an open quest�on. A theory wh�ch emp�r�cally unconf�rmable
and unfals�f�able �s called a hypothes�s, �t's necessar�ly speculat�ve. It's a What If. Do you really
want to pretend �t �sn't?

Maybe. But to assume the observable behav�our result�ng from b�olog�cal stu� and processes �s less
l�kely to be co�nc�dental/superf�c�al than the b�olog�cal stu� and processes �tself would be ****-
backwards �mo.

Well, that �s not what I'm suggest�ng. I th�nk that b�olog�cal stu�, of a certa�n k�nd and arranged �n
certa�n ways, w�ll produce consc�ousness. But also that non-b�olog�cal stu�, or non-natural b�olog�cal
stu� w�ll also produce consc�ousness, when arranged �n analogous ways.

Maybe.

And aga�n, the only means we have, or w�ll ever have (g�ven what we do know about the problem) for
dec�d�ng whether the b�ology �s cr�t�cal �s by observ�ng the system's behav�or. You seem to be hold�ng
out for some future "transcendental" �ns�ght �nto th�s �ssue. But for now, and for the foreseeable future,
behav�or �s all we have.

Just don't say behav�oural tests are rel�able.



Pragmat�cally perhaps, but that doesn't make �t rel�able.
What would?

A Theory of Consc�ousness wh�ch expla�ned the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons, wh�ch we
could then test for.

Look at th�s way - why do we assume other humans have exper�ences l�ke us?
- They are phys�cally almost �dent�cal, and bra�n scans show s�m�lar responses to s�m�lar st�mul�,
wh�ch match s�m�lar verbal reports to ours.
- The�r observable behav�our �s exper�entally understandable to us, �n that we can �mag�ne
behav�ng s�m�larly �n s�m�lar c�rcs.
It's all about s�m�lar�ty. That's why the hope �s that �f we create an AI su��c�ently s�m�lar to a
human, �t w�ll somehow capture the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�ence.

As po�nted out before, your f�rst s�m�lar�ty there �s �nsu��c�ent, and may be �rrelevant.

It m�ght be �nsu��c�ent and �rrelevant, you don't know.

The bra�n-dead person �s also phys�cally s�m�lar to us, but not consc�ous --- a judgment we make
based on the lack of consc�ous behav�or.

We make that judgement because exper�ence as we embod�ed humans exper�ence �t �s obv�ously
dynam�c, chang�ng moment to moment. L�ke a steam tra�n �n mot�on, not l�ke a bee wh�ch makes
honey then goes o� aga�n about �ts bee bus�ness. The bra�n stops work�ng when we d�e, all those
b�olog�cal electrochem�cal processes cease. The po�nt �s AI don't have the same b�olog�cal
electrochem�cal processes.

And we can correlate bra�n scan �nformat�on w�th perceptual phenomena only �f �t results �n
observable behav�or. That �s the only means we have of know�ng --- �nferr�ng --- what perceptual
phenomena �s occurr�ng (�n anyone other than ourselves).

And our self reports. What scans conf�rm �s that some types of spec�f�c b�olog�cal, electro-chem�cal
act�v�ty correlate to cons�stent self-reports of spec�f�c types of exper�ence by b�olog�cal humans.
We then reasonably assume that certa�n types of b�olog�cal electrochem�cal �nteract�ons possess
the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�ence.

Not stubbornness. Just because �t's the best we can do doesn't mean �t's rel�able. We m�ght be forced
to act as �f �t's rel�able, but we should real�se that's what we're do�ng.

St�ll hold�ng out for that transcendental �ns�ght, eh?

Not my po�nt. My po�nt, wh�ch I'm repeat�ng over and over now, �s that just because observed
behav�our �s the only ava�lable way of test�ng AI, doesn't mean �t's rel�able. Because we don't
know �f the AI's substrate w�ll capture the nec and su��c�ent cond�t�ons.

Anyway, I'm done w�th just repeat�ng th�s same obv�ous po�nt.

Why �s �t so hard to just say you don't know - nobody does?
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C�rcular and un�nformat�ve. "Mater�al" �s merely a synonym for "phys�cal," "mater�al th�ng" for
"phys�cal th�ng."

As I've suggested before, you need to abandon these hokey, spur�ous def�n�t�ons of common terms
and st�ck w�th the d�ct�onary:

Phys�cal (adject�ve):

"1a: of or relat�ng to natural sc�ence
b(1): of or relat�ng to phys�cs
(2): character�zed or produced by the forces and operat�ons of phys�cs
2a: hav�ng mater�al ex�stence : percept�ble espec�ally through the senses and subject to the laws of
nature."

https://www.merr�am-webster.com/d�ct�onary/phys�cal

Qual�a are not go�ng to be merely "produced" by phys�cal th�ngs, where qual�a are not �dent�cal to
phys�cal th�ngs.

Oh? Why not? Are you suggest�ng that X cannot produce Y unless X and Y are �dent�cal? Is cotton
fabr�c �dent�cal to the text�le m�ll that produced �t? A mus�cal note �dent�cal to the flute that
produced �t? And, of course, phys�cal th�ngs produce all manner of non-phys�cal th�ngs. Humans
(phys�cal th�ngs) produce non-phys�cal �deas, laws, theor�es, rel�g�ons, moral�t�es, etc. Hurr�canes
(phys�cal th�ngs) produce worry, fear, gr�ef. The world �s full of non-phys�cal th�ngs produced by
phys�cal th�ngs.

"Phys�cal" �n ph�losophy, �s obv�ously not go�ng to amount to " analyzable v�a and pred�ctable from
the laws of phys�cs as they're presently �nstant�ated �n the sc�ence of phys�cs" . . .

Well, that depends upon whose ph�losophy you have �n m�nd.

. . . because �t's not as �f we're wonder�ng �f qual�a �s someth�ng that's covered or at all near be�ng
covered �n phys�cs textbooks.

It �s not covered �n phys�cs textbooks because phys�c�sts don't cons�der qual�a to fall w�th�n the�r
purv�ew. Ne�ther do most ph�losophers. To make qual�a "phys�cal" you e�ther need some hokey

2.360. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Phys�cal, on my account, as I've probably wr�tten at least 20 t�mes or so here over the years refers to
mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of mater�als. Those three th�ngs do
not seem to be separable �n real�ty, just conceptually. They all amount to propert�es, too. Or �n other
words, propert�es are just another way of talk�ng about mater�als, relat�ons and processes.

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/physical


def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" or to cla�m they are "�dent�cal" w�th someth�ng phys�cal, per some hokey
def�n�t�on of "�dent�cal."
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Well, we both seem to th�nk the other �s m�ss�ng, or m�sunderstand�ng, the other's po�nts and
hence not address�ng them.

M�ne �s th�s: Behav�or �s the only cr�ter�on we have, or w�ll ever have, for determ�n�ng whether a
system other than ourselves �s consc�ous. That �s because the "stu�" of consc�ousness, thoughts,
�deas, qual�a, des�res, moods, even dreams, are necessar�ly and �mpenetrably pr�vate, �naccess�ble
to any th�rd-party observer. I'll try to make that case by go�ng through the other po�nts �n your
comment:

Read back, you've m�ssed my or�g�nal po�nt. I'll repeat �t. There's noth�ng spec�al about a model wh�ch
�ncludes the model maker wh�ch �s l�kely to be a necessary cond�t�on for exper�ence. There's no reason
to th�nk an AI copy�ng that model-maker-w�th�n-the-model feature w�ll help enable �t to exper�ence.

We can have no �dea whether any part�cular property of a system �s "spec�al," �n the sense of be�ng
necessary for consc�ousness, unless we construct a system w�th a cand�date property and observe �ts
behav�or. If an AI's behav�or, over as w�de a var�ety of s�tuat�ons you w�sh to obseve, �s
�nd�st�ngu�shable from that of humans (�n relevant ways) �n s�m�lar s�tuat�ons, then that certa�nly
�s ev�dence that �t �s cons�cous, whether �t �s "copy�ng" human behav�or or not. It �s the only k�nd of
ev�dence we'll ever have.

A quest�on wh�ch �sn't answered �s an open quest�on. A theory wh�ch emp�r�cally unconf�rmable and
unfals�f�able �s called a hypothes�s, �t's necessar�ly speculat�ve. It's a What If. Do you really want to
pretend �t �sn't?

Not correct re: hypothes�s. An hypothes�s �s a cogn�t�ve propos�t�on whose truth value �s unknown,
but can be determ�ned by exper�ment ("hypothes�s test�ng"). Theor�es are not hypotheses; they are
ne�ther true nor false, but sound or unsound --- they e�ther generate testable propos�t�ons and
pred�ct�ons, or they don't. A theory wh�ch y�elds no testable propos�t�ons, �s unconf�rmable or
unfals�f�able, �s unsound; vacuous. A theory wh�ch suggests that th�ngs or systems whose behav�or
�s not �nd�cat�ve of consc�ousness may nonetheless be consc�ous �s vacuous, s�nce there �s no other
way, �n pr�nc�ple, to conf�rm/d�sconf�rm such a cla�m.

Just don't say behav�oural tests are rel�able.

2.363. by Gert�e
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They are somet�mes not rel�able �n the short run (e.g., a w�de-awake person may be fe�gn�ng sleep,
or unconsc�ousness). But they are qu�te rel�able over an extended per�od of observat�on. But
speak�ng str�ctly, we can't even assess the�r rel�ab�l�ty, because we can only assess the rel�ab�l�ty of
some chosen method by compar�ng �t w�th another method --- and we have no other method. That
makes behav�or the dec�s�ve cr�ter�on for consc�ousness.

What would?
A Theory of Consc�ousness wh�ch expla�ned the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons, wh�ch we could
then test for.

We have no means of know�ng what cond�t�ons are necessary or su��c�ent, �.e., whether that theory �s
sound, other than by �mplement�ng those cond�t�ons and observ�ng the result�ng behav�or.

The bra�n stops work�ng when we d�e, all those b�olog�cal electrochem�cal processes cease. The po�nt �s
AI don't have the same b�olog�cal electrochem�cal processes.

Yes, some funct�on�ng, phys�cal substrate �s necessary for consc�ousness (per all of the ev�dence we
have). But whether that part�cular substrate �s necessary can only be determ�ned by exper�ment�ng
w�th other substrates and observ�ng the system's behav�or. If that behav�or �s unquest�onably
a��rmat�ve for consc�ousness, then there �s no room for further doubt about whether the system �s
"really" consc�ous. "Really" has no mean�ng there; �t refers to noth�ng testable or observable.

And our self reports. What scans conf�rm �s that some types of spec�f�c b�olog�cal, electro-chem�cal
act�v�ty correlate to cons�stent self-reports of spec�f�c types of exper�ence by b�olog�cal humans. We
then reasonably assume that certa�n types of b�olog�cal electrochem�cal �nteract�ons possess the
necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for exper�ence.

Of course they do. But that �s not to say that �s the only type of system wh�ch can �mplement those
cond�t�ons. Also, keep �n m�nd that self-reports are themselves behav�ors.

Not my po�nt. My po�nt, wh�ch I'm repeat�ng over and over now, �s that just because observed
behav�our �s the only ava�lable way of test�ng AI, doesn't mean �t's rel�able. Because we don't know �f
the AI's substrate w�ll capture the nec and su��c�ent cond�t�ons.

If behav�or �s deemed an unrel�able �nd�cator of consc�ousness then we can never know whether
any system, �nclud�ng other humans, are "really" consc�ous, or what are the necessary and
su��c�ent cond�t�ons for �t (th�s �s, of course, the top�c of the volum�nous "zomb�e" l�terature).
That �s because phenomenal exper�ence �s �ntractably pr�vate, and forever �naccess�ble to th�rd
party observers.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Phys�cal, on my account, as I've probably wr�tten at least 20 t�mes or so here
over the years refers to mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of
mater�als. Those three th�ngs do not seem to be separable �n real�ty, just conceptually. They all amount
to propert�es, too. Or �n other words, propert�es are just another way of talk�ng about mater�als,
relat�ons and processes.

S�mply say�ng "phys�cal = mater�al" doesn't advance the cause of prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of
"phys�cal". It just makes �t a task of prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of "mater�al".

"Phys�cal" �n ph�losophy, �s obv�ously not go�ng to amount to " analyzable v�a and pred�ctable from
the laws of phys�cs as they're presently �nstant�ated �n the sc�ence of phys�cs" because �t's not as �f we're
wonder�ng �f qual�a �s someth�ng that's covered or at all near be�ng covered �n phys�cs textbooks. We
could just look at a phys�cs textbook and check, obv�ously. L�kew�se, we're not wonder�ng �f anatomy �s
at all covered or near be�ng covered �n phys�cs textbooks, but there's no doubt that anatomy �s phys�cal.
Furthermore, one does not need to be a real�st on phys�cal laws to be a phys�cal�st.

I don't th�nk many people would suggest that "phys�cal" means "relat�ng to phys�cs as �t currently
happens to be". As I've sa�d a few t�mes myself, I th�nk the only useful (as opposed to
empty/c�rcular) def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" �s someth�ng l�ke "the th�ngs we propose to be the
common causes of, or patterns �n, d�verse potent�al and actual sensat�ons.". S�nce phys�cs �s a
fundamentally emp�r�cal subject, I th�nk a reasonable shorthand �s therefore to say that "phys�cal"
means "the k�nds of th�ngs that phys�cs stud�es".

And "phys�cal" �s obv�ously not go�ng to refer to some colloqu�al nonsense of whether we can "touch"
someth�ng, or see �t w�th our naked eyes, etc.

Talk about whether someth�ng can potent�ally be touched or seen, �n def�n�ng "phys�cal"
�nformally, �s not a bad route to take �n my v�ew.

GE Morton wrote:C�rcular and un�nformat�ve. "Mater�al" �s merely a synonym for "phys�cal,"
"mater�al th�ng" for "phys�cal th�ng."

As I've suggested before, you need to abandon these hokey, spur�ous def�n�t�ons of common terms and
st�ck w�th the d�ct�onary:

Phys�cal (adject�ve):

"1a: of or relat�ng to natural sc�ence
b(1): of or relat�ng to phys�cs
(2): character�zed or produced by the forces and operat�ons of phys�cs
2a: hav�ng mater�al ex�stence : percept�ble espec�ally through the senses and subject to the laws of
nature."

On th�s po�nt, I agree.
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Pattern-chaser on >  19 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 11:36



That's good to hear.

My bank - would you bel�eve �t? - arranged a free subscr�pt�on for �ts customers to Malwarebytes
Prem�um, so I took them up on �t. I was stunned! A bank do�ng someth�ng useful for �ts customers!
Anyway, Malwarebytes has been around forever, and has a sound reputat�on based on performance
and use. So when �t adv�sed me to avo�d that webs�te, I d�d. It's good to hear th�s �s probably a false
pos�t�ve.

2.330. by Atla

Don't know what you d�d, here �t says the s�te �s clean accord�ng to 66 out of 66 eng�nes.

https://www.v�rustotal.com/gu�/url/d6fc ... /detect�on

2.327. by Pattern-chaser

I just followed that l�nk, and Malwarebytes sa�d "Webs�te blocked due to reputat�on". I dec�ded not
to proceed, but posted th�s because I thought we should be aware of a poss�ble problem?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 6 8 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  19 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 11:49

Can you g�ve me an example of a def�n�t�on that's not c�rcular?

2.364. by GE Morton

C�rcular and un�nformat�ve.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  19 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 11:54

I would have po�nted th�s out to General Electr�c Morton above, too, but I don't want to g�ve h�m
anyth�ng else that m�ght d�stract h�m.

2.366. by Steve3007

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Phys�cal, on my account, as I've probably wr�tten at least 20 t�mes or so here
over the years refers to mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of
mater�als. Those three th�ngs do not seem to be separable �n real�ty, just conceptually. They all
amount to propert�es, too. Or �n other words, propert�es are just another way of talk�ng about
mater�als, relat�ons and processes.

S�mply say�ng "phys�cal = mater�al"

https://www.malwarebytes.com/
https://www.virustotal.com/gui/url/d6fc133648f58a253986d774d2f782db92aff83e71b70c4b868c03321e5c47b4/detection


F�rst, I d�dn't say that phys�cal = mater�al (per�od), d�d I? I mean, you're quot�ng what I sa�d r�ght
there. It doesn't stop w�th the word "mater�al(s)."

As�de from that, �s the �dea here that we're deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what
"phys�cal" m�ght refer to, so we need to f�nd a synonymous phrase that they m�ght have a grasp of,
where we are deal�ng w�th someone who also has no grasp of what "mater�al," "relat�ons" etc.
refers to? If we're deal�ng w�th such a person, who would have to be a very odd person, maybe from
another planet or some k�nd of robot or someth�ng, then we'd need to proceed by try�ng to f�gure
out some terms that they do have a grasp on, because otherw�se we m�ght exhaust hundreds where
the person would say, "I have no �dea what that �s, e�ther." That could be endless �f they're odd
enough.

I d�dn't th�nk the �dea was supposed to be that we were supposed to bootstrap, or pretend to
bootstrap, someone who has no �dea of what any term at all m�ght refer to.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  19 Eylül 2020 Cumartes� 18:48

It's �t not someth�ng you're �nterested �n? You're not (ph�losoph�cally) cur�ous what propos�t�onal
knowledge �s?

2.346. by evolut�on

I do NOT have an analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge that I personally use.

2.324. by Terrap�n Stat�on

But I just d�d: Just answer �n relat�on to whatever analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge you
personally use--whoever you agree w�th, let's say.
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GE Morton on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 03:49



The assumpt�on that we are so forced rests on another assumpt�on, namely, that whatever ex�sts
�s, or �s const�tuted from, some sort of "substance," and therefore that �f X �s not a substance of a
g�ven type, then �t must be or be const�tuted from a substance of another type. But many more
th�ngs ex�st than can be fa�rly character�zed as substances.

The concept of substance has been around s�nce the �ncept�on of ph�losophy, a matter of central
concern s�nce the extens�ve d�scuss�ons of the subject by Ar�strotle. There �s noth�ng l�ke a
consensus on what "substance" �s, on how that term should be understood. In add�t�on to the
several analyt�cal def�n�t�ons that have been suggested, the term also has many connotat�ons,
wh�ch come to the fore �n d��erent contexts.

The Stanford Encycloped�a has an extens�ve rev�ew art�cle on the top�c:

https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/subs ... onstructed.

The author l�sts several features, or qual�t�es, that var�ous ph�losophers have taken to be
descr�pt�ve, �f not def�n�t�ve, of "substance:"

�. be�ng ontolog�cally bas�c—substances are the th�ngs from wh�ch everyth�ng else �s made or by
wh�ch �t �s metaphys�cally susta�ned;
��. be�ng, at least compared to other th�ngs, relat�vely �ndependent and durable, and, perhaps,
absolutely so;
���. be�ng the parad�gm subjects of pred�cat�on and bearers of propert�es;
�v. be�ng, at least for the more ord�nary k�nds of substance, the subjects of change;
v. be�ng typ�f�ed by those th�ngs we normally class�fy as objects, or k�nds of objects;
v�. be�ng typ�f�ed by k�nds of stu�.
v��. (Kant) those endur�ng part�culars that g�ve un�ty to our spat�o-temporal framework, and the
�nd�v�duat�on and re-�dent�f�cat�on of wh�ch enables us to locate ourselves �n that framework.

The f�rst three are probably the most w�dely shared, and closest to what the "common man"
understands by the word, espec�ally # ���. That concept�on �s embod�ed �n the usual way we speak
about th�ngs, v�a declarat�ve sentences �n wh�ch we attr�bute a pred�cate, denot�ng some property,
to a subject. The subject "th�ng" �s substance, or composed of some more fundamental substance,

2.323. by Wossname

1. Mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, though there �s a causal relat�on
between them.

2. Mental phenomena are not �dent�cal w�th phys�cal phenomena.

3. Dual�sm �s false, �.e., there �s no "mental" (or "sp�r�tual," "non-phys�cal,") substance, or "stu�," of
wh�ch qual�a and other mental phenomena are const�tuted.

4. Though mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to or der�vable from the laws of phys�cs, those laws
are adequate to expla�n them to the extent they are expl�cable.

My concern �s that the 4 are not obv�ously compat�ble. If we accept 1 and 2, the phys�cal causes the
mental but �s not �dent�cal to �t then what �s �t you have caused? Are we not forced �nto dual�sm?

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/substance/#:~:text=According%20to%20the%20generic%20sense,from%20which%20everything%20is%20constructed


and the propert�es --- un�versals --- though they ex�st, are not substances (nom�nal�sts deny the
ex�stence of un�versals altogether).

So everyth�ng cons�sts of some sort of substance, to wh�ch some sorts of propert�es attach.
D��erent sets of propert�es may apply to substances of d��erent categor�es (so that try�ng to apply
a property to substance of the wrong type for that category of propert�es �s a "category m�stake").

But th�s ent�re ontology of substances wh�ch take on propert�es �s der�ved from contemplat�on of
publ�c th�ngs, and serves us more-or-less well for that purpose. But �t has no room for ex�stents
that are ne�ther substances nor un�versals --- such as qual�a. So we try to force them �nto that
framework.

I th�nk the ev�dence �s cons�stent w�th �dent�ty, (depend�ng on your cr�ter�a for �dent�ty as per), and th�s
�s s�mpler, one mystery, rather than two (�.e. what �s th�s separate mental�ty as well as how �s �t
caused).

Yes, �t s�mpl�f�es th�ngs. Unfortunately, the two th�ngs �n quest�on are not �dent�cal per the
ord�nary cr�ter�a for declar�ng two th�ngs to be �dent�cal.

Po�nt 4., that mental�ty �s not der�vable from the laws of phys�cs though these laws are adequate to
expla�n �t �s �nterest�ng but needs unpack�ng. Could we argue that a frog �s not d�rectly der�vable from
the laws of phys�cs but phys�cs can expla�n a frog �n the context of evolut�on?

A frog �s der�vable from the laws of phys�cs, but not pred�ctable by them. Qual�a are pred�ctable by
the laws of phys�cs (per the cogn�t�ve model theory), but not der�vable from them.

No, �f qual�a are not phys�cal we are not forced �nto dual�sm. What they force us to do �s re-exam�ne
our ontolog�cal assumpt�ons.
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Atla on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 05:35



2.371. by GE Morton

The assumpt�on that we are so forced rests on another assumpt�on, namely, that whatever ex�sts �s, or
�s const�tuted from, some sort of "substance," and therefore that �f X �s not a substance of a g�ven type,
then �t must be or be const�tuted from a substance of another type. But many more th�ngs ex�st than
can be fa�rly character�zed as substances.

The concept of substance has been around s�nce the �ncept�on of ph�losophy, a matter of central
concern s�nce the extens�ve d�scuss�ons of the subject by Ar�strotle. There �s noth�ng l�ke a consensus on
what "substance" �s, on how that term should be understood. In add�t�on to the several analyt�cal
def�n�t�ons that have been suggested, the term also has many connotat�ons, wh�ch come to the fore �n
d��erent contexts.

The Stanford Encycloped�a has an extens�ve rev�ew art�cle on the top�c:

https://plato.stanford.edu/entr�es/subs ... onstructed.

The author l�sts several features, or qual�t�es, that var�ous ph�losophers have taken to be descr�pt�ve, �f
not def�n�t�ve, of "substance:"

�. be�ng ontolog�cally bas�c—substances are the th�ngs from wh�ch everyth�ng else �s made or by wh�ch
�t �s metaphys�cally susta�ned;
��. be�ng, at least compared to other th�ngs, relat�vely �ndependent and durable, and, perhaps,
absolutely so;
���. be�ng the parad�gm subjects of pred�cat�on and bearers of propert�es;
�v. be�ng, at least for the more ord�nary k�nds of substance, the subjects of change;
v. be�ng typ�f�ed by those th�ngs we normally class�fy as objects, or k�nds of objects;
v�. be�ng typ�f�ed by k�nds of stu�.
v��. (Kant) those endur�ng part�culars that g�ve un�ty to our spat�o-temporal framework, and the
�nd�v�duat�on and re-�dent�f�cat�on of wh�ch enables us to locate ourselves �n that framework.

The f�rst three are probably the most w�dely shared, and closest to what the "common man"
understands by the word, espec�ally # ���. That concept�on �s embod�ed �n the usual way we speak
about th�ngs, v�a declarat�ve sentences �n wh�ch we attr�bute a pred�cate, denot�ng some property, to a
subject. The subject "th�ng" �s substance, or composed of some more fundamental substance, and the
propert�es --- un�versals --- though they ex�st, are not substances (nom�nal�sts deny the ex�stence of
un�versals altogether).

So everyth�ng cons�sts of some sort of substance, to wh�ch some sorts of propert�es attach. D��erent sets
of propert�es may apply to substances of d��erent categor�es (so that try�ng to apply a property to
substance of the wrong type for that category of propert�es �s a "category m�stake").

But th�s ent�re ontology of substances wh�ch take on propert�es �s der�ved from contemplat�on of publ�c
th�ngs, and serves us more-or-less well for that purpose. But �t has no room for ex�stents that are
ne�ther substances nor un�versals --- such as qual�a. So we try to force them �nto that framework.

2.323. by Wossname

My concern �s that the 4 are not obv�ously compat�ble. If we accept 1 and 2, the phys�cal causes the
mental but �s not �dent�cal to �t then what �s �t you have caused? Are we not forced �nto dual�sm?

https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/substance/#:~:text=According%20to%20the%20generic%20sense,from%20which%20everything%20is%20constructed


So your 'ephemeral qual�a' can't be detected so far, and �ts causal relat�on to phys�cal stu� can't be
expla�ned e�ther. Its �dent�ty w�th phys�cal stu� �s rejected, because of semant�cs about '�dent�ty',
even though all the known correlat�ons po�nt towards the�r �dent�ty. Yet somehow, none of th�s �s
supposed to be a 'phys�cal stu� - qual�a' dual�sm e�ther, because of substance theory, wh�ch �sn't
even the �ssue here.

I th�nk the ev�dence �s cons�stent w�th �dent�ty, (depend�ng on your cr�ter�a for �dent�ty as per), and
th�s �s s�mpler, one mystery, rather than two (�.e. what �s th�s separate mental�ty as well as how �s �t
caused).

Yes, �t s�mpl�f�es th�ngs. Unfortunately, the two th�ngs �n quest�on are not �dent�cal per the ord�nary
cr�ter�a for declar�ng two th�ngs to be �dent�cal.

Po�nt 4., that mental�ty �s not der�vable from the laws of phys�cs though these laws are adequate to
expla�n �t �s �nterest�ng but needs unpack�ng. Could we argue that a frog �s not d�rectly der�vable
from the laws of phys�cs but phys�cs can expla�n a frog �n the context of evolut�on?

A frog �s der�vable from the laws of phys�cs, but not pred�ctable by them. Qual�a are pred�ctable by the
laws of phys�cs (per the cogn�t�ve model theory), but not der�vable from them.

No, �f qual�a are not phys�cal we are not forced �nto dual�sm. What they force us to do �s re-exam�ne
our ontolog�cal assumpt�ons.
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evolut�on on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 10:44

Once aga�n, you pose a statement, and aga�n about me, but add a quest�on mark at the end of your
statement.

And aga�n, ANOTHER proposed statement, w�th ANOTHER quest�on mark at the end of �t.

If I recall correctly, I have ALREADY asked you what �s 'propos�t�onal knowledge', to you? But you
do have a tendency to NOT clar�fy or NOT answer the actual quest�ons, wh�ch I pose to you.

2.370. by Terrap�n Stat�on

It's �t not someth�ng you're �nterested �n?

2.346. by evolut�on

I do NOT have an analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge that I personally use.

2.370. by Terrap�n Stat�on

You're not (ph�losoph�cally) cur�ous what propos�t�onal knowledge �s?

Ö Ü
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Wossname on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 11:02

Not sure about th�s GEM.

If we have phys�cal and non-phys�cal events we seem to have two sorts of events and that �s
dual�sm as I understand �t. And the problem has always been to marry these two th�ngs back
together once you have separated them.

The cogn�t�ve model you suggest seems to avo�d the problem of how they �nteract by suggest�ng
that they are somehow both the same th�ng and a d��erent th�ng, and I am struggl�ng to
understand you. I am �n a muddle w�th the v�ew that there �s th�s second th�ng, mental�ty, separate
from the phys�cal yet able to �nteract w�th �t, someth�ng new and d��erent (s�nce �t �s not phys�cal
but caused by phys�cal processes, and �f I have you, can also cause them), but st�ll �t should not be
cons�dered new and d��erent? It sounds qu�te close to �dent�ty theory but I clearly haven’t got �t,
and I accept �t may be my fault. I do agree that the normal cr�ter�a for �dent�ty don’t work once we
�ntroduce both a publ�c and pr�vate perspect�ve.

I th�nk of the percept�on of qual�a as a phys�cal event. We can �dent�fy phys�cal events and bra�n
process�ng assoc�ated w�th see�ng red say. You seem to be suggest�ng that the percept�on of qual�a
�s not a phys�cal event and not a non-phys�cal event e�ther? And you say I would understand th�s �f
I just re-exam�ned my ontolog�cal assumpt�ons? Ident�ty theory, the not�on that phys�cal th�ngs
can be mental th�ngs �s hard enough. It �s the Hard Problem that Gert�e r�ghtly to po�nts to and a
mystery. And �t �s what I th�nk your ontolog�cal refram�ng �s seek�ng to crack. But I am not clear
how you have cracked �t. I need help from you to make sense of th�s refram�ng, because at the

2.371. by GE Morton

GE Morton » Today, 4:49 am

But th�s ent�re ontology of substances wh�ch take on propert�es �s der�ved from contemplat�on of publ�c
th�ngs, and serves us more-or-less well for that purpose. But �t has no room for ex�stents that are
ne�ther substances nor un�versals --- such as qual�a. So we try to force them �nto that framework.
I th�nk the ev�dence �s cons�stent w�th �dent�ty, (depend�ng on your cr�ter�a for �dent�ty as per), and th�s
�s s�mpler, one mystery, rather than two (�.e. what �s th�s separate mental�ty as well as how �s �t
caused).
Yes, �t s�mpl�f�es th�ngs. Unfortunately, the two th�ngs �n quest�on are not �dent�cal per the ord�nary
cr�ter�a for declar�ng two th�ngs to be �dent�cal.
Po�nt 4., that mental�ty �s not der�vable from the laws of phys�cs though these laws are adequate to
expla�n �t �s �nterest�ng but needs unpack�ng. Could we argue that a frog �s not d�rectly der�vable from
the laws of phys�cs but phys�cs can expla�n a frog �n the context of evolut�on?
A frog �s der�vable from the laws of phys�cs, but not pred�ctable by them. Qual�a are pred�ctable by the
laws of phys�cs (per the cogn�t�ve model theory), but not der�vable from them.

No, �f qual�a are not phys�cal we are not forced �nto dual�sm. What they force us to do �s re-exam�ne
our ontolog�cal assumpt�ons.



moment I st�ll prefer to st�ck w�th a problem of perspect�ve than a problem of ontology, ma�nly
because I can’t grasp th�s refram�ng that you are propos�ng.

If �t helps, my reason�ng �s that e�ther complex phys�cal processes may be able to produce a new
th�ng that �s non-phys�cal (mental�ty) or that phys�cal processes can also be mental ones. We don’t
know how th�s �s poss�ble e�ther way, the f�rst �s dual�sm, the second �dent�ty theory, but dual�sm
faces the add�t�onal problem of gett�ng the two separate th�ngs to �nteract, so I prefer �dent�ty. (If I
understand you Atla, and I may not, so do shout Atla, your v�ew �s that consc�ousness �s pervas�ve
�n all matter and not just �n matter of su��c�ent complex organ�sat�on). You are seek�ng, I th�nk
GEM, a th�rd opt�on, someth�ng that �s ne�ther dual�sm nor �dent�ty, (we have �gnored �deal�sm
from shared prejud�ce perhaps). I am not unw�ll�ng to re-exam�ne my ontolog�cal assumpt�ons,
and I have tr�ed, but I haven’t grasped your refram�ng yet.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 11:51

As�de from the typo, �t was a quest�on. Here �t �s w�thout the typo:

Is �t not someth�ng you're �nterested �n? You're not (ph�losoph�cally) cur�ous what propos�t�onal
knowledge �s?

Can you answer those quest�ons? I'll answer yours after we're through w�th th�s part. T�t for tat.

2.373. by evolut�on

Once aga�n, you pose a statement, and aga�n about me, but add a quest�on mark at the end of your
statement.
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Gert�e on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 12:17

GE

I'm just go�ng to agree to d��er on the AI and test�ng stu� unless there's someth�ng you th�nk I
haven't addressed.

More �nterest�ng to me �s th�s -

1. Mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to phys�cal phenomena, though there �s a causal relat�on
between them.



How do you account for th�s?

If a bra�n causally produces someth�ng wh�ch �sn't reduc�ble to the bra�n, then we'd th�nk �t �s
act�ng causally on someth�ng else wh�ch �s not part of the bra�n. But I don't th�nk you're cla�m�ng
that?
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Faustus5 on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 13:40

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I th�nk GE �s adher�ng to a very str�ct def�n�t�on of what "reduct�on�sm" requ�res, g�ven h�s
favorable response to the def�n�t�on I suppl�ed a week or two ago �n th�s thread. I too deny that
mental states can be reduced to phys�cal states for the same reason, but do not th�nk of mental
states as someth�ng d��erent than bra�n states.

2.376. by Gert�e

If a bra�n causally produces someth�ng wh�ch �sn't reduc�ble to the bra�n, then we'd th�nk �t �s act�ng
causally on someth�ng else wh�ch �s not part of the bra�n. But I don't th�nk you're cla�m�ng that?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 14:23

What post was that (the def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm)? I usually don't read every post �n long threads
l�ke th�s, espec�ally not when the posts are long. (Contrary to appearances, I actually don't spend
that much t�me on the board normally--I'm usually not here much longer than �t takes to read
repl�es to me, and occas�onally b�ts of other responses, and then the couple m�nutes �t takes me to
qu�ckly respond, complete w�th lots of typos p  .)

2.377. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I th�nk GE �s adher�ng to a very str�ct def�n�t�on of what "reduct�on�sm" requ�res, g�ven h�s favorable
response to the def�n�t�on I suppl�ed a week or two ago �n th�s thread. I too deny that mental states can
be reduced to phys�cal states for the same reason, but do not th�nk of mental states as someth�ng
d��erent than bra�n states.

2.376. by Gert�e

If a bra�n causally produces someth�ng wh�ch �sn't reduc�ble to the bra�n, then we'd th�nk �t �s act�ng
causally on someth�ng else wh�ch �s not part of the bra�n. But I don't th�nk you're cla�m�ng that?

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 14:38

Huh? Of course they can be detected. Do you not exper�ence them? YOU can detect your qual�a, but
your qual�a can't be detected by th�rd part�es.

. . .and �ts causal relat�on to phys�cal stu� can't be expla�ned e�ther.

Yes, �t can be expla�ned funct�onally --- we can (probably, eventually) set forth the phys�cal
cond�t�ons wh�ch produce consc�ousness (and therefore qual�a). But the contents of consc�ousness
can't be expla�ned reduct�vely (Mary can't deduce from her vast and thorough understand�ng of
phys�cs what sensat�on she w�ll exper�ence when f�rst see�ng someth�ng red).

Its �dent�ty w�th phys�cal stu� �s rejected, because of semant�cs about '�dent�ty', even though all the
known correlat�ons po�nt towards the�r �dent�ty.

Correlat�ons between two th�ngs or phenomena don't establ�sh �dent�ty between them. Hearts and
lungs are strongly correlated --- all mammals have both --- but hearts are not �dent�cal w�th
lungs.

Yet somehow, none of th�s �s supposed to be a 'phys�cal stu� - qual�a' dual�sm e�ther, because of
substance theory, wh�ch �sn't even the �ssue here.

Well, yes, �t �s the �ssue. Dual�sm doesn't merely postulate the ex�stence of non-phys�cal th�ngs --
- there are m�ll�ons of those --- but of two d�st�nct substances. But qual�a are not substances;
ne�ther are they propert�es of substances. The ontology of substances and un�versals �s �nappl�cable
to mental phenomena and thus unable to expla�n them.

And, yes, qual�a are "phys�cal" �f we understand that term to �nclude e�ects produced by phys�cal
systems (wh�ch �s embraced by one of the d�ct�onary def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal" I gave earl�er).
Phys�cal systems can produce non-phys�cal e�ects, �n the narrow sense of "phys�cal." Those
e�ects can then be called "phys�cal" �n the broader sense.

2.372. by Atla

So your 'ephemeral qual�a' can't be detected so far . . .
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GE Morton on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 15:10



Why do you assume �t �s "act�ng on someth�ng else"? Cause-and-e�ect doesn't enta�l, or presume,
that an e�ect be an act�on on someth�ng else. E�ects are not act�ons; they are results of act�ons.
Qual�a are an e�ect produced �n the bra�n when �t rece�ves certa�n sensory s�gnals.

2.376. by Gert�e

If a bra�n causally produces someth�ng wh�ch �sn't reduc�ble to the bra�n, then we'd th�nk �t �s act�ng
causally on someth�ng else wh�ch �s not part of the bra�n. But I don't th�nk you're cla�m�ng that?
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Atla on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 15:15

That's not detect�on. Maybe there's someth�ng extra happen�ng here, maybe not.

Yes, �t can be expla�ned funct�onally --- we can (probably, eventually) set forth the phys�cal cond�t�ons
wh�ch produce consc�ousness (and therefore qual�a). But the contents of consc�ousness can't be
expla�ned reduct�vely (Mary can't deduce from her vast and thorough understand�ng of phys�cs what
sensat�on she w�ll exper�ence when f�rst see�ng someth�ng red).

So �ts casual relat�on to phys�cal stu� can't be expla�ned e�ther. Maybe �t w�ll be expla�ned one day,
maybe not.

Correlat�ons between two th�ngs or phenomena don't establ�sh �dent�ty between them. Hearts and
lungs are strongly correlated --- all mammals have both --- but hearts are not �dent�cal w�th lungs.

Correlat�on dosn't �mply �dent�ty. But hearts are lungs are two d��erent detectable th�ngs, and they
don't occur at the same spacet�me locat�on e�ther, so there's no parallel.

Well, yes, �t �s the �ssue. Dual�sm doesn't merely postulate the ex�stence of non-phys�cal th�ngs ---
there are m�ll�ons of those --- but of two d�st�nct substances. But qual�a are not substances; ne�ther
are they propert�es of substances. The ontology of substances and un�versals �s �nappl�cable to mental
phenomena and thus unable to expla�n them.

Substance dual�sm postulates two substances. Dual�sm w�thout substances �s st�ll dual�sm.

And, yes, qual�a are "phys�cal" �f we understand that term to �nclude e�ects produced by phys�cal
systems (wh�ch �s embraced by one of the d�ct�onary def�n�t�ons of "phys�cal" I gave earl�er). Phys�cal
systems can produce non-phys�cal e�ects, �n the narrow sense of "phys�cal." Those e�ects can then be
called "phys�cal" �n the broader sense.

Phys�cal systems can't produce non-phys�cal e�ects. If you th�nk you found a def�n�t�on of
'phys�cal' wh�ch perm�ts th�s, then e�ther you m�sunderstood, or that def�n�t�on �s wrong, unusable
�n any ser�ous d�scuss�on.

2.379. by GE Morton

Huh? Of course they can be detected. Do you not exper�ence them? YOU can detect your qual�a, but your
qual�a can't be detected by th�rd part�es.



What do you hope to get out of th�s desperate ep�cycl�ng, I wonder?
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Faustus5 on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 20:07

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

It was back on the 8th, mean�ng �t �s anc�ent h�story by th�s po�nt. What I wrote was:

Reduct�on�sm �s the attempt to reconc�le and l�nk two separate vocabular�es or language-games wh�ch
address some phenomenon �n the natural world. In sound-b�te form, reduct�on requ�res that you be able
to transform one vocabulary �nto the other e�ther through some sort of log�cal deduct�on or through
systemat�c appl�cat�on of sc�ent�f�c <br�dge= laws.

If you cannot do th�s, then wh�le you can certa�nly cla�m (�f the ev�dence supports �t) that one vocabulary
�s talk�ng about the same th�ng as the other but at a d��erent level of analys�s, you cannot cla�m that one
reduces to the other. The two vocabular�es have a sort of autonomy from one another.

2.378. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What post was that (the def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm)? I usually don't read every post �n long threads l�ke
th�s, espec�ally not when the posts are long. (Contrary to appearances, I actually don't spend that much
t�me on the board normally--I'm usually not here much longer than �t takes to read repl�es to me, and
occas�onally b�ts of other responses, and then the couple m�nutes �t takes me to qu�ckly respond,
complete w�th lots of typos p  .)
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 20:46
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Ah, thanks. You m�ght know that �t's a pet peeve of m�ne to parse anyth�ng as be�ng about or
h�ng�ng on l�ngu�st�c convent�ons as�de from l�terally do�ng l�ngu�st�cs, ph�lology, etc.

And �t seems to me as �f �t should be obv�ous that no one �s say�ng that present, convent�onal talk
about bra�ns �s �n any way "transformable" to present, convent�onal talk about mental
phenomena--so �f we parse "reduct�on�sm" that way, then no one �s actually suggest�ng
m�nd/bra�n reduct�on�sm. (Just l�ke �f we parse "phys�cal�sm" as be�ng about phys�cs per se, �t
should be obv�ous that no one �s say�ng that phys�cs textbooks, research programs, etc. address
mental phenomena--just l�ke they don't address anatomy, or o�l pa�nt�ng convent�ons, or baseball
f�eld ma�ntenance, etc. I mean, all we need to do �n that case �s crack any arb�trary phys�cs textbook
and check �f there are chapters on anatomy, o�l pa�nt�ng, baseball f�eld ma�ntenance, etc.)

2.382. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

It was back on the 8th, mean�ng �t �s anc�ent h�story by th�s po�nt. What I wrote was:

Reduct�on�sm �s the attempt to reconc�le and l�nk two separate vocabular�es or language-games wh�ch
address some phenomenon �n the natural world. In sound-b�te form, reduct�on requ�res that you be
able to transform one vocabulary �nto the other e�ther through some sort of log�cal deduct�on or
through systemat�c appl�cat�on of sc�ent�f�c <br�dge= laws.

If you cannot do th�s, then wh�le you can certa�nly cla�m (�f the ev�dence supports �t) that one
vocabulary �s talk�ng about the same th�ng as the other but at a d��erent level of analys�s, you cannot
cla�m that one reduces to the other. The two vocabular�es have a sort of autonomy from one another.

2.378. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What post was that (the def�n�t�on of reduct�on�sm)? I usually don't read every post �n long threads
l�ke th�s, espec�ally not when the posts are long. (Contrary to appearances, I actually don't spend
that much t�me on the board normally--I'm usually not here much longer than �t takes to read
repl�es to me, and occas�onally b�ts of other responses, and then the couple m�nutes �t takes me to
qu�ckly respond, complete w�th lots of typos p  .)
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 21:16

Th�nk�ng that l�ngu�st�c convent�ons are go�ng to tell us anyth�ng �mportant about the
m�nd/body relat�onsh�p �s l�ke th�nk�ng that cloth�ng/fash�on convent�ons w�ll tell you
someth�ng �mportant about the geology/flora relat�onsh�p.
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Faustus5 on >  20 Eylül 2020 Pazar 21:32



Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

"Heat �s molecular mot�on" = one of the class�c (and rare) examples of actual, workable
reduct�on�sm.

2.384. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Th�nk�ng that l�ngu�st�c convent�ons are go�ng to tell us anyth�ng �mportant about the m�nd/body
relat�onsh�p �s l�ke th�nk�ng that cloth�ng/fash�on convent�ons w�ll tell you someth�ng �mportant about
the geology/flora relat�onsh�p.
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GE Morton on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 02:19

Well, �f the mere ex�stence of non-phys�cal phenomena �mpl�es dual�sm, then we are all,
unavo�dably, dual�sts. The world �s r�fe w�th such phenomena. I th�nk "dual�sm" �s generally taken
to mean that there are two "bas�c substances" from wh�ch all th�ngs are composed and to wh�ch
they can be reduced.

We have to g�ve up the �dea that mental phenomena are, or requ�re, some sort of alternat�ve
substance and just understand them as e�ects generated by certa�n phys�cal systems. Indeed, �t
wouldn't hurt to g�ve up the concept of "substances," as conce�ved �n ontolog�cal theor�es, ent�rely.
There �s no need to try to reduce all ex�stents to some sort of "bas�c stu�;" all such attempts lead to
puzzles, dead-ends, or absurd�t�es. ("Substance" has perfectly good uses �n common speech).

The cogn�t�ve model you suggest seems to avo�d the problem of how they �nteract by suggest�ng that
they are somehow both the same th�ng and a d��erent th�ng, and I am struggl�ng to understand you.

Oh, I'm sure I never sa�d they were the same th�ng, and hope I d�dn't suggest �t. They are as
d��erent as any two th�ngs could be.

I am �n a muddle w�th the v�ew that there �s th�s second th�ng, mental�ty, separate from the phys�cal
yet able to �nteract w�th �t, someth�ng new and d��erent (s�nce �t �s not phys�cal but caused by phys�cal
processes, and �f I have you, can also cause them), but st�ll �t should not be cons�dered new and
d��erent?

Mental phenomena are (obv�ously) d��erent from phys�cal phenomena, such as bra�n processes,
s�nce they are eas�ly d�st�ngu�shable from them. But they are not separate from them; they are
e�ects of those processes, and would not ex�st but for those processes (wh�ch �s the rat�onale for
cons�der�ng them phys�cal processes �n that broader sense). And yes, they can cause phys�cal

2.374. by Wossname

If we have phys�cal and non-phys�cal events we seem to have two sorts of events and that �s dual�sm as
I understand �t. And the problem has always been to marry these two th�ngs back together once you
have separated them.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


e�ects as well as be caused by them --- a neural s�gnal can generate the quale denot�ng the
presence of ammon�a �n the a�r; an �ntent�on or des�re to type th�s response can cause my f�ngers to
move. That quale �s what �nforms me of the presence of ammon�a, not any knowledge of bra�n
processes. Is some bra�n process �nvolved �n generat�ng that quale? Of course, as there �s w�th the
format�on of that des�re to type. But I'm not aware of those processes when I start typ�ng; I'm only
aware of the des�re to do so.

I don't th�nk there �s anyth�ng controvers�al about any of the above. The controvers�es beg�n when
we beg�n th�nk�ng that mental phenomena must e�ther be reduc�ble to phys�cal processes, or
const�tute some alternat�ve, non-phys�cal "substance." But they are e�ects of a phys�cal process,
not any sort of "substance." They are ne�ther �dent�cal w�th the mechan�sms or processes that
produce them, or reduc�ble to them.

The e�ects of a process are rarely �dent�cal w�th the mechan�sm or process that produced �t. An
example I've ment�oned before --- the EM f�eld surround�ng an operat�ng electr�c motor �s not
�dent�cal w�th the motor --- but �t �s reduc�ble to the operat�on of that motor. The m�nd/bra�n
�dent�ty theory �s a desperat�on ploy, a straw to grasp to escape the �rreduc�b�l�ty problem. What we
should be �nvest�gat�ng �nstead are the reasons why mental phenomena are not reduc�ble to
phys�cal phenomena, even though they are clearly e�ects of those phenomena.

I th�nk of the percept�on of qual�a as a phys�cal event. We can �dent�fy phys�cal events and bra�n
process�ng assoc�ated w�th see�ng red say. You seem to be suggest�ng that the percept�on of qual�a �s
not a phys�cal event and not a non-phys�cal event e�ther?

Yes. Because there �s a narrow sense of "phys�cal," and a broader sense. Mental phenomena are not
phys�cal �n the narrow sense, but can be cons�dered phys�cal �n the broader sense (whatever �s
produced by a phys�cal system �s �tself "phys�cal").

And you say I would understand th�s �f I just re-exam�ned my ontolog�cal assumpt�ons? Ident�ty
theory, the not�on that phys�cal th�ngs can be mental th�ngs �s hard enough. It �s the Hard Problem that
Gert�e r�ghtly to po�nts to and a mystery. And �t �s what I th�nk your ontolog�cal refram�ng �s seek�ng to
crack. But I am not clear how you have cracked �t.

We w�ll never crack �t, �f crack�ng �t �mpl�es Mary w�ll be able to pred�ct the sensat�on she w�ll
exper�ence when f�rst see�ng someth�ng red. What we can pred�ct �s that she w�ll have one. We can't
tell her just what the sensat�on w�ll "look l�ke" to her, and she can't deduce that from what she
knows of phys�cs. We can't character�ze �t because �t w�ll be pr�vate to her, just as ours are pr�vate
to us. There �s no way to compare notes. There �s no way for sc�ence to pred�ct or expla�n the deta�ls
of phenomena not open to publ�c �nspect�on and analys�s.
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Steve3007 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 05:58

(To GE Morton, but I'll ch�p �n)



Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Can you g�ve me an example of a def�n�t�on that's not c�rcular?

Anyth�ng that �nvolves po�nt�ng at �nstances of a type of object, or do�ng someth�ng equ�valent, and
say�ng "That's what I'm talk�ng about.". That's the way that words are def�ned �n terms of
someth�ng other than other words. They're def�ned �n terms of the common features among sets of
d��erent sensat�ons.

(These parts were to me)

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:F�rst, I d�dn't say that phys�cal = mater�al (per�od), d�d I? I mean, you're
quot�ng what I sa�d r�ght there. It doesn't stop w�th the word "mater�al(s)."

:roll: . No. You sa�d:

"Phys�cal ... refers to mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of
mater�als."

I thought �t reasonable, for the sake of brev�ty, to summar�ze that as:

"Phys�cal = mater�al",

espec�ally as I'd quoted the or�g�nal for reference and espec�ally as we've already d�scussed th�s �n
other top�cs. I know you tend not to read the end of long posts so �t's best to keep �t short. Now I'm
hav�ng to make �t long to expla�n why I kept �t short. Also for the sake of brev�ty I cut out "...on my
account, as I've probably wr�tten at least 20 t�mes or so here over the years...". I hope you don't
th�nk that m�srepresents what you've sa�d too.

As�de from that, �s the �dea here that we're deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what
"phys�cal" m�ght refer to, so we need to f�nd a synonymous phrase that they m�ght have a grasp of,
where we are deal�ng w�th someone who also has no grasp of what "mater�al," "relat�ons" etc. refers
to?

OK. So our assumpt�on �s that the person we're talk�ng to already knows what "mater�al" and
"relat�ons of mater�als" refers to but doesn't yet know what we mean by "phys�cal", so we're
tell�ng them. How do they know? By hav�ng l�ved �n the world and gathered, and processed, lots of
sensual exper�ences, yes? So �n def�n�ng "phys�cal" as:

"Mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of mater�als."

We're essent�ally do�ng what I descr�bed at the top of th�s post. We're def�n�ng �t �n terms of th�ngs
that have been sensed. Agree so far?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 8 8 .

~

Gert�e on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 09:36



So you cla�m phys�cal bra�n cells causally �nteract�ng create a separate th�ng called exper�ence,
wh�ch �s not reduc�ble to bra�n act�v�ty.

Why �sn't �t reduc�ble?

How do you expla�n how that can be?

How do you know?

2.380. by GE Morton

Why do you assume �t �s "act�ng on someth�ng else"? Cause-and-e�ect doesn't enta�l, or presume, that
an e�ect be an act�on on someth�ng else. E�ects are not act�ons; they are results of act�ons. Qual�a are
an e�ect produced �n the bra�n when �t rece�ves certa�n sensory s�gnals.

2.376. by Gert�e

If a bra�n causally produces someth�ng wh�ch �sn't reduc�ble to the bra�n, then we'd th�nk �t �s act�ng
causally on someth�ng else wh�ch �s not part of the bra�n. But I don't th�nk you're cla�m�ng that?
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Gert�e on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 09:42

You're a funct�onal�st tho r�ght?

To me that doesn't get to gr�ps w�th the problem.

2.377. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I th�nk GE �s adher�ng to a very str�ct def�n�t�on of what "reduct�on�sm" requ�res, g�ven h�s favorable
response to the def�n�t�on I suppl�ed a week or two ago �n th�s thread. I too deny that mental states can
be reduced to phys�cal states for the same reason, but do not th�nk of mental states as someth�ng
d��erent than bra�n states.

2.376. by Gert�e

If a bra�n causally produces someth�ng wh�ch �sn't reduc�ble to the bra�n, then we'd th�nk �t �s act�ng
causally on someth�ng else wh�ch �s not part of the bra�n. But I don't th�nk you're cla�m�ng that?
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Wossname on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 10:31



I th�nk I am gett�ng a better handle on your argument, but I am not sure.

Is th�s r�ght? We are agreed that explanat�ons are phys�cal. We are agreed that consc�ousness �s
assoc�ated w�th bra�n processes. We are agreed you do not need to be d�rectly aware of your own
bra�n act�v�ty to be consc�ous, (we are consc�ous of other th�ngs, not our bra�n act�v�ty). We agree
the Hard Problem rema�ns unsolved.

As to d��erences: I am suggest�ng those processes (or some of them) are mental�ty. So the bra�n
act�v�ty assoc�ated w�th see�ng red �s, �n fact, see�ng red. You are suggest�ng, �f I have you, that the
bra�n process generates a further phys�cal th�ng, analogous to an EM f�eld and th�s �s what �s see�ng
red or where we should look to expla�n see�ng red. I am not sure �f I have that qu�te r�ght, and �f not
let me know how you would descr�be �t.

If mental�ty �s another phys�cal th�ng, generated by but separate from bra�n process�ng, are you
hopeful that �n t�me we w�ll be able to detect th�s phys�cal th�ng (�n the way we can, for example,
detect an EM f�eld)? If I have �t, I am say�ng there �s no further phys�cal th�ng to look for, but you
are say�ng there �s, we just do not currently know, perhaps, how to look for �t? Of course bra�ns do
generate EM f�elds, and are you say�ng th�s �s where the awareness �s perhaps? Consc�ousness has
been moved from the neurons to the EM f�eld generated by the neurons? There are EM f�eld
theor�es of consc�ousness. I th�nk they are controvers�al st�ll, but I do not d�scount them s�nce I lack
the understand�ng to properly evaluate them. The problem of d��erent perspect�ves rema�ns a
problem for establ�sh�ng �dent�ty as d�scussed. But I am wonder�ng �f you th�nk EM f�eld theor�es
may prov�de us w�th a potent�al avenue for agreement, a way perhaps to eventually resolve our
debate depend�ng on the f�nd�ngs of future research?

2.386. by GE Morton

GE Morton » Today, 3:19 am

The e�ects of a process are rarely �dent�cal w�th the mechan�sm or process that produced �t. An
example I've ment�oned before --- the EM f�eld surround�ng an operat�ng electr�c motor �s not
�dent�cal w�th the motor --- but �t �s reduc�ble to the operat�on of that motor.
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Faustus5 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 13:05

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Of sorts, yes.

2.389. by Gert�e

You're a funct�onal�st tho r�ght?

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Reduct�on�sm from mental states to nervous system states fa�ls because there are no sc�ent�f�c
br�dge laws that can take us from "Mary bel�eves �t �s ra�n�ng outs�de" to a spec�f�c descr�pt�on of
"the" bra�n state that would phys�cally �nstant�ate th�s state. There never could be, e�ther. The
number of phys�cal states that could successfully �nstant�ate th�s mental state are v�rtually �nf�n�te,
�n part because whether she �s �n that state depends on soc�al norms.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 13:30

??? Are you talk�ng about ostens�ve def�n�t�ons?

2.387. by Steve3007

(To GE Morton, but I'll ch�p �n)

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Can you g�ve me an example of a def�n�t�on that's not c�rcular?
Anyth�ng that �nvolves po�nt�ng at �nstances of a type of object, or do�ng someth�ng equ�valent, and
say�ng "That's what I'm talk�ng about.". That's the way that words are def�ned �n terms of someth�ng
other than other words. They're def�ned �n terms of the common features among sets of d��erent
sensat�ons.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 3 .

~

Steve3007 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 13:34

.Yes.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 4 .

~

Steve3007 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 14:02

Faustus5 wrote:"Heat �s molecular mot�on" = one of the class�c (and rare) examples of actual, workable
reduct�on�sm.

I don't see why you p�ck that as a part�cular example of reduct�on�sm. And I th�nk you're a b�t hard
on poor old reduct�on�sm. I th�nk we use �t every day �n almost every aspect of our l�ves.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 5 .

~



Faustus5 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 14:22

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Only �f you throw the term around l�ke confett� w�thout any real d�sc�pl�ne, to the po�nt where �t
stops mean�ng anyth�ng �mportant. The techn�cal def�n�t�on I gave has the advantage of be�ng
r�gorous and spec�f�c, always a plus �n ph�losophy.

BUT--a lot of people prefer to just throw the term around so you have a lot of company and I do
not.

2.394. by Steve3007

I don't see why you p�ck that as a part�cular example of reduct�on�sm. And I th�nk you're a b�t hard on
poor old reduct�on�sm. I th�nk we use �t every day �n almost every aspect of our l�ves.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 6 .

~

Steve3007 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 14:30

Faustus5 wrote:The techn�cal def�n�t�on I gave has the advantage of be�ng r�gorous and spec�f�c,
always a plus �n ph�losophy.

Th�s?

Reduct�on�sm �s the attempt to reconc�le and l�nk two separate vocabular�es or language-games wh�ch
address some phenomenon �n the natural world. In sound-b�te form, reduct�on requ�res that you be
able to transform one vocabulary �nto the other e�ther through some sort of log�cal deduct�on or
through systemat�c appl�cat�on of sc�ent�f�c <br�dge= laws.

If you cannot do th�s, then wh�le you can certa�nly cla�m (�f the ev�dence supports �t) that one
vocabulary �s talk�ng about the same th�ng as the other but at a d��erent level of analys�s, you cannot
cla�m that one reduces to the other. The two vocabular�es have a sort of autonomy from one another.

I use �t to mean the process of d�v�d�ng a complex system �nto relat�vely s�mple parts and solv�ng
for those parts on the assumpt�on that they can be treated separately from each other or that the
�nterfaces between them are well def�ned. I guess that counts as the throw�ng the term around l�ke
confett� th�ng that you ment�oned?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 7 .

~

Faustus5 on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 15:16

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

That's more of the layperson's understand�ng and �t's f�ne �f you want to use �t that way.

I just tend to prefer the more demand�ng, techn�cal vers�on I p�cked up from ph�losophy of sc�ence
(I d�dn't make �t up, �t's a summary of mater�al I p�cked up from profess�onal ph�losophers who
care about th�s sort of th�ng).

But your approach �s favored by more people than m�ne �s!

2.396. by Steve3007

I use �t to mean the process of d�v�d�ng a complex system �nto relat�vely s�mple parts and solv�ng for
those parts on the assumpt�on that they can be treated separately from each other or that the �nterfaces
between them are well def�ned. I guess that counts as the throw�ng the term around l�ke confett� th�ng
that you ment�oned?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 8 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 16:44

Overlook�ng �ssues w�th ostens�ve def�n�t�ons �n general, espec�ally of abstract concepts, we're on a
message board. How �s anyone go�ng to prov�de an ostens�ve def�n�t�on?

So w�th respect to the def�n�t�ons we can prov�de on a message board, how would we present a
non-c�rcular def�n�t�on of anyth�ng?

2.393. by Steve3007

.Yes.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 3 9 9 .

~

GE Morton on >  21 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 23:17

Can't be detected? Of course they can be detected; �f they couldn't we wouldn't be d�scuss�ng them.
You can detect your qual�a, I can detect m�ne, but we can't detect each other's. And, yes, they can be
expla�ned, but not reduct�vely, and not descr�bed.

2.372. by Atla

So your 'ephemeral qual�a' can't be detected so far, and �ts causal relat�on to phys�cal stu� can't be
expla�ned e�ther.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Its �dent�ty w�th phys�cal stu� �s rejected, because of semant�cs about '�dent�ty', even though all the
known correlat�ons po�nt towards the�r �dent�ty.

Covered already. Correlat�ons never "po�nt to �dent�ty." They may suggest a causal relat�onsh�p
between two th�ngs, but not an �dent�ty between them. And, yes, I reject �dent�ty "because of
semant�cs." "Ident�cal" means someth�ng spec�f�c, that certa�n cr�ter�a are sat�sf�ed. If you're not
us�ng common words per the�r common semant�cs then you're utter�ng g�bber�sh.

Yet somehow, none of th�s �s supposed to be a 'phys�cal stu� - qual�a' dual�sm e�ther, because of
substance theory, wh�ch �sn't even the �ssue here.

But �t �s an �ssue. It �s �mpl�c�t �n the concept of dual�sm.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 0 .

~

GE Morton on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 00:29

Phenomenal exper�ence �s d�st�ngu�shable from bra�n act�v�ty, but not "separate" from �t. It ex�sts
only �n conjunct�on w�th (certa�n) bra�n act�v�ty (as far as we know), but �t may also be produced by
non-b�olog�cal systems w�th a s�m�lar arch�tecture. The two phenomena are �nt�mately connected,
just as an EM f�eld �s �nt�mately connected w�th an operat�ng electr�c motor, but �s d�st�ngu�shable
from �t.

But "Why �sn't �t reduc�ble?" �s the �nterest�ng quest�on. It �sn't reduc�ble because qual�a and other
"mental" phenomena cannot be descr�bed �n any �nformat�ve way, and because they are not
access�ble to publ�c �nspect�on. When that �s the case then log�cal deduct�ons from phys�cal laws to
the "mental" phenomena can't be carr�ed out, nor can an extens�onal equ�valence between the
terms �n the two vocabular�es ("m�nd talk" and "bra�n talk") --- the br�dge laws to wh�ch Faustus
referred --- be shown. In short, sc�ence can't reduct�vely expla�n non-publ�c phenomena.

And there �s another reason, I've suggested before. Our sc�ent�f�c understand�ng of ourselves and
the world �s a conceptual model we've constructed over the centur�es; �t �s bu�lt upon a cogn�t�ve
model our bra�ns construct automat�cally, to �ntegrate all the data be�ng del�vered constantly over
sensory channels �nto some coherent whole --- that �s the world as we exper�ence �t.

So when ask�ng for a reduct�ve explanat�on of mental phenomena, we're ask�ng sc�ence to model
the very mechan�sm by wh�ch conceptual models are created. But the mechan�sms for creat�ng

2.388. by Gert�e

So you cla�m phys�cal bra�n cells causally �nteract�ng create a separate th�ng called exper�ence, wh�ch �s
not reduc�ble to bra�n act�v�ty.

Why �sn't �t reduc�ble?

How do you expla�n how that can be?



models must always be more complex that the models �t creates. So there w�ll be aspects, features,
processes, �n play �n that mechan�sm wh�ch cannot be captured �n any model �t creates. It could
only be modeled by a system larger than �tself.

In other words, sc�ent�f�c theor�es can't fully expla�n the mechan�sms or processes �nvolved �n
creat�ng theor�es. Ouroboros, but the snake can never qu�te manage to b�te �ts own ta�l.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 1 .

~

Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 08:43

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Overlook�ng �ssues w�th ostens�ve def�n�t�ons �n general, espec�ally of abstract
concepts, we're on a message board. How �s anyone go�ng to prov�de an ostens�ve def�n�t�on?

So w�th respect to the def�n�t�ons we can prov�de on a message board, how would we present a non-
c�rcular def�n�t�on of anyth�ng?

As I was say�ng �n my last post, I th�nk you already gave an answer to that �n your prev�ous reply. I
suggested that a def�n�t�on of phys�cal wh�ch can be summar�zed as "phys�cal = mater�al" doesn't
advance the def�n�t�on of phys�cal much because �t just means we then have to def�ne mater�al. You
sa�d th�s:

As�de from that, �s the �dea here that we're deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what
"phys�cal" m�ght refer to, so we need to f�nd a synonymous phrase that they m�ght have a grasp of,
where we are deal�ng w�th someone who also has no grasp of what "mater�al," "relat�ons" etc. refers
to? If we're deal�ng w�th such a person, who would have to be a very odd person, maybe from another
planet or some k�nd of robot or someth�ng, then we'd need to proceed by try�ng to f�gure out some
terms that they do have a grasp on, because otherw�se we m�ght exhaust hundreds where the person
would say, "I have no �dea what that �s, e�ther." That could be endless �f they're odd enough.

I d�dn't th�nk the �dea was supposed to be that we were supposed to bootstrap, or pretend to bootstrap,
someone who has no �dea of what any term at all m�ght refer to.

I take that to mean that we, qu�te reasonably, assume that we're not talk�ng to an al�en or a
newborn ch�ld (or evolut�on/creat�on). We're talk�ng to a person who already has years of
memor�es of sensory exper�ences, and the theor�es about a real world stemm�ng from those
exper�ences, to draw on. (And they're not play�ng a rhetor�cal game of pretend�ng that they don't).
That's years of ostens�ve def�n�t�ons, one of wh�ch �s the def�n�t�on of matter. So even �f we're not
�n that person's presence, and can't l�terally po�nt to someth�ng, we can say someth�ng l�ke
"Matter. You know. All that stu� around you. That th�ng s�tt�ng �n front of you. That th�ng you're
s�tt�ng on." We can rely on the fact that lots of "po�nt�ng" has already been done �n the past. We can
refer to past ostens�ve def�n�t�ons. But those past ostens�ve def�n�t�ons have to be there. As �t seems
to me that you sa�d �n the above, we obv�ously assume that they are there.

So when I sa�d th�s:



Steve3007 wrote:I don't th�nk many people would suggest that "phys�cal" means "relat�ng to phys�cs
as �t currently happens to be". As I've sa�d a few t�mes myself, I th�nk the only useful (as opposed to
empty/c�rcular) def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" �s someth�ng l�ke "the th�ngs we propose to be the common
causes of, or patterns �n, d�verse potent�al and actual sensat�ons.". S�nce phys�cs �s a fundamentally
emp�r�cal subject, I th�nk a reasonable shorthand �s therefore to say that "phys�cal" means "the k�nds
of th�ngs that phys�cs stud�es".

I th�nk that what you sa�d above conf�rms �t. We def�ne "mater�al" �n terms of "the th�ngs we
propose to be the common causes of, or patterns �n, d�verse potent�al and actual sensat�ons.". We
assume that, be�ng an adult human be�ng, the person we're talk�ng to has already done that.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 2 .

~

evolut�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 09:33

What �s the word '�t' here �n relat�on to, EXACTLY?

Wh�ch one of the at least two poss�b�l�t�es are you referr�ng to?

Once aga�n, you are propos�ng knowledge, but w�th a quest�on mark at the end.

So, wh�ch one of the two �s �t?

Yes.

You w�ll answer my 'what', exactly, after we are through w�th 'what part', exactly?

2.375. by Terrap�n Stat�on

As�de from the typo, �t was a quest�on. Here �t �s w�thout the typo:

Is �t not someth�ng you're �nterested �n?

2.373. by evolut�on

Once aga�n, you pose a statement, and aga�n about me, but add a quest�on mark at the end of your
statement.

2.375. by Terrap�n Stat�on

You're not (ph�losoph�cally) cur�ous what propos�t�onal knowledge �s?

2.375. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Can you answer those quest�ons?

2.375. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I'll answer yours after we're through w�th th�s part. T�t for tat.

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:34

Ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge.

2.402. by evolut�on

What �s the word '�t' here �n relat�on to, EXACTLY?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:37

You'd be wrong that that's what everyone �s do�ng. Aga�n, not everyth�ng �s about ep�stemology to
everyone. Not everyth�ng �s about us to everyone.

2.401. by Steve3007

We def�ne "mater�al" �n terms of "the th�ngs we propose to be the common causes of, or patterns �n,
d�verse potent�al and actual sensat�ons.". We assume that, be�ng an adult human be�ng, the person
we're talk�ng to has already done that.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 5 .

~

Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:47

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:You'd be wrong that that's what everyone �s do�ng. Aga�n, not everyth�ng �s
about ep�stemology to everyone. Not everyth�ng �s about us to everyone.

I d�dn't say that "everyth�ng �s about us to everyone" or anyone. I d�dn't say "everyth�ng �s about
ep�stemology to everyone" or to anyone. But I know from past conversat�ons that th�s �s a common
theme of yours.

So, to return to th�s quest�on of yours:

As�de from that, �s the �dea here that we're deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what
"phys�cal" m�ght refer to, so we need to f�nd a synonymous phrase that they m�ght have a grasp of,
where we are deal�ng w�th someone who also has no grasp of what "mater�al," "relat�ons" etc. refers
to?

As I sa�d, the answer �s, no. We're not deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what
"phys�cal" or "mater�al" m�ght refer to.



How have they ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 6 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 11:56

As�de from that, ostens�ve def�n�t�ons, �nsofar as they funct�on as def�n�t�ons, are st�ll
c�rcular. If the def�n�ens �sn't the same as the def�n�endum, just expressed another way,
so that both refer to each other, �t's not a def�n�t�on, �t's someth�ng else. If we g�ve someth�ng
that's just an example of what we're referr�ng to, we're not g�v�ng a def�n�t�on.

So ostens�on only works for def�n�t�on's sake--that �s, so that �t's l�terally a def�n�ens for the
def�n�endum--when what we're po�nt�ng at �dent�cal to and the ent�rety of what we're referr�ng to
w�th the term �n quest�on. And �f we po�nted to the same th�ng and sa�d, "What's that?" Then we
could g�ve the term �n response. So that's st�ll c�rcular, as def�n�t�ons must be �f they're to be
def�n�t�ons. C�rcular�ty �sn't a problem w�th def�n�t�ons--they're not arguments �n support of
someth�ng; c�rcular�ty �s a necessary feature of def�n�t�ons.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 7 .

~

Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 12:34

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:If we g�ve someth�ng that's just an example of what we're referr�ng to, we're
not g�v�ng a def�n�t�on.

And we're probably not do�ng anyth�ng very useful. But we don't generally do that do we? We po�nt
to lots of examples. As many as �t takes. The person watch�ng us and l�sten�ng to us f�gures out
what the examples we're po�nt�ng at un�quely have �n common and eventually learns to po�nt to
new examples, that we haven't yet po�nted to, by themselves. If they get �t wrong, we correct them.
(Have you got k�ds?)

If I say "what �s matter" and you po�nt to a cup and leave �t at that, I'm unl�kely to get a good sense
of what the word "matter" means. But �f you sa�d someth�ng l�ke "�t's everyth�ng that you can see
and wh�ch you can conf�rm that other people can also see" (�n other words you e�ect�vely po�nt to
everyth�ng) that m�ght work better.

What you seem to have done so far �s e�ect�vely say "What a stup�d quest�on! Everyone knows what
matter �s!" and to further say that anyone who tr�es to suggest that we learn what th�ngs are by
see�ng them �s obsessed w�th ep�stemology. Seems odd to me.

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 12:39

So, to return to th�s quest�on of yours:

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:As�de from that, �s the �dea here that we're deal�ng w�th someone who has no
grasp at all re what "phys�cal" m�ght refer to, so we need to f�nd a synonymous phrase that they m�ght
have a grasp of, where we are deal�ng w�th someone who also has no grasp of what "mater�al,"
"relat�ons" etc. refers to?

As I sa�d, the answer �s, no. We're not deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what
"phys�cal" or "mater�al" m�ght refer to.

How have they ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 0 9 .

~

Gert�e on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 12:41



Good post, I agree w�th the problem re reduc�b�l�ty and how th�s �s potent�ally a way out. (Tho I
don't th�nk we can assume �t w�ll never be resolved).

The How can you know quest�on st�ll appl�es. And I th�nk �s only exacerbated by (r�ghtly) accept�ng
that all we have �s a necessar�ly l�m�ted and flawed model of our own mak�ng to work w�th.

That as�de, the quest�on rema�ns of how bra�n matter can generate exper�ence, what �s �t about
bra�ns �n certa�n states that does �t and why. And how does generated exper�ence feed back
�nformat�on to bra�n matter. Conversely, I don't th�nk th�s necessar�ly precludes th�s generat�ng of
exper�ence be�ng a un�versal aspect of all matter.

2.400. by GE Morton

Phenomenal exper�ence �s d�st�ngu�shable from bra�n act�v�ty, but not "separate" from �t. It ex�sts only
�n conjunct�on w�th (certa�n) bra�n act�v�ty (as far as we know), but �t may also be produced by non-
b�olog�cal systems w�th a s�m�lar arch�tecture. The two phenomena are �nt�mately connected, just as
an EM f�eld �s �nt�mately connected w�th an operat�ng electr�c motor, but �s d�st�ngu�shable from �t.

But "Why �sn't �t reduc�ble?" �s the �nterest�ng quest�on. It �sn't reduc�ble because qual�a and other
"mental" phenomena cannot be descr�bed �n any �nformat�ve way, and because they are not access�ble
to publ�c �nspect�on. When that �s the case then log�cal deduct�ons from phys�cal laws to the "mental"
phenomena can't be carr�ed out, nor can an extens�onal equ�valence between the terms �n the two
vocabular�es ("m�nd talk" and "bra�n talk") --- the br�dge laws to wh�ch Faustus referred --- be
shown. In short, sc�ence can't reduct�vely expla�n non-publ�c phenomena.

And there �s another reason, I've suggested before. Our sc�ent�f�c understand�ng of ourselves and the
world �s a conceptual model we've constructed over the centur�es; �t �s bu�lt upon a cogn�t�ve model our
bra�ns construct automat�cally, to �ntegrate all the data be�ng del�vered constantly over sensory
channels �nto some coherent whole --- that �s the world as we exper�ence �t.

So when ask�ng for a reduct�ve explanat�on of mental phenomena, we're ask�ng sc�ence to model the
very mechan�sm by wh�ch conceptual models are created. But the mechan�sms for creat�ng models
must always be more complex that the models �t creates. So there w�ll be aspects, features, processes, �n
play �n that mechan�sm wh�ch cannot be captured �n any model �t creates. It could only be modeled by
a system larger than �tself.

In other words, sc�ent�f�c theor�es can't fully expla�n the mechan�sms or processes �nvolved �n creat�ng
theor�es. Ouroboros, but the snake can never qu�te manage to b�te �ts own ta�l.

2.388. by Gert�e

So you cla�m phys�cal bra�n cells causally �nteract�ng create a separate th�ng called exper�ence,
wh�ch �s not reduc�ble to bra�n act�v�ty.

Why �sn't �t reduc�ble?

How do you expla�n how that can be?

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 12:43

Actually, what I was do�ng was say�ng, "I don't def�ne �t �n e�ther of those ways" (as appeal�ng to
phys�cs as such or �n some colloqu�al "can I see �t/touch �t" etc. sense), and I gave the alternate way
I def�ne �t �nstead. The �dea wasn't supposed to be that we then pretend to not know what I'm
referr�ng to. I d�dn't address the appeal to phys�cs or the colloqu�al senses by pretend�ng to not
know what they're referr�ng to, as �f that would have any usefulness.

(And yeah, I have both k�ds and grandk�ds.)

2.407. by Steve3007

What you seem to have done so far �s e�ect�vely say "What a stup�d quest�on! Everyone knows what
matter �s!" and to further say that anyone who tr�es to suggest that we learn what th�ngs are by see�ng
them �s obsessed w�th ep�stemology. Seems odd to me.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 1 .

~

Atla on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 13:58

Aga�n: phys�cs can't detect qual�a. Accord�ng to phys�cs, qual�a doesn't ex�st. That's the problem.

Covered already. Correlat�ons never "po�nt to �dent�ty." They may suggest a causal relat�onsh�p
between two th�ngs, but not an �dent�ty between them. And, yes, I reject �dent�ty "because of
semant�cs." "Ident�cal" means someth�ng spec�f�c, that certa�n cr�ter�a are sat�sf�ed. If you're not us�ng
common words per the�r common semant�cs then you're utter�ng g�bber�sh.

It's l�terally called the 'M�nd/Bra�n �dent�ty theory'. And here, the mental and the phys�cal are
thought to correlate. All common semant�cs.

But �t �s an �ssue. It �s �mpl�c�t �n the concept of dual�sm.

The �dea of substance �s �mpl�c�t �n substance mon�sm, subtance dual�sm, substance plural�sm etc.
Anyway, your v�ew �s probably dual�sm (substance or not) as long as you can't expla�n what qual�a
are, when phys�cs can't detect them.

2.399. by GE Morton

Can't be detected? Of course they can be detected; �f they couldn't we wouldn't be d�scuss�ng them. You
can detect your qual�a, I can detect m�ne, but we can't detect each other's. And, yes, they can be
expla�ned, but not reduct�vely, and not descr�bed.

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:38

I guess I'l answer my own quest�on then.

Steve3007 wrote:How have they ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

By l�v�ng �n the world for probably several decades, and thereby see�ng lots of examples of matter.
Just l�ke when my k�ds were l�ttle and I po�nted to cats and sa�d "Look! Cat! Look! Another cat!".

We can def�ne loads of words that refer to real th�ngs �n terms of other words. (e.g. phys�cal =
matter and �ts �nter-relat�ons) but ult�mately, obv�ously, �f �t's go�ng to be anyth�ng other than an
abstract word/class�f�cat�on game, the cha�n of def�n�t�on leads to patterns �n sensat�ons. And s�nce
phys�cs �s about spott�ng patterns �n sensat�ons, �t's not unreasonable to def�ne "the phys�cal" as
"the k�nd of stu� that phys�cs stud�es". Th�s doesn't somehow mean that we're elevat�ng the status
of phys�cs. It doesn't somehow make us self-centred or sol�ps�st�c. It doesn't somehow mean that
we're cla�m�ng that the only matter wh�ch ex�sts �s that wh�ch we and our fr�ends can see. Us�ng
emp�r�cal ev�dence to construct our ontology doesn't amount to m�stak�ng or conflat�ng
ep�stemology w�th ontology.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 3 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:46

Wa�t--so f�rst, you know that GE Morton expl�c�tly gave two d��erent senses of the term
"phys�cal," r�ght?

2.412. by Steve3007

I guess I'l answer my own quest�on then.

Steve3007 wrote:How have they ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

By l�v�ng �n the world for probably several decades, and thereby see�ng lots of examples of matter. Just
l�ke when my k�ds were l�ttle and I po�nted to cats and sa�d "Look! Cat! Look! Another cat!".

We can def�ne loads of words that refer to real th�ngs �n terms of other words. (e.g. phys�cal = matter
and �ts �nter-relat�ons) but ult�mately, obv�ously, �f �t's go�ng to be anyth�ng other than an abstract
word/class�f�cat�on game, the cha�n of def�n�t�on leads to patterns �n sensat�ons. And s�nce phys�cs �s
about spott�ng patterns �n sensat�ons, �t's not unreasonable to def�ne "the phys�cal" as "the k�nd of
stu� that phys�cs stud�es". Th�s doesn't somehow mean that we're elevat�ng the status of phys�cs. It
doesn't somehow make us self-centred or sol�ps�st�c. It doesn't somehow mean that we're cla�m�ng
that the only matter wh�ch ex�sts �s that wh�ch we and our fr�ends can see. Us�ng emp�r�cal ev�dence to
construct our ontology doesn't amount to m�stak�ng or conflat�ng ep�stemology w�th ontology.

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:49

So how would you say they've ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 5 .
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Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 14:51

(�'m not really up for all th�s d�stract�on stu�. I'd rather just follow through on th�s po�nt.)

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 6 .

~

GE Morton on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:16

"Phys�cs" doesn't detect anyth�ng. WE detect th�ngs. Phys�cs -- a conceptual model we've �nvented
--- tr�es to expla�n some of what we've detected. That model does not embrace qual�a because they
are not publ�cly observable phenomena. "Phys�cs" doesn't deny that qual�a ex�st; �t �s s�lent on the
matter. And, no �t �s not problem that phys�cs doesn't embrace qual�a. There are ent�re realms of
phenomena phys�cs doesn't expla�n, or even attempt to do so (law, econom�cs, art, games, eth�cs,
etc.).

It's l�terally called the 'M�nd/Bra�n �dent�ty theory'. And here, the mental and the phys�cal are thought
to correlate. All common semant�cs.

Yes, �t �s so called. But that �s a m�snomer. The two th�ngs are clearly not �dent�cal, per the common
def�n�t�ons of that term. The "M�nd/Bra�n Correlat�on" theory would be more apropos.

Anyway, your v�ew �s probably dual�sm (substance or not) as long as you can't expla�n what qual�a are,
when phys�cs can't detect them.

Does the fact that phys�cs can't expla�n econom�cs also �mply dual�sm? If so, then we are all
dual�sts.

2.411. by Atla

Aga�n: phys�cs can't detect qual�a. Accord�ng to phys�cs, qual�a doesn't ex�st. That's the problem.

2.399. by GE Morton

Can't be detected? Of course they can be detected; �f they couldn't we wouldn't be d�scuss�ng them.
You can detect your qual�a, I can detect m�ne, but we can't detect each other's. And, yes, they can be
expla�ned, but not reduct�vely, and not descr�bed.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:32

Try�ng to draw a parallel between the phys�cs vs (law, econom�cs, art, games, eth�cs, etc.), and the
phys�cs vs qual�a �ssue. You are completely confused.

2.416. by GE Morton

"Phys�cs" doesn't detect anyth�ng. WE detect th�ngs. Phys�cs -- a conceptual model we've �nvented ---
tr�es to expla�n some of what we've detected. That model does not embrace qual�a because they are not
publ�cly observable phenomena. "Phys�cs" doesn't deny that qual�a ex�st; �t �s s�lent on the matter. And,
no �t �s not problem that phys�cs doesn't embrace qual�a. There are ent�re realms of phenomena phys�cs
doesn't expla�n, or even attempt to do so (law, econom�cs, art, games, eth�cs, etc.).

It's l�terally called the 'M�nd/Bra�n �dent�ty theory'. And here, the mental and the phys�cal are
thought to correlate. All common semant�cs.

Yes, �t �s so called. But that �s a m�snomer. The two th�ngs are clearly not �dent�cal, per the common
def�n�t�ons of that term. The "M�nd/Bra�n Correlat�on" theory would be more apropos.

Anyway, your v�ew �s probably dual�sm (substance or not) as long as you can't expla�n what qual�a
are, when phys�cs can't detect them.

Does the fact that phys�cs can't expla�n econom�cs also �mply dual�sm? If so, then we are all dual�sts.

2.411. by Atla

Aga�n: phys�cs can't detect qual�a. Accord�ng to phys�cs, qual�a doesn't ex�st. That's the problem.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 8 .
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GE Morton on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 15:35

Heh. Good quest�on. TP has a problem w�th h�s understand�ng of mean�ngs. He cla�ms the
denotat�ve mean�ng of a word �s "someth�ng �n people's heads," rather than the th�ngs-�n-the-
world to wh�ch that word refers, wh�ch �t denotes. But s�nce "th�ngs �n people's heads" are
necessar�ly pr�vate, Alf�e can never know what Bruno means by the word "dog." Hence
commun�cat�on of �nformat�on v�a speech �s �mposs�ble --- a reduct�o ad absurdum. He confuses
knowledge of a mean�ng w�th the mean�ng.

2.414. by Steve3007

So how would you say they've ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 1 9 .

~

Steve3007 on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 16:05

GE Morton wrote:Heh. Good quest�on. TP has a problem w�th h�s understand�ng of mean�ngs. He
cla�ms the denotat�ve mean�ng of a word �s "someth�ng �n people's heads," rather than the th�ngs-�n-
the-world to wh�ch that word refers, wh�ch �t denotes. But s�nce "th�ngs �n people's heads" are
necessar�ly pr�vate, Alf�e can never know what Bruno means by the word "dog." Hence commun�cat�on
of �nformat�on v�a speech �s �mposs�ble --- a reduct�o ad absurdum. He confuses knowledge of a
mean�ng w�th the mean�ng.

I just don't seem to be able to get h�m to acknowledge what seems to me to be the pla�n and obv�ous
fact that we ult�mately def�ne terms such as "matter" by look�ng at examples of stu� that we've
dec�ded to g�ve that label. I get utterly �rrelevant repl�es l�ke th�s:

Aga�n, not everyth�ng �s about ep�stemology to everyone. Not everyth�ng �s about us to everyone.

One of h�s longstand�ng obsess�ons (along w�th the old one of tell�ng people that they're re�fy�ng
abstract�ons) seems to be some k�nd of �dea that people are secretly sol�ps�st�c and/or that they
can't separate ontology from ep�stemology. As soon as you start try�ng to talk about how we use
emp�r�cal ev�dence to create an ontology, presumably as opposed to creat�ng an ontology by just
th�nk�ng about �t, that accusat�on seems to surface.

It's as �f say�ng "I dec�de how the world �s by look�ng at the ev�dence of how �t appears to be" �s
m�s�nterpreted as "the way the world �s �s d�ctated by how �t appears to be to me."

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 2 0 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  22 Eylül 2020 Salı 18:00

I don't care about that at the moment. I was s�mply g�v�ng an alternate def�n�t�on �n
contrad�st�nct�on to the two he gave.

2.414. by Steve3007

So how would you say they've ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?
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GE Morton on >  23 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 01:16



We can't know that the cogn�t�ve model theory �s "r�ght," �.e., true or false. It's just a theory, and
theor�es are never true or false. They're only good or bad, sound or unsound, depend�ng upon how
well un�fy and render coherent some set of phenomena, suggest future observat�ons, and correctly
pred�ct the�r results. They're explanatory constructs.

That as�de, the quest�on rema�ns of how bra�n matter can generate exper�ence, what �s �t about bra�ns
�n certa�n states that does �t and why.
And how does generated exper�ence feed back �nformat�on to bra�n matter.

Well, that sounds l�ke you're ask�ng for a reduct�ve explanat�on, wh�ch, for the reasons g�ven ---
per that theory --- w�ll be forever unobta�nable.

Conversely, I don't th�nk th�s necessar�ly precludes th�s generat�ng of exper�ence be�ng a un�versal
aspect of all matter.

That �s another theory. But �f there �s no way to test, to determ�ne, whether or not rocks (for
example) have exper�ence, then the theory �s vacuous. It w�ll not lead us to any new knowledge.

2.409. by Gert�e

The How can you know quest�on st�ll appl�es. And I th�nk �s only exacerbated by (r�ghtly) accept�ng
that all we have �s a necessar�ly l�m�ted and flawed model of our own mak�ng to work w�th.
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evolut�on on >  23 Eylül 2020 Çarşamba 03:20

Yes.

But th�s may be due to the fact that the way you def�ne some words �s completely oppos�te of how I
do.

2.403. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Ph�losoph�cal analys�s of propos�t�onal knowledge.

2.402. by evolut�on

What �s the word '�t' here �n relat�on to, EXACTLY?
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GE Morton on >  25 Eylül 2020 Cuma 15:16

Gert�e . . .



You m�ght f�nd two art�cles �n th�s week's �ssue of Sc�ence of �nterest --- both on the structural
neural correlates of consc�ousness �n b�rds. The ed�tors' summary art�cle �s below. (The two
research art�cles are too long to post here).

-------------------

B�rds do have a bra�n cortex—and th�nk

L�ke mammals, b�rds have a pall�um that susta�ns correlates of consc�ousness

By Suzana Herculano-Houzel *

The term <b�rdbra�n= used to be derogatory. But humans, w�th the�r l�m�ted bra�n s�ze, should have
known better than to use the meager proport�ons of the b�rd bra�n as an �nsult. Part of the cause for
der�s�on �s that the mantle, or pall�um, of the b�rd bra�n lacks the obv�ous layer�ng that earned the
mammal�an pall�um �ts <cerebral cortex= label. However, b�rds, and part�cularly corv�ds (such as
ravens), are as cogn�t�vely capable as monkeys (1) and even great apes (2). Because the�r neurons
are smaller, the pall�um of songb�rds and parrots actually compr�ses many more �nformat�on-
process�ng neuronal un�ts than the equ�valent-s�zed mammal�an cort�ces (3). On page 1626 of th�s
�ssue, N�eder et al. (4) show that the b�rd pall�um has neurons that represent what �t perce�ves—a
hallmark of consc�ousness. And on page 1585 of th�s �ssue, Stacho et al. (5) establ�sh that the b�rd
pall�um has s�m�lar organ�zat�on to the mammal�an cortex.

The stud�es of N�eder et al. and Stacho et al. are noteworthy �n the�r own ways, but not because
e�ther �s the f�rst demonstrat�on of
close parallels between mammal�an and b�rd pall�a. That neurosc�ent�sts st�ll refer to how b�rd
cogn�t�on happens <w�thout a cerebral



cortex= (6), as N�eder et al. have done themselves (4), �s a testament to how neurosc�ence has
grown so much that spec�al�sts �n d��erent subf�elds often are not fam�l�ar w�th each other’s
f�nd�ngs, even when groundbreak�ng.

Stat�ng that b�rds do not have a cerebral cortex has been doubly wrong for several years. B�rds do
have a cerebral cortex, �n the
sense that both the�r pall�um and the mammal�an counterpart are enormous neuronal populat�ons
der�ved from the same dorsal half of the second neuromere �n neural tube development (7). The
second neuromere �s �mportant: The pall�um of b�rds and mammals l�es poster�or to the
hypothalamus, the true front part of the bra�n, wh�ch �s then saddled �n development by the rap�dly
bulg�ng pall�um. Ow�ng to the pa�nstak�ng, systemat�c comparat�ve analyses of express�on patterns
of mult�ple homeobox (Hox) genes that compartmental�ze embryon�c development, �t �s now
understood that �n both b�rds and mammals, the pall�um rests on top of all the neuronal loops
formed
between sp�nal cord, h�ndbra�n, m�dbra�n, thalamus, and hypothalamus.

In both b�rds and mammals, the pall�um �s the populat�on of neurons that are not a necessary part
of the most fundamental c�rcu�ts that operate the body. But because the pall�um rece�ves cop�es,
through the thalamus, of all that goes on elsewhere, these pall�al neurons create new assoc�at�ons
that endow an�mal behav�or w�th flex�b�l�ty and complex�ty. So far, �t appears that the more
neurons there are �n the pall�um as a whole, regardless of pall�al, bra�n, or body s�ze, the more
cogn�t�ve capac�ty �s exh�b�ted by the an�mal (8). Humans rema�n sat�sfy�ngly on top: Desp�te
hav�ng only half the mass of an elephant pall�um, the human vers�on st�ll has three t�mes �ts
number of neurons, averag�ng 16 b�ll�on (9). Corv�ds and parrots have upwards of half a b�ll�on
neurons �n the�r pall�a and can have as many as 1 or 2 b�ll�on—l�ke monkeys (3).

Add�t�onally, �t has been known s�nce 2013 that the c�rcu�ts formed by the pall�al neurons are
funct�onally organ�zed �n a s�m�lar
manner �n b�rds as they are �n mammals (10). Us�ng rest�ng-state neuro�mag�ng to �nfer funct�onal
connect�v�ty, the p�geon pall�um was shown to be funct�onally organ�zed and �nternally connected
just l�ke a mouse, monkey, or human pall�um, w�th sensory areas, e�ector areas, r�chly
�nterconnected hubs, and h�ghly assoc�at�ve areas �n the h�ppocampus and n�dopall�um
caudolaterale.
The n�dopall�um caudolaterale �s the equ�valent of the monkey prefrontal cortex (10), the port�on
of the pall�um that �s the seat of the ab�l�ty to act on thoughts, feel�ngs, and dec�s�ons, accord�ng to
the current real�ty �nformed by the senses.

Now, add�ng to the�r rest�ng-state neuro�mag�ng tool set the power and h�gh resolut�on of
polar�zed l�ght m�croscopy to exam�ne anatom�cal connect�v�ty, Stacho et al. show that the pall�a of
p�geons and owls, l�ke that of m�ce, monkeys, and humans, �s cr�ss-crossed by f�bers that run �n
orthogonal planes. Repeated �mag�ng of the bra�n w�th l�ght shone at d��erent or�entat�ons
revealed that f�bers w�th�n and across b�rd pall�al areas are mostly (although not exclus�vely)
organ�zed at r�ght angles, rem�n�scent of the orthogonal tangent�al and rad�al organ�zat�on of
cort�cal f�bers �n mammals (11). The broadm�nded neurosc�ent�st w�th some knowledge of
developmental b�ology m�ght not f�nd th�s surpr�s�ng; what would be the alternat�ve, a spaghett�-
l�ke d�sorgan�zed jumble of f�bers? But then aga�n, the mantra that <b�rds do not have a cortex=



even though they share pall�al development and organ�zat�on w�th mammals has been repeated so
exhaust�vely that recogn�z�ng that columns and layers are actually observed—v�s�ble under
polar�zed l�ght �f not to the naked eye—br�ngs new hope that th�s mantra w�ll jo�n the ranks of
myth.

If the b�rd pall�um as a whole �s organ�zed just l�ke the mammal�an pall�um, then �t follows that the
part of the b�rd pall�um that
�s demonstrably funct�onally connected l�ke the mammal�an prefrontal pall�um (the n�dopall�um
caudolaterale) should also funct�on l�ke �t. N�eder et al., who establ�shed prev�ously that corv�ds,
l�ke macaques, have sensory neurons that represent numer�c quant�t�es (12), now move on to th�s
assoc�at�ve part of the b�rd pall�um. They f�nd that, l�ke the macaque prefrontal cortex, the
assoc�at�ve pall�um of crows �s r�ch �n neurons that represent what the an�mals next report to have
seen—whether or not that �s what they were shown.

Th�s representat�on develops over the t�me lapse of 1 to 2 s between the st�mulus d�sappear�ng and
the an�mal report�ng what �t perce�ved by peck�ng at a screen e�ther for <yes, there was a st�mulus=
or for <no, there was no st�mulus,= depend�ng on a var�able
cont�ngency rule. The early act�v�ty of these neurons st�ll reflects the phys�cal st�mulus presented
to the an�mal, wh�ch �nd�cates that
they rece�ve secondhand sensory s�gnals. However, as t�me elapses and (presumably) recurrent,
assoc�at�ve cort�cal c�rcu�ts progress�vely shape neuronal act�v�ty, the later component of the
responses of the same neurons pred�cts �nstead what the an�mal then
reports: D�d �t see a st�mulus that �ndeed was there, or d�d �t th�nk the st�mulus was there enough to
report �t—even �f �t was not?
Future stud�es w�ll certa�nly delve �nto more complex mental content than s�mply <Was �t there or
not?=, but conclud�ng that b�rds do
have what �t takes to d�splay consc�ousness—patterns of neuronal act�v�ty that represent mental
content that dr�ves behav�or—now
appears �nev�table.

Because the common ancestor to b�rds (and non-av�an rept�les) and mammals l�ved 320 m�ll�on
years ago, N�eder et al. �nfer that
consc�ousness m�ght already have been present then—or m�ght have appeared �ndependently �n
b�rds and mammals through convergent evolut�on. Those hypotheses m�ss an �mportant po�nt:
how fundamental propert�es of l�fe present themselves at d��erent scales. The w�despread
occurrence of large mammal�an bod�es today does not mean that ancestral mammals were large
(they were not), nor do the nearly ub�qu�tous folded cort�ces of most large mammals today �mply
that the ancestral cortex was folded [�t was not (13)]. The phys�cal propert�es that make self-
avo�d�ng surfaces buckle and fold as they expand under unequal forces apply equally to t�ny and
enormous cort�ces, but folds only present themselves past a certa�n s�ze (14). Expans�on of the
cort�cal surface relat�ve to �ts th�ckness �s requ�red for folds to appear. But that does not �mply that
fold�ng evolved, because the phys�cal pr�nc�ples that cause �t to emerge were always there.

Perhaps the same �s true of consc�ousness: The underp�nn�ngs are there whenever there �s a
pall�um, or someth�ng connected l�ke a
pall�um, w�th assoc�at�ve orthogonal shortand long-range loops on top of the rest of the bra�n that



add flex�b�l�ty and complex�ty
to behav�or. But the level of that complex�ty, and the extent to wh�ch new mean�ngs and
poss�b�l�t�es ar�se, should st�ll scale w�th the
number of un�ts �n the system. Th�s would be analogous to the comb�ned ach�evements of the
human spec�es when �t cons�sted of just
a few thousand �nd�v�duals, versus the cons�derable ach�evements of 7 b�ll�on today.
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GE

Interest�ng, thanks. T�ny neurons! Does your �dea rest on a central 'control and command'
structure �n complex consc�ous creatures? A Cartes�an Theatre m�nus the homunculous? Do we
have su��c�ent ev�dence for such a th�ng?

https://tr.gmodebate.local/cdn-cgi/l/email-protection#7102040b101f105f19140312041d101f1e3107101f15140313181d055f141504


The How can you know quest�on st�ll appl�es. And I th�nk �s only exacerbated by (r�ghtly) accept�ng
that all we have �s a necessar�ly l�m�ted and flawed model of our own mak�ng to work w�th.

We can't know that the cogn�t�ve model theory �s "r�ght," �.e., true or false. It's just a theory, and
theor�es are never true or false. They're only good or bad, sound or unsound, depend�ng upon how well
un�fy and render coherent some set of phenomena, suggest future observat�ons, and correctly pred�ct
the�r results. They're explanatory constructs.

It's a What �f... wh�ch doesn't follow the usual ways we arr�ve at sc�ent�f�cally grounded theor�es.
And wh�ch we can't rel�ably test because exper�ence �s pr�vate. And because �t's not an explanat�on
wh�ch tells us the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons wh�ch m�ght be th�rd person observable, we
can't test for those e�ther.

That as�de, the quest�on rema�ns of how bra�n matter can generate exper�ence, what �s �t about
bra�ns �n certa�n states that does �t and why. And how does generated exper�ence feed back
�nformat�on to bra�n matter.

Well, that sounds l�ke you're ask�ng for a reduct�ve explanat�on, wh�ch, for the reasons g�ven --- per
that theory --- w�ll be forever unobta�nable.

Then �t doesn't avo�d the Hard Problem?

Or another problem w�th mon�st mater�al�st �dent�ty theory - �t seems to render exper�ence
redundant. If the mater�al bra�n �s do�ng the necessary behav�oural work anyway, why would
parallel exper�ence evolve? Over determ�n�sm.

Your solut�on has the add�t�onal 'report�ng back/present�ng �tself' aspect too. If there �sn't a
homunculous watch�ng the exper�ence the bra�n creates play out, behav�ourally �t's all only
neurons �nteract�ng. To take the bee analogy, how would �nv�s�ble honey a�ect the bee's
behav�our?

Conversely, I don't th�nk th�s necessar�ly precludes th�s generat�ng of exper�ence be�ng a un�versal
aspect of all matter.

That �s another theory. But �f there �s no way to test, to determ�ne, whether or not rocks (for example)
have exper�ence, then the theory �s vacuous. It w�ll not lead us to any new knowledge.

Just because we don't have a rel�able test doesn't mean we can d�scount a theory w�th s�m�lar
explanatory value as your preference - wh�ch we can't rel�ably test e�ther.
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I th�nk such a structure �s log�cally �mpl�ed. Dec�s�on-mak�ng has to occur somewhere. That
structure �s the "homunculus." What �t perce�ves, and takes to be "real�ty," �s the model, created
and presented to �t by other structures. There �s plenty of room �n the bra�n for both.

It's a What �f... wh�ch doesn't follow the usual ways we arr�ve at sc�ent�f�cally grounded theor�es. And
wh�ch we can't rel�ably test because exper�ence �s pr�vate. And because �t's not an explanat�on wh�ch
tells us the necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons wh�ch m�ght be th�rd person observable, we can't test
for those e�ther.

The only ava�lable tests are of the system's behav�or. We can observe whether part�cular bra�n
subsystems play the role the theory ascr�bes to them by d�sabl�ng them and observ�ng the e�ects
on behav�or. But no theory w�ll be able to character�ze "what �t's l�ke" to be a bat, or a crow, or even
another human. We can only make �nferences --- guesses --- about that, based on what �t's l�ke to
be us, and s�m�lar�t�es of others' behav�or to ours. And we have plenty of behav�oral ev�dence
�nd�cat�ng that "what �t �s l�ke" to be Mother Teresa �s cons�derably d��erent than "what �t �s l�ke"
to be Adolf H�tler (not to ment�on the anc�ent, unsolved problem of men try�ng to understand
women, and v�ce-versa).

Or another problem w�th mon�st mater�al�st �dent�ty theory - �t seems to render exper�ence redundant.
If the mater�al bra�n �s do�ng the necessary behav�oural work anyway, why would parallel exper�ence
evolve? Over determ�n�sm.

Subject�ve exper�ence �s not "parallel" to (certa�n) bra�n funct�on�ng. It �s a feature of �t, a product
of �t. It �s an ep�phenomenon only �n the sense that an EM f�eld �s an ep�phenomenon of electr�c
motors. It's ex�stence does not requ�re, or �mply, another realm of "substances" �n the un�verse.
Nor �s �t redundant --- there �s no quest�on that consc�ous mental events (dec�s�ons, �ntent�ons,
des�res), not non-consc�ous neural processes, �n�t�ate most human behav�or (though non-
consc�ous processes tr�gger some). Of course, we can ask why do certa�n phys�cal processes produce
that e�ect, but that �s an unanswerable quest�on --- l�ke ask�ng why electrons have negat�ve
charge, or why the speed of l�ght �s C.

Your solut�on has the add�t�onal 'report�ng back/present�ng �tself' aspect too. If there �sn't a
homunculous watch�ng the exper�ence the bra�n creates play out, behav�ourally �t's all only neurons
�nteract�ng. To take the bee analogy, how would �nv�s�ble honey a�ect the bee's behav�our?

I th�nk I sa�d before that the "Cartes�an theater, w�thout the homunculus," was ga�n�ng new favor
among some psycholog�sts and neuro-sc�ent�sts. But there �s no need to ban�sh the homunculus.
Another bra�n system can fulf�ll that role.

2.424. by Gert�e

Interest�ng, thanks. T�ny neurons! Does your �dea rest on a central 'control and command' structure �n
complex consc�ous creatures? A Cartes�an Theatre m�nus the homunculous? Do we have su��c�ent
ev�dence for such a th�ng?
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Faustus5 on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 12:21

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

But an EM f�eld can be �ntersubject�vely conf�rmed to actually ex�st, and subject�ve exper�ences (�n
th�s sense) cannot. So �t k�nd of requ�res another, �nexpl�cable realm or mode of be�ng.

I th�nk TS's approach, that subject�ve exper�ences are just how a subject w�tnesses and talks about
her own bra�n events, makes more sense and �s more cons�stent w�th a sc�ent�f�c/mater�al�st model
of the world.

I just don't th�nk we need the extra step of th�nk�ng bra�n events, �n add�t�on to hav�ng all the
causal propert�es we can observe from the th�rd person, also generate someth�ng else that can't be
measured and have no further e�ects �n the world. That str�kes me as problemat�c. What does th�s
move accompl�sh? Why would evolut�on evolve the ab�l�ty of the bra�n to generate these po�ntless
e�ects?

2.425. by GE Morton

Subject�ve exper�ence �s not "parallel" to (certa�n) bra�n funct�on�ng. It �s a feature of �t, a product of �t.
It �s an ep�phenomenon only �n the sense that an EM f�eld �s an ep�phenomenon of electr�c motors. It's
ex�stence does not requ�re, or �mply, another realm of "substances" �n the un�verse.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 2 7 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 13:31

You are sett�ng up a completely false d�st�nct�on. The po�nt �s that you cannot know what �t feels
l�ke to be an EM f�eld �n the same way you cannot feel another's exper�ence. Both can be conf�rmed
to ex�st.

I just don't th�nk we need the extra step of th�nk�ng bra�n events, �n add�t�on to hav�ng all the causal
propert�es we can observe from the th�rd person, also generate someth�ng else that can't be measured
and have no further e�ects �n the world. That str�kes me as problemat�c. What does th�s move
accompl�sh? Why would evolut�on evolve the ab�l�ty of the bra�n to generate these po�ntless e�ects?

2.426. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

But an EM f�eld can be �ntersubject�vely conf�rmed to actually ex�st, and subject�ve exper�ences (�n th�s
sense) cannot. So �t k�nd of requ�res another, �nexpl�cable realm or mode of be�ng.

2.425. by GE Morton

Subject�ve exper�ence �s not "parallel" to (certa�n) bra�n funct�on�ng. It �s a feature of �t, a product of
�t. It �s an ep�phenomenon only �n the sense that an EM f�eld �s an ep�phenomenon of electr�c
motors. It's ex�stence does not requ�re, or �mply, another realm of "substances" �n the un�verse.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Why do you th�nk th�s quest�on �s even mean�ngful. Evolut�on does not happen FOR a reason. The
whole po�nt of evolut�on �s that �t �s the result of change, not a force to cause �t.
And what makes you th�nk that we are talk�ng about po�ntless e�ects?
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Gert�e on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 14:59

GE

To take the homunculous self observ�ng the Cartes�an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' �dea then.

Obv�ously we should expect to d�scover bra�n mechan�sms wh�ch account for the structural ways
human exper�ence man�fests - a un�f�ed, d�screte, coherent f�eld of consc�ousness w�th the ab�l�ty
to focus attent�on, correlated w�th a f�rst person pov located �n a spec�f�c body.

As I understand �t, your suggest�on �s that a spec�f�c part of human bra�ns �s e�ect�vely an
exper�ent�al model of the Self-as-Exper�encer (homunculous), assess�ng the �ncom�ng sensory
qual�a, reason�ng, check�ng memory, �mag�n�ng scenar�os/consequences, and such. And then
mak�ng dec�s�ons and �ssu�ng commands to the motor systems. And th�s Exper�encer-Self part of
the bra�n ma�n�fests exper�ent�ally too.

If that was the case, �sn't that what we'd see on bra�n scans? Intense act�v�ty �n th�s central control
and command area whenever we are consc�ous, w�th a rad�al map of routes lead�ng from sensory
subsystems and to motor subsystems? Someth�ng l�ke a wheel hub w�th spokes.

But that's not what scans f�nd. If they had, that would be our understand�ng of how bra�ns work.

Instead, scans f�nd what exper�ence feels l�ke. D��erent subsystems dom�nat�ng from moment to
moment, as one or another ga�ns attent�onal ascendance. R�ght now I'm concentrat�ng on
construct�ng th�s post, the correspond�ng part of my bra�n would be l�ght�ng up on a scan, wh�le
other subsystems wh�ch aren't the 'focus of my attent�on' r�ght now would l�kely d�m. Or �f I'm
l�sten�ng to mus�c I love my other subsystems take a breather, �f I'm remember�ng someth�ng
v�v�dly, my current sensat�ons fade, etc.

Attent�on and focus on th�s or that subsystem seems to be how bra�ns work, not everyth�ng �s
always present l�ke a f�lm be�ng played �n a Cartes�an Theatre for the Self-Exper�encer to take �n
and assess. The attent�on process happens automat�cally, unless I feel I '�ntervene' and del�berately
sh�ft �t.

The report�ng back �ssue has these exper�ent�al qual�a be�ng exper�ent�ally observed by the Self-
Exper�encer, wh�ch st�ll has to somehow report back to the phys�cal bra�n systems, �f the
exper�ence �s a product of bra�ns, rather than �dent�cal w�th bra�ns. It's not a way out of that
problem.



Wh�ch br�ngs us to over determ�n�sm. The 'exper�ent�al f�eld' as a product of bra�n act�v�ty only
avo�ds th�s problem �f neural correlat�on doesn't hold surely. Is that your cla�m? That bra�n act�v�ty
produces an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' wh�ch then somehow escapes neural correlates? But somehow
causes phys�cal neural act�v�ty
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Sculptor1 on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 15:28

Why would you th�nk that? LOL

But that's not what scans f�nd. If they had, that would be our understand�ng of how bra�ns work.

And no one expected to f�nd any spokes or hubs, why should they?

Instead, scans f�nd what exper�ence feels l�ke.

No. Scans SHOW cerebral act�v�ty wh�ch of exper�ence wh�ch �s cons�stent w�th s�m�lar or the same
types of exper�ence; �e. speech e�ect, v�sual e�ects, pleasure e�ects and so on l�ght up spec�f�c
areas of the cerebral cortex. as would be expected.

2.428. by Gert�e

GE

To take the homunculous self observ�ng the Cartes�an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' �dea then.

Obv�ously we should expect to d�scover bra�n mechan�sms wh�ch account for the structural ways
human exper�ence man�fests - a un�f�ed, d�screte, coherent f�eld of consc�ousness w�th the ab�l�ty to
focus attent�on, correlated w�th a f�rst person pov located �n a spec�f�c body.

As I understand �t, your suggest�on �s that a spec�f�c part of human bra�ns �s e�ect�vely an exper�ent�al
model of the Self-as-Exper�encer (homunculous), assess�ng the �ncom�ng sensory qual�a, reason�ng,
check�ng memory, �mag�n�ng scenar�os/consequences, and such. And then mak�ng dec�s�ons and
�ssu�ng commands to the motor systems. And th�s Exper�encer-Self part of the bra�n ma�n�fests
exper�ent�ally too.

If that was the case, �sn't that what we'd see on bra�n scans? Intense act�v�ty �n th�s central control and
command area whenever we are consc�ous, w�th a rad�al map of routes lead�ng from sensory
subsystems and to motor subsystems? Someth�ng l�ke a wheel hub w�th spokes.



D��erent subsystems dom�nat�ng from moment to moment, as one or another ga�ns attent�onal
ascendance. R�ght now I'm concentrat�ng on construct�ng th�s post, the correspond�ng part of my bra�n
would be l�ght�ng up on a scan, wh�le other subsystems wh�ch aren't the 'focus of my attent�on' r�ght
now would l�kely d�m. Or �f I'm l�sten�ng to mus�c I love my other subsystems take a breather, �f I'm
remember�ng someth�ng v�v�dly, my current sensat�ons fade, etc.

Attent�on and focus on th�s or that subsystem seems to be how bra�ns work, not everyth�ng �s always
present l�ke a f�lm be�ng played �n a Cartes�an Theatre for the Self-Exper�encer to take �n and assess.
The attent�on process happens automat�cally, unless I feel I '�ntervene' and del�berately sh�ft �t.

The report�ng back �ssue has these exper�ent�al qual�a be�ng exper�ent�ally observed by the Self-
Exper�encer, wh�ch st�ll has to somehow report back to the phys�cal bra�n systems, �f the exper�ence �s a
product of bra�ns, rather than �dent�cal w�th bra�ns. It's not a way out of that problem.

A sculpture of Caesar �s made of marble, marble �s not the same as the sculpture of Caesar. So what,
and how the bra�n �s act�ng, �n the sense of how �t �s structur�ng, how �t �s mak�ng connect�ons, and
what �t the energet�c state of down to m�croscop�c levels �s the exper�ence, deta�ls �mposs�ble to see
w�th a scanner. And s�nce a scanner �s not a bra�n, we ought to expect only a very part�al
understand�ng of the "exper�ence" just by look�ng at pretty p�ctures from afar - because the
scanner �s no better.

Wh�ch br�ngs us to over determ�n�sm. The 'exper�ent�al f�eld' as a product of bra�n act�v�ty only avo�ds
th�s problem �f neural correlat�on doesn't hold surely. Is that your cla�m? That bra�n act�v�ty produces
an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' wh�ch then somehow escapes neural correlates? But somehow causes phys�cal
neural act�v�ty

The exper�ence IS the neural act�v�ty. That �s what a bra�n does.
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2.429. by Sculptor1

Why would you th�nk that? LOL

But that's not what scans f�nd. If they had, that would be our understand�ng of how bra�ns work.

And no one expected to f�nd any spokes or hubs, why should they?

Instead, scans f�nd what exper�ence feels l�ke.

No. Scans SHOW cerebral act�v�ty wh�ch of exper�ence wh�ch �s cons�stent w�th s�m�lar or the same
types of exper�ence; �e. speech e�ect, v�sual e�ects, pleasure e�ects and so on l�ght up spec�f�c areas of
the cerebral cortex. as would be expected.

D��erent subsystems dom�nat�ng from moment to moment, as one or another ga�ns attent�onal
ascendance. R�ght now I'm concentrat�ng on construct�ng th�s post, the correspond�ng part of my
bra�n would be l�ght�ng up on a scan, wh�le other subsystems wh�ch aren't the 'focus of my
attent�on' r�ght now would l�kely d�m. Or �f I'm l�sten�ng to mus�c I love my other subsystems take a
breather, �f I'm remember�ng someth�ng v�v�dly, my current sensat�ons fade, etc.

Attent�on and focus on th�s or that subsystem seems to be how bra�ns work, not everyth�ng �s always
present l�ke a f�lm be�ng played �n a Cartes�an Theatre for the Self-Exper�encer to take �n and assess.
The attent�on process happens automat�cally, unless I feel I '�ntervene' and del�berately sh�ft �t.

The report�ng back �ssue has these exper�ent�al qual�a be�ng exper�ent�ally observed by the Self-
Exper�encer, wh�ch st�ll has to somehow report back to the phys�cal bra�n systems, �f the exper�ence
�s a product of bra�ns, rather than �dent�cal w�th bra�ns. It's not a way out of that problem.

A sculpture of Caesar �s made of marble, marble �s not the same as the sculpture of Caesar. So what,
and how the bra�n �s act�ng, �n the sense of how �t �s structur�ng, how �t �s mak�ng connect�ons, and
what �t the energet�c state of down to m�croscop�c levels �s the exper�ence, deta�ls �mposs�ble to see
w�th a scanner. And s�nce a scanner �s not a bra�n, we ought to expect only a very part�al understand�ng
of the "exper�ence" just by look�ng at pretty p�ctures from afar - because the scanner �s no better.

2.428. by Gert�e

GE

To take the homunculous self observ�ng the Cartes�an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' �dea then.

Obv�ously we should expect to d�scover bra�n mechan�sms wh�ch account for the structural ways
human exper�ence man�fests - a un�f�ed, d�screte, coherent f�eld of consc�ousness w�th the ab�l�ty to
focus attent�on, correlated w�th a f�rst person pov located �n a spec�f�c body.

As I understand �t, your suggest�on �s that a spec�f�c part of human bra�ns �s e�ect�vely an
exper�ent�al model of the Self-as-Exper�encer (homunculous), assess�ng the �ncom�ng sensory
qual�a, reason�ng, check�ng memory, �mag�n�ng scenar�os/consequences, and such. And then
mak�ng dec�s�ons and �ssu�ng commands to the motor systems. And th�s Exper�encer-Self part of the
bra�n ma�n�fests exper�ent�ally too.

If that was the case, �sn't that what we'd see on bra�n scans? Intense act�v�ty �n th�s central control
and command area whenever we are consc�ous, w�th a rad�al map of routes lead�ng from sensory
subsystems and to motor subsystems? Someth�ng l�ke a wheel hub w�th spokes.



I'm address�ng GE's homunculus �dea. Tell �t to h�m.

Wh�ch br�ngs us to over determ�n�sm. The 'exper�ent�al f�eld' as a product of bra�n act�v�ty only
avo�ds th�s problem �f neural correlat�on doesn't hold surely. Is that your cla�m? That bra�n act�v�ty
produces an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' wh�ch then somehow escapes neural correlates? But somehow
causes phys�cal neural act�v�ty

The exper�ence IS the neural act�v�ty. That �s what a bra�n does.
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GE Morton on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 17:42

Well, though you qual�f�ed your cla�m w�th "k�nd of," �t �s st�ll a non sequ�tur. That some
phenomena are subject�ve (not observable by th�rd part�es) �s an ep�stemolog�cal fact, but
ep�stemolog�cal facts don't enta�l any ontolog�cal facts. We can just as eas�ly account for those
phenomena as pred�ctable e�ects of certa�n phys�cal processes. Because they are the mode v�a
wh�ch external �nformat�on �s represented �nternally �n the system they are necessar�ly
unobservable externally. Per Occam, "don't mult�ply ent�t�es needlessly."

I th�nk TS's approach, that subject�ve exper�ences are just how a subject w�tnesses and talks about her
own bra�n events, makes more sense and �s more cons�stent w�th a sc�ent�f�c/mater�al�st model of the
world.

As I've po�nted out before, that begs the quest�on. The quest�on of whether two (alleged) th�ngs are
�dent�cal can only be answered on the bas�s of what we perce�ve, or "w�tness." If they appear
d��erent then we have to assume they are d��erent, unless we can reconc�le the apparent
d��erences as due to d��erences �n observat�onal c�rcumstances. That can't be done re: qual�a and
bra�n states. So we're not warranted �n cla�m�ng them to be �dent�cal. But that they are not �dent�cal
doesn't mean there �s no essent�al and �nt�mate relat�onsh�p between them. There �s. Qual�a are
"phys�cal/mater�al�st e�ects," even though they are subject�ve.

I just don't th�nk we need the extra step of th�nk�ng bra�n events, �n add�t�on to hav�ng all the causal
propert�es we can observe from the th�rd person, also generate someth�ng else that can't be measured
and have no further e�ects �n the world.

Qual�a can be measured �n certa�n ways --- durat�on, �ntens�ty --- by the person exper�enc�ng
them, though not by th�rd part�es (who may be able to measure the bra�n processes correlated w�th

2.426. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

But an EM f�eld can be �ntersubject�vely conf�rmed to actually ex�st, and subject�ve exper�ences (�n th�s
sense) cannot. So �t k�nd of requ�res another, �nexpl�cable realm or mode of be�ng.

2.425. by GE Morton

Subject�ve exper�ence �s not "parallel" to (certa�n) bra�n funct�on�ng. It �s a feature of �t, a product of
�t. It �s an ep�phenomenon only �n the sense that an EM f�eld �s an ep�phenomenon of electr�c
motors. It's ex�stence does not requ�re, or �mply, another realm of "substances" �n the un�verse.



them). And they do have ubqu�tous e�ects �n the world. A dec�s�on by me to post th�s comment ---
a mental phenmenon --- caused my f�ngers to move over my keyboard. That �s the only cause of
that behav�or I can know of d�rectly --- though I'm the only one who can know that. Everyone else
may only �nfer that some such dec�s�on was made.
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Faustus5 on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:20

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Can they both be conf�rmed to ex�st through �ntersubject�ve processes?

Please art�culate how someth�ng that has been descr�bed as "ep�phenomenal" can have a po�nt or a
mean�ngful causal role to play.

2.427. by Sculptor1

Both can be conf�rmed to ex�st.

2.427. by Sculptor1

And what makes you th�nk that we are talk�ng about po�ntless e�ects?
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Faustus5 on >  28 Eylül 2020 Pazartes� 18:37

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I apprec�ate that you are try�ng to approach qual�a �n a non-dual�st fash�on that rema�ns cons�stent
w�th sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry, but I'm st�ll smell�ng dual�sm almost every t�me you descr�be such th�ngs,
as �n the above quote.

An unchar�table read�ng of th�s quote of yours suggests that you p�cture f�rst a mental event �n the
world, then you �mag�ne that th�s mental event creates a cascade of bra�n events lead�ng eventually
to act�v�ty �n the motor sect�ons of your bra�n gu�d�ng your f�ngers on the keyboard.

That �s clearly dual�sm, but th�s �sn't how you want me to �nterpret your two sentences, hence my

2.431. by GE Morton

A dec�s�on by me to post th�s comment --- a mental phenmenon --- caused my f�ngers to move over
my keyboard. That �s the only cause of that behav�or I can know of d�rectly --- though I'm the only
one who can know that.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


character�z�ng �t as an unfa�r �nterpretat�on.

So how should we �nterpret such an event?

In terms of causal�ty cons�stent w�th cogn�t�ve neurosc�ence, we do not have a mental event
caus�ng phys�cal events. In fact, we cannot have
that. We have phys�cal bra�n events all the way down, per�od, w�th only the �n�t�at�ng bra�n event
be�ng a consc�ous event, and consc�ous only by v�rtue of the fact that �t was reg�stered �n the short
term memory of the bra�n's global workspace, another ser�es of completely phys�cal processes.

I don't see any need to mult�ply ent�t�es and add to all of th�s that there was a spec�al
ep�phenomenal (and therefore po�ntless and non-funct�onal) "glow" em�tted by some of the bra�n
processes that created a mental phenomenon.
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GE Morton on >  29 Eylül 2020 Salı 17:18

Not qu�te (or perhaps th�s �s only a term�nolog�cal qu�bble). The "homunculus" (the subsystem
wh�ch assesses the �nformat�on represented �n the model and �n�t�ates act�ons) �s not per se
represented �n the model, and �s not aware of �tself as a bra�n subsystem. What �t recogn�zes as
"�tself" �s "that wh�ch �s hav�ng these exper�ences," plus the representat�on of the organ�sm as a
whole �n the model. (In other words, the bra�n system wh�ch apprehends the model �s not aware of
�ts own work�ngs).

If that was the case, �sn't that what we'd see on bra�n scans? Intense act�v�ty �n th�s central control and
command area whenever we are consc�ous, w�th a rad�al map of routes lead�ng from sensory
subsystems and to motor subsystems? Someth�ng l�ke a wheel hub w�th spokes.

That would depend upon how that subsystem �s d�str�buted. The "homunculus" may not be
local�zed �n a part�cular bra�n area.

2.428. by Gert�e

GE

To take the homunculous self observ�ng the Cartes�an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' �dea then.

Obv�ously we should expect to d�scover bra�n mechan�sms wh�ch account for the structural ways
human exper�ence man�fests - a un�f�ed, d�screte, coherent f�eld of consc�ousness w�th the ab�l�ty to
focus attent�on, correlated w�th a f�rst person pov located �n a spec�f�c body.

As I understand �t, your suggest�on �s that a spec�f�c part of human bra�ns �s e�ect�vely an exper�ent�al
model of the Self-as-Exper�encer (homunculous), assess�ng the �ncom�ng sensory qual�a, reason�ng,
check�ng memory, �mag�n�ng scenar�os/consequences, and such. And then mak�ng dec�s�ons and
�ssu�ng commands to the motor systems. And th�s Exper�encer-Self part of the bra�n ma�n�fests
exper�ent�ally too.



But that's not what scans f�nd. If they had, that would be our understand�ng of how bra�ns work.

Instead, scans f�nd what exper�ence feels l�ke. D��erent subsystems dom�nat�ng from moment to
moment, as one or another ga�ns attent�onal ascendance. R�ght now I'm concentrat�ng on construct�ng
th�s post, the correspond�ng part of my bra�n would be l�ght�ng up on a scan, wh�le other subsystems
wh�ch aren't the 'focus of my attent�on' r�ght now would l�kely d�m. Or �f I'm l�sten�ng to mus�c I love
my other subsystems take a breather, �f I'm remember�ng someth�ng v�v�dly, my current sensat�ons
fade, etc.

Inputs over the d��erent sensory channels (v�s�on, olfactory, tact�le, etc.) del�ver the�r s�gnals to
spec�f�c areas of the bra�n, for prel�m�nary process�ng. Those areas w�ll "l�ght up" on scans when
there �s �nput over those channels. But as far as I know there �s no "part of the bra�n" that
corresponds to "concentrat�ng on construct�ng th�s post." At best the scans can reveal that you're
concentrat�ng on someth�ng. But �f you have a l�nk to some work that �nd�cates otherw�se, please
post.

Attent�on and focus on th�s or that subsystem seems to be how bra�ns work, not everyth�ng �s always
present l�ke a f�lm be�ng played �n a Cartes�an Theatre for the Self-Exper�encer to take �n and assess.
The attent�on process happens automat�cally, unless I feel I '�ntervene' and del�berately sh�ft �t.

Keep �n m�nd that even at the Orpheum, your attent�on �s d�rected to spec�f�c th�ngs/events on the
screen from moment to moment. But the ent�re screen �s always before you.

The report�ng back �ssue has these exper�ent�al qual�a be�ng exper�ent�ally observed by the Self-
Exper�encer, wh�ch st�ll has to somehow report back to the phys�cal bra�n systems, �f the exper�ence �s a
product of bra�ns, rather than �dent�cal w�th bra�ns. It's not a way out of that problem.

That �s only a problem �f you're �mag�n�ng the homunculus to be someth�ng separate from the
bra�n. But �t �sn't; �t �s �nt�mately connected to �t, but not �dent�cal w�th �t.

Wh�ch br�ngs us to over determ�n�sm. The 'exper�ent�al f�eld' as a product of bra�n act�v�ty only avo�ds
th�s problem �f neural correlat�on doesn't hold surely. Is that your cla�m? That bra�n act�v�ty produces
an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' wh�ch then somehow escapes neural correlates? But somehow causes phys�cal
neural act�v�ty

Oh, no. Phenomenal exper�ence �s strongly correlated w�th bra�n states; the former only ex�sts as
long as the latter does. But correlat�on �s not �dent�ty, and does not enta�l �t.

The ch�ef arch�tect of the "Self-Model Theory of Subject�v�ty" �s Thomas Metz�nger (no, th�s
theory was not �nvented by me!). H�s book, "Be�ng No One, The Self-Model Theory of Subject�v�ty"
�s here (among many other places):

https://www.amazon.com/Be�ng-No-One-Sel ... 0262633086

A prec�s by Metz�nger �s here:

https://c�teseerx.�st.psu.edu/v�ewdoc/d ... 1&type=pdf

Ö Ü

https://www.amazon.com/Being-No-One-Self-Model-Subjectivity/dp/0262633086
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.116.2022&rep=rep1&type=pdf
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GE Morton on >  1 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 02:52

"Mental event �n the world"? That's an odd phrase. Usually we reserve "�n the world" to denote
phenomena outs�de ourselves.

. . . then you �mag�ne that th�s mental event creates a cascade of bra�n events lead�ng eventually to
act�v�ty �n the motor sect�ons of your bra�n gu�d�ng your f�ngers on the keyboard.

Yes.

That �s clearly dual�sm, but th�s �sn't how you want me to �nterpret your two sentences, hence my
character�z�ng �t as an unfa�r �nterpretat�on.

It �s only dual�sm �f you construe that mental event to be a non-phys�cal phenomenon. My
argument �s that �t �sn't; �t �s a phys�cal phenomenon, though one that �s not reduc�ble to other
phys�cal phenomena for expl�cable, understandable reasons.

In terms of causal�ty cons�stent w�th cogn�t�ve neurosc�ence, we do not have a mental event caus�ng
phys�cal events.

Yes; Dennett et al would so cla�m. But that cla�m �s palpably false, as everyone who has ever had a
thought, made a dec�s�on, formed an op�n�on, reached a judgment w�ll conf�dently test�fy. I know
w�thout doubt, as d�d Descartes, that my act�ons are caused by acts of w�ll (�.e., mental events).
There �s noth�ng of wh�ch I am more certa�n.

Now �t may also be true that they are caused by bra�n processes, events. But that �s a theory, wh�ch
�s another mental art�fact, a conceptual construct. It �s a very good theory, but the causal cha�n �t
postulates needs to be mod�f�ed: bra�n process ---> mental event ---> phys�cal act�on. Bra�n
processes have a place �n the causal cha�n, but (for w�llful, �ntent�onal act�ons) a consc�ous event
�ntervenes. Yes, that consc�ous event �s �tself a product of a bra�n process. But �t �s the only
phenomenon of wh�ch we have d�rect, �mmed�ate knowledge, and �s the start�ng po�nt of all
�nqu�res and theor�es (wh�ch are themselves consc�ous phenomena).

2.433. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I apprec�ate that you are try�ng to approach qual�a �n a non-dual�st fash�on that rema�ns cons�stent
w�th sc�ent�f�c �nqu�ry, but I'm st�ll smell�ng dual�sm almost every t�me you descr�be such th�ngs, as �n
the above quote.

An unchar�table read�ng of th�s quote of yours suggests that you p�cture f�rst a mental event �n the
world . . .

2.431. by GE Morton

A dec�s�on by me to post th�s comment --- a mental phenmenon --- caused my f�ngers to move
over my keyboard. That �s the only cause of that behav�or I can know of d�rectly --- though I'm the
only one who can know that.



Theor�es of consc�ousness wh�ch endeavor to el�m�nate qual�a and other mental phenomena enta�l
a var�ant of Ep�men�des Paradox: not only do they el�m�nate the very phenomena they seek to
expla�n, but themselves as well, s�nce theor�es are themselves mental constructs.
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Gert�e on >  1 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 11:17



2.434. by GE Morton

Not qu�te (or perhaps th�s �s only a term�nolog�cal qu�bble). The "homunculus" (the subsystem wh�ch
assesses the �nformat�on represented �n the model and �n�t�ates act�ons) �s not per se represented �n the
model, and �s not aware of �tself as a bra�n subsystem. What �t recogn�zes as "�tself" �s "that wh�ch �s
hav�ng these exper�ences," plus the representat�on of the organ�sm as a whole �n the model. (In other
words, the bra�n system wh�ch apprehends the model �s not aware of �ts own work�ngs).

If that was the case, �sn't that what we'd see on bra�n scans? Intense act�v�ty �n th�s central control
and command area whenever we are consc�ous, w�th a rad�al map of routes lead�ng from sensory
subsystems and to motor subsystems? Someth�ng l�ke a wheel hub w�th spokes.

That would depend upon how that subsystem �s d�str�buted. The "homunculus" may not be local�zed �n
a part�cular bra�n area.

But that's not what scans f�nd. If they had, that would be our understand�ng of how bra�ns work.

Instead, scans f�nd what exper�ence feels l�ke. D��erent subsystems dom�nat�ng from moment to
moment, as one or another ga�ns attent�onal ascendance. R�ght now I'm concentrat�ng on
construct�ng th�s post, the correspond�ng part of my bra�n would be l�ght�ng up on a scan, wh�le
other subsystems wh�ch aren't the 'focus of my attent�on' r�ght now would l�kely d�m. Or �f I'm
l�sten�ng to mus�c I love my other subsystems take a breather, �f I'm remember�ng someth�ng
v�v�dly, my current sensat�ons fade, etc.

Inputs over the d��erent sensory channels (v�s�on, olfactory, tact�le, etc.) del�ver the�r s�gnals to spec�f�c
areas of the bra�n, for prel�m�nary process�ng. Those areas w�ll "l�ght up" on scans when there �s �nput
over those channels. But as far as I know there �s no "part of the bra�n" that corresponds to
"concentrat�ng on construct�ng th�s post." At best the scans can reveal that you're concentrat�ng on
someth�ng. But �f you have a l�nk to some work that �nd�cates otherw�se, please post.

Attent�on and focus on th�s or that subsystem seems to be how bra�ns work, not everyth�ng �s always
present l�ke a f�lm be�ng played �n a Cartes�an Theatre for the Self-Exper�encer to take �n and assess.
The attent�on process happens automat�cally, unless I feel I '�ntervene' and del�berately sh�ft �t.

Keep �n m�nd that even at the Orpheum, your attent�on �s d�rected to spec�f�c th�ngs/events on the
screen from moment to moment. But the ent�re screen �s always before you.

2.428. by Gert�e

GE

To take the homunculous self observ�ng the Cartes�an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' �dea then.

Obv�ously we should expect to d�scover bra�n mechan�sms wh�ch account for the structural ways
human exper�ence man�fests - a un�f�ed, d�screte, coherent f�eld of consc�ousness w�th the ab�l�ty to
focus attent�on, correlated w�th a f�rst person pov located �n a spec�f�c body.

As I understand �t, your suggest�on �s that a spec�f�c part of human bra�ns �s e�ect�vely an
exper�ent�al model of the Self-as-Exper�encer (homunculous), assess�ng the �ncom�ng sensory
qual�a, reason�ng, check�ng memory, �mag�n�ng scenar�os/consequences, and such. And then
mak�ng dec�s�ons and �ssu�ng commands to the motor systems. And th�s Exper�encer-Self part of the
bra�n ma�n�fests exper�ent�ally too.



OK, here are the problems as I see them then.

As you agree neural correlat�on holds, then you're st�ll stuck w�th the Hard Problem. Pos�t�ng that
exper�ence �s some k�nd of 'f�eld' sc�ence can't account for, has no more explanatory value than
pos�t�ng �t �s some k�nd of 'perspect�ve', or any other mon�st substance mater�al�st 'What If'.

You're st�ll stuck w�th address�ng Over Determ�n�sm too, l�ke all mon�st mater�al�st pos�t�ons. If
neural correlat�on holds, and neurons are a�ected by phys�cal causal�ty just l�ke any other phys�cal
stu�, then exper�ent�al states are redundant, and there would be no evolut�onary pressure for them
to ar�se. When �n real�ty, they look honed for evolut�onary ut�l�ty.

You have an add�t�onal problem not just w�th expla�n�ng the generat�on of the 'exper�ent�al f�eld',
but w�th the way th�s f�eld feeds back �nfo/�nstruct�ons to the phys�cal bra�n systems.

If you're rely�ng on neural correlat�on to expla�n that - see above. If alternat�vely you're rely�ng on
a Homunculus/Cartes�an Theatre model to expla�n �t, �t just puts the problem a step. And we'd
expect to be able to locate the homunculus bra�n system wh�ch act�vates any t�me a person �s
consc�ous, w�th neural connect�ons centr�ng there. We don't f�nd that. We know there must be
some mechan�sm whereby a sense of self-as-un�f�ed-observer/exper�encer ar�ses from the bra�n's
�nter-connected sub-systems, but �t doesn't seem to be a homunculus/Cartes�an Theatre type
mechan�sm.

The report�ng back �ssue has these exper�ent�al qual�a be�ng exper�ent�ally observed by the Self-
Exper�encer, wh�ch st�ll has to somehow report back to the phys�cal bra�n systems, �f the exper�ence
�s a product of bra�ns, rather than �dent�cal w�th bra�ns. It's not a way out of that problem.

That �s only a problem �f you're �mag�n�ng the homunculus to be someth�ng separate from the bra�n.
But �t �sn't; �t �s �nt�mately connected to �t, but not �dent�cal w�th �t.

Wh�ch br�ngs us to over determ�n�sm. The 'exper�ent�al f�eld' as a product of bra�n act�v�ty only
avo�ds th�s problem �f neural correlat�on doesn't hold surely. Is that your cla�m? That bra�n act�v�ty
produces an 'exper�ent�al f�eld' wh�ch then somehow escapes neural correlates? But somehow
causes phys�cal neural act�v�ty

Oh, no. Phenomenal exper�ence �s strongly correlated w�th bra�n states; the former only ex�sts as long
as the latter does. But correlat�on �s not �dent�ty, and does not enta�l �t.

The ch�ef arch�tect of the "Self-Model Theory of Subject�v�ty" �s Thomas Metz�nger (no, th�s theory was
not �nvented by me!). H�s book, "Be�ng No One, The Self-Model Theory of Subject�v�ty" �s here (among
many other places):

https://www.amazon.com/Be�ng-No-One-Sel ... 0262633086

A prec�s by Metz�nger �s here:

https://c�teseerx.�st.psu.edu/v�ewdoc/d ... 1&type=pdf

https://www.amazon.com/Being-No-One-Self-Model-Subjectivity/dp/0262633086
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.116.2022&rep=rep1&type=pdf


Test�ng - there �s no way to test your preferred 'What If' aga�nst others.
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Faustus5 on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 14:42

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Not just Dennett, but anyone comm�tted to a non-dual�st, non-supernatural model of
consc�ousness, wh�ch you seemed to do when you earl�er agreed that of course mental phenomena
are just phys�cal phenomena. Phys�cal phenomena are only caused by other phys�cal phenomena.
There �s no such th�ng as a mental event that �s somehow phys�cal but not a bra�n event.

I th�nk you are conflat�ng two th�ngs that need to be kept very far apart from one another.

A. What everyone agrees ex�sts and needs to be expla�ned (mental phenomenon, subject�ve
exper�ence, whatever you want to call them). As you say, that these ex�st �s someth�ng that no one
can deny or wants to deny. Dennett, for �nstance, does not deny them and can only be character�zed
as hav�ng done so by del�berately �gnor�ng h�s actual words.

B. One’s theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tments to how the elements �n A are best character�zed
and expla�ned. One never establ�shes the real�ty of such comm�tments by cla�m�ng they cannot be
den�ed. One establ�shes such comm�tments by mak�ng reasoned, ev�dence based arguments
show�ng they are better than the alternat�ves.

If mental events are phys�cal events, wh�ch you earl�er comm�tted to, they can only be bra�n
processes. There �s l�terally no ava�lable alternat�ve cons�stent w�th establ�shed cogn�t�ve
neurosc�ence, wh�ch leads me to th�nk I must be confused about what you are and are not try�ng to
say. :oops:

2.435. by GE Morton

Yes; Dennett et al would so cla�m.

2.435. by GE Morton

But that cla�m �s palpably false, as everyone who has ever had a thought, made a dec�s�on, formed an
op�n�on, reached a judgment w�ll conf�dently test�fy. I know w�thout doubt, as d�d Descartes, that my
act�ons are caused by acts of w�ll (�.e., mental events). There �s noth�ng of wh�ch I am more certa�n.

2.435. by GE Morton

It �s a very good theory, but the causal cha�n �t postulates needs to be mod�f�ed: bra�n process --->
mental event ---> phys�cal act�on. Bra�n processes have a place �n the causal cha�n, but (for w�llful,
�ntent�onal act�ons) a consc�ous event �ntervenes.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Not even remotely, not by a z�ll�on l�ght years, �s th�s statement true. Sc�ent�f�c theor�es are not
log�cal theorems.

2.435. by GE Morton

Theor�es of consc�ousness wh�ch endeavor to el�m�nate qual�a and other mental phenomena enta�l a
var�ant of Ep�men�des Paradox. . .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 14:53

Yet you use "phys�cal" somewhere between the colloqu�al "tang�ble/v�s�ble w�th the naked eye"
etc. and "addressed by the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne of phys�cs" wh�le say�ng that mental phenomena are
not �dent�cal to bra�n phenomena on your v�ew. So what tang�ble or addressed-by-phys�cs th�ng,
as�de from the bra�n, �s mental�ty, exactly on your v�ew?

2.435. by GE Morton

It �s only dual�sm �f you construe that mental event to be a non-phys�cal phenomenon. My argument �s
that �t �sn't; �t �s a phys�cal phenomenon, though one that �s not reduc�ble to other phys�cal phenomena
for expl�cable, understandable reasons.
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~

Steve3007 on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 15:13

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Wa�t--so f�rst, you know that GE Morton expl�c�tly gave two d��erent senses of
the term "phys�cal," r�ght?

More recently, to GE Morton:

Yet you use "phys�cal" somewhere between the colloqu�al "tang�ble/v�s�ble w�th the naked eye" etc.
and "addressed by the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne of phys�cs"

So those are the two d��erent senses you were referr�ng to? Don't you th�nk the latter can be seen
as a more formal and structured vers�on of the former? Part�cularly �f we broaden "phys�cs" to
someth�ng l�ke "the phys�cal sc�ences".

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 4 0 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 17:44

Yes. He expl�c�tly stated them �n an earl�er post. (And why d�dn't you ask when I f�rst ment�oned
�t?)

Don't you th�nk the latter can be seen as a more formal and structured vers�on of the former?

Not really. The former �s k�nd of a "med�um-s�zed dry goods (that I can �nteract w�th)" �dea, wh�ch
�sn't really what phys�cs �s about. The colloqu�al not�on �s probably related to the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne
�n some way, but �t would be a ser�ous m�sunderstand�ng of �t.

2.439. by Steve3007

So those are the two d��erent senses you were referr�ng to?
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GE Morton on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 18:33

Consc�ousness �s not a f�eld; but �t �s somewhat analogous to one, �nasmuch as �t �s an �ntang�ble,
�nv�s�ble e�ect of a phys�cal process. But an EM f�eld �s an hypothet�cal construct, �nvented by us to
expla�n certa�n emp�r�cally observable phenomena, wh�le consc�ous phenomena are d�rectly
apprehens�ble --- but only by the exper�enc�ng agent.

And I th�nk we've covered the Hard Problem. That problem �s "hard" because �t �nvolves pr�vate
phenomena not access�ble to th�rd part�es, wh�ch renders sc�ent�f�c method useless for
character�z�ng and analyz�ng them. We'll never be able to "account for" those phenomena
analyt�cally, �.e., reduct�vely, wh�ch would allow us to pred�ct the part�cular qual�t�es of those
phenomena from a known state of the phys�cal system produc�ng them. But we can pred�ct that
phys�cal systems of a certa�n des�gn w�ll man�fest those e�ects --- �nsofar as the behav�or of the
system �nd�cates the�r presence. That �s as much explanat�on as we're ever go�ng to get.

You're st�ll stuck w�th address�ng Over Determ�n�sm too, l�ke all mon�st mater�al�st pos�t�ons. If neural
correlat�on holds, and neurons are a�ected by phys�cal causal�ty just l�ke any other phys�cal stu�, then
exper�ent�al states are redundant, and there would be no evolut�onary pressure for them to ar�se. When
�n real�ty, they look honed for evolut�onary ut�l�ty.

2.436. by Gert�e

OK, here are the problems as I see them then.

As you agree neural correlat�on holds, then you're st�ll stuck w�th the Hard Problem. Pos�t�ng that
exper�ence �s some k�nd of 'f�eld' sc�ence can't account for, has no more explanatory value than pos�t�ng
�t �s some k�nd of 'perspect�ve', or any other mon�st substance mater�al�st 'What If'.



The problem w�th that pos�t�on �s that exper�ent�al states are --- obv�ously --- not redundant.
They �nst�gate most human behav�or. D�d not a des�re on your part �nst�gate your above comments?
That certa�n bra�n states were also �nvolved �s a theory, a conceptual construct, wh�ch �s another
phenomenal art�fact. That argument aga�nst ep�phenomenal�sm rests on an assumpt�on that
phenomenal states and events �mply the ex�stence of another k�nd of "bas�c stu�" wh�ch, not be�ng
reduc�ble to phys�cal "stu�," cannot a�ect �t, and �s thus superfluous. But that �mpl�cat�on �s
gratu�tous; the subject�v�ty of phenomenal e�ects does not enta�l that they must be of a d��erent
k�nd of non-phys�cal "stu�." They are just a d��erent k�nd of e�ect. That they are only produced
(as far as we know) by phys�cal systems �s ample warrant for cons�der�ng them phys�cal e�ects.

Nor do those e�ects ar�se �ndependently from the phys�cal systems produc�ng them, any more than
the negat�ve charge on an electron ar�ses separately from the electron. So they don't need an
�ndependent evolut�onary just�f�cat�on. All that needs to be just�f�ed �n evolut�onary terms �s the
system as a whole, and the ev�dence �s pretty strong that those e�ects confer some surv�val and
reproduct�ve ut�l�ty on systems that man�fest them.

You have an add�t�onal problem not just w�th expla�n�ng the generat�on of the 'exper�ent�al f�eld', but
w�th the way th�s f�eld feeds back �nfo/�nstruct�ons to the phys�cal bra�n systems.

Aga�n, you seem to be cons�der�ng a reduct�ve explanat�on to be the only acceptable type of
explanat�on. But for the reasons g�ven that �s �mposs�ble. So we e�ther settle for another
explanatory avenue that �s emp�r�cally testable, or we retreat to mag�c.

And we'd expect to be able to locate the homunculus bra�n system wh�ch act�vates any t�me a person �s
consc�ous, w�th neural connect�ons centr�ng there.

That �s premature. I agree there must be some bra�n subsystem correspond�ng to the
"homunculus," but how that system �s d�str�buted/const�tuted �s unknown (at least by me).

Test�ng - there �s no way to test your preferred 'What If' aga�nst others.

But there �s. We can try to construct art�f�c�al systems des�gned as suggested by the theory and
observe whether they behave �n ways that conv�nce us that they are consc�ous --- behav�ors that
we take to s�gn�fy consc�ousness �n people and other an�mals.
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Steve3007 on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 20:40

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Not really. The former �s k�nd of a "med�um-s�zed dry goods (that I can �nteract
w�th)" �dea, wh�ch �sn't really what phys�cs �s about.

I don't know what you mean by that.

The colloqu�al not�on �s probably related to the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne �n some way, but �t would be a
ser�ous m�sunderstand�ng of �t.



OK. I d�sagree,
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  2 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 23:24

https://en.w�k�ped�a.org/w�k�/Dry_goods

Phys�cs pos�ts many th�ngs that are not tang�ble, v�s�ble, etc. �n the colloqu�al sense. It �n no way
h�nges on the colloqu�al tang�b�l�ty �dea.

2.442. by Steve3007

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Not really. The former �s k�nd of a "med�um-s�zed dry goods (that I can
�nteract w�th)" �dea, wh�ch �sn't really what phys�cs �s about.

I don't know what you mean by that.

The colloqu�al not�on �s probably related to the sc�ent�f�c d�sc�pl�ne �n some way, but �t would be a
ser�ous m�sunderstand�ng of �t.

OK. I d�sagree,

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 4 4 .

~

GE Morton on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 01:52

"Tang�ble" �n the colloqu�al sense �s to be understood as "detectable by the senses." E.g., a�r �s
tang�ble. Phys�cs extends that to "detectable by some emp�r�cal method," such as w�th
�nstruments. But �t also postulates ent�t�es not detectable by any method, e.g., gluons,
superstr�ngs, v�rtual part�cles, etc., all of wh�ch are nonetheless "phys�cal ent�t�es."

2.443. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Phys�cs pos�ts many th�ngs that are not tang�ble, v�s�ble, etc. �n the colloqu�al sense. It �n no way h�nges
on the colloqu�al tang�b�l�ty �dea.
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Atla on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 06:59

a�r �s tang�ble

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dry_goods


How much more surreal can th�s d�scuss�on get?
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Steve3007 on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 07:15

GE Morton wrote:"Tang�ble" �n the colloqu�al sense �s to be understood as "detectable by the senses."
E.g., a�r �s tang�ble. Phys�cs extends that to "detectable by some emp�r�cal method," such as w�th
�nstruments.

Yes. Phys�cs �s a formal�zat�on of what we do every day: mak�ng sense of the world, �n such a way as
to be able to create models of what �t's go�ng to do next, by observ�ng �t. �.e. by the use of sensory
equ�pment connected to record�ng equ�pment and apparatus for analyz�ng the recorded data to
look for patterns. That could mean just eyes and a bra�n or �t could mean a whole range of other
equ�pment.

But �t also postulates ent�t�es not detectable by any method, e.g., gluons, superstr�ngs, v�rtual part�cles,
etc., all of wh�ch are nonetheless "phys�cal ent�t�es."

Well, th�s �s where the quest�on starts as to what �t �s that phys�cs (and, analogously, everyday
work�ng-stu�-out exper�ence) proposes to ex�st extra-mentally, �n the real world, and what �t
creates as an abstract model �n order to try to descr�be and pred�ct those th�ngs wh�ch ex�st extra-
mentally.

You l�st some ent�t�es that you say are not detectable by any method. But clearly, �n order to
propose the�r ex�stence, phys�c�sts must be propos�ng a system, �nto wh�ch those ent�t�es are
proposed to f�t, whose ver�f�cat�on or fals�f�cat�on depends on emp�r�cal observat�on. If you say that
these proposed ent�t�es are not detectable by any method, what exactly does �t mean to detect
someth�ng? What ent�t�es do you regard as detectable and why?

If a phys�c�st not�ces a beam of green l�ght �n a cathode ray tube, he's apt to say that he's detected
electrons flow�ng between the cathode and the anode. Has he? Or has he just detected glow�ng
green gas? S�m�larly �f he sees a l�ne of �on�zed gas part�cles �n a cloud chamber, des�gned to detect
�on�z�ng rad�at�on. Can the electron, or the �on�z�ng rad�at�on, be sa�d to ex�st or �s �t part of a
mental model that we create �n order to descr�be and pred�ct the behav�ours of th�ngs that we've
dec�ded do ex�st? Does �t actually matter?
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Gert�e on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 12:56

GE



OK, here are the problems as I see them then.

As you agree neural correlat�on holds, then you're st�ll stuck w�th the Hard Problem. Pos�t�ng that
exper�ence �s some k�nd of 'f�eld' sc�ence can't account for, has no more explanatory value than
pos�t�ng �t �s some k�nd of 'perspect�ve', or any other mon�st substance mater�al�st 'What If'.

Consc�ousness �s not a f�eld; but �t �s somewhat analogous to one, �nasmuch as �t �s an �ntang�ble,
�nv�s�ble e�ect of a phys�cal process. But an EM f�eld �s an hypothet�cal construct, �nvented by us to
expla�n certa�n emp�r�cally observable phenomena, wh�le consc�ous phenomena are d�rectly
apprehens�ble --- but only by the exper�enc�ng agent.

And I th�nk we've covered the Hard Problem. That problem �s "hard" because �t �nvolves pr�vate
phenomena not access�ble to th�rd part�es, wh�ch renders sc�ent�f�c method useless for character�z�ng
and analyz�ng them. We'll never be able to "account for" those phenomena analyt�cally, �.e.,
reduct�vely, wh�ch would allow us to pred�ct the part�cular qual�t�es of those phenomena from a known
state of the phys�cal system produc�ng them. But we can pred�ct that phys�cal systems of a certa�n
des�gn w�ll man�fest those e�ects --- �nsofar as the behav�or of the system �nd�cates the�r presence.
That �s as much explanat�on as we're ever go�ng to get.

As I sa�d your What If �s st�ll stuck w�th the Hard Problem. If that �s as much explanat�on as we're
ever go�ng to get, then accept the consequences. Your 'pred�ct�ons' are just guesses. And the results
are not rel�ably testable. And even �f they were you couldn't know �f your What If �s the reason the
guessed pred�ct�on �s correct.

You're st�ll stuck w�th address�ng Over Determ�n�sm too, l�ke all mon�st mater�al�st pos�t�ons. If
neural correlat�on holds, and neurons are a�ected by phys�cal causal�ty just l�ke any other phys�cal
stu�, then exper�ent�al states are redundant, and there would be no evolut�onary pressure for them
to ar�se. When �n real�ty, they look honed for evolut�onary ut�l�ty.

The problem w�th that pos�t�on �s that exper�ent�al states are --- obv�ously --- not redundant. They
�nst�gate most human behav�or. D�d not a des�re on your part �nst�gate your above comments? That
certa�n bra�n states were also �nvolved �s a theory, a conceptual construct, wh�ch �s another
phenomenal art�fact. That argument aga�nst ep�phenomenal�sm rests on an assumpt�on that
phenomenal states and events �mply the ex�stence of another k�nd of "bas�c stu�" wh�ch, not be�ng
reduc�ble to phys�cal "stu�," cannot a�ect �t, and �s thus superfluous. But that �mpl�cat�on �s gratu�tous;
the subject�v�ty of phenomenal e�ects does not enta�l that they must be of a d��erent k�nd of non-
phys�cal "stu�." They are just a d��erent k�nd of e�ect. That they are only produced (as far as we
know) by phys�cal systems �s ample warrant for cons�der�ng them phys�cal e�ects.

Nor do those e�ects ar�se �ndependently from the phys�cal systems produc�ng them, any more than the
negat�ve charge on an electron ar�ses separately from the electron. So they don't need an �ndependent
evolut�onary just�f�cat�on. All that needs to be just�f�ed �n evolut�onary terms �s the system as a whole,
and the ev�dence �s pretty strong that those e�ects confer some surv�val and reproduct�ve ut�l�ty on
systems that man�fest them.

You haven't answered the object�on - If neural correlat�on holds, and neurons are a�ected by
phys�cal causal�ty just l�ke any other phys�cal stu�, then exper�ent�al states are redundant, and
there would be no evolut�onary pressure for them to ar�se. When �n real�ty, they look honed for
evolut�onary ut�l�ty.



You have an add�t�onal problem not just w�th expla�n�ng the generat�on of the 'exper�ent�al f�eld',
but w�th the way th�s f�eld feeds back �nfo/�nstruct�ons to the phys�cal bra�n systems.

Aga�n, you seem to be cons�der�ng a reduct�ve explanat�on to be the only acceptable type of
explanat�on. But for the reasons g�ven that �s �mposs�ble. So we e�ther settle for another explanatory
avenue that �s emp�r�cally testable, or we retreat to mag�c.

Aga�n, your preferred What If �sn't rel�ably testable, because exper�ence �sn't th�rd person
observable, and you don't prov�de an explanat�on wh�ch g�ves us someth�ng wh�ch m�ght be - l�ke
spec�f�c necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons. Copy�ng someth�ng �sn't explanatory. And wh�le �t
m�ght at least �n pr�nc�ple (�f �t was rel�ably testable) rule out some What Ifs, �t won't �dent�fy THE
correct one.

And we'd expect to be able to locate the homunculus bra�n system wh�ch act�vates any t�me a person
�s consc�ous, w�th neural connect�ons centr�ng there.

That �s premature. I agree there must be some bra�n subsystem correspond�ng to the "homunculus,"
but how that system �s d�str�buted/const�tuted �s unknown (at least by me).

Then you're just def�n�ng whatever mechan�sm results �n a sense of be�ng an 'Exper�encer-Self' �n
humans as a homunculus. Th�s �sn't how the term �s used.

Test�ng - there �s no way to test your preferred 'What If' aga�nst others.
But there �s. We can try to construct art�f�c�al systems des�gned as suggested by the theory and observe
whether they behave �n ways that conv�nce us that they are consc�ous --- behav�ors that we take to
s�gn�fy consc�ousness �n people and other an�mals.

If we constructed a mach�ne we were conv�nced was exper�enc�ng based on s�m�lar�ty to humans,
we wouldn't know what part�cular key aspect of s�m�lar�ty (nec and su��c�ent cond�t�ons) we'd
captured. So we wouldn't know �f �t proved your What If, or Ident�ty Theory or Panpsych�sm, or
someth�ng we hadn't thought of.

So my object�ons rema�n. If you s�mply took the pos�t�on that you accept them, but th�nk your What
If �s the best bet because... th�s or that, I'd say fa�r enough. But you hand wave real problems the
same way others w�th d��erent preferences do. Fa�r play for actually hav�ng thought your pos�t�on
through and be�ng able to defend �t �n deta�l, but there's really noth�ng wrong �n say�ng We Don't
Know, when we don't know.
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Gert�e on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 12:59

Steve

Can the electron, or the �on�z�ng rad�at�on, be sa�d to ex�st or �s �t part of a mental model that we create
�n order to descr�be and pred�ct the behav�ours of th�ngs that we've dec�ded do ex�st? Does �t actually
matter?

That's an �nterest�ng quest�on.
Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 13:31

So were you agree�ng or d�sagree�ng w�th me?

2.444. by GE Morton

"Tang�ble" �n the colloqu�al sense �s to be understood as "detectable by the senses." E.g., a�r �s tang�ble.
Phys�cs extends that to "detectable by some emp�r�cal method," such as w�th �nstruments. But �t also
postulates ent�t�es not detectable by any method, e.g., gluons, superstr�ngs, v�rtual part�cles, etc., all of
wh�ch are nonetheless "phys�cal ent�t�es."

2.443. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Phys�cs pos�ts many th�ngs that are not tang�ble, v�s�ble, etc. �n the colloqu�al sense. It �n no way
h�nges on the colloqu�al tang�b�l�ty �dea.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  3 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 13:33

Not what "tang�ble" refers to �n the colloqu�al "med�um-s�zed-dry-goods-that-I-can-�nteract-
w�th" sense.

2.446. by Steve3007

Yes. Phys�cs �s a formal�zat�on of what we do every day: mak�ng sense of the world, �n such a way as to
be able to create models of what �t's go�ng to do next, by observ�ng �t. �.e. by the use of sensory
equ�pment connected to record�ng equ�pment and apparatus for analyz�ng the recorded data to look
for patterns. That could mean just eyes and a bra�n or �t could mean a whole range of other equ�pment.
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GE Morton on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 01:46



It only matters conceptually, ph�losoph�cally. If a postulated ent�ty (part�cle, f�eld, force, etc.)
allows us to rel�ably pred�ct future exper�ence, then �t ex�sts. That �s the only cr�ter�on for the
ex�stence of anyth�ng, from the elm tree �n my backyard to superstr�ngs (not to ment�on all the
myr�ad abstract ent�t�es and phenomena we talk about every day). They ex�st �f postulat�ng them
allows us to ant�c�pate future exper�ence or commun�cate act�onable �nformat�on to someone.

Most ontolog�es are fut�le e�orts to ga�n some sort of transcendental knowledge, to �dent�fy the
"bas�c stu�" of the un�verse, on the assumpt�on that there �s some "way th�ngs really are." They
presume to descr�be Kant's noumenon.

But pract�cal ontology --- the "real�ty" we exper�ence and talk about --- �s dynam�c and
ut�l�tar�an. "To be �s to be perce�ved" must be replaced w�th, "To be �s to be useful."

If electrons enable us to pred�ct what w�ll happen --- what we w�ll observe or otherw�se exper�ence
--- when we apply a voltage to a cathode, then they ex�st. If gluons help us pred�ct what w�ll
happen when we bombard a proton w�th electrons �n a part�cle accelerator, then gluons ex�st. If the
elm tree postulate allows me to pred�ct that �f I walk �n a certa�n d�rect�on I w�ll be �mpeded by an
�mmovable object hav�ng a certa�n appearance, then the tree ex�sts. Etc.

2.446. by Steve3007

You l�st some ent�t�es that you say are not detectable by any method. But clearly, �n order to propose
the�r ex�stence, phys�c�sts must be propos�ng a system, �nto wh�ch those ent�t�es are proposed to f�t,
whose ver�f�cat�on or fals�f�cat�on depends on emp�r�cal observat�on. If you say that these proposed
ent�t�es are not detectable by any method, what exactly does �t mean to detect someth�ng? What
ent�t�es do you regard as detectable and why?

If a phys�c�st not�ces a beam of green l�ght �n a cathode ray tube, he's apt to say that he's detected
electrons flow�ng between the cathode and the anode. Has he? Or has he just detected glow�ng green
gas? S�m�larly �f he sees a l�ne of �on�zed gas part�cles �n a cloud chamber, des�gned to detect �on�z�ng
rad�at�on. Can the electron, or the �on�z�ng rad�at�on, be sa�d to ex�st or �s �t part of a mental model that
we create �n order to descr�be and pred�ct the behav�ours of th�ngs that we've dec�ded do ex�st? Does �t
actually matter?
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GE Morton on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 03:04



Well, that �s quest�on-begg�ng. Yes, mental events are caused by bra�n events. But that doesn't
enta�l that they are bra�n events. You are assum�ng that bra�n events can only cause other bra�n
events (or perhaps other "phys�cal" events). The emp�r�cal ev�dence suggests otherw�se ---
namely, that some phys�cal events can cause mental events. Wh�ch are "phys�cal events" �n the
ph�losoph�cal, theoret�cal sense, but not the colloqu�al sense (as d�scussed earl�er).

If we can d�st�ngu�sh between a mental phenomenon (such as the sensat�on I exper�ence when
behold�ng a red square) and the act�v�t�es of a group of neurons observable as EKG traces or under a
m�croscope, then they are obv�ously not �dent�cal. All I can can conclude �s that there �s a causal
relat�on between them.

A. What everyone agrees ex�sts and needs to be expla�ned (mental phenomenon, subject�ve exper�ence,
whatever you want to call them). As you say, that these ex�st �s someth�ng that no one can deny or
wants to deny. Dennett, for �nstance, does not deny them and can only be character�zed as hav�ng done
so by del�berately �gnor�ng h�s actual words.

Well, here are (some of) Dennett's own words:

"My cla�m, then, �s not just that the var�ous techn�cal or theoret�cal concepts of qual�a are vague or
equ�vocal, but that the source concept, the 'pretheoret�cal' not�on of wh�ch the former are
presumed to be ref�nements, �s so thoroughly confused that even �f we undertook to salvage some
'lowest common denom�nator' from the theoret�c�ans' proposals, any acceptable vers�on would
have to be so rad�cally unl�ke the �ll-formed not�ons that are commonly appealed to that �t would
be tact�cally obtuse--not to say P�ckw�ck�an--to cl�ng to the term. Far better, tact�cally, to declare
that there s�mply are no qual�a at all. (Endnote 2).

Endnote 2: "The d��erence between 'el�m�nat�ve mater�al�sm'--of wh�ch my pos�t�on on qual�a �s an
�nstance [�tal�cs added] --and a "reduct�ve" mater�al�sm that takes on the burden of �dent�fy�ng the
problemat�c �tem �n terms of the foundat�onal mater�al�st�c theory �s thus often best seen not so
much as a doctr�nal �ssue as a tact�cal �ssue: how m�ght we most gracefully or e�ect�vely enl�ghten
the confused �n th�s �nstance?"

---Dennett, "Qu�n�ng Qual�a":

https://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/dennett/p ... �nqual.htm

2.437. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Not just Dennett, but anyone comm�tted to a non-dual�st, non-supernatural model of consc�ousness,
wh�ch you seemed to do when you earl�er agreed that of course mental phenomena are just phys�cal
phenomena. Phys�cal phenomena are only caused by other phys�cal phenomena. There �s no such th�ng
as a mental event that �s somehow phys�cal but not a bra�n event.

2.435. by GE Morton

Yes; Dennett et al would so cla�m.

https://ase.tufts.edu/cogstud/dennett/papers/quinqual.htm


B. One’s theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tments to how the elements �n A are best character�zed and
expla�ned. One never establ�shes the real�ty of such comm�tments by cla�m�ng they cannot be den�ed.
One establ�shes such comm�tments by mak�ng reasoned, ev�dence based arguments show�ng they are
better than the alternat�ves.

Well, I agree. But the ex�stence of qual�a (and other mental phenomena) are not products or
consequences of any theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tments. Qu�te the contrary --- they are
pr�mal, the raw mater�als from wh�ch all theoret�cal speculat�ons and postulated ent�t�es and
processes, �nclud�ng bra�n states and neural processes, beg�ns. We can only undertake analys�s of
an elm tree, or bra�ns, �f we have some percepts, compr�sed of some concatenat�on of qual�a, that
�nforms us of someth�ng �n need of analys�s. We can't "expla�n" qual�a by deny�ng them, or
grat�u�tously �dent�fy�ng them w�th someth�ng from wh�ch they are eas�ly d�st�ngu�shable.

If mental events are phys�cal events, wh�ch you earl�er comm�tted to, they can only be bra�n processes.

THAT, my fr�end, �s a "theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tment." A dogma, and an �ndefens�ble one.

There �s l�terally no ava�lable alternat�ve cons�stent w�th establ�shed cogn�t�ve neurosc�ence . . .

It �s only �ncons�stent w�th a certa�n narrow construal of the scope of cogn�t�ve sc�ence.

Not even remotely, not by a z�ll�on l�ght years, �s th�s statement true. Sc�ent�f�c theor�es are not log�cal
theorems.

True. But they are mental phenomena.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 11:43

Aga�n, �t's s�mply a perspect�val d��erence. We d�st�ngu�sh between perspect�val d��erences all the
t�me w�thout hav�ng d���culty real�z�ng that they're perspect�val d��erences of someth�ng
�dent�cal. We shouldn't have such d���culty w�th �t �n th�s case.

2.452. by GE Morton

If we can d�st�ngu�sh between a mental phenomenon (such as the sensat�on I exper�ence when
behold�ng a red square) and the act�v�t�es of a group of neurons observable as EKG traces or under a
m�croscope, then they are obv�ously not �dent�cal. All I can can conclude �s that there �s a causal
relat�on between them.
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GE Morton on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 15:19



I th�nk we've covered th�s. You can't attr�bute apparent d��erences between two percepts as
"perspect�val d��erences" unless you already know, or are assum�ng, that the two percepts are of
the same th�ng. I.e., you can't use those d��erences to argue for the�r be�ng the same th�ng. That
explanat�on begs the quest�on. Moreover, the appearance of a th�ng from a g�ven perspect�ve can
always be transformed �nto the v�ew from another perspect�ve v�a a s�mple algor�thm. That
obv�ously can't be done w�th the percepts of a red square and an EKG record. Those two percepts
have noth�ng �n common.

2.453. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Aga�n, �t's s�mply a perspect�val d��erence. We d�st�ngu�sh between perspect�val d��erences all the t�me
w�thout hav�ng d���culty real�z�ng that they're perspect�val d��erences of someth�ng �dent�cal. We
shouldn't have such d���culty w�th �t �n th�s case.

2.452. by GE Morton

If we can d�st�ngu�sh between a mental phenomenon (such as the sensat�on I exper�ence when
behold�ng a red square) and the act�v�t�es of a group of neurons observable as EKG traces or under a
m�croscope, then they are obv�ously not �dent�cal. All I can can conclude �s that there �s a causal
relat�on between them.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 15:52

Re th�s, wh�ch you've ment�oned a number of t�mes, can you g�ve any aspect of any algor�thm that
amounts to any qual�ty (property) �n any manner?

2.454. by GE Morton

Moreover, the appearance of a th�ng from a g�ven perspect�ve can always be transformed �nto the v�ew
from another perspect�ve v�a a s�mple algor�thm.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 5 6 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 15:54

I should have clar�f�ed re the quest�on above, I'm ask�ng you to g�ve me an example. G�ve
me an example of an algor�thm or even just an part of any algor�thm that would amount
to any qual�ty (that �s, any property that's not s�mply someth�ng l�ke the "two" part of "two
horns"). So l�st the algor�thm or part of the algor�thm and l�st the qual�ty �t's supposed to amount
to.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 16:35

"Algor�thm that would amount to any qual�ty"? I have no �dea what you're ask�ng. Algor�thms
don't "amount to qual�t�es." They are mathemat�cal operat�ons to map one set of ent�t�es onto
another set. We can transform the v�ew from a g�ven po�nt of a g�ven 3-d�mens�onal object �nto the
v�ew from any other v�ewpo�nt by rotat�ng the object through the three d�mens�ons by amount �n
each d�mens�on equal to the d��erences between the v�ewpo�nts. The propert�es of the object don't
change �n that process.

But we can't expla�n the apparent d��erences between, say, a mouse and an elephant as
"d��erences �n perspect�ve." There �s no algor�thm that w�ll map one onto the other w�thout
alter�ng the�r propert�es.

2.456. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I should have clar�f�ed re the quest�on above, I'm ask�ng you to g�ve me an example. G�ve me an
example of an algor�thm or even just an part of any algor�thm that would amount to any qual�ty (that
�s, any property that's not s�mply someth�ng l�ke the "two" part of "two horns"). So l�st the algor�thm
or part of the algor�thm and l�st the qual�ty �t's supposed to amount to.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 17:07

2.457. by GE Morton

"Algor�thm that would amount to any qual�ty"? I have no �dea what you're ask�ng. Algor�thms don't
"amount to qual�t�es." They are mathemat�cal operat�ons to map one set of ent�t�es onto another set.
We can transform the v�ew from a g�ven po�nt of a g�ven 3-d�mens�onal object �nto the v�ew from any
other v�ewpo�nt by rotat�ng the object through the three d�mens�ons by amount �n each d�mens�on
equal to the d��erences between the v�ewpo�nts. The propert�es of the object don't change �n that
process.

But we can't expla�n the apparent d��erences between, say, a mouse and an elephant as "d��erences �n
perspect�ve." There �s no algor�thm that w�ll map one onto the other w�thout alter�ng the�r propert�es.

2.456. by Terrap�n Stat�on

I should have clar�f�ed re the quest�on above, I'm ask�ng you to g�ve me an example. G�ve me an
example of an algor�thm or even just an part of any algor�thm that would amount to any qual�ty
(that �s, any property that's not s�mply someth�ng l�ke the "two" part of "two horns"). So l�st the
algor�thm or part of the algor�thm and l�st the qual�ty �t's supposed to amount to.



The top�c �s property d��erences due to perspect�val d��erences. Are you or are you not cla�m�ng
that algor�thms can somehow translate to these property d��erences due to perspect�val
d��erences?
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GE Morton on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 17:38

The propert�es of the object v�ewed do not change w�th changes �n perspect�ve. They are constant
throughout all changes �n v�ewpo�nt. If the apparent propert�es of one object cannot be
transformed �nto the apparent propert�es from another v�ewpo�nt w�th a s�mple algor�thm then the
percepts are of d��erent objects, not one object v�ewed from d��erent perspect�ves.

2.458. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The top�c �s property d��erences due to perspect�val d��erences. Are you or are you not cla�m�ng that
algor�thms can somehow translate to these property d��erences due to perspect�val d��erences?
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Faustus5 on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 19:22

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

That �s not an assumpt�on, �t �s me pay�ng str�ct attent�on to the ev�dence that actually ex�sts
w�thout unjust�f�ed sp�n.

There �s no ev�dence whatsoever that bra�n events cause further phys�cal events that are mental
events but not bra�n events. If I am wrong, please c�te an example from the peer rev�ewed sc�ent�f�c
l�terature.

2.452. by GE Morton

Well, that �s quest�on-begg�ng. Yes, mental events are caused by bra�n events. But that doesn't enta�l
that they are bra�n events. You are assum�ng that bra�n events can only cause other bra�n events (or
perhaps other "phys�cal" events).

2.452. by GE Morton

E Morton" post_�d=368664 t�me=1601780659 user_�d=47101]The emp�r�cal ev�dence suggests
otherw�se --- namely, that some phys�cal events can cause mental events.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


It �s not obv�ous at all that they are not �dent�cal, otherw�se there would not be an abundance of
sc�ent�sts and ph�losophers who do th�nk they are, �n fact, �dent�cal. Talk about ACTUAL quest�on
begg�ng, here.

Then you should embrace the dual�sm that �s fundamentally at the heart of the way you see
consc�ousness, and stop try�ng to deny �t. There �s no documented case anywhere of bra�n events
caus�ng anyth�ng other than other bra�n or nervous system events. You can't call mental events
phys�cal events (but not bra�n events) unless you can po�nt to exactly what measurable part�cles
carry them that aren't part of the bra�n. They can't be phys�cal �f they are not addressed or
addressable by phys�cs.

You're do�ng exactly what all d�shonest scholars of h�s work do--cherry p�ck�ng what looks
conven�ent and �gnor�ng what goes d�rectly aga�nst the m�srepresentat�on you are try�ng to push.
Very early on �n one of the papers you c�te ("Qu�n�ng Qual�a"), he says, �n pla�n Engl�sh:

"Everyth�ng real has propert�es, and s�nce I don't deny the real�ty of consc�ous exper�ence, I grant
that consc�ous exper�ence has propert�es. "

So there you go. He bel�eves �n the real�ty of consc�ous exper�ences, he just th�nks the way folks l�ke
you theor�ze about them �s m�sgu�ded.

That �s exactly what qual�a are. Otherw�se, there would not be ph�losophers and sc�ent�sts who
deny that they ex�st wh�le be�ng perfectly happy to acknowledge that mental states are real. You
don't get to assume you s�de has won the debate unt�l the debate �s over, and that w�ll only happen
when there �s a consensus �n the commun�ty that qual�a are real and not an �deolog�cal �nvent�on.
That w�ll never happen �f the best you can do �s just stamp your feet and �ns�st they are "obv�ously"
real.

2.452. by GE Morton

If we can d�st�ngu�sh between a mental phenomenon (such as the sensat�on I exper�ence when
behold�ng a red square) and the act�v�t�es of a group of neurons observable as EKG traces or under a
m�croscope, then they are obv�ously not �dent�cal.

2.452. by GE Morton

All I can can conclude �s that there �s a causal relat�on between them.

2.452. by GE Morton

Well, here are (some of) Dennett's own words. . . .

2.452. by GE Morton

But the ex�stence of qual�a (and other mental phenomena) are not products or consequences of any
theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tments.

2.452. by GE Morton

THAT, my fr�end, �s a "theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tment." A dogma, and an �ndefens�ble one.



If �t �s dogma to �ns�st on st�ck�ng to what has actually been measured and ver�f�ed �n ma�nstream
cogn�t�ve sc�ence, then you've just made "dogma" �nto a sc�ent�f�c v�rtue I'm more than happy to
embrace.

Feel free be the revolut�onary p�oneer who transforms what cogn�t�ve sc�ence �s. Step one: f�nd out
a way to art�culate how mental event can be a phys�cal state that �s not also a bra�n state and then
ver�fy �t exper�mentally. Good luck w�th that!

2.452. by GE Morton

It �s only �ncons�stent w�th a certa�n narrow construal of the scope of cogn�t�ve sc�ence.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 20:08

And the example of an algor�thm captur�ng any property?

2.459. by GE Morton

The propert�es of the object v�ewed do not change w�th changes �n perspect�ve. They are constant
throughout all changes �n v�ewpo�nt. If the apparent propert�es of one object cannot be transformed
�nto the apparent propert�es from another v�ewpo�nt w�th a s�mple algor�thm then the percepts are of
d��erent objects, not one object v�ewed from d��erent perspect�ves.

2.458. by Terrap�n Stat�on

The top�c �s property d��erences due to perspect�val d��erences. Are you or are you not cla�m�ng that
algor�thms can somehow translate to these property d��erences due to perspect�val d��erences?
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Gert�e on >  4 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 21:55

Faustus

You say phenomenal exper�ence/mental states are real, but qual�a aren't.

So can you expla�n what mental states you bel�eve are real. and why?

And how Dennett would answer the same quest�on?

S�mply and clearly, avo�d�ng amb�gu�ty as much as poss�ble.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  5 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 00:02

Well, all pred�ct�ons can be called "guesses," I suppose. But there are good guesses and bad ones.
What d�st�ngu�shes them �s that the former are conf�rmed by observat�on. And they are rel�ably
testable --- e�ther the system d�splays the pred�cted behav�ors or �t doesn't. If �t does, then the
pred�ct�on was correct, and for the reasons set forth �n the theory, at least unt�l another theory
comes along, o�er�ng d��erent reasons, that makes even more correct pred�ct�ons. There �s no way
to assess the "correctness" of any theory other than the rel�ab�l�ty of the pred�ct�ons �t makes.

The problem w�th that pos�t�on �s that exper�ent�al states are --- obv�ously --- not redundant.
They �nst�gate most human behav�or. D�d not a des�re on your part �nst�gate your above comments?
That certa�n bra�n states were also �nvolved �s a theory, a conceptual construct, wh�ch �s another
phenomenal art�fact. That argument aga�nst ep�phenomenal�sm rests on an assumpt�on that
phenomenal states and events �mply the ex�stence of another k�nd of "bas�c stu�" wh�ch, not be�ng
reduc�ble to phys�cal "stu�," cannot a�ect �t, and �s thus superfluous. But that �mpl�cat�on �s
gratu�tous; the subject�v�ty of phenomenal e�ects does not enta�l that they must be of a d��erent
k�nd of non-phys�cal "stu�." They are just a d��erent k�nd of e�ect. That they are only produced (as
far as we know) by phys�cal systems �s ample warrant for cons�der�ng them phys�cal e�ects.

Nor do those e�ects ar�se �ndependently from the phys�cal systems produc�ng them, any more than
the negat�ve charge on an electron ar�ses separately from the electron. So they don't need an
�ndependent evolut�onary just�f�cat�on. All that needs to be just�f�ed �n evolut�onary terms �s the
system as a whole, and the ev�dence �s pretty strong that those e�ects confer some surv�val and
reproduct�ve ut�l�ty on systems that man�fest them.

You haven't answered the object�on - If neural correlat�on holds, and neurons are a�ected by phys�cal
causal�ty just l�ke any other phys�cal stu�, then exper�ent�al states are redundant, and there would be
no evolut�onary pressure for them to ar�se. When �n real�ty, they look honed for evolut�onary ut�l�ty.

The above quote does answer that, Gert�e. There doesn't need to be any evolut�onary pressure for
exper�ent�al states to "ar�se." There only needs to be evolut�onary pressure for systems to ar�se
wh�ch have surv�val advantages. Certa�n k�nds of systems happened to have that property, wh�ch
proved to confer some surv�val advantage. That �s true of all tra�ts wh�ch confer some surv�val
advantage. Var�ous tra�ts appear �n populat�ons at random, for phys�cal reasons. Some confer
surv�val advantages �n a g�ven env�ronment, some d�sadvantages, some ne�ther. Cheetahs, almost
alone among cats, don't have retractable claws. There was no evolut�onary pressure for that tra�t to
appear �n some ancestor populat�on. But �t d�d appear, due to some random genet�c var�ant, and

2.447. by Gert�e

As I sa�d your What If �s st�ll stuck w�th the Hard Problem. If that �s as much explanat�on as we're ever
go�ng to get, then accept the consequences. Your 'pred�ct�ons' are just guesses. And the results are not
rel�ably testable. And even �f they were you couldn't know �f your What If �s the reason the guessed
pred�ct�on �s correct.



happened to confer an advantage on cats �n a certa�n env�ronmental m�l�eu (�n other env�ronments
�t would be a d�sadvantage). B�olog�cal tra�ts appear at random, due to some random alterat�on �n a
DNA sequence somewhere. Whether a tra�t confers a surv�val advantage can only be assessed after
�t appears. There �s no "pressure" for any part�cular tra�t to ar�se.

Aga�n, your preferred What If �sn't rel�ably testable, because exper�ence �sn't th�rd person observable,
and you don't prov�de an explanat�on wh�ch g�ves us someth�ng wh�ch m�ght be - l�ke spec�f�c
necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons. Copy�ng someth�ng �sn't explanatory. And wh�le �t m�ght at least �n
pr�nc�ple (�f �t was rel�ably testable) rule out some What Ifs, �t won't �dent�fy THE correct one.

THE correct one?

I've g�ven you a methodology for determ�n�ng whether an hypothes�s, or theory, �s "correct." You
can't speak of "THE correct one," unless you have some methodology �n m�nd for d�scover�ng �t.
The correct theory or explanat�on w�ll always be, and can only be, the one wh�ch generates the
most most rel�able pred�ct�ons. Ask�ng how th�ngs "really are" �n some transcendental sense,
"from God's po�nt of v�ew," �s a vacuous exerc�se. Mean�ngless.

No, I can't g�ve the spec�f�c necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for a phys�cal system to man�fest
consc�ousness. We know that they ex�st, however, s�nce we have phys�cal systems that do man�fest
that property. Whether we can fully eluc�date them rema�ns to be seen; we w�ll know when we have
succeeded when we have constructed a system whose behav�or warrants call�ng �t "consc�ous."
We'll then �mpute phenomenal states to �t, just as we do when we deem certa�n an�mals (and other
humans) to be consc�ous.

Then you're just def�n�ng whatever mechan�sm results �n a sense of be�ng an 'Exper�encer-Self' �n
humans as a homunculus. Th�s �sn't how the term �s used.

How do you th�nk �t �s used? How do you understand �t?

If we constructed a mach�ne we were conv�nced was exper�enc�ng based on s�m�lar�ty to humans, we
wouldn't know what part�cular key aspect of s�m�lar�ty (nec and su��c�ent cond�t�ons) we'd captured.
So we wouldn't know �f �t proved your What If, or Ident�ty Theory or Panpsych�sm, or someth�ng we
hadn't thought of.

Behav�ors we deem su��c�ent for �mput�ng consc�ousness to other humans IS the su��c�ent
cond�t�on, the only one we have, be�ng unable (as th�rd part�es) to observe those �nternal states
d�rectly. That �s the only s�m�lar�ty emp�r�cally access�ble. We can't ask whether the mach�ne's
exper�ences are s�m�lar to ours; I can't even ask whether your phenomenal exper�ences are s�m�lar
to m�ne. Those are unanswerable quest�ons.

Fa�r play for actually hav�ng thought your pos�t�on through and be�ng able to defend �t �n deta�l, but
there's really noth�ng wrong �n say�ng We Don't Know, when we don't know.

I'm say�ng more than that --- not only do we not know prec�sely how phenomenal states are
generated by phys�cal systems, or whether a mach�ne's (�mputed) phenomenal states, or yours, are
s�m�lar to m�ne, we can never know that --- because those states are not ava�lable for analys�s by
sc�ent�f�c methods and are not der�vable from known sc�ent�f�c laws. They are, however, found only
�n connect�on w�th certa�n phys�cal systems, wh�ch warrants cons�der�ng them phys�cal e�ects. We



can rule out �dent�ty theor�es because phenomenal states are obv�ously not �dent�cal to bra�n states,
per the common def�n�t�ons of "�dent�cal." We can rule out panpsych�sm on Popper�an grounds --
- because �t �mputes a property to th�ngs wh�ch �s �n pr�nc�ple unconf�rmable and unfals�f�able, to
th�ngs wh�ch exh�b�t no behav�ors that warrant �mput�ng that property, and those behav�ors are
the only warrant we have for �mput�ng �t to anyth�ng.
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GE Morton on >  5 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 01:46

I have no �dea what you mean by an algor�thm "captur�ng a property." They don't "capture"
anyth�ng. An algor�thm �s a systemat�c method of transform�ng one set of apparent propert�es �nto
a another set of apparent propert�es, part�cularly shapes and other apparent spat�o-temporal
propert�es.

2.461. by Terrap�n Stat�on

And the example of an algor�thm captur�ng any property?
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Gert�e on >  5 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 08:34



2.463. by GE Morton

Well, all pred�ct�ons can be called "guesses," I suppose. But there are good guesses and bad ones. What
d�st�ngu�shes them �s that the former are conf�rmed by observat�on. And they are rel�ably testable ---
e�ther the system d�splays the pred�cted behav�ors or �t doesn't. If �t does, then the pred�ct�on was
correct, and for the reasons set forth �n the theory, at least unt�l another theory comes along, o�er�ng
d��erent reasons, that makes even more correct pred�ct�ons. There �s no way to assess the "correctness"
of any theory other than the rel�ab�l�ty of the pred�ct�ons �t makes.

You haven't answered the object�on - If neural correlat�on holds, and neurons are a�ected by
phys�cal causal�ty just l�ke any other phys�cal stu�, then exper�ent�al states are redundant, and
there would be no evolut�onary pressure for them to ar�se. When �n real�ty, they look honed for
evolut�onary ut�l�ty.

The above quote does answer that, Gert�e. There doesn't need to be any evolut�onary pressure for
exper�ent�al states to "ar�se." There only needs to be evolut�onary pressure for systems to ar�se wh�ch
have surv�val advantages. Certa�n k�nds of systems happened to have that property, wh�ch proved to
confer some surv�val advantage. That �s true of all tra�ts wh�ch confer some surv�val advantage.
Var�ous tra�ts appear �n populat�ons at random, for phys�cal reasons. Some confer surv�val advantages
�n a g�ven env�ronment, some d�sadvantages, some ne�ther. Cheetahs, almost alone among cats, don't
have retractable claws. There was no evolut�onary pressure for that tra�t to appear �n some ancestor
populat�on. But �t d�d appear, due to some random genet�c var�ant, and happened to confer an
advantage on cats �n a certa�n env�ronmental m�l�eu (�n other env�ronments �t would be a
d�sadvantage). B�olog�cal tra�ts appear at random, due to some random alterat�on �n a DNA sequence
somewhere. Whether a tra�t confers a surv�val advantage can only be assessed after �t appears. There �s
no "pressure" for any part�cular tra�t to ar�se.

Aga�n, your preferred What If �sn't rel�ably testable, because exper�ence �sn't th�rd person
observable, and you don't prov�de an explanat�on wh�ch g�ves us someth�ng wh�ch m�ght be - l�ke
spec�f�c necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons. Copy�ng someth�ng �sn't explanatory. And wh�le �t
m�ght at least �n pr�nc�ple (�f �t was rel�ably testable) rule out some What Ifs, �t won't �dent�fy THE
correct one.

THE correct one?

I've g�ven you a methodology for determ�n�ng whether an hypothes�s, or theory, �s "correct." You can't
speak of "THE correct one," unless you have some methodology �n m�nd for d�scover�ng �t. The correct
theory or explanat�on w�ll always be, and can only be, the one wh�ch generates the most most rel�able
pred�ct�ons. Ask�ng how th�ngs "really are" �n some transcendental sense, "from God's po�nt of v�ew,"
�s a vacuous exerc�se. Mean�ngless.

No, I can't g�ve the spec�f�c necessary and su��c�ent cond�t�ons for a phys�cal system to man�fest
consc�ousness. We know that they ex�st, however, s�nce we have phys�cal systems that do man�fest that
property. Whether we can fully eluc�date them rema�ns to be seen; we w�ll know when we have
succeeded when we have constructed a system whose behav�or warrants call�ng �t "consc�ous." We'll

2.447. by Gert�e

As I sa�d your What If �s st�ll stuck w�th the Hard Problem. If that �s as much explanat�on as we're
ever go�ng to get, then accept the consequences. Your 'pred�ct�ons' are just guesses. And the results
are not rel�ably testable. And even �f they were you couldn't know �f your What If �s the reason the
guessed pred�ct�on �s correct.



We're not go�ng to agree on these po�nts so I'll leave �t there. Your What If m�ght be r�ght, but there
are good reasons that there's no consensus on a Theory of Consc�ousness, no matter how
conv�nced people are that the�r contrad�ctory preferences are the obv�ous answer.

then �mpute phenomenal states to �t, just as we do when we deem certa�n an�mals (and other humans)
to be consc�ous.

Then you're just def�n�ng whatever mechan�sm results �n a sense of be�ng an 'Exper�encer-Self' �n
humans as a homunculus. Th�s �sn't how the term �s used.

How do you th�nk �t �s used? How do you understand �t?

If we constructed a mach�ne we were conv�nced was exper�enc�ng based on s�m�lar�ty to humans,
we wouldn't know what part�cular key aspect of s�m�lar�ty (nec and su��c�ent cond�t�ons) we'd
captured. So we wouldn't know �f �t proved your What If, or Ident�ty Theory or Panpsych�sm, or
someth�ng we hadn't thought of.

Behav�ors we deem su��c�ent for �mput�ng consc�ousness to other humans IS the su��c�ent cond�t�on,
the only one we have, be�ng unable (as th�rd part�es) to observe those �nternal states d�rectly. That �s
the only s�m�lar�ty emp�r�cally access�ble. We can't ask whether the mach�ne's exper�ences are s�m�lar
to ours; I can't even ask whether your phenomenal exper�ences are s�m�lar to m�ne. Those are
unanswerable quest�ons.

Fa�r play for actually hav�ng thought your pos�t�on through and be�ng able to defend �t �n deta�l, but
there's really noth�ng wrong �n say�ng We Don't Know, when we don't know.

I'm say�ng more than that --- not only do we not know prec�sely how phenomenal states are
generated by phys�cal systems, or whether a mach�ne's (�mputed) phenomenal states, or yours, are
s�m�lar to m�ne, we can never know that --- because those states are not ava�lable for analys�s by
sc�ent�f�c methods and are not der�vable from known sc�ent�f�c laws. They are, however, found only �n
connect�on w�th certa�n phys�cal systems, wh�ch warrants cons�der�ng them phys�cal e�ects. We can
rule out �dent�ty theor�es because phenomenal states are obv�ously not �dent�cal to bra�n states, per the
common def�n�t�ons of "�dent�cal." We can rule out panpsych�sm on Popper�an grounds --- because �t
�mputes a property to th�ngs wh�ch �s �n pr�nc�ple unconf�rmable and unfals�f�able, to th�ngs wh�ch
exh�b�t no behav�ors that warrant �mput�ng that property, and those behav�ors are the only warrant
we have for �mput�ng �t to anyth�ng.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Not what "tang�ble" refers to �n the colloqu�al "med�um-s�zed-dry-goods-
that-I-can-�nteract-w�th" sense.

I'll guess that when you keep talk�ng about "med�um s�zed dry goods", you mean phenomena that
occur on human scales of d�stance and t�me and wh�ch are detected d�rectly w�thout the use of
apparatus other than those we already have. I th�nk the d�st�nct�on between that and other
phenomena �s �rrelevant for the purpose of def�n�ng "phys�cal", wh�ch was what th�s was about.
There are plenty of "med�um s�zed dry goods" that phys�cs deals w�th and has dealt w�th.



I'm st�ll �nterested �n th�s:
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367478#p367478
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367744#p367744
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367764#p367764
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367770#p367770
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367801#p367801
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367823#p367823

You sa�d you def�ne phys�cal s�mply to mean the same th�ng as matter and �ts assoc�ated relat�ons
and processes. I po�nted out that that s�mply sh�fts the �ssue onto prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of
"mater�al". Your answer was the rhetor�cal quest�on beg�nn�ng:

Is the �dea here that we're deal�ng w�th someone who has no grasp at all re what "phys�cal" m�ght
refer to, so we need to f�nd a synonymous phrase that they m�ght have a grasp of, where we are
deal�ng w�th someone who also has no grasp of what "mater�al," "relat�ons" etc. refers to?

As I sa�d, �t appears to me that your answer �s that �t should be obv�ous to anyone w�th any l�fe
exper�ence what words l�ke "phys�cal" and "mater�al" refer to. So I'll ask aga�n:

How have they ga�ned a grasp of what those terms refer to?

By a l�fet�me of sensory exper�ences and process�ng those exper�ences, yes?
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GE Morton wrote:It only matters conceptually, ph�losoph�cally. If a postulated ent�ty (part�cle, f�eld,
force, etc.) allows us to rel�ably pred�ct future exper�ence, then �t ex�sts. That �s the only cr�ter�on for the
ex�stence of anyth�ng, from the elm tree �n my backyard to superstr�ngs (not to ment�on all the myr�ad
abstract ent�t�es and phenomena we talk about every day). They ex�st �f postulat�ng them allows us to
ant�c�pate future exper�ence or commun�cate act�onable �nformat�on to someone.

Yes, I essent�ally agree w�th th�s def�n�t�on of ex�stence. I th�nk one th�ng that �t rem�nds us �s that
the ent�t�es we regard as ex�st�ng can change as a result of new
exper�ences/sensat�ons/exper�ments. Clearly th�s has �n fact happened over t�me. For example, �t
was once thought that there was an ex�stent substance called "calor�c", wh�ch flowed through
bod�es and wh�ch was respons�ble for heat conduct�on. The lum�n�ferous aether �s another well
known example.

Most ontolog�es are fut�le e�orts to ga�n some sort of transcendental knowledge, to �dent�fy the "bas�c
stu�" of the un�verse, on the assumpt�on that there �s some "way th�ngs really are." They presume to
descr�be Kant's noumenon.

It appears to me, on ev�dence so far, that th�s �s a problem that Terrap�n Stat�on has: the des�re to
construct an ontology w�thout acknowledg�ng the sensory exper�ences that are used to dec�de

https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367478#p367478
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367744#p367744
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367764#p367764
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367770#p367770
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367801#p367801
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367823#p367823


wh�ch th�ngs to �nclude �n that ontology. Personally, I have no problem w�th people say�ng that
there �s a "way th�ngs really are", but �t becomes a problem when they seem to d�sconnect that
from "the way th�ngs appear to be" and th�nk that anyone who acknowledges that connect�on �s
gu�lty of th�nk�ng that " everyth�ng �s about ep�stemology" or "everyth�ng �s about us".

But pract�cal ontology --- the "real�ty" we exper�ence and talk about --- �s dynam�c and ut�l�tar�an.
"To be �s to be perce�ved" must be replaced w�th, "To be �s to be useful."

I agree, but I th�nk that �n say�ng "to be �s to be useful" you w�ll be accused of th�nk�ng that
"everyth�ng �s about us".

The quest�on that then follows �s the old one about whether the laws of phys�cs (and the everyday
regular�t�es that we not�ce as a result of l�v�ng �n the world and wh�ch we use to get through the
day, of wh�ch the laws of phys�cs are more formal vers�ons) are created or d�scovered. Those who
prefer to th�nk that there �s a "way th�ngs really are" w�ll presumably tend to prefer the story that
there �s a real set of regular�t�es towards wh�ch the laws of phys�cs we create are str�v�ng. They w�ll
presumably tend to th�nk that regardless of wh�ch th�ngs (such as electrons and elm trees) we f�nd
�t useful to see as ex�st�ng on current emp�r�cal ev�dence, there �s an object�ve answer to the
quest�on of what really ex�sts towards wh�ch we are also str�v�ng.
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Steve3007 wrote:I'll guess that when you keep talk�ng about "med�um s�zed dry goods", you mean
phenomena that occur on human scales of d�stance and t�me and wh�ch are detected d�rectly w�thout
the use of apparatus other than those we already have.

OK, yes, �t's an express�on apparently used by J. L. Aust�n to just mean fam�l�ar objects. F�ne.
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2.464. by GE Morton

I have no �dea what you mean by an algor�thm "captur�ng a property." They don't "capture" anyth�ng.
An algor�thm �s a systemat�c method of transform�ng one set of apparent propert�es �nto a another set
of apparent propert�es, part�cularly shapes and other apparent spat�o-temporal propert�es.

2.461. by Terrap�n Stat�on

And the example of an algor�thm captur�ng any property?



Let's try �t th�s way: g�ve an example of how an algor�thm correlates w�th any property. Surely �f an
algor�thm �s transform�ng apparent propert�es, �t has some correlat�on to them, r�ght? So g�ve an
example of an algor�thm or a part of one, an example of a property, and expla�n how the algor�thm
correlates w�th the property �n your example.
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It's not �rrelevant to the colloqu�al sense of "tang�ble".

Re the other stu�, �t's try�ng to talk about too many d��erent th�ngs at the same t�me.

There's the �ssue of the two def�n�t�ons that GE Morton brought up, where I'm cr�t�c�z�ng those two
part�cular def�n�t�ons �n the context of what �s commonly be�ng referred to by "phys�cal�sm" �n
ph�losophy.

Then there's the �ssue of how I'd def�ne the term "phys�cal�sm" �n counterd�st�nct�on to the two
def�n�t�ons that GE Morton brought up. That comment �sn't meant to def�ne the term for someone
who �s poss�bly go�ng to have a problem w�th all sorts of terms. It's s�mply meant to be �n
counterd�st�nct�on to the two def�n�t�ons prov�ded, so that one would know what I'm referr�ng to,
as opposed to the other suggested def�n�t�ons.

Then there was the �ssue whether any def�n�t�ons can be nonc�rcular, and the �ssue of whether we
can do ostens�ve def�n�t�ons onl�ne, and so on.

We can't talk about all of those th�ngs at the same t�me, and at th�s po�nt, I'm not sure why we're
st�ll talk�ng about any of them (espec�ally where we'd be talk�ng about any of them �n the ve�n of
not even hav�ng started a d�scuss�on about any of them, so we'd need to rehash stu� already sa�d.)

Wh�ch one do you want to focus on f�rst, and why?

2.466. by Steve3007

I'll guess that when you keep talk�ng about "med�um s�zed dry goods", you mean phenomena that
occur on human scales of d�stance and t�me and wh�ch are detected d�rectly w�thout the use of
apparatus other than those we already have. I th�nk the d�st�nct�on between that and other
phenomena �s �rrelevant for the purpose of def�n�ng "phys�cal", wh�ch was what th�s was about.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Wh�ch one do you want to focus on f�rst...

The one that ended here:
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367823#p367823

As I've sa�d, your def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" as "relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c
relat�ons) of mater�als" doesn't advance the cause of prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of "phys�cal". It
just makes �t a task of prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of "mater�al". When I po�nted that out, your
response was essent�ally "everyone knows what 'phys�cal' and 'mater�al' mean!". Yet you refused
to go further by talk�ng about the obv�ous reason why everyone knows that.

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:...and why?

Because I f�nd �t odd that you won't s�mply acknowledge the obv�ous truth that the reason why
everyone knows what those words mean �s because the�r def�n�t�ons are learnt from a l�fet�me of
sensory exper�ences and analys�s of the patterns �n those exper�ences. Even more odd that you
seem to see that propos�t�on as to the way that those words are understood as amount�ng to
"everyth�ng �s about ep�stemology" or "everyth�ng �s about us".
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Re the last part, I wasn't d�sagree�ng w�th that. My �ssue was that when I gave my def�n�t�on (wh�ch
aga�n was just to exempl�fy the d��erent way I was us�ng the term compared to the def�n�t�ons GE
Moore gave), I had an object�on that �t was c�rcular, but ALL def�n�t�ons are c�rcular, otherw�se
they're not def�n�t�ons. I wasn't d�sagree�ng that a major way we p�ck up words �s v�a ostens�on.
Nevertheless �f an ostens�on �s prov�d�ng a def�n�t�on, �t's c�rcular, or �t's not actually a def�n�t�on.

2.471. by Steve3007

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Wh�ch one do you want to focus on f�rst...

The one that ended here:
v�ewtop�c.php?p=367823#p367823

As I've sa�d, your def�n�t�on of "phys�cal" as "relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons)
of mater�als" doesn't advance the cause of prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of "phys�cal". It just makes �t a
task of prov�d�ng a useful def�n�t�on of "mater�al". When I po�nted that out, your response was
essent�ally "everyone knows what 'phys�cal' and 'mater�al' mean!". Yet you refused to go further by
talk�ng about the obv�ous reason why everyone knows that.

Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:...and why?
Because I f�nd �t odd that you won't s�mply acknowledge the obv�ous truth that the reason why
everyone knows what those words mean �s because the�r def�n�t�ons are learnt from a l�fet�me of
sensory exper�ences and analys�s of the patterns �n those exper�ences. Even more odd that you seem to
see that propos�t�on as to the way that those words are understood as amount�ng to "everyth�ng �s
about ep�stemology" or "everyth�ng �s about us".

https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=367823#p367823
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Re the def�n�t�on �n general, we're def�n�ng the term for what aud�ence? What are they fam�l�ar
w�th?

I'm ask�ng because I'm not about to start play�ng the game where you say, "X �s def�ned as y z."
And then someone goes, "What �s y?" And you go, "Y �s a b," and they go, "What �s b?" ad
�nf�n�tum. I'm not �nterested �n that game. So �f we're def�n�ng someth�ng where part of the
def�n�t�on refers to mater�al, I want to know the background of an aud�ence who �sn't fam�l�ar w�th
what "mater�al" refers to. That would make those people very unusual or def�c�ent �n some way. So
I need to know what sort of aud�ence �t �s--al�ens? People w�th learn�ng d�sab�l�t�es? What?
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Note aga�n that I was not say�ng that the other def�n�t�ons weren't useful, or that they
weren't clear or anyth�ng l�ke that.

What I sa�d was that (a) they're not the convent�onal way to use the term "phys�cal(�sm)" �n
ph�losophy, and (b) they're not the def�n�t�on that I personally use.

Note that I also wasn't say�ng the def�n�t�on I personally use �s the convent�onal way to use the
term "phys�cal(�sm)" �n ph�losophy.

Responses argu�ng about whether my def�n�t�on �s "useful" and/or argu�ng that someone doesn't
know what �t's referr�ng to suggest problems w�th the compla�nant. So to address that, I need to
f�gure out just what the problems are w�th the compla�nant that would make them have �ssues
understand�ng someth�ng so s�mple.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 7 4 .

~

Terrap�n Stat�on on >  5 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 17:03

(Same th�ng for responses that suggest that the compla�nant �s unaware that all
def�n�t�ons are c�rcular, otherw�se they're not def�n�t�ons, by the way.)
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Do you know what an algor�thm �s? No, �t does not correlate w�th any propert�es, any more than �t
"captures" any propert�es.

Surely �f an algor�thm �s transform�ng apparent propert�es, �t has some correlat�on to them, r�ght?

No. It �s a transformat�on of a reference frame, or of some 3D object w�th�n that frame (wh�ch
operat�ons are equ�valent). The apparent propert�es of the th�ng --- what �s v�s�ble from a g�ven
v�ewpo�nt --- w�ll change accord�ngly. But the propert�es of the th�ng(s) v�ewed don't change.

The apparent propert�es of a cat v�ewed from the front w�ll d��er from those v�ewed from the back.
But the cat's propert�es don't change w�th that change �n v�ewpo�nt. We can transform the former
v�ew �nto the latter by rotat�ng the cat 180 degrees. The apparent propert�es of a mouse v�ewed
from the front w�ll also d��er from those of a cat v�ewed from the front. But we can't transform the
latter �nto the former by rotat�ng e�ther the cat or the mouse 180 degrees, or by any other amount.
The former �s a d��erence �n perspect�ve; the latter �s not.

2.469. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Let's try �t th�s way: g�ve an example of how an algor�thm correlates w�th any property.

2.464. by GE Morton

I have no �dea what you mean by an algor�thm "captur�ng a property." They don't "capture"
anyth�ng. An algor�thm �s a systemat�c method of transform�ng one set of apparent propert�es �nto a
another set of apparent propert�es, part�cularly shapes and other apparent spat�o-temporal
propert�es.
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Terrap�n Stat�on wrote:Re the def�n�t�on �n general, we're def�n�ng the term for what aud�ence? What
are they fam�l�ar w�th?

They're a regular human be�ng who has l�ved for several decades, speaks Engl�sh and has no
learn�ng d���cult�es, but happens not to know exactly what you mean by the word "mater�al"
(perhaps they're a Madonna fan). They ask you "What do you mean by phys�cal?". You say "I mean
mater�als, relat�ons of mater�als and processes (dynam�c relat�ons) of mater�als".

How do you expla�n what you mean by "mater�al"?

I'd say someth�ng that would amount to: "All the stu� that you can see around you and that any
number of others you ask can also see, �f they look."

Would you say someth�ng rad�cally d��erent than that?

Ö Ü
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

"What mental states are real?" Um. . .all of them? (You can’t l�terally be ask�ng that quest�on, so
maybe I’m just be�ng an �d�ot.)

I mean, unless you’re deal�ng w�th a crazy person, any mental state they say they have �s go�ng to
be real. I’ll even grant that some mental states can be both unconsc�ous and real �f they have
measurable �mpacts on behav�ors. And some can be �mpl�c�t.

What Dennett and I are say�ng �s that qual�a are not real, and that qual�a are a bad theoret�cal
flour�sh that �s unnecessary, not that there are mental states that don’t ex�st. You can cheerfully
say that people have consc�ous exper�ences, even that they have someth�ng we would allow were
usefully called <raw feels,= w�thout all the theoret�cal baggage that ph�losophers of m�nd have
saddled these concepts w�th.

One test I use �s whether you accept the plaus�b�l�ty of a Dav�d Chalmers zomb�e. If you reject �t, you
can probably reject qual�a, too. But to accept the plaus�b�l�ty of a Chalmers zomb�e means you
accept qual�a �n some form or other.

Now, �f you want a sol�d answer on what Dennett (and I) th�nk consc�ous exper�ences actually are,
you can e�ther read Consc�ousness Expla�ned, or the very good paper <Are We Expla�n�ng
Consc�ousness Yet?= publ�shed �n a fantast�c spec�al ed�t�on of COGNITION along w�th several other
papers.

It covers, from a ph�losoph�cal angle, the grow�ng consensus model of consc�ousness �n cogn�t�ve
neurosc�ence called the Global Neuronal Workspace. (Th�s model, neurolog�cally, �s pretty much
what Consc�ousness Expla�ned spelled out ph�losoph�cally ten years before th�s paper was publ�shed.)

The GNW can be summar�zed as follows, from a paper by Dehaene and Naccache �n the same
volume, w�th numbered footnotes Dennett addresses later:

2.462. by Gert�e

Faustus

You say phenomenal exper�ence/mental states are real, but qual�a aren't.

So can you expla�n what mental states you bel�eve are real. and why?

And how Dennett would answer the same quest�on?

S�mply and clearly, avo�d�ng amb�gu�ty as much as poss�ble.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


At any g�ven t�me, many modular (1) cerebral networks are act�ve �n parallel and process �nformat�on
�n an unconsc�ous manner. An �nformat�on (2) becomes consc�ous, however, �f the neural populat�on
that represents �t �s mob�l�zed by top-down (3) attent�onal ampl�f�cat�on �nto a bra�n-scale state of
coherent act�v�ty that �nvolves many neurons d�str�buted throughout the bra�n. The long d�stance
connect�v�ty of these "workplace neurons" can, when they are act�ve for a m�n�mal durat�on (4), make
the �nformat�on ava�lable to a var�ety of processes �nclud�ng perceptual categor�zat�on, long-term
memor�zat�on, evaluat�on, and �ntent�onal act�on. We postulate that th�s global ava�lab�l�ty of
�nformat�on through the workplace �s (5) what we subject�vely exper�ence as a consc�ous state.

Dennett’s elaborat�ons to the above go as follows:

(1) Modular�ty comes �n degrees and k�nds; what �s be�ng stressed here �s only that these are spec�al�st
networks w�th l�m�ted powers of �nformat�on process�ng.

(2) There �s no standard term for an event �n the bra�n that carr�es �nformat�on or content on some top�c
(e.g., �nformat�on about color at a ret�nal locat�on, �nformat�on about a phoneme heard, �nformat�on
about the fam�l�ar�ty or novelty of other �nformat�on currently be�ng carr�ed, etc.). Whenever some
spec�al�st network or smaller structure makes a d�scr�m�nat�on, f�xes some element of content, "an
�nformat�on" �n the�r sense comes �nto ex�stence. "S�gnal," "content-f�xat�on," (Dennett, 1991), "m�cro-
tak�ng," (Dennett and K�nsbourne, 1992) "wordless narrat�ve" (Damas�o 1999), and "representat�on"
(Jack and Shall�ce) are among the near-synonyms �n use.

(3) We should be careful not to take the term "top-down" too l�terally. S�nce there �s no s�ngle
organ�zat�onal summ�t to the bra�n, �t means only that such attent�onal ampl�f�cat�on �s not just
modulated "bottom-up" by features �nternal to the process�ng stream �n wh�ch �t r�des, but also by
s�deways �nfluences, from compet�t�ve, cooperat�ve, collateral act�v�t�es whose emergent net result �s what
we may lump together and call top-down �nfluence. In an arena of opponent processes (as �n a
democracy) the "top" �s d�str�buted, not local�zed. Nevertheless, among the var�ous compet�t�ve processes,
there are �mportant b�furcat�ons or thresholds that can lead to str�k�ngly d��erent sequels, and �t �s these
d��erences that best account for our pretheoret�cal �ntu�t�ons about the d��erence between consc�ous and
unconsc�ous events �n the m�nd. If we are careful, we can use "top-down" as an �nnocent allus�on,
explo�t�ng a v�v�d foss�l trace of a d�scarded Cartes�an theory to mark the real d��erences that that theory
m�sdescr�bed. (Th�s w�ll be elaborated �n my d�scuss�on of Jack and Shall�ce below.)

(4) How long must th�s m�n�mal durat�on be? Long enough to make the �nformat�on ava�lable to a
var�ety of processes-that's all. One should res�st the temptat�on to �mag�ne some other e�ect that needs to
bu�ld up over t�me, because . . .

(5)The proposed consensual thes�s �s not that th�s global ava�lab�l�ty causes some further e�ect or a
d��erent sort altogether-�gn�t�ng the glow of consc�ous qual�a, ga�n�ng entrance to the Cartes�an Theater,
or someth�ng l�ke that-but that �t �s, all by �tself, a consc�ous state. Th�s �s the hardest part of the thes�s to
understand and embrace. In fact, some who favor the rest of the consensus balk at th�s po�nt and want to
suppose that global ava�lab�l�ty must somehow k�ndle some spec�al e�ect over and above the merely
computat�onal or funct�onal competences such global ava�lab�l�ty ensures. Those who harbor th�s hunch
are surrender�ng just when v�ctory �s at hand, I w�ll argue, for these "merely funct�onal" competences are
the very competences that consc�ousness was supposed to enable.

Here �s where sc�ent�sts have been tempted-or blackma�led-�nto defend�ng unm�stakably ph�losoph�cal



theses about consc�ousness, on both s�des of the �ssue. Some have taken up the ph�losoph�cal �ssues w�th
rel�sh, and others w�th reluctance and forebod�ng, w�th uneven results for both types. In th�s paper I w�ll
h�ghl�ght a few of the po�nts made and attempted, support�ng some and cr�t�c�z�ng others, but ma�nly
try�ng to show how relat�vely m�nor dec�s�ons about word cho�ce and emphas�s can consp�re to m�slead
the theoret�c�an's �mag�nat�on. Is there a "Hard Problem" (Chalmers, 1995, 1996) and �f so what �s �t, and
what could poss�bly count as progress towards solv�ng �t? Although I have staunchly defended-and w�ll
defend here aga�n-the verd�ct that Chalmers' "Hard Problem" �s a theor�st's �llus�on (Dennett, 1996b,
1998), someth�ng �nv�t�ng therapy, not a real problem to be solved w�th revolut�onary new sc�ence, I v�ew
my task here to be d�spell�ng confus�on f�rst, and tak�ng s�des second. Let us see, as clearly as we can, what
the quest�on �s, and �s not, before we declare any alleg�ances.
Bas�cally, I agree w�th everyth�ng Dennett wr�tes above 100% �f you want to know my v�ews �n some
deta�l on what consc�ous states actually are and how they are �nstant�ated �n a human nervous system.
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The "raw feels" are the qual�a. Qu�n�ng qual�a means el�m�nat�ng the "raw feels" and end�ng up
w�th p-zomb�es.

2.477. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

What Dennett and I are say�ng �s that qual�a are not real, and that qual�a are a bad theoret�cal flour�sh
that �s unnecessary, not that there are mental states that don’t ex�st. You can cheerfully say that people
have consc�ous exper�ences, even that they have someth�ng we would allow were usefully called <raw
feels,= w�thout all the theoret�cal baggage that ph�losophers of m�nd have saddled these concepts w�th.

One test I use �s whether you accept the plaus�b�l�ty of a Dav�d Chalmers zomb�e. If you reject �t, you can
probably reject qual�a, too. But to accept the plaus�b�l�ty of a Chalmers zomb�e means you accept qual�a
�n some form or other.



Now, �f you want a sol�d answer on what Dennett (and I) th�nk consc�ous exper�ences actually are, you
can e�ther read Consc�ousness Expla�ned, or the very good paper <Are We Expla�n�ng Consc�ousness
Yet?= publ�shed �n a fantast�c spec�al ed�t�on of COGNITION along w�th several other papers.

It covers, from a ph�losoph�cal angle, the grow�ng consensus model of consc�ousness �n cogn�t�ve
neurosc�ence called the Global Neuronal Workspace. (Th�s model, neurolog�cally, �s pretty much what
Consc�ousness Expla�ned spelled out ph�losoph�cally ten years before th�s paper was publ�shed.)

The GNW can be summar�zed as follows, from a paper by Dehaene and Naccache �n the same volume,
w�th numbered footnotes Dennett addresses later:
At any g�ven t�me, many modular (1) cerebral networks are act�ve �n parallel and process �nformat�on
�n an unconsc�ous manner. An �nformat�on (2) becomes consc�ous, however, �f the neural populat�on
that represents �t �s mob�l�zed by top-down (3) attent�onal ampl�f�cat�on �nto a bra�n-scale state of
coherent act�v�ty that �nvolves many neurons d�str�buted throughout the bra�n. The long d�stance
connect�v�ty of these "workplace neurons" can, when they are act�ve for a m�n�mal durat�on (4), make
the �nformat�on ava�lable to a var�ety of processes �nclud�ng perceptual categor�zat�on, long-term
memor�zat�on, evaluat�on, and �ntent�onal act�on. We postulate that th�s global ava�lab�l�ty of
�nformat�on through the workplace �s (5) what we subject�vely exper�ence as a consc�ous state.
Dennett’s elaborat�ons to the above go as follows:

(1) Modular�ty comes �n degrees and k�nds; what �s be�ng stressed here �s only that these are spec�al�st
networks w�th l�m�ted powers of �nformat�on process�ng.

(2) There �s no standard term for an event �n the bra�n that carr�es �nformat�on or content on some
top�c (e.g., �nformat�on about color at a ret�nal locat�on, �nformat�on about a phoneme heard,
�nformat�on about the fam�l�ar�ty or novelty of other �nformat�on currently be�ng carr�ed, etc.).
Whenever some spec�al�st network or smaller structure makes a d�scr�m�nat�on, f�xes some element of
content, "an �nformat�on" �n the�r sense comes �nto ex�stence. "S�gnal," "content-f�xat�on," (Dennett,
1991), "m�cro-tak�ng," (Dennett and K�nsbourne, 1992) "wordless narrat�ve" (Damas�o 1999), and
"representat�on" (Jack and Shall�ce) are among the near-synonyms �n use.

(3) We should be careful not to take the term "top-down" too l�terally. S�nce there �s no s�ngle
organ�zat�onal summ�t to the bra�n, �t means only that such attent�onal ampl�f�cat�on �s not just
modulated "bottom-up" by features �nternal to the process�ng stream �n wh�ch �t r�des, but also by
s�deways �nfluences, from compet�t�ve, cooperat�ve, collateral act�v�t�es whose emergent net result �s
what we may lump together and call top-down �nfluence. In an arena of opponent processes (as �n a
democracy) the "top" �s d�str�buted, not local�zed. Nevertheless, among the var�ous compet�t�ve
processes, there are �mportant b�furcat�ons or thresholds that can lead to str�k�ngly d��erent sequels,
and �t �s these d��erences that best account for our pretheoret�cal �ntu�t�ons about the d��erence
between consc�ous and unconsc�ous events �n the m�nd. If we are careful, we can use "top-down" as an
�nnocent allus�on, explo�t�ng a v�v�d foss�l trace of a d�scarded Cartes�an theory to mark the real
d��erences that that theory m�sdescr�bed. (Th�s w�ll be elaborated �n my d�scuss�on of Jack and Shall�ce
below.)

(4) How long must th�s m�n�mal durat�on be? Long enough to make the �nformat�on ava�lable to a
var�ety of processes-that's all. One should res�st the temptat�on to �mag�ne some other e�ect that needs
to bu�ld up over t�me, because . . .

(5)The proposed consensual thes�s �s not that th�s global ava�lab�l�ty causes some further e�ect or a
d��erent sort altogether-�gn�t�ng the glow of consc�ous qual�a, ga�n�ng entrance to the Cartes�an
Theater, or someth�ng l�ke that-but that �t �s, all by �tself, a consc�ous state. Th�s �s the hardest part of
the thes�s to understand and embrace. In fact, some who favor the rest of the consensus balk at th�s
po�nt and want to suppose that global ava�lab�l�ty must somehow k�ndle some spec�al e�ect over and



above the merely computat�onal or funct�onal competences such global ava�lab�l�ty ensures. Those
who harbor th�s hunch are surrender�ng just when v�ctory �s at hand, I w�ll argue, for these "merely
funct�onal" competences are the very competences that consc�ousness was supposed to enable.

Here �s where sc�ent�sts have been tempted-or blackma�led-�nto defend�ng unm�stakably
ph�losoph�cal theses about consc�ousness, on both s�des of the �ssue. Some have taken up the
ph�losoph�cal �ssues w�th rel�sh, and others w�th reluctance and forebod�ng, w�th uneven results for
both types. In th�s paper I w�ll h�ghl�ght a few of the po�nts made and attempted, support�ng some and
cr�t�c�z�ng others, but ma�nly try�ng to show how relat�vely m�nor dec�s�ons about word cho�ce and
emphas�s can consp�re to m�slead the theoret�c�an's �mag�nat�on. Is there a "Hard Problem"
(Chalmers, 1995, 1996) and �f so what �s �t, and what could poss�bly count as progress towards solv�ng
�t? Although I have staunchly defended-and w�ll defend here aga�n-the verd�ct that Chalmers' "Hard
Problem" �s a theor�st's �llus�on (Dennett, 1996b, 1998), someth�ng �nv�t�ng therapy, not a real problem
to be solved w�th revolut�onary new sc�ence, I v�ew my task here to be d�spell�ng confus�on f�rst, and
tak�ng s�des second. Let us see, as clearly as we can, what the quest�on �s, and �s not, before we declare
any alleg�ances.

A funct�onal�st explanat�on of GNW �nformat�on process�ng �n no way addresses the Hard problem.
The �ssue of 'consc�ous vs unconsc�ous events �n the m�nd' also �n no way addresses the Hard
problem.

Fallac�es are fallac�es, even �f they are bur�ed under hundreds of pages of funct�onal�st talk. The
GNW �s a good attempt, but I th�nk Dennett and h�s followers should just steer clear of ph�losophy
altogether. They just don't know what they are talk�ng about, and end up deny�ng the ex�stence of
consc�ousness.
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Faustus

"What mental states are real?" Um. . .all of them? (You can’t l�terally be ask�ng that quest�on, so maybe
I’m just be�ng an �d�ot.)

I mean, unless you’re deal�ng w�th a crazy person, any mental state they say they have �s go�ng to be
real. I’ll even grant that some mental states can be both unconsc�ous and real �f they have measurable
�mpacts on behav�ors. And some can be �mpl�c�t.

What Dennett and I are say�ng �s that qual�a are not real, and that qual�a are a bad theoret�cal flour�sh
that �s unnecessary, not that there are mental states that don’t ex�st. You can cheerfully say that people
have consc�ous exper�ences, even that they have someth�ng we would allow were usefully called <raw
feels,= w�thout all the theoret�cal baggage that ph�losophers of m�nd have saddled these concepts w�th.

Alr�ght, great. Lets not worry about d��erent def�n�t�ons of ''qual�a'' and ''consc�ousness'' and
''mental'' and home �n on phenomenolog�cal 'what �t �s l�ke' exper�ence then. We agree that ex�sts.



Now, �f you want a sol�d answer on what Dennett (and I) th�nk consc�ous exper�ences actually are, you
can e�ther read Consc�ousness Expla�ned , or the very good paper <Are We Expla�n�ng Consc�ousness
Yet?= publ�shed �n a fantast�c spec�al ed�t�on of COGNITION along w�th several other papers. It covers…

OK, but that's bas�cally talk�ng about how bra�ns funct�on. And we are conf�dent that at least some
spec�f�c bra�n act�v�ty correlates w�th spec�f�c exper�ence, neurosc�ence can f�ll �n those deta�ls.

Ph�losophy of m�nd rather tr�es to expla�n that correlat�on, �n terms of understand�ng how and why
exper�ence ex�sts. (We can understand the funct�on of exper�ence �n terms of ut�l�ty). That's the
ph�losoph�cal �ssue. Because �f we look to our phys�cal�st sc�ent�f�c model of the world - reduc�ble
mater�al stu� and forces wh�ch act on �t - there �s no apparent explanat�on for how certa�n phys�cal
bra�n act�v�t�es correlate to exper�ence. It wouldn't be pred�cted by our phys�cal�st understand�ng of
how the world works. It can't apparently expla�n �t. In fact there �s no place for exper�ence �n the
Standard Model. There �s an Explanatory Gap.

That's what I'd l�ke to know your thoughts on. How do we expla�n exper�ence, not �n terms of �ts
funct�on/behav�oural e�ects, but how �t f�ts �nto our mon�st mater�al substance model of what the
world �s made of, and how that substance acts �n terms of phys�cal
forces/f�elds/propert�es/processes?
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Well, I th�nk most people --- v�rtually everyone --- would d�sagree, would a��rm that the
ev�dence shows, conclus�vely, that bra�n events do �ndeed cause mental events. Everyone, that �s,
who exper�ences mental events and who knows anyth�ng about bra�n funct�ons. But �f you
dogmat�cally �ns�st that phys�cal events can only cause other "phys�cal" events, (w�th "phys�cal"
understood �n the colloqu�al sense), then you'll be forced to an eas�ly refuted cla�m the mental
event and correlated, causat�ve bra�n event are �dent�cal.

There �s no ev�dence whatsoever that bra�n events cause further phys�cal events that are mental events
but not bra�n events. If I am wrong, please c�te an example from the peer rev�ewed sc�ent�f�c l�terature.

Oh, there are thousands of those. Anyone who undertakes to locate the neural underp�nn�ngs of
color d�scr�m�nat�on, olfactory or tact�le or aud�tory d�scr�m�nat�ons, depress�on or elat�on, etc. --
- all mental events --- w�ll acknowledge that d��erence. Some of them, l�ke you, may bel�eve a

2.460. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

That �s not an assumpt�on, �t �s me pay�ng str�ct attent�on to the ev�dence that actually ex�sts w�thout
unjust�f�ed sp�n.

2.452. by GE Morton

Well, that �s quest�on-begg�ng. Yes, mental events are caused by bra�n events. But that doesn't enta�l
that they are bra�n events. You are assum�ng that bra�n events can only cause other bra�n events (or
perhaps other "phys�cal" events).



subject�ve color sensat�on �s "�dent�cal" to the causat�ve bra�n process, but the�r very analys�s, and
the�r term�nology, bel�es that bel�ef. After all, �f mental events were clearly �dent�cal to bra�n events
there would be noth�ng to expla�n --- there �s no problem to solve.

But clearly there �s some problem to solve, as everyone work�ng on �t (�nclud�ng Dennett) adm�ts by
that very fact.

It �s not obv�ous at all that they are not �dent�cal, otherw�se there would not be an abundance of
sc�ent�sts and ph�losophers who do th�nk they are, �n fact, �dent�cal. Talk about ACTUAL quest�on
begg�ng, here.

"An abundance of sc�ent�sts who bel�eve . . ." Are you now resort�ng to appeals to author�ty? It �s
obv�ous that they are not �dent�cal �f one uses the term "�dent�cal" w�th �ts common def�n�t�ons. I
gave those earl�er: There �s Le�bn�z's def�n�t�on ("two th�ngs are �dent�cal �f they cannot be
d�st�ngu�shed from one another") and the compos�t�onal sense (one th�ng can be reduced to the
other, e.g., "l�ghtn�ng �s a stream of electrons," or, "Table salt �s sod�um chlor�de"). Mental events
and bra�n events are not �dent�cal per e�ther of those cr�ter�a. Perhaps you can set forth the cr�ter�a
for "�dent�ty" you have �n m�nd.

Then you should embrace the dual�sm that �s fundamentally at the heart of the way you see
consc�ousness, and stop try�ng to deny �t. There �s no documented case anywhere of bra�n events
caus�ng anyth�ng other than other bra�n or nervous system events.

Of course there �s. There are m�ll�ons of them. If you exper�ence d�st�nct�ve sensat�ons wh�ch allow
you to d�st�ngu�sh between the color of a rose blossom and the color of the nearby leaves, then you
know about mental events, and what "qual�a" are. Are you suggest�ng those sensat�ons are not
caused by bra�n processes? If they are, then we clearly have ev�dence that phys�cal events can cause
some non-phys�cal (�n the colloqu�al sense) events.

You need to abandon that mon�sm/dual�sm bugaboo. It �s a rel�c of a wrong-headed ontology.

You can't call mental events phys�cal events (but not bra�n events) unless you can po�nt to exactly what
measurable part�cles carry them that aren't part of the bra�n. They can't be phys�cal �f they are not
addressed or addressable by phys�cs.

Yes, you can. You may call an event or e�ect "phys�cal" �f �t �s produced by a phys�cal system. What
you're cla�m�ng there �s that an e�ect can't be "phys�cal" unless �t �s reduc�ble to accepted laws of
phys�cs, and der�vable from accepted phys�cal models. But for well-understood reasons mental
phenomena cannot be so reduced or der�ved. That �s just a "brute fact" we have to l�ve w�th.

2.452. by GE Morton

If we can d�st�ngu�sh between a mental phenomenon (such as the sensat�on I exper�ence when
behold�ng a red square) and the act�v�t�es of a group of neurons observable as EKG traces or under a
m�croscope, then they are obv�ously not �dent�cal.

2.452. by GE Morton

All I can can conclude �s that there �s a causal relat�on between them.



You're do�ng exactly what all d�shonest scholars of h�s work do--cherry p�ck�ng what looks conven�ent
and �gnor�ng what goes d�rectly aga�nst the m�srepresentat�on you are try�ng to push. Very early on �n
one of the papers you c�te ("Qu�n�ng Qual�a"), he says, �n pla�n Engl�sh:

"Everyth�ng real has propert�es, and s�nce I don't deny the real�ty of consc�ous exper�ence, I grant that
consc�ous exper�ence has propert�es. "

So there you go. He bel�eves �n the real�ty of consc�ous exper�ences, he just th�nks the way folks l�ke you
theor�ze about them �s m�sgu�ded.

Yes, Dennett does not deny consc�ous exper�ence. He den�es qual�a because he construes that term
as �mply�ng some "non-phy�cal substance." But �t doesn't. In the paper you c�te ("Are we
expla�n�ng consc�ousness yet?") he says:

"(2) There �s no standard term for an event �n the bra�n that carr�es �nformat�on or content on
some top�c (e.g. �nformat�on about color at a ret�nal locat�on, �nformat�on about a phoneme heard,
�nformat�on about the fam�l�ar�ty or novelty of other �nformat�on currently be�ng carr�ed, etc.).
Whenever some spec�al�st network or smaller structure makes a d�scr�m�nat�on, f�xes some
element of content, `an �nformat�on' �n the�r sense comes �nto ex�stence. `S�gnal', `content-
f�xat�on' (Dennett, 1991), `m�cro-tak�ng' (Dennett & K�nsbourne, 1992), `wordless narrat�ve'
(Damas�o, 1999), and `representat�on' (see Jack and Shall�ce �n th�s volume) are among the
near-synonyms �n use."

https://web.�cs.purdue.edu/~drkelly/Den ... ss2000.pdf

Well, yes there �s such a "standard term." It �s, "qual�a." My own def�n�t�on, g�ven earl�er, was,
"the d�st�nct�ve qual�ty of a sensory �mpress�on wh�ch allows us to d�st�ngu�sh �t from other
�mpress�ons del�vered over the same or other sensory channels."

Dennett �s warr�ng aga�nst a mere term, because he takes �t to carry vacuous archa�c �mpl�cat�ons.
H�s own def�n�t�ons above, and m�ne, carry no "dual�st�c" �mpl�cat�ons whatsoever.

That �s exactly what qual�a are. Otherw�se, there would not be ph�losophers and sc�ent�sts who deny
that they ex�st wh�le be�ng perfectly happy to acknowledge that mental states are real.

You can only adm�t mental states and deny qual�a �f you are �mbu�ng the latter term w�th spur�ous
�mpl�cat�ons or connotat�ons.

Feel free be the revolut�onary p�oneer who transforms what cogn�t�ve sc�ence �s. Step one: f�nd out a
way to art�culate how mental event can be a phys�cal state that �s not also a bra�n state and then ver�fy
�t exper�mentally. Good luck w�th that!

I would not be a p�oneer. Many other cogn�t�ve sc�ent�sts are perfectly w�ll�ng to acknowledge
qual�a.

2.452. by GE Morton

But the ex�stence of qual�a (and other mental phenomena) are not products or consequences of any
theoret�cal or �deolog�cal comm�tments.

Ö Ü

https://web.ics.purdue.edu/~drkelly/DennettAreWeExplainingConsciousness2000.pdf
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Just a couple of po�nts. "You can cheerfully say that people have consc�ous exper�ences, even that
they have someth�ng we would allow were usefully called <raw feels,= w�thout all the theoret�cal
baggage that ph�losophers of m�nd have saddled these concepts w�th."

Well, then you have the problem of expla�n�ng "raw feels," wh�ch, l�ke qual�a, are not reduc�ble to
the laws of phys�cs, or "�dent�cal" to bra�n states. No knowledge of phys�cs w�ll allow me to know �n
advance what an electr�c shock w�ll feel l�ke before I grab the hot w�re. That's just a fact; there �s no
ph�losoph�cal baggage �nvolved.

Chalmers' zomb�es are plaus�ble, �n the sense of be�ng log�cally conce�vable. But �t �s theoret�cally
�nelegant, because �t would requ�re us to assume that we, who unquest�onable do have consc�ous
exper�ence, d��er �n a fundamental way from all those others who resemble us �n numerous other
respects. We would become s�ngular�t�es --- thus hand�ng us a problem even more d���cult to
expla�n.

2.477. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

What Dennett and I are say�ng �s that qual�a are not real, and that qual�a are a bad theoret�cal flour�sh
that �s unnecessary, not that there are mental states that don’t ex�st. You can cheerfully say that people
have consc�ous exper�ences, even that they have someth�ng we would allow were usefully called <raw
feels,= w�thout all the theoret�cal baggage that ph�losophers of m�nd have saddled these concepts w�th.

One test I use �s whether you accept the plaus�b�l�ty of a Dav�d Chalmers zomb�e. If you reject �t, you can
probably reject qual�a, too. But to accept the plaus�b�l�ty of a Chalmers zomb�e means you accept qual�a
�n some form or other.
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Atla on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 03:28

There �s zero ev�dence �n all of sc�ence that would show that bra�n events cause mental events.

Wonder what you are do�ng on a ph�losophy forum?

2.480. by GE Morton

Well, I th�nk most people --- v�rtually everyone --- would d�sagree, would a��rm that the ev�dence
shows, conclus�vely, that bra�n events do �ndeed cause mental events. Everyone, that �s, who
exper�ences mental events and who knows anyth�ng about bra�n funct�ons.

Ö Ü
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GE Morton on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 04:35

Really? A bee st�ngs you. Nerve f�bers carry �nformat�on from the s�te of the st�ng to your bra�n,
provok�ng a number of neural events. An �nstant later you feel pa�n, a mental event. No causal
relat�on there?

Perhaps you've adopted some eclect�c def�n�t�on of "ev�dence"?

2.482. by Atla

There �s zero ev�dence �n all of sc�ence that would show that bra�n events cause mental events.
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Faustus5 on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 14:47

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I don't know what you th�nk good ph�losophy amounts to, but surely mak�ng up crap, as you have
done �n th�s quote, doesn't count.

Qu�n�ng qual�a just means re-�mag�n�ng what they are �n a theoret�cal framework that d��ers from
yours. If �t meant end�ng up w�th P-zomb�es, Dennett would not be the voc�ferous den�er of P-
zomb�es that he �s.

Be�ng honest about what the folks you d�sagree w�th actually bel�eve �s a pretty �mportant v�rtue �f
good scholarsh�p �s someth�ng you value.

Except that we th�nk the hard problem �s a completely bogus �nvent�on of bad ph�losophy, a
problem that �s spec�f�cally des�gned to be �mposs�ble to solve. So we just laugh at �t and move on.

2.478. by Atla

The "raw feels" are the qual�a. Qu�n�ng qual�a means el�m�nat�ng the "raw feels" and end�ng up w�th
p-zomb�es.

2.478. by Atla

A funct�onal�st explanat�on of GNW �nformat�on process�ng �n no way addresses the Hard problem.
The �ssue of 'consc�ous vs unconsc�ous events �n the m�nd' also �n no way addresses the Hard problem.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Let me repeat: Be�ng honest about what the folks you d�sagree w�th actually bel�eve �s a pretty
�mportant v�rtue �f good scholarsh�p �s someth�ng you value.

2.478. by Atla

The GNW �s a good attempt, but I th�nk Dennett and h�s followers should just steer clear of ph�losophy
altogether. They just don't know what they are talk�ng about, and end up deny�ng the ex�stence of
consc�ousness.
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Faustus5 on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 14:58

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

In my op�n�on, l�terally the only way you can get that explanat�on �s by mapp�ng all the events that
happen �n people's bod�es go�ng from st�mulus to motor response and memory format�on, �n
�ncreas�ng levels of deta�l. If they tell me one type of pa�n �s sharp and another �s dull, for �nstance,
I want to see what happens �ns�de them that �s d��erent and leads to d��erent descr�pt�ons of the�r
feel�ngs.

If a ph�losoph�cal �deology tells me that there �s someth�ng m�ss�ng from th�s p�cture that �s st�ll
be�ng left out and not be�ng expla�ned, I'm just go�ng to �gnore �t. I honestly th�nk sc�ent�sts can
and should �gnore th�s sort of th�ng, because �t just �sn't a ser�ous way of understand�ng real�ty.

Well, we've already had cases where sc�ent�sts who know a lot about how the bra�n works have
pred�cted spec�f�c k�nds of halluc�nat�ons that had never been observed up to that po�nt. A
halluc�nat�on counts as an exper�ence, doesn't �t? And r�ght now, we can look at a bra�n scan and
tell whether someone �s observ�ng or th�nk�ng about an object versus a face. So there's that, too.

As technology and cogn�t�ve neurosc�ence �mproves, we'll be able to add more and more to what we
can pred�ct �n advance, from a th�rd person perspect�ve.

2.479. by Gert�e

Ph�losophy of m�nd rather tr�es to expla�n that correlat�on, �n terms of understand�ng how and why
exper�ence ex�sts. (We can understand the funct�on of exper�ence �n terms of ut�l�ty). That's the
ph�losoph�cal �ssue. Because �f we look to our phys�cal�st sc�ent�f�c model of the world - reduc�ble
mater�al stu� and forces wh�ch act on �t - there �s no apparent explanat�on for how certa�n phys�cal
bra�n act�v�t�es correlate to exper�ence.

2.479. by Gert�e

It wouldn't be pred�cted by our phys�cal�st understand�ng of how the world works. It can't apparently
expla�n �t.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Th�s may not sat�sfy some ph�losophers, and I get that. I just don't th�nk those ph�losophers are
do�ng useful work.
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Pattern-chaser on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 15:01

No, I th�nk that's a correlat�on. And correlat�on �s not causat�on, as we have all heard a thousand
t�mes from our stat�st�cs lecturers, yes?

2.483. by GE Morton

A bee st�ngs you. Nerve f�bers carry �nformat�on from the s�te of the st�ng to your bra�n, provok�ng a
number of neural events. An �nstant later you feel pa�n, a mental event. No causal relat�on there?
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GE Morton on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 15:36

Yes, and �t's an �mportant po�nt. However, some correlat�ons are causat�on. Keep �n m�nd that
events �n every causal sequence are also correlated. We can cons�der A to be the cause of B �f B
always follows A (ceter�s par�bus). But �f B only correlates w�th A 70% of the t�me, we can't draw that
conclus�on.

2.486. by Pattern-chaser

No, I th�nk that's a correlat�on. And correlat�on �s not causat�on, as we have all heard a thousand t�mes
from our stat�st�cs lecturers, yes?

2.483. by GE Morton

A bee st�ngs you. Nerve f�bers carry �nformat�on from the s�te of the st�ng to your bra�n, provok�ng a
number of neural events. An �nstant later you feel pa�n, a mental event. No causal relat�on there?
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Faustus5 on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 15:37

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


There �s absolutely no ev�dence whatsoever wh�ch supports the b�zarre pos�t�on you have adopted.
None. Z�p. Zero. And �nc�dentally, you are l�terally the only person I've ever encountered who holds
th�s "I'm really a dual�st but I'm go�ng to pretend otherw�se" v�ew.

In the real world, pos�t�ons that are enthus�ast�cally endorsed by a large number of smart people
are rarely ever "eas�ly refuted", even when those people turn out to be just flat out wrong decades
later. Food for thought.

Note that I asked for a c�tat�on from the sc�ent�f�c l�terature wh�ch endorses the very spec�f�c �dea
you have been promot�ng, and you couldn't do �t. To w�t, the �dea that bra�n events cause mental
events that are phys�cal yet st�ll not themselves bra�n events. No one but you th�nks th�s way, at
least that I'm aware of.

What I'm appeal�ng to �s san�ty and ser�ous scholarsh�p. When you say that someth�ng �s
"obv�ously" false when �t �s a ma�nstream bel�ef, you're play�ng games and not engag�ng ser�ously
w�th the many sc�ent�sts and ph�losophers who do not see th�ngs the way you do. Go ahead and
�ns�st they are wrong--they m�ght very well be wrong!--but don't be gl�b and arrogantly assume
you have all the answers that have evaded thousands of smart people who have been th�nk�ng just
as hard about these �ssues as you have.

Golly gee w�l�kers, maybe th�s �s a clue that when �t comes to m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty, the d���culty of
the �ssue comes from m�stakenly th�nk�ng we should be us�ng common def�n�t�ons of �dent�ty. D�d
th�s thought ever occur to you? Perhaps consc�ousness �s the one area where th�nk�ng "normally"
about �dent�ty �s the very th�ng that tr�ps people up.

As Terrap�n has been try�ng to calmly expla�n, and what nobody but me seems to grasp, when a

2.480. by GE Morton

Well, I th�nk most people --- v�rtually everyone --- would d�sagree, would a��rm that the ev�dence
shows, conclus�vely, that bra�n events do �ndeed cause mental events.

2.480. by GE Morton

But �f you dogmat�cally �ns�st that phys�cal events can only cause other "phys�cal" events, (w�th
"phys�cal" understood �n the colloqu�al sense), then you'll be forced to an eas�ly refuted cla�m the
mental event and correlated, causat�ve bra�n event are �dent�cal.

2.480. by GE Morton

Oh, there are thousands of those. Anyone who undertakes to locate the neural underp�nn�ngs of color
d�scr�m�nat�on, olfactory or tact�le or aud�tory d�scr�m�nat�ons, depress�on or elat�on, etc. --- all
mental events --- w�ll acknowledge that d��erence.

2.480. by GE Morton

"An abundance of sc�ent�sts who bel�eve . . ." Are you now resort�ng to appeals to author�ty?

2.480. by GE Morton

It �s obv�ous that they are not �dent�cal �f one uses the term "�dent�cal" w�th �ts common def�n�t�ons.



phys�cal system �s represent�ng a state of a�a�rs to a bunch of other networked systems �t �s
connected to, the network gets an exper�ence of what �s be�ng represented (a pa�n, an after �mage, a
beaut�ful sunset). When a d��erent, unconnected network �s, say, watch�ng a bra�n scan of the f�rst
system, �t's exper�ence �s of watch�ng a bra�n do�ng stu�. All that makes a bra�n event your own
mental event �s the way you as a network are w�red to the event.

I am mak�ng no such cla�m. Very l�ttle �n sc�ence can be reduced, because the requ�rements for
successful reduct�on are very d���cult to ach�eve. So the m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty I endorse �s expl�c�tly
non-reduct�ve.

Actually, �t does.

If all that people l�ke you meant by "qual�a" was th�s, no one would have a problem w�th �t. But you
go beyond th�s to v�ews that are utterly un-sc�ent�f�c.

2.480. by GE Morton

What you're cla�m�ng there �s that an e�ect can't be "phys�cal" unless �t �s reduc�ble to accepted laws of
phys�cs, and der�vable from accepted phys�cal models.

2.480. by GE Morton

Yes, Dennett does not deny consc�ous exper�ence. He den�es qual�a because he construes that term as
�mply�ng some "non-phy�cal substance." But �t doesn't.

2.480. by GE Morton

Well, yes there �s such a "standard term." It �s, "qual�a." My own def�n�t�on, g�ven earl�er, was, "the
d�st�nct�ve qual�ty of a sensory �mpress�on wh�ch allows us to d�st�ngu�sh �t from other �mpress�ons
del�vered over the same or other sensory channels."
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Atla on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 16:39

2.483. by GE Morton

Really? A bee st�ngs you. Nerve f�bers carry �nformat�on from the s�te of the st�ng to your bra�n,
provok�ng a number of neural events. An �nstant later you feel pa�n, a mental event. No causal relat�on
there?

Perhaps you've adopted some eclect�c def�n�t�on of "ev�dence"?

2.482. by Atla

There �s zero ev�dence �n all of sc�ence that would show that bra�n events cause mental events.



You don't seem to have any grasp what "sc�ent�f�c ev�dence" means. Sc�ence can't detect pa�n and
mental events.
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Atla on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 16:48

I'm not the one mak�ng up crap. 'By qual�a I don't mean qual�a, but when �t comes to the Hard problem,
I d�d mean qual�a by �t' �s anyth�ng but cons�stency and �ntellectual honesty.

2.484. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I don't know what you th�nk good ph�losophy amounts to, but surely mak�ng up crap, as you have done
�n th�s quote, doesn't count.

Qu�n�ng qual�a just means re-�mag�n�ng what they are �n a theoret�cal framework that d��ers from
yours. If �t meant end�ng up w�th P-zomb�es, Dennett would not be the voc�ferous den�er of P-zomb�es
that he �s.

Be�ng honest about what the folks you d�sagree w�th actually bel�eve �s a pretty �mportant v�rtue �f
good scholarsh�p �s someth�ng you value.

Except that we th�nk the hard problem �s a completely bogus �nvent�on of bad ph�losophy, a problem
that �s spec�f�cally des�gned to be �mposs�ble to solve. So we just laugh at �t and move on.

Let me repeat: Be�ng honest about what the folks you d�sagree w�th actually bel�eve �s a pretty
�mportant v�rtue �f good scholarsh�p �s someth�ng you value.

2.478. by Atla

The "raw feels" are the qual�a. Qu�n�ng qual�a means el�m�nat�ng the "raw feels" and end�ng up
w�th p-zomb�es.

2.478. by Atla

A funct�onal�st explanat�on of GNW �nformat�on process�ng �n no way addresses the Hard problem.
The �ssue of 'consc�ous vs unconsc�ous events �n the m�nd' also �n no way addresses the Hard
problem.

2.478. by Atla

The GNW �s a good attempt, but I th�nk Dennett and h�s followers should just steer clear of
ph�losophy altogether. They just don't know what they are talk�ng about, and end up deny�ng the
ex�stence of consc�ousness.
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GE Morton on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:01



LOL. Really? Sc�ent�sts don't detect pa�n when they're stung by bees? Or do you just mean that
sc�ent�sts can't detect --- wh�ch means feel --- others' pa�n v�a sc�ent�f�c methods? The latter �s
true enough. Does that mean pa�n doesn't ex�st?

Meth�nks you need a broader understand�ng of what const�tutes "sc�ence."

2.489. by Atla

You don't seem to have any grasp what "sc�ent�f�c ev�dence" means. Sc�ence can't detect pa�n and
mental events.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 4 9 2 .

~

Gert�e on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:05

Faustus

Gert�e wrote: ↑ Yesterday, 4:18 pm Ph�losophy of m�nd rather tr�es to expla�n that correlat�on, �n
terms of understand�ng how and why exper�ence ex�sts . (We can understand the funct�on of
exper�ence �n terms of ut�l�ty). That's the ph�losoph�cal �ssue. Because �f we look to our phys�cal�st
sc�ent�f…

In my op�n�on, l�terally the only way you can get that explanat�on �s by mapp�ng all the events that
happen �n people's bod�es go�ng from st�mulus to motor response and memory format�on, �n
�ncreas�ng levels of deta�l. If they tell me one type of pa�n �s sharp and another �s dull, for �nstance, I
want to see what happens �ns�de them that �s d��erent and leads to d��erent descr�pt�ons of the�r
feel�ngs.

That's s�mply not�ng correlat�ons.

If a ph�losoph�cal �deology tells me that there �s someth�ng m�ss�ng from th�s p�cture that �s st�ll be�ng
left out and not be�ng expla�ned, I'm just go�ng to �gnore �t. I honestly th�nk sc�ent�sts can and should
�gnore th�s sort of th�ng, because �t just �sn't a ser�ous way of understand�ng real�ty.

It's not an �deology to ask for an explanat�on. You of course can choose to �gnore anyth�ng not
obv�ously expl�cable by sc�ence, but there's no reason ph�losophy should.



Gert�e wrote: ↑
Yesterday, 4:18 pm
It wouldn't be pred�cted by our phys�cal�st understand�ng of how the world works. It can't
apparently expla�n �t.

Well, we've already had cases where sc�ent�sts who know a lot about how the bra�n works have
pred�cted spec�f�c k�nds of halluc�nat�ons that had never been observed up to that po�nt. A halluc�nat�on
counts as an exper�ence, doesn't �t? And r�ght now, we can look at a bra�n scan and tell whether
someone �s observ�ng or th�nk�ng about an object versus a face. So there's that, too.

As technology and cogn�t�ve neurosc�ence �mproves, we'll be able to add more and more to what we
can pred�ct �n advance, from a th�rd person perspect�ve.

Th�s may not sat�sfy some ph�losophers, and I get that. I just don't th�nk those ph�losophers are do�ng
useful work.

What our current sc�ent�f�c understand�ng wouldn't pred�ct �s how and why exper�ence correlates
w�th certa�n phys�cal processes at all. That's the Hard Problem Dennet refuses to acknowedge. If
your pos�t�on �s �t s�mply doesn't �nterest you and you prefer to �gnore �t that's f�ne, but �t doesn't
mean the problem doesn't ex�st. And �f you're go�ng to endorse a part�cular pos�t�on l�ke Ident�ty
Theory I'd have thought you'd have cons�dered how such an �dea m�ght expla�n the m�nd body
relat�onsh�p, why �t's a better explanat�on to you, the pros and cons.
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Atla on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:08

You don't seem to have a good grasp that "sc�ence" deals w�th the object�ve. We�rd.

Broader understand�ngs, such as self-reported subject�ve stu�, are typ�cally no longer cons�dered
"sc�ence".

2.491. by GE Morton

LOL. Really? Sc�ent�sts don't detect pa�n when they're stung by bees? Or do you just mean that sc�ent�sts
can't detect --- wh�ch means feel --- others' pa�n v�a sc�ent�f�c methods? The latter �s true enough.
Does that mean pa�n doesn't ex�st?

Meth�nks you need a broader understand�ng of what const�tutes "sc�ence."

2.489. by Atla

You don't seem to have any grasp what "sc�ent�f�c ev�dence" means. Sc�ence can't detect pa�n and
mental events.

Ö Ü
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Pattern-chaser on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:33

No, some correlat�ons turn out to be causal, but we don't assert as much unt�l we've demonstrated
that they are actually causal, yes?

I don't th�nk we can, but maybe I just don't understand the deta�ls of the stat�st�cs that descr�be
such th�ngs. Perhaps A always follows B because C, the actual cause, causes B to happen f�rst,
followed by A?

2.486. by Pattern-chaser

No, I th�nk that's a correlat�on. And correlat�on �s not causat�on, as we have all heard a thousand t�mes
from our stat�st�cs lecturers, yes?

2.487. by GE Morton

Yes, and �t's an �mportant po�nt. However, some correlat�ons are causat�on. Keep �n m�nd that events �n
every causal sequence are also correlated.

2.487. by GE Morton

We can cons�der A to be the cause of B �f B always follows A (ceter�s par�bus). But �f B only correlates
w�th A 70% of the t�me, we can't draw that conclus�on.
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GE Morton on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 18:21

You appear to be deny�ng what I sa�d, but you're not. Some correlat�ons are also cause/e�ect
relat�ons. They don't "turn out" to be those; they are those all along. What turns out �s our
d�scovery of that relat�onsh�p.

. . . but we don't assert as much unt�l we've demonstrated that they are actually causal, yes?

Yes. They are "actually causal" when B follows A pred�ctably, every t�me.

2.494. by Pattern-chaser

No, some correlat�ons turn out to be causal . . .

2.487. by GE Morton

Yes, and �t's an �mportant po�nt. However, some correlat�ons are causat�on. Keep �n m�nd that
events �n every causal sequence are also correlated.



I don't th�nk we can, but maybe I just don't understand the deta�ls of the stat�st�cs that descr�be such
th�ngs. Perhaps A always follows B because C, the actual cause, causes B to happen f�rst, followed by A?

In that case the "actual cause" --- Ar�stotle's "e��c�ent cause" --- of B �s A. The "actual cause" of
A �s C. Most e�ects are products of fa�rly long causal cha�ns.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  7 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 20:51

Th�s �s someth�ng else we need to clear up that you keep repeat�ng. Apparent propert�es are
propert�es, aren't they? You could argue that they're not propert�es of a part�cular th�ng, but
regardless of that, they are propert�es, no?

2.475. by GE Morton

No. It �s a transformat�on of a reference frame, or of some 3D object w�th�n that frame (wh�ch
operat�ons are equ�valent). The apparent propert�es of the th�ng --- what �s v�s�ble from a g�ven
v�ewpo�nt --- w�ll change accord�ngly. But the propert�es of the th�ng(s) v�ewed don't change.
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GE Morton on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 00:28

What? Are you agree�ng w�th Atla, that bra�n events don't cause mental events? (Remember that
you've already adm�tted that mental events ex�st).

And �nc�dentally, you are l�terally the only person I've ever encountered who holds th�s "I'm really a
dual�st but I'm go�ng to pretend otherw�se" v�ew.

Nope. I'm a plural�st who rejects the mon�sm/dual�sm d�chotomy --- a "plural�st" who holds that
there are as many ex�stents, and categor�es of ex�stence, that we f�nd �t useful to postulate. None of
them need be cons�dered "bas�c," foundat�onal, or pr�mal, but all of them should be related �n
some coherent way. Mon�sm/dual�sm �s an archa�c ontolog�cal dead-end. (The only th�ng we m�ght

2.488. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

There �s absolutely no ev�dence whatsoever wh�ch supports the b�zarre pos�t�on you have adopted.
None. Z�p. Zero.

2.480. by GE Morton

Well, I th�nk most people --- v�rtually everyone --- would d�sagree, would a��rm that the ev�dence
shows, conclus�vely, that bra�n events do �ndeed cause mental events.



fa�rly deem ontolog�cally pr�mal are those very subject�ve exper�ences we're try�ng to account for,
the phenomena from wh�ch all sc�ent�f�c/conceptual analys�s beg�ns).

Note that I asked for a c�tat�on from the sc�ent�f�c l�terature wh�ch endorses the very spec�f�c �dea you
have been promot�ng, and you couldn't do �t. To w�t, the �dea that bra�n events cause mental events
that are phys�cal yet st�ll not themselves bra�n events. No one but you th�nks th�s way, at least that I'm
aware of.

Are you o�er�ng that ad populum argument as a refutat�on? And of course, I'm not go�ng to embark
on a search of that �mmense haystack for that part�cular needle. It doesn't matter whether anyone
else "th�nks th�s way" or not. Those who m�ght d�sagree need to broaden the�r concept�on of what
counts as a "phys�cal e�ect" (and not by very much).

What I'm appeal�ng to �s san�ty and ser�ous scholarsh�p. When you say that someth�ng �s "obv�ously"
false when �t �s a ma�nstream bel�ef, you're play�ng games and not engag�ng ser�ously w�th the many
sc�ent�sts and ph�losophers who do not see th�ngs the way you do. Go ahead and �ns�st they are wrong-
-they m�ght very well be wrong!--but don't be gl�b and arrogantly assume you have all the answers
that have evaded thousands of smart people who have been th�nk�ng just as hard about these �ssues as
you have.

Yes, the m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty thes�s �s obv�ously false. But see next comment.

Golly gee w�l�kers, maybe th�s �s a clue that when �t comes to m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty, the d���culty of the
�ssue comes from m�stakenly th�nk�ng we should be us�ng common def�n�t�ons of �dent�ty. D�d th�s
thought ever occur to you? Perhaps consc�ousness �s the one area where th�nk�ng "normally" about
�dent�ty �s the very th�ng that tr�ps people up.

Well, Faustus, �f the common def�n�t�ons of "�dent�ty" are �nadequate, and you have some other
cr�ter�a �n m�nd for declar�ng two d�st�ngu�shable th�ngs to be �dent�cal, then you need to set forth
that cr�ter�on. Ne�ther a correlat�on between A and B, nor a causal relat�on between them,
const�tutes an �dent�ty between them. As far as I can see those latter relat�onsh�ps are all you have.
So please expla�n how you get from them to "�dent�ty."

As Terrap�n has been try�ng to calmly expla�n, and what nobody but me seems to grasp, when a
phys�cal system �s represent�ng a state of a�a�rs to a bunch of other networked systems �t �s connected
to, the network gets an exper�ence of what �s be�ng represented (a pa�n, an after �mage, a beaut�ful
sunset). When a d��erent, unconnected network �s, say, watch�ng a bra�n scan of the f�rst system, �t's
exper�ence �s of watch�ng a bra�n do�ng stu�. All that makes a bra�n event your own mental event �s the
way you as a network are w�red to the event.

Well, I agree w�th all that! But you seem to be obl�v�ous to the key �ssue: those exper�ences are not
�dent�cal (per the common def�n�t�ons), and are not transformable �nto one another v�a some
s�mple algor�thm, as are perspect�val d��erences. Only when they are, are you ent�tled to cla�m the
two th�ngs perce�ved ("exper�enced") are the same th�ng. The f�rst-person exper�ence �s qu�te
d�st�nct from, not pred�ctable from, and not transformable �nto, the th�rd-party exper�ence.
Indeed, they are apprehended, neurolog�cally speak�ng, v�a ent�rely d��erent mechan�sms. You just
have to accept that the f�rst-party exper�ence �s a emp�r�cally d�st�nct e�ect of certa�n phys�cal
processes, but �s �nexpl�cable v�a sc�ent�f�c methods because �t �s pr�vate, �naccess�ble to th�rd-
party analys�s and observat�on. Declar�ng them to be �dent�cal w�th the�r phys�cal correlates �s just
a lazy way to d�sm�ss the problem.



The real object�on to th�s v�ew w�ll be that an ub�qu�tous emp�r�cal phenomenon �s thus left
�nexpl�cable sc�ent�f�cally. Yes, �t w�ll be. But �t �s far from the only th�ng sc�ent�f�cally �nexpl�cable.
At least �n th�s case we know why �t �s �nexpl�cable.

If all that people l�ke you meant by "qual�a" was th�s, no one would have a problem w�th �t. But you go
beyond th�s to v�ews that are utterly un-sc�ent�f�c.

That �s the same def�n�t�on I gave earl�er, and have assumed all along. Where do you th�nk I "go
beyond" that v�ew?

2.480. by GE Morton

Well, yes there �s such a "standard term." It �s, "qual�a." My own def�n�t�on, g�ven earl�er, was, "the
d�st�nct�ve qual�ty of a sensory �mpress�on wh�ch allows us to d�st�ngu�sh �t from other �mpress�ons
del�vered over the same or other sensory channels."
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GE Morton on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 02:45

Yes, they are propert�es of our percept. But not of the th�ng perce�ved. A photograph of a t�ger has
�ts own propert�es --- 8x10 �nches, 1/64 �n th�ck, black and wh�te, sl�ghtly out-of-focus, etc. ---
but those are not propert�es of the t�ger.

2.496. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Th�s �s someth�ng else we need to clear up that you keep repeat�ng. Apparent propert�es are propert�es,
aren't they?

2.475. by GE Morton

No. It �s a transformat�on of a reference frame, or of some 3D object w�th�n that frame (wh�ch
operat�ons are equ�valent). The apparent propert�es of the th�ng --- what �s v�s�ble from a g�ven
v�ewpo�nt --- w�ll change accord�ngly. But the propert�es of the th�ng(s) v�ewed don't change.
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Pattern-chaser on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 09:49

2.494. by Pattern-chaser

No, some correlat�ons turn out to be causal . . .



H�nds�ght works �n a very spec�f�c way. F�rst you prove someth�ng. Then you can proceed on the
bas�s that �t's proven. There's a str�ct chronolog�cal sequence here.

2.495. by GE Morton

You appear to be deny�ng what I sa�d, but you're not. Some correlat�ons are also cause/e�ect relat�ons.
They don't "turn out" to be those; they are those all along. What turns out �s our d�scovery of that
relat�onsh�p.
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Steve3007 on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 13:38

GE Morton wrote:Yes, and �t's an �mportant po�nt. However, some correlat�ons are causat�on. Keep �n
m�nd that events �n every causal sequence are also correlated. We can cons�der A to be the cause of B �f
B always follows A (ceter�s par�bus). But �f B only correlates w�th A 70% of the t�me, we can't draw that
conclus�on.

Pattern-chaser wrote:I don't th�nk we can, but maybe I just don't understand the deta�ls of the
stat�st�cs that descr�be such th�ngs. Perhaps A always follows B because C, the actual cause, causes B to
happen f�rst, followed by A?

I th�nk when we talk about �nferr�ng cause from observed �nstances of correlat�on we have to be
clearer than th�s about exactly what we mean by statements made as a result of emp�r�cal
observat�ons such as "B always follows A" or "B follows A X% of the t�me".

1st po�nt: B follow�ng A can only be observed to happen a f�n�te number of t�mes. So "B always
follows A" �s an �nduct�ve general�sat�on. �.e. we go from an observat�on of the f�n�te to a statement
about the �nf�n�te (or arb�trar�ly large). As such, �t's not a propos�t�on that can ever be d�rectly
observed to be true.

2nd po�nt: B follow�ng A leads us to �nfer a causal relat�onsh�p between A and B but that doesn't
necessar�ly mean that A causes B. They could both be caused by C.

3rd po�nt: It �sn't the case that "B always follows A" �mpl�es cause and "B follows A X% of the t�me
(X<100)" doesn't. It's not all-or-noth�ng l�ke that. If �t were, then po�nt 1 would mean that we
never �nfer cause. In real�ty we say that the h�gher the value of that X% the more l�kely we th�nk
there �s to be a causal connect�on. If we see an �nstance of A w�thout a follow�ng B, we don't
necessar�ly break the causal connect�on, unless we're spec�f�cally talk�ng about an �deal�sed (non-
real) observat�onal s�tuat�on �n wh�ch we're 100% certa�n that A happened, that B d�dn't happen,
that A and B are prec�sely the same events as they were for the prev�ous observat�ons and that there
are no other events �n the system that are not v�s�ble to us. Be�ng �deal, that s�tuat�on never
happens �n real�ty. Poss�bly the "ceter�s par�bus" was �ntended to cover that.

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 13:53

Ignore po�nt 2. Already covered. My bad.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 5 0 2 .
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 16:52

Sure. And you're cla�m�ng that algor�thms can prov�de a "transformat�on" of these propert�es,
r�ght?

Are you cla�m�ng that the algor�thm does th�s w�thout hav�ng any correlat�on to the propert�es �n
quest�on?

2.498. by GE Morton

Yes, they are propert�es of our percept. But not of the th�ng perce�ved. A photograph of a t�ger has �ts
own propert�es --- 8x10 �nches, 1/64 �n th�ck, black and wh�te, sl�ghtly out-of-focus, etc. --- but
those are not propert�es of the t�ger.

2.496. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Th�s �s someth�ng else we need to clear up that you keep repeat�ng. Apparent propert�es are
propert�es, aren't they?
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GE Morton on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 17:43

Yes. The algor�thm �s �nd��erent to the propert�es transformed. It w�ll transform whatever
apparent propert�es are w�th�n the frame.

2.502. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Are you cla�m�ng that the algor�thm does th�s w�thout hav�ng any correlat�on to the propert�es �n
quest�on?

Ö Ü
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 18:04

What frame are we talk�ng about exactly?

2.503. by GE Morton

Yes. The algor�thm �s �nd��erent to the propert�es transformed. It w�ll transform whatever apparent
propert�es are w�th�n the frame.

2.502. by Terrap�n Stat�on

Are you cla�m�ng that the algor�thm does th�s w�thout hav�ng any correlat�on to the propert�es �n
quest�on?
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GE Morton on >  8 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 22:17

Th�s s�detrack, and your ted�ous o�-the-wall quest�ons, are t�resome and po�ntless. I expla�ned the
d��erence between an apparent d��erence due to perspect�ve and a real d��erence, qu�te clearly, I
th�nk. I'm done w�th �t.

2.504. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What frame are we talk�ng about exactly?
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GE Morton on >  9 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 01:38



I agree. "B always follows A" needs to be understood w�th the qual�f�er, "W�th�n our exper�ence."
We then make a pred�ct�on that B w�ll follow A �n the future, and as long as that pred�ct�on �s
conf�rmed we st�ck w�th our causal analys�s. Propos�t�ons assert�ng causal relat�ons are always
�nduct�ve, though there �s a way to render them "sort of" deduct�ve, to supply Hume's "necessary
connex�on."

3rd po�nt: It �sn't the case that "B always follows A" �mpl�es cause and "B follows A X% of the t�me
(X<100)" doesn't. It's not all-or-noth�ng l�ke that. If �t were, then po�nt 1 would mean that we never
�nfer cause. In real�ty we say that the h�gher the value of that X% the more l�kely we th�nk there �s to be
a causal connect�on. If we see an �nstance of A w�thout a follow�ng B, we don't necessar�ly break the
causal connect�on, unless we're spec�f�cally talk�ng about an �deal�sed (non-real) observat�onal
s�tuat�on �n wh�ch we're 100% certa�n that A happened, that B d�dn't happen, that A and B are
prec�sely the same events as they were for the prev�ous observat�ons and that there are no other events
�n the system that are not v�s�ble to us. Be�ng �deal, that s�tuat�on never happens �n real�ty. Poss�bly the
"ceter�s par�bus" was �ntended to cover that.

Yes, �t was.

2.500. by Steve3007

GE Morton wrote:Yes, and �t's an �mportant po�nt. However, some correlat�ons are causat�on. Keep
�n m�nd that events �n every causal sequence are also correlated. We can cons�der A to be the cause
of B �f B always follows A (ceter�s par�bus). But �f B only correlates w�th A 70% of the t�me, we can't
draw that conclus�on.

Pattern-chaser wrote:I don't th�nk we can, but maybe I just don't understand the deta�ls of the
stat�st�cs that descr�be such th�ngs. Perhaps A always follows B because C, the actual cause, causes B
to happen f�rst, followed by A?

I th�nk when we talk about �nferr�ng cause from observed �nstances of correlat�on we have to be clearer
than th�s about exactly what we mean by statements made as a result of emp�r�cal observat�ons such as
"B always follows A" or "B follows A X% of the t�me".

1st po�nt: B follow�ng A can only be observed to happen a f�n�te number of t�mes. So "B always follows
A" �s an �nduct�ve general�sat�on. �.e. we go from an observat�on of the f�n�te to a statement about the
�nf�n�te (or arb�trar�ly large). As such, �t's not a propos�t�on that can ever be d�rectly observed to be true.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  9 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 07:29



Quelle surpr�se. Your v�ew(s) doesn't at all stand up to scrut�ny once we get down to brass tacks and
exam�ne what you're cla�m�ng �n �ts deta�ls. But you're not about to part�c�pate very far �nto that.

2.505. by GE Morton

Th�s s�detrack, and your ted�ous o�-the-wall quest�ons, are t�resome and po�ntless. I expla�ned the
d��erence between an apparent d��erence due to perspect�ve and a real d��erence, qu�te clearly, I
th�nk. I'm done w�th �t.

2.504. by Terrap�n Stat�on

What frame are we talk�ng about exactly?
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Faustus5 on >  9 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 12:58

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

But �t �s an �deology to �gnore an explanat�on when �t �s g�ven.

What I w�ll �gnore �s bad ph�losophy wh�ch dec�des to re-�nvent the rules for what counts as a
sc�ent�f�c explanat�on w�thout g�v�ng good reasons for do�ng so.

A sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of a natural phenomenon �s one that descr�bes what phys�cally happens
and why, trac�ng casual connect�ons �n a system from beg�nn�ng to end. Then �t �s done. So a
sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of a mental state w�ll be one wh�ch traces all the causal pathways from bra�n
events to the motor events subjects use to descr�be what the�r exper�ences are l�ke. That's �t.

If th�s sort of th�ng does not sat�sfy some ph�losophers, they are free to holler that sc�ence can’t
expla�n consc�ousness, and sc�ent�sts are best adv�sed to just �gnore them and keep do�ng the�r jobs
follow�ng the norms and pract�ces they are accustomed to.

I'm aware that you bel�eve th�s would just be turn�ng our backs on a very real and d���cult problem.
I don't see �t that way, obv�ously. I see �t as us turn�ng our backs on a commun�ty of very smart
people who have deluded themselves about the nature of consc�ousness and who are not produc�ng
works or �deas I f�nd even remotely compell�ng or �nterest�ng. If you f�nd value �n th�s sort of th�ng,
good for you. I'm on a d��erent path.

2.492. by Gert�e

It's not an �deology to ask for an explanat�on.

2.492. by Gert�e

You of course can choose to �gnore anyth�ng not obv�ously expl�cable by sc�ence, but there's no reason
ph�losophy should.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


That explanat�on has already been ach�eved. For purely �deolog�cal reasons, �t �s not acceptable to
some ph�losophers.

I am sat�sf�ed that the Global Neuronal Workspace model (or an evolved vers�on of �t as t�me goes
on) �s the only explanat�on one could ever have or expect to expla�n how bra�n states are mental
states. If th�s model doesn’t scratch an �tch that some ph�losophers have, th�s �s the�r problem, not
my problem, and certa�nly not a problem for the sc�ence of consc�ousness.

2.492. by Gert�e

What our current sc�ent�f�c understand�ng wouldn't pred�ct �s how and why exper�ence correlates w�th
certa�n phys�cal processes at all.
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Atla on >  9 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 16:46

Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of
sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers,
and not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

So some of us have been try�ng to answer the quest�on, how �t �s poss�ble that so many people could
be so dense for so long? Seems l�ke qu�te a m�stery. Though �t seems to me that an absurd
hegemony of dual�st�c th�nk�ng �n Western ph�losophy, an anc�ent trad�t�on, �s more to blame, than
an absurd hegemony of sc�ence.
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Pattern-chaser on >  10 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 12:15

"Refuted"? Really? Where, when, how and by whom?

...and �s th�s m�nd-body dual�sm, or some other s�m�lar perspect�ve?

2.509. by Atla

Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of sc�ence
try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers, and
not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

Ö Ü
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Gert�e on >  10 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 22:36

A sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of a natural phenomenon �s one that descr�bes what phys�cally happens and
why, trac�ng casual connect�ons �n a system from beg�nn�ng to end. Then �t �s done. So a sc�ent�f�c
explanat�on of a mental state w�ll be one wh�ch traces all the causal pathways from bra�n events to the
motor events subjects use to descr�be what the�r exper�ences are l�ke. That's �t.

Yes we see �t d��erently. As I sa�d, the current phys�cal�st sc�ent�f�c model of what the world �s
made of and how �t works has no place for exper�ence. So �f we agree exper�ence ex�sts, that means
the model �s �ncomplete. I th�nk most would agree we don't know everyth�ng, but there �s a
part�cular problem re exper�ence, �n that �t's not th�rd person observable or measurable, wh�ch the
bas�c toolk�t of sc�ence rel�es on. Hence we can't even �dent�fy a path to gett�ng an answer to the
bas�c 'how' and 'why' quest�ons, or test�ng hypotheses. Hence 'The Hard Problem'. To s�mply
�gnore th�ngs wh�ch don't f�t our current model �sn't sc�ent�f�c, or sc�ence could never progress.

If th�s sort of th�ng does not sat�sfy some ph�losophers, they are free to holler that sc�ence can’t expla�n
consc�ousness, and sc�ent�sts are best adv�sed to just �gnore them and keep do�ng the�r jobs follow�ng
the norms and pract�ces they are accustomed to.

There are neurosc�ent�sts l�ke Koch try�ng to get a handle on how we m�ght f�nd ways of
approach�ng the Hard Problem �n a sc�ent�f�c, measurable way. Maybe that w�ll get somewhere. It
seems to be lead�ng IIT towards panpsych�sm �nterest�ngly.

I'm aware that you bel�eve th�s would just be turn�ng our backs on a very real and d���cult problem. I
don't see �t that way, obv�ously. I see �t as us turn�ng our backs on a commun�ty of very smart people
who have deluded themselves about the nature of consc�ousness and who are not produc�ng works or
�deas I f�nd even remotely compell�ng or �nterest�ng. If you f�nd value �n th�s sort of th�ng, good for you.
I'm on a d��erent path.

If you don't have an answer to the quest�on of the nature of consc�ousness, on what bas�s do you
get to dec�de what suggest�ons are deluded?



Gert�e wrote: ↑
October 7th, 2020, 1:05 pm
What our current sc�ent�f�c understand�ng wouldn't pred�ct �s how and why exper�ence correlates
w�th certa�n phys�cal processes at all.

That explanat�on has already been ach�eved. For purely �deolog�cal reasons, �t �s not acceptable to
some ph�losophers.

I am sat�sf�ed that the Global Neuronal Workspace model (or an evolved vers�on of �t as t�me goes on) �s
the only explanat�on one could ever have or expect to expla�n how bra�n states are mental states. If th�s
model doesn’t scratch an �tch that some ph�losophers have, th�s �s the�r problem, not my problem, and
certa�nly not a problem for the sc�ence of consc�ousness.

Yet you cla�m to know (some) bra�n states are exper�ent�al states based on correlat�on. Someth�ng
we're not �n a pos�t�on to know. It's a hypothes�s wh�ch requ�res back�ng up, because �t's only one
of several whole cloth hypotheses, and requ�res an explanat�on as to how the same �dent�cal th�ng
can s�multaneously have contrad�ctory propert�es.
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thrasymachus on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 14:13

Atla wrote:
Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of
sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers, and
not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

A bold statement. I would l�ke to know how �t �s that "phenomnolog�sts l�ke He�degger" don't know
what the�r talk�ng about.
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Pattern-chaser on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 14:55

Atla wrote:
Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of
sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers, and
not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.



V  Yes, and �n add�t�on, I would st�ll l�ke to know how "dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by
sc�ence." V

2.512. by thrasymachus

A bold statement. I would l�ke to know how �t �s that "phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger" don't know
what they're talk�ng about.
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thrasymachus on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 15:03

Gert�e wrote:
Yet you cla�m to know (some) bra�n states are exper�ent�al states based on correlat�on.
Someth�ng we're not �n a pos�t�on to know. It's a hypothes�s wh�ch requ�res back�ng up, because �t's
only one of several whole cloth hypotheses, and requ�res an explanat�on as to how the same �dent�cal
th�ng can s�multaneously have contrad�ctory propert�es.

But why �s �t you th�nk we are not �n a pos�t�on to know that bra�n states correlate w�th mental
states? Clearly such correlat�ons have been demonstrated �n, say, bra�n surgery that requ�res
pat�ents to be awake so they can report about the mental state that �s be�ng exc�ted by a phys�cal
st�mulus (a probe).

But the problem �s not whether or not such states correlate �n th�s way or not. the problem �s that,
even �f a mater�al�st's reduct�on �s r�ght, and, as reduct�ons go, what �s REALLY happen�ng when a
person smells someth�ng, sees �t, and the rest, �s th�s actual observable bra�n act�v�ty, th�s would
thereby local�ze percept�on, and one would then have to expla�n how knowledge relat�onsh�ps are
poss�ble between subject and object at all. After all, a bra�n g�ven �n the sc�ent�st's own concept�on,
a locus of boundar�es, a del�m�ted "th�ng," and unless you want to comm�t to some k�nd of "act�on
at a d�stance," wh�ch �s a b�t l�ke Harry Potter's wand, �.e., an acausal "knowledge event" (�s
knowledge causal?? Well then, what k�nd of causal model perm�ts the "d�stance" between subject
and object to be spanned or closed such that S's knowledge of P �s actually OF P, and not of �ts own
a�a�rs?), you are bound to an �mposs�b�l�ty of ever a��rm�ng anyth�ng beyond the th�s bra�n
act�v�ty.

The real culpr�t here �s the presumpt�on of sc�ence �n matters of ph�losophy.
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thrasymachus on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 15:28

Faustus5 wrote
What I w�ll �gnore �s bad ph�losophy wh�ch dec�des to re-�nvent the rules for what counts as a
sc�ent�f�c explanat�on w�thout g�v�ng good reasons for do�ng so.



Clearly you don't understand the �ssue then. You don't know where the boundar�es are between
emp�r�cally conf�rmed �deas and what those �deas presuppose �n the�r analys�s.

A sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of a natural phenomenon �s one that descr�bes what phys�cally happens and
why, trac�ng casual connect�ons �n a system from beg�nn�ng to end. Then �t �s done. So a sc�ent�f�c
explanat�on of a mental state w�ll be one wh�ch traces all the causal pathways from bra�n events to the
motor events subjects use to descr�be what the�r exper�ences are l�ke. That's �t.

Causal? Is knowledge, that wh�ch r�ses out of the relat�onsh�p between knower and known,
therefore a causal matter? If you really th�nk emp�r�cal sc�ence �s the be all and end all �s
understand�ng the world, then you at least have to have a work�ng model for emp�r�cal sc�ence's
emp�r�cal knowledge. If such knowledge �s causal �n �ts nature, then you have to expla�n how one
gets knowledge out of causal�ty.

Remember, the "we're look�ng �nto �t" approach to th�s matter w�ll not ava�l you, for any
soph�st�cated and compl�cated sc�ent�st's v�ew on th�s presupposes s�mply causal�ty. That �s, you
can say, well, there �s an object, see the causal connect�ons, from the surface, to the eye, �nto the
cortex and so on, and you can do th�s w�th the most deta�led neurochem�stry ava�lable, but �f you
cannot expla�n how th�s tra�n of causal�ty del�vers the object to mental a�a�rs, then you're just
wh�stl�ng d�xy. I mean, you have to have at least a pr�ma fac�e �dea of how causal�ty can sat�sfy the
reach�ng across d�stance from one object to another.

I'm aware that you bel�eve th�s would just be turn�ng our backs on a very real and d���cult problem. I
don't see �t that way, obv�ously. I see �t as us turn�ng our backs on a commun�ty of very smart people
who have deluded themselves about the nature of consc�ousness and who are not produc�ng works or
�deas I f�nd even remotely compell�ng or �nterest�ng. If you f�nd value �n th�s sort of th�ng, good for you.
I'm on a d��erent path.

I desp�se delus�on as well. Delus�on, �n the broadest def�n�t�on, occurs when one bel�eves w�thout
just�f�cat�on, a dogmat�c adherence to orthodoxy �s often �n place. Some call your pos�t�on
sc�ent�sm: emp�r�cal sc�ence IS the modern orthodoxy, and a move from mak�ng great cell phones
and computers and dental equ�pment, to the assumpt�on that th�s �s also what makes for a
response to ph�losoph�cal quest�ons �s ent�rely delusory. Case �n po�nt? See the above.
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Faustus5 on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 16:00

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

2.511. by Gert�e

Yes we see �t d��erently. As I sa�d, the current phys�cal�st sc�ent�f�c model of what the world �s made of
and how �t works has no place for exper�ence. So �f we agree exper�ence ex�sts, that means the model �s
�ncomplete.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


We agree that exper�ence ex�sts, we just d�sagree on what �t means to expla�n �t, spec�f�cally on
what �s fa�r to ask of sc�ence and what �s not.
Someone not�ces that �n stretches of calm weather, sea shells on the beach tend to be sorted by s�ze
and shape. They ask why th�s pattern �s formed rather than another.

A sc�ent�st who spec�al�zes �n the phys�cs of flu�d turbulence attempts to expla�n. She goes over how
the energy �n the waves acts on var�ous bod�es depend�ng on the�r shape, mass, and or�entat�on.
Th�s tells a causal story for each k�nd of shell, perhaps us�ng stat�st�cal analys�s �n some area, or
tell�ng a brute determ�n�st�c story at other po�nts.

If the person responds w�th the object�on that the quest�on of why th�s pattern rather than another
�s on d�splay was never answered by these k�nds of narrat�ves, we would (or should) regard the
person as confused. The sc�ent�st really d�d answer the quest�on, and there’s noth�ng more to be
sa�d. Once you’ve shown what happens and why �n each step of the causal cha�n, explanat�on �s
done.

I feel the same way about neuroanatom�cal explanat�ons of consc�ous exper�ence. Why d�d th�s pa�n
feel sharp and th�s one feel dull? Because �n one case th�s k�nd of nerve was st�mulated, and �n the
other case a d��erent k�nd of nerve was st�mulated. Why does chocolate taste th�s way, and hot
sauce tastes that way? Because chocolate st�mulates the follow�ng k�nds of nerves located here and
here and here, act�vat�ng these k�nds of bra�n areas, whereas hot sauce causes the follow�ng
act�v�t�es �n these d��erent nerves and bra�n areas over here and here.

You aren’t go�ng to get anyth�ng else from bra�n sc�ence, and �n my v�ew �t �s not reasonable to
th�nk anyth�ng rema�ns to be expla�ned. Th�s �s what expla�n�ng a consc�ous exper�ence looks l�ke,
and �t could never look l�ke anyth�ng else.

As I po�nted out earl�er, we already have the capac�ty to observe/measure some aspects of
consc�ous exper�ence from a th�rd person perspect�ve, and the ex�stence of very spec�f�c k�nds of
exper�ences (v�sual �llus�ons) have been pred�cted based on knowledge of how the bra�n works.

Bes�des, too much �s made out of the f�rst person/th�rd person d�st�nct�on. In the end the most
�mportant th�ng about the bra�n events �n consc�ousness �s that they are represent�ng features of
the world, feed�ng very spec�f�c k�nds of �nformat�on to other systems �n the body of an agent. That
�nformat�on flow �s not be�ng w�red �nto the same systems of an outs�de observer. That’s all there �s
to �t.

It’s l�ke mak�ng a b�g deal out of the way a stream looks l�ke from a hel�copter hundreds of meters
�n the a�r and what �t looks l�ke as you are knocked o� your feet once you personally step �nto �ts
current.

2.511. by Gert�e

I th�nk most would agree we don't know everyth�ng, but there �s a part�cular problem re exper�ence, �n
that �t's not th�rd person observable or measurable, wh�ch the bas�c toolk�t of sc�ence rel�es on.



Except I do �ndeed th�nk we have an answer to the quest�on on the nature of consc�ousness, at least
�n outl�ne, we’ve had �t for decades, and �t cont�nues to �mprove. Sure, some ph�losophers d�sagree,
but I’ve yet to see a s�ngle reason to take the�r cr�t�c�sms ser�ously.

2.511. by Gert�e

If you don't have an answer to the quest�on of the nature of consc�ousness, on what bas�s do you get to
dec�de what suggest�ons are deluded?
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Atla on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 17:02

Phenomenology just seems to be psychology (male psychology actually) and doesn't even address
what be�ng/ex�stence actually �s.

2.512. by thrasymachus

Atla wrote:
Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of
sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers,
and not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

A bold statement. I would l�ke to know how �t �s that "phenomnolog�sts l�ke He�degger" don't know
what the�r talk�ng about.
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Atla on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 17:06

2.513. by Pattern-chaser

@Atla wrote:
Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of
sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers,
and not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

V  Yes, and �n add�t�on, I would st�ll l�ke to know how "dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence." V

2.512. by thrasymachus

A bold statement. I would l�ke to know how �t �s that "phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger" don't know
what they're talk�ng about.



It was shown that the 'contents of the m�nd' and the 'phys�cal un�verse' are l�nked �n such a way,
that �t really makes no sense to cons�der them two d��erent th�ngs.
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Atla on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 17:21

'Separateness' was also refuted, 'th�ngness' was also refuted. There are no separate th�ngs, objects.
'Th�ngs' are art�facts of human th�nk�ng. No subject-object d�chotomy, no I-other d�chotomy etc.
etc. etc. etc.
It's a b�g top�c, and �t takes some ded�cat�on to work �t all out. Most profess�onal ph�losophers
avo�d �t l�ke the plague, e�ther because they are �d�ots, or because they are smart but real�ze the�r
paychecks depend on keep�ng Western ph�losophy �ntact.

2.513. by Pattern-chaser

@Atla wrote:
Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western ph�losophy, and of
sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger,
qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers,
and not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

V  Yes, and �n add�t�on, I would st�ll l�ke to know how "dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence." V

2.512. by thrasymachus

A bold statement. I would l�ke to know how �t �s that "phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger" don't know
what they're talk�ng about.
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Faustus5 on >  12 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 18:01

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Perhaps the �deas be�ng presupposed seem perfectly acceptable to me unt�l I hear a good argument
quest�on�ng them.

2.515. by thrasymachus

Clearly you don't understand the �ssue then. You don't know where the boundar�es are between
emp�r�cally conf�rmed �deas and what those �deas presuppose �n the�r analys�s.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Well, there are ent�re conversat�ons to have about the use of cultural/�nst�tut�onal norms to
evaluate knowledge and what �s <best= done w�th �t, but �n the context of th�s d�scuss�on, I’m only
concerned w�th the parts of knowledge that are modeled by cogn�t�ve neurosc�ence. The other stu�
�sn’t relevant (aga�n, �n the narrow conf�nes of what I’m d�scuss�ng �n th�s context).

That’s exactly what expla�n�ng such a th�ng would look l�ke �n the context of th�s d�scuss�on. We
aren’t talk�ng about the ph�losophy of ep�stemology �n th�s thread, after all, and I don’t th�nk �t �s
terr�bly relevant. We are talk�ng about the poss�b�l�t�es of a sc�ent�f�c account of consc�ousness and
what �t would look l�ke.

That’s f�ne �f you th�nk th�s way, but unt�l you can do more than just stamp your feet �n protest and
�nstead o�er a ser�ous and leg�t�mate cr�t�que of a sc�ent�f�c apprec�at�on of consc�ousness, why
should I take you ser�ously? Throw�ng the S word around �s just pure laz�ness.

2.515. by thrasymachus

Causal? Is knowledge, that wh�ch r�ses out of the relat�onsh�p between knower and known, therefore a
causal matter?

2.515. by thrasymachus

That �s, you can say, well, there �s an object, see the causal connect�ons, from the surface, to the eye,
�nto the cortex and so on, and you can do th�s w�th the most deta�led neurochem�stry ava�lable, but �f
you cannot expla�n how th�s tra�n of causal�ty del�vers the object to mental a�a�rs, then you're just
wh�stl�ng d�xy.

2.515. by thrasymachus

Some call your pos�t�on sc�ent�sm: emp�r�cal sc�ence IS the modern orthodoxy, and a move from
mak�ng great cell phones and computers and dental equ�pment, to the assumpt�on that th�s �s also
what makes for a response to ph�losoph�cal quest�ons �s ent�rely delusory.
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Pattern-chaser on >  13 Ek�m 2020 Salı 12:20

Atla wrote: Yep and that's just the way th�ngs are. Th�s �s the folly of dual�st�c Western
ph�losophy, and of sc�ence try�ng to do ph�losophy. Among many others, we have
phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger, qual�a/consc�ousness el�m�nat�v�sts l�ke Dennett, all k�nds of dual-
aspect bel�evers l�ke Chalmers, and not a s�ngle one of them actually knows what they are talk�ng
about.
And th�s �s nearly 100 years after dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence.

2.512. by thrasymachus

A bold statement. I would l�ke to know how �t �s that "phenomenolog�sts l�ke He�degger" don't know
what they're talk�ng about.



So they weren't "refuted", but casually d�sm�ssed because "�t makes no sense". Fa�r enough.

"Refuted" sounds formal and author�tat�ve. I don't th�nk "separateness" or "th�ngness" have been
formally d�sproved �n any mean�ngful sense. I don't d�sagree w�th what you're say�ng, but I f�nd the
way you are say�ng �t to be confus�ng and unclear. That's probably my fault....

2.513. by Pattern-chaser

V  Yes, and �n add�t�on, I would st�ll l�ke to know how "dual�st�c ph�losophy was refuted by sc�ence." V

2.518. by Atla

It was shown that the 'contents of the m�nd' and the 'phys�cal un�verse' are l�nked �n such a way, that �t
really makes no sense to cons�der them two d��erent th�ngs.

2.519. by Atla

'Separateness' was also refuted, 'th�ngness' was also refuted. There are no separate th�ngs, objects.
'Th�ngs' are art�facts of human th�nk�ng. No subject-object d�chotomy, no I-other d�chotomy etc. etc.
etc. etc.
It's a b�g top�c, and �t takes some ded�cat�on to work �t all out. Most profess�onal ph�losophers avo�d �t
l�ke the plague, e�ther because they are �d�ots, or because they are smart but real�ze the�r paychecks
depend on keep�ng Western ph�losophy �ntact.
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Atla on >  13 Ek�m 2020 Salı 16:44

2.521. by Pattern-chaser

So they weren't "refuted", but casually d�sm�ssed because "�t makes no sense". Fa�r enough.

"Refuted" sounds formal and author�tat�ve. I don't th�nk "separateness" or "th�ngness" have been
formally d�sproved �n any mean�ngful sense. I don't d�sagree w�th what you're say�ng, but I f�nd the
way you are say�ng �t to be confus�ng and unclear. That's probably my fault....

2.518. by Atla

It was shown that the 'contents of the m�nd' and the 'phys�cal un�verse' are l�nked �n such a way,
that �t really makes no sense to cons�der them two d��erent th�ngs.

2.519. by Atla

'Separateness' was also refuted, 'th�ngness' was also refuted. There are no separate th�ngs, objects.
'Th�ngs' are art�facts of human th�nk�ng. No subject-object d�chotomy, no I-other d�chotomy etc.
etc. etc. etc.
It's a b�g top�c, and �t takes some ded�cat�on to work �t all out. Most profess�onal ph�losophers avo�d
�t l�ke the plague, e�ther because they are �d�ots, or because they are smart but real�ze the�r
paychecks depend on keep�ng Western ph�losophy �ntact.



Is �t completely mean�ngless to say that the ex�stence of the Chr�st�an God, or Zeus, or whoever,
was d�sproven? After all, we can't prove a negat�ve.
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  13 Ek�m 2020 Salı 18:17

As�de from the usual proof �ssues w�th emp�r�cal cla�ms, you only can't prove a negat�ve �f (a) the
doma�n �s l�m�tless and/or (b) for some pract�cal reason �t's not poss�ble to exhaust the doma�n �n
an exam�nat�on, and (c) the negat�ve �sn't s�mply �ncoherent or �mposs�ble.

So, for example, we can eas�ly prove a negat�ve when �t comes to someth�ng l�ke "I do not have a
b�ll�on dollars �n my bank account" because ne�ther (a) nor (b) are the case. We can eas�ly check the
bank account and see that there �sn't a b�ll�on dollars �n �t.

Or we can eas�ly prove a negat�ve when �t comes to someth�ng l�ke, "There are no l�v�ng th�ngs �n
the un�verse that aren't l�v�ng th�ngs," even though we can't pract�cally check everywhere �n the
un�verse, because �t's log�cally contrad�ctory.

Of course, another �ssue �s s�mply that "negat�ves" are pos�t�ves rephrased.

2.522. by Atla

Is �t completely mean�ngless to say that the ex�stence of the Chr�st�an God, or Zeus, or whoever, was
d�sproven? After all, we can't prove a negat�ve.

2.521. by Pattern-chaser

So they weren't "refuted", but casually d�sm�ssed because "�t makes no sense". Fa�r enough.

"Refuted" sounds formal and author�tat�ve. I don't th�nk "separateness" or "th�ngness" have been
formally d�sproved �n any mean�ngful sense. I don't d�sagree w�th what you're say�ng, but I f�nd the
way you are say�ng �t to be confus�ng and unclear. That's probably my fault....
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Gert�e on >  13 Ek�m 2020 Salı 19:34

Faustus



Gert�e wrote: ↑
October 10th, 2020, 6:36 pm
Yes we see �t d��erently. As I sa�d, the current phys�cal�st sc�ent�f�c model of what the world �s made
of and how �t works has no place for exper�ence. So �f we agree exper�ence ex�sts, that means the
model �s �ncomplete.

We agree that exper�ence ex�sts, we just d�sagree on what �t means to expla�n �t, spec�f�cally on what �s
fa�r to ask of sc�ence and what �s not.

R�ght.

spec�f�cally on what �s fa�r to ask of sc�ence and what �s not.

Well, �t's more a case of what �s a leg�t�mate quest�on to me. Whether sc�ence (currently, or �n
pr�nc�ple ever) can expla�n �t �s a d��erent �ssue.

Someone not�ces that �n stretches of calm weather, sea shells on the beach tend to be sorted by s�ze and
shape. They ask why th�s pattern �s formed rather than another.
A sc�ent�st who spec�al�zes �n the phys�cs of flu�d turbulence attempts to expla�n. She goes over how the
energy �n the waves acts on var�ous bod�es depend�ng on the�r shape, mass, and or�entat�on. Th�s tells
a causal story for each k�nd of shell, perhaps us�ng stat�st�cal analys�s �n some area, or tell�ng a brute
determ�n�st�c story at other po�nts.

If the person responds w�th the object�on that the quest�on of why th�s pattern rather than another �s
on d�splay was never answered by these k�nds of narrat�ves, we would (or should) regard the person as
confused. The sc�ent�st really d�d answer the quest�on, and there’s noth�ng more to be sa�d. Once
you’ve shown what happens and why �n each step of the causal cha�n, explanat�on �s done.

OK. In such �nstances I'd say that �f the sc�ent�st had all the necessary �nfo she could g�ve a
complete account �n pr�nc�ple wh�ch was �n l�ne w�th the current sc�ent�f�c model of what the world
�s made of and how �t works. (Of course �n pract�ce you can't know every factor �n play, but �f she
d�d then �npr�nc�ple she could g�ve the correct answer). W�th exper�ence she couldn't �n pr�nc�ple
do that.

I feel the same way about neuroanatom�cal explanat�ons of consc�ous exper�ence. Why d�d th�s pa�n
feel sharp and th�s one feel dull? Because �n one case th�s k�nd of nerve was st�mulated, and �n the
other case a d��erent k�nd of nerve was st�mulated. Why does chocolate taste th�s way, and hot sauce
tastes that way? Because chocolate st�mulates the follow�ng k�nds of nerves located here and here and
here, act�vat�ng these k�nds of bra�n areas, whereas hot sauce causes the follow�ng act�v�t�es �n these
d��erent nerves and bra�n areas over here and here.

You're talk�ng about what Chalmers calls the Easy Problems, what we can �n pr�nc�ple work out as
neurosc�ence progresses. Aga�n the unanswered quest�on l�es �n why part�cular nerves correlate
w�th any exper�ent�al state at all. That's where the explanatory gap l�es. It's not a problem for the
sea shore sc�ent�st, she just needs all the deta�ls. Th�s �s a problem of not hav�ng an explanat�on for
the nature of the relat�onsh�p between the mater�al stu�/processes and exper�ence (aka the m�nd-
body problem).



You aren’t go�ng to get anyth�ng else from bra�n sc�ence, and �n my v�ew �t �s not reasonable to th�nk
anyth�ng rema�ns to be expla�ned. Th�s �s what expla�n�ng a consc�ous exper�ence looks l�ke, and �t
could never look l�ke anyth�ng else.

We m�ght not be able to get anyth�ng other that further observat�on of correlat�on from bra�n
sc�ence. That's because as Chalmers says, th�s �sn't a quest�on sc�ence seems to have the
appropr�ate toolk�t to answer, hence he calls �t The Hard Problem. So here's my �ssue w�th your
pos�t�on as I understand �t -

* I don't see how the m�nd-body problem not be�ng apparently amenable to the sc�ent�f�c method
de-leg�t�m�ses the quest�on?

* Or allows you to form a conclus�on about the m�nd-body problem, such as Ident�ty Theory be�ng
correct? Surely that requ�res some just�f�cat�on beyond po�nt�ng at correlat�on (as others po�nt to �t
and come to d��erent conclus�ons)...?

Gert�e wrote: ↑
October 10th, 2020, 6:36 pm
I th�nk most would agree we don't know everyth�ng, but there �s a part�cular problem re exper�ence,
�n that �t's not th�rd person observable or measurable, wh�ch the bas�c toolk�t of sc�ence rel�es on.

As I po�nted out earl�er, we already have the capac�ty to observe/measure some aspects of consc�ous
exper�ence from a th�rd person perspect�ve, and the ex�stence of very spec�f�c k�nds of exper�ences
(v�sual �llus�ons) have been pred�cted based on knowledge of how the bra�n works.

Bes�des, too much �s made out of the f�rst person/th�rd person d�st�nct�on. In the end the most
�mportant th�ng about the bra�n events �n consc�ousness �s that they are represent�ng features of the
world, feed�ng very spec�f�c k�nds of �nformat�on to other systems �n the body of an agent. That
�nformat�on flow �s not be�ng w�red �nto the same systems of an outs�de observer. That’s all there �s to
�t

It’s l�ke mak�ng a b�g deal out of the way a stream looks l�ke from a hel�copter hundreds of meters �n
the a�r and what �t looks l�ke as you are knocked o� your feet once you personally step �nto �ts current.

You're r�ght that's what's �mportant for how we funct�on day to day. And we understand ut�l�ty
based accounts, that's not a problem. Ph�losophy shouldn't be paroch�al and �gnore quest�ons
wh�ch aren't �mmed�ately useful. Or easy. And say we came to d�scover our personal exper�ence �s
not spec�f�c substrate dependant, we m�ght be able to d�scard our mortal bod�es, that looks
�mportant! Or when we develop AI wh�ch passes the Tur�ng Test, �t w�ll be �mportant to know �f �t
genu�nely has exper�ence �n terms of how we treat �t. If panpsych�sm �s true �t w�ll revolut�on�se our
relat�onsh�p w�th the world. There are plenty of ways that understand�ng exper�ence �s �mportant
too.

Re 'F�rst person perspect�ve', that's just a way we descr�be the 'what �t's l�ke' nature of exper�ence.
That we've d�scovered correlat�on w�th some phys�cal systems we can �nter-subject�vely observe �s



a helpful clue re the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p, but �t doesn't tell us what the nature of that
relat�onsh�p �s. As �s the d�screte, un�f�ed nature of the f�eld of consc�ousness, located �n a spec�f�c
place and t�me, correlated w�th a spec�f�c d�screte mater�al body. Th�s shows there �s some close
m�nd-body relat�onsh�p, at least w�th some phys�cal systems. We know that. But s�mply not�ng
there are f�rst and th�rd person perspect�ves expla�ns noth�ng. All �t says �s my exper�ence
correlates w�th th�s stu� here, not that stu� over there - but not how and why.

Gert�e wrote: ↑
October 10th, 2020, 6:36 pm
If you don't have an answer to the quest�on of the nature of consc�ousness, on what bas�s do you get
to dec�de what suggest�ons are deluded?

Except I do �ndeed th�nk we have an answer to the quest�on on the nature of consc�ousness, at least �n
outl�ne, we’ve had �t for decades, and �t cont�nues to �mprove. Sure, some ph�losophers d�sagree, but
I’ve yet to see a s�ngle reason to take the�r cr�t�c�sms ser�ously.

You mean that we've noted correlat�on between spec�f�c exper�ent�al states and some spec�f�c
mater�al processes? I could note that when I l�ft my co�ee cup w�th my hand, the cup r�ses. That
could mean my arm �s made of ant� grav�ty, or a spec�al f�eld ar�ses when my hand �nteracts w�th
co�ee cups, or a m�ll�on th�ngs. But �n fact there �s one correct explanat�on, wh�ch expla�ns the
correlat�on. Correlat�on �tself �sn't the explanat�on.
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Gert�e on >  13 Ek�m 2020 Salı 20:02

thras

Gert�e wrote:
Yet you cla�m to know (some) bra�n states are exper�ent�al states based on correlat�on. Someth�ng
we're not �n a pos�t�on to know. It's a hypothes�s wh�ch requ�res back�ng up, because �t's only one of
several whole cloth hypotheses, and requ�res an explanat�on as to how the same �dent�cal th�ng can
s�multaneously have contrad�ctory propert�es.

But why �s �t you th�nk we are not �n a pos�t�on to know that bra�n states correlate w�th mental states?
Clearly such correlat�ons have been demonstrated �n, say, bra�n surgery that requ�res pat�ents to be
awake so they can report about the mental state that �s be�ng exc�ted by a phys�cal st�mulus (a probe).

You s�mply m�sunderstood me there. You're r�ght we do know some exper�ent�al states correlate
w�th spec�f�c bra�n states, and I assume that w�ll cont�nue to hold as we d�scover more deta�ls. I was
challeng�ng the Ident�ty Theory explanat�on for that correlat�on.



But the problem �s not whether or not such states correlate �n th�s way or not. the problem �s that, even
�f a mater�al�st's reduct�on �s r�ght, and, as reduct�ons go, what �s REALLY happen�ng when a person
smells someth�ng, sees �t, and the rest, �s th�s actual observable bra�n act�v�ty, th�s would thereby
local�ze percept�on, and one would then have to expla�n how knowledge relat�onsh�ps are poss�ble
between subject and object at all. After all, a bra�n g�ven �n the sc�ent�st's own concept�on, a locus of
boundar�es, a del�m�ted "th�ng," and unless you want to comm�t to some k�nd of "act�on at a d�stance,"
wh�ch �s a b�t l�ke Harry Potter's wand, �.e., an acausal "knowledge event" (�s knowledge causal?? Well
then, what k�nd of causal model perm�ts the "d�stance" between subject and object to be spanned or
closed such that S's knowledge of P �s actually OF P, and not of �ts own a�a�rs?), you are bound to an
�mposs�b�l�ty of ever a��rm�ng anyth�ng beyond the th�s bra�n act�v�ty.

I th�nk a mater�al�st reduct�on�st could argue th�s �s a novel emergent property of mater�al
processes wh�ch �sn't currently accounted for �n our mater�al�st model. How such a mater�al�st
could expla�n th�s �s a problem, I agree. L�kew�se how they could demonstrate the truth of such a
cla�m.
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Pattern-chaser on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 10:55

Not mean�ngless, no. It would be wrong to say so.

Exactly so.

2.522. by Atla

Is �t completely mean�ngless to say that the ex�stence of the Chr�st�an God, or Zeus, or whoever, was
d�sproven?

2.521. by Pattern-chaser

So they weren't "refuted", but casually d�sm�ssed because "�t makes no sense". Fa�r enough.

"Refuted" sounds formal and author�tat�ve. I don't th�nk "separateness" or "th�ngness" have been
formally d�sproved �n any mean�ngful sense. I don't d�sagree w�th what you're say�ng, but I f�nd the
way you are say�ng �t to be confus�ng and unclear. That's probably my fault....

2.522. by Atla

After all, we can't prove a negat�ve.
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Sculptor1 on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 13:22

Prov�ng a negat�ve �s poss�ble, but depends on what �t �s.

When a person g�ves a full def�n�t�on of a th�ng, what ever that �s, �t �s poss�ble to d�sprove �t.
Even �f �t does not ex�st.
You do �t by unpack�ng everyth�ng that �s sa�d and demonstrat�ng that such a th�ng �s �mposs�ble,
�ncoherent, or �rrat�onal.
It �s poss�ble to prove a negat�ve.
If I say there �s no b�scu�ts left �n the b�scu�t t�n, I can prove that by demonstrat�ng the ex�stence of
the negat�ve space where they were earl�er.

If you are say�ng that god cannot be d�sproven, �n th�s way, you are assert�ng that god does not
ex�st �n the f�rst place.

2.522. by Atla

After all, we can't prove a negat�ve.
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Atla on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 15:38

I don't th�nk that's a useful approach. Techn�cally, anyth�ng can be doubted*, we can never 100%
prove or d�sprove stu�. So �f we st�ck to th�s approach, then �sn't all proof and d�sproof rendered
po�ntless, doesn't all d�scourse come to a dead end?

(*except that there �s someth�ng rather than absolutely noth�ng)

2.526. by Pattern-chaser

Not mean�ngless, no. It would be wrong to say so.

Exactly so.

2.522. by Atla

Is �t completely mean�ngless to say that the ex�stence of the Chr�st�an God, or Zeus, or whoever, was
d�sproven?

2.522. by Atla

After all, we can't prove a negat�ve.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 15:58

How can you tell based on a th�rd person perspect�ve, that pa�n actually feels l�ke anyth�ng, or that
chocolate actually tastes l�ke anyth�ng? How can you �nfer that based on the observed act�v�ty of
nerves and bra�n areas?

2.516. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I feel the same way about neuroanatom�cal explanat�ons of consc�ous exper�ence. Why d�d th�s pa�n
feel sharp and th�s one feel dull? Because �n one case th�s k�nd of nerve was st�mulated, and �n the
other case a d��erent k�nd of nerve was st�mulated. Why does chocolate taste th�s way, and hot sauce
tastes that way? Because chocolate st�mulates the follow�ng k�nds of nerves located here and here and
here, act�vat�ng these k�nds of bra�n areas, whereas hot sauce causes the follow�ng act�v�t�es �n these
d��erent nerves and bra�n areas over here and here.
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Pattern-chaser on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 16:32

OK, agreed.

Yes; no. Proof and d�sproof has always been po�ntless, for the reasons you observe. And yet
d�scourse can cont�nue more or less as normal. The only problem ar�ses when someone cannot
res�st the s�ren call of certa�nty, and they start to look for ways to be certa�n, to prove and d�sprove

2.528. by Atla

I don't th�nk that's a useful approach. Techn�cally, anyth�ng can be doubted*, we can never 100%
prove or d�sprove stu�.

(*except that there �s someth�ng rather than absolutely noth�ng)

2.526. by Pattern-chaser

Not mean�ngless, no. It would be wrong to say so.

Exactly so.

2.528. by Atla

So �f we st�ck to th�s approach, then �sn't all proof and d�sproof rendered po�ntless, doesn't all d�scourse
come to a dead end?



stu�, to know, w�thout doubt. If we accept uncerta�nty, openly, consc�ously and know�ngly, we can
d�scourse w�dely, I th�nk.
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Atla on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:22

Can't tell �f you are agree�ng or d�sagree�ng w�th me or d�sagree�ng w�th yourself or whatever.
Obv�ously proof and d�sproof aren't about absolute certa�nty, absolute certa�nty �s for the
delus�onal.

2.530. by Pattern-chaser

OK, agreed.

Yes; no. Proof and d�sproof has always been po�ntless, for the reasons you observe. And yet d�scourse
can cont�nue more or less as normal. The only problem ar�ses when someone cannot res�st the s�ren
call of certa�nty, and they start to look for ways to be certa�n, to prove and d�sprove stu�, to know,
w�thout doubt. If we accept uncerta�nty, openly, consc�ously and know�ngly, we can d�scourse w�dely, I
th�nk.

2.528. by Atla

I don't th�nk that's a useful approach. Techn�cally, anyth�ng can be doubted*, we can never 100%
prove or d�sprove stu�.

(*except that there �s someth�ng rather than absolutely noth�ng)

2.528. by Atla

So �f we st�ck to th�s approach, then �sn't all proof and d�sproof rendered po�ntless, doesn't all
d�scourse come to a dead end?
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Pattern-chaser on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:38

Go�ng by your f�nal s�x words. I th�nk we agree pretty closely. ;)

2.531. by Atla

Can't tell �f you are agree�ng or d�sagree�ng w�th me or d�sagree�ng w�th yourself or whatever.
Obv�ously proof and d�sproof aren't about absolute certa�nty, absolute certa�nty �s for the delus�onal.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 17:55

Ok, so: dual�st�c ph�losophy, separateness, 'th�ng'-ness etc. were pretty much refuted.
Well, one can st�ll come up w�th pretty �nsane �deas w�thout ev�dence, to make dual�st�c ph�losophy
work. And one can say that separateness was only part�ally refuted, or that �ts refutat�on �s
�nherently c�rcular. The �dea of 'th�ng'-ness, and the subject/object d�chotomy, were so thorougly
beaten �nto obl�v�on though that �t's not even funny.

2.532. by Pattern-chaser

Go�ng by your f�nal s�x words. I th�nk we agree pretty closely. ;)

2.531. by Atla

Can't tell �f you are agree�ng or d�sagree�ng w�th me or d�sagree�ng w�th yourself or whatever.
Obv�ously proof and d�sproof aren't about absolute certa�nty, absolute certa�nty �s for the delus�onal.
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Faustus5 on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 18:49

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

And my pos�t�on rema�ns that the neuroanatom�cal accounts I descr�be do �ndeed answer any
reasonably formed quest�ons you could have �n m�nd, and that the hard problem �s just a phantom
that can and should be d�sm�ssed as a art�fact of bad ph�losophy. Solv�ng the "easy" problems �s all
anyone w�ll ever do, and that's enough.

Where you see a deep mystery wh�ch I'm just turn�ng my back on, I see a problem that has been
�nvented by ph�losophers who def�ned the �ssue so that �t �s l�terally �mposs�ble to expla�n �n a
sat�sfactory manner. I see no value �n that k�nd of th�ng.

2.524. by Gert�e

Aga�n the unanswered quest�on l�es �n why part�cular nerves correlate w�th any exper�ent�al state at
all. That's where the explanatory gap l�es.
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Faustus5 on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 18:58

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

By study�ng the bra�ns of thousands of very d��erent subjects as they descr�be var�ous sorts of
exper�ences, f�nd�ng out what causal pathways lead from st�mul� to bra�n act�v�ty, to motor
outputs, and look�ng for commonal�t�es among all subjects and the reports they make of the�r
exper�ences. Once a r�ch data set �s collected of th�s sort of th�ng, we w�ll reach a po�nt where
sc�ent�sts would be a to tell from a bra�n scan whether a subject �s (for example) tast�ng chocolate
versus k�mch�, to what k�nd of chocolate they are tast�ng and how sp�cy the k�mch� �s. We can
already, �n pr�m�t�ve form, do someth�ng l�ke th�s r�ght now.

That st�ll leaves a lot out, though--but for reasons that a pragmat�c and not metaphys�cal. For
�nstance, your tast�ng of k�mch� m�ght tr�gger very personal memor�es of, for example, a really bad
date you went on where you f�rst ate the stu�. Th�s w�ll make your exper�ence d��erent �n ways that
would be �mposs�ble for th�s k�nd of sc�ent�f�c project to detect.

2.529. by Atla

How can you tell based on a th�rd person perspect�ve, that pa�n actually feels l�ke anyth�ng, or that
chocolate actually tastes l�ke anyth�ng? How can you �nfer that based on the observed act�v�ty of nerves
and bra�n areas?
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Gert�e on >  14 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 23:24

The m�nd-body problem �s stra�ghtforward enough to grasp. And �t's obv�ously leg�t�mate to ask
what the nature of that relat�onsh�p �s.

Your response �s sc�ence can only note correlat�ons �n th�s case, and therefore try�ng to expla�n the

2.534. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

And my pos�t�on rema�ns that the neuroanatom�cal accounts I descr�be do �ndeed answer any
reasonably formed quest�ons you could have �n m�nd, and that the hard problem �s just a phantom that
can and should be d�sm�ssed as a art�fact of bad ph�losophy. Solv�ng the "easy" problems �s all anyone
w�ll ever do, and that's enough.

Where you see a deep mystery wh�ch I'm just turn�ng my back on, I see a problem that has been
�nvented by ph�losophers who def�ned the �ssue so that �t �s l�terally �mposs�ble to expla�n �n a
sat�sfactory manner. I see no value �n that k�nd of th�ng.

2.524. by Gert�e

Aga�n the unanswered quest�on l�es �n why part�cular nerves correlate w�th any exper�ent�al state at
all. That's where the explanatory gap l�es.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


relat�onsh�p �s ''bad ph�losophy''. Wh�le also cla�m�ng the oppos�te, that you know the answer,
wh�ch �s the ph�losoph�cal hypothes�s of mater�al�st Ident�ty Theory...
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GE Morton on >  15 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 02:35

No, that �s not an explanat�on of a mental state. It �s an explanat�on of a phys�cal system. The
observat�ons you descr�be w�ll pred�ct how that system w�ll behave; �t won't tell us a th�ng about
what that system exper�ences --- what �t senses and feels, or �f �t feels anyth�ng at all.

Perhaps we need a rem�nder of what an explanat�on --- sc�ent�f�c or otherw�se --- �s. It �s, �n
short, a set of propos�t�ons relat�ng a phenomenon or event --- an e�ect --- to some antecedent
complex or sequence of phenomena or events, �ts causes. Any such set of propos�t�ons �s a theory of
that phenomenon. A theory expla�ns the phenomenon �n quest�on �f, and only �f, �t allows us to
rel�ably pred�ct that e�ect from the g�ven antecedent phenomenon.

A neurophys�olog�cal explanat�on of consc�ousness w�ll allow us to pred�ct that b�olog�cal systems
of a certa�n des�gn w�ll man�fest the behav�oral �nd�cators of consc�ousness, but �t won't allow us to
pred�ct what any part�cular phys�cal st�mulus w�ll feel l�ke to the st�mulated system, or whether �t
w�ll feel anyth�ng at all. E.g., �t won't allow Mary, or us, to pred�ct what red w�ll look l�ke when she
leaves her black & wh�te room, or what c�nnamon w�ll taste l�ke to someone other than ourselves.
That �s the "explanatory gap."

Now there �s an �nduct�ve leap �nvolved here --- we cannot poss�bly doubt that we ourselves
exper�ence a d�st�nct, un�que sensat�on when our opt�c nerves del�ver s�gnals to our bra�ns

2.508. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

But �t �s an �deology to �gnore an explanat�on when �t �s g�ven.

What I w�ll �gnore �s bad ph�losophy wh�ch dec�des to re-�nvent the rules for what counts as a sc�ent�f�c
explanat�on w�thout g�v�ng good reasons for do�ng so.

A sc�ent�f�c explanat�on of a natural phenomenon �s one that descr�bes what phys�cally happens and
why, trac�ng casual connect�ons �n a system from beg�nn�ng to end. Then �t �s done. So a sc�ent�f�c
explanat�on of a mental state w�ll be one wh�ch traces all the causal pathways from bra�n events to the
motor events subjects use to descr�be what the�r exper�ences are l�ke. That's �t.

2.492. by Gert�e

It's not an �deology to ask for an explanat�on.

2.492. by Gert�e

You of course can choose to �gnore anyth�ng not obv�ously expl�cable by sc�ence, but there's no
reason ph�losophy should.



�nd�cat�ng l�ght reflected from a red rose �s st�mulat�ng them, or when a certa�n complex of
chem�cals exc�tes our gustatory and olfactory nerves. But we can rat�onally doubt that other people
also exper�ence someth�ng (roughly) s�m�lar when s�m�larly st�mulated. Nonetheless, we
conf�dently assume they do.

If they do, then we have a un�versal e�ect man�fested by phys�cal systems of a certa�n des�gn wh�ch
no theory of neurophys�ology can fully expla�n --- because �t cannot pred�ct those e�ects, wh�ch
are not �dent�cal to phys�olog�cal events we are pretty conf�dent are the�r causes (at least, not
w�thout �nvent�ng some eclect�c and undef�ned mean�ng of "�dent�ty").
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Atla on >  15 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 03:06

Sure, but how can you tell that those feels and tastes that the subjects descr�be, actually ex�st? How
does sc�ence measure exper�ence �tself?

2.535. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

By study�ng the bra�ns of thousands of very d��erent subjects as they descr�be var�ous sorts of
exper�ences, f�nd�ng out what causal pathways lead from st�mul� to bra�n act�v�ty, to motor outputs,
and look�ng for commonal�t�es among all subjects and the reports they make of the�r exper�ences. Once
a r�ch data set �s collected of th�s sort of th�ng, we w�ll reach a po�nt where sc�ent�sts would be a to tell
from a bra�n scan whether a subject �s (for example) tast�ng chocolate versus k�mch�, to what k�nd of
chocolate they are tast�ng and how sp�cy the k�mch� �s. We can already, �n pr�m�t�ve form, do
someth�ng l�ke th�s r�ght now.

That st�ll leaves a lot out, though--but for reasons that a pragmat�c and not metaphys�cal. For
�nstance, your tast�ng of k�mch� m�ght tr�gger very personal memor�es of, for example, a really bad
date you went on where you f�rst ate the stu�. Th�s w�ll make your exper�ence d��erent �n ways that
would be �mposs�ble for th�s k�nd of sc�ent�f�c project to detect.

2.529. by Atla

How can you tell based on a th�rd person perspect�ve, that pa�n actually feels l�ke anyth�ng, or that
chocolate actually tastes l�ke anyth�ng? How can you �nfer that based on the observed act�v�ty of
nerves and bra�n areas?
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Pattern-chaser on >  15 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 11:47



No, "refuted" means "d�sproven", and these th�ngs have not been proven or d�sproven. And
"proven" - unqual�f�ed; w�thout context - does g�ve us "absolute certa�nty", although the pref�x �s
approach�ng overk�ll. Th�ngs l�ke dual�sm lost the consensus, and most of us accepted and agreed
that dual�sm �s not a great way of look�ng at th�ngs. Th�s �s the way our conclus�ons are d��erently-
expressed once we accept that certa�nty �s a dream. So we do agree, but I st�ll prefer a more honest
way of express�ng and acknowledg�ng the more, er, tentat�ve nature of what we actually know.
Noth�ng was "beaten �nto obl�v�on" - we have abandoned certa�nty as a bad �dea, yes? But we have
managed to select certa�n �deas over others because they're more useful, a state that could change
�n the future, as sc�ence does when new data becomes ava�lable. For now, we know of no useful
appl�cat�on for dual�st�c �deas; can we agree on that? I th�nk we can. V ¨

2.531. by Atla

Obv�ously proof and d�sproof aren't about absolute certa�nty, absolute certa�nty �s for the delus�onal.

2.532. by Pattern-chaser

Go�ng by your f�nal s�x words. I th�nk we agree pretty closely. ;)

2.533. by Atla

Ok, so: dual�st�c ph�losophy, separateness, 'th�ng'-ness etc. were pretty much refuted.
Well, one can st�ll come up w�th pretty �nsane �deas w�thout ev�dence, to make dual�st�c ph�losophy
work. And one can say that separateness was only part�ally refuted, or that �ts refutat�on �s �nherently
c�rcular. The �dea of 'th�ng'-ness, and the subject/object d�chotomy, were so thorougly beaten �nto
obl�v�on though that �t's not even funny.
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Atla on >  15 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 14:11

2.539. by Pattern-chaser

No, "refuted" means "d�sproven", and these th�ngs have not been proven or d�sproven. And "proven" -
unqual�f�ed; w�thout context - does g�ve us "absolute certa�nty", although the pref�x �s approach�ng
overk�ll. Th�ngs l�ke dual�sm lost the consensus, and most of us accepted and agreed that dual�sm �s not
a great way of look�ng at th�ngs. Th�s �s the way our conclus�ons are d��erently-expressed once we
accept that certa�nty �s a dream. So we do agree, but I st�ll prefer a more honest way of express�ng and
acknowledg�ng the more, er, tentat�ve nature of what we actually know. Noth�ng was "beaten �nto
obl�v�on" - we have abandoned certa�nty as a bad �dea, yes? But we have managed to select certa�n
�deas over others because they're more useful, a state that could change �n the future, as sc�ence does
when new data becomes ava�lable. For now, we know of no useful appl�cat�on for dual�st�c �deas; can
we agree on that? I th�nk we can. V ¨



"Proven" unqual�f�ed doesn't g�ve us "absolute certa�nty" �n any �ntell�gent conversat�on, I'd say
cla�m�ng that �t does, merely �nsults people's �ntell�gence.

The other problem �s that you seem to have very l�ttle �dea about some of the more recent sc�ent�f�c
d�scover�es, wh�ch had major �mpl�cat�ons for ph�losophy. I'd say 90%+ of people on ph�losophy
forums have very l�ttle �dea, so that's a common �ssue. By d�sproven/refuted I d�d mean
d�sproven/refuted (no absolute certa�nty talk), but we could start at least 5 more top�cs based on
the few th�ngs a l�sted, and there's more.
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GE Morton on >  15 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 18:04

No, �t �sn't. That �s a perspect�val d��erence. D��erences due to perspect�ve --- look�ng at a g�ven
phenomena from d��erent v�ewpo�nts --- are transformable �nto one another by s�mple
algor�thms or methods. E.g., you can perce�ve the stream from your latter v�ewpo�nt by jump�ng
out of the hel�copter �nto the stream. No such method �s ava�lable for transform�ng the sensat�ons
exper�enced by Alf�e when presented w�th a certa�n sensory st�mulus �nto observat�ons Bruno
m�ght make of Alf�e's bra�n wh�le that �s happen�ng. There �s no way for Bruno to put h�mself �n
Alf�e's pos�t�on, to see what Alf�e �s see�ng at that moment, as there �s w�th your hel�copter
observer. Call�ng that d��erence a "d��erence �n perspect�ve" �s perhaps a conven�ent and
comfort�ng analys�s of the problem, but �t �s �ncorrect. It �s hand-wav�ng.

Gert�e wrote: You're r�ght that's what's �mportant for how we funct�on day to day. And we understand
ut�l�ty based accounts, that's not a problem. Ph�losophy shouldn't be paroch�al and �gnore quest�ons
wh�ch aren't �mmed�ately useful. Or easy. And say we came to d�scover our personal exper�ence �s not
spec�f�c substrate dependant, we m�ght be able to d�scard our mortal bod�es, that looks �mportant! Or
when we develop AI wh�ch passes the Tur�ng Test, �t w�ll be �mportant to know �f �t genu�nely has
exper�ence �n terms of how we treat �t. If panpsych�sm �s true �t w�ll revolut�on�se our relat�onsh�p w�th
the world. There are plenty of ways that understand�ng exper�ence �s �mportant too.

I'm a b�t myst�f�ed by your apparent attract�on to panpsych�sm. F�rst, I'm not sure why you m�ght
th�nk �t even counts as an explanat�on for mental phenomena, that �t solves the "Hard Problem."
How does "everyth�ng has exper�ence" expla�n why Alf�e has exper�ence? Panpsych�sm enlarges
the problem; �t doesn't solve �t.

And, of course, that theory, wh�ch enta�ls pred�ct�ons that are unconf�rmable and unfals�f�able, �s
vacuous, as devo�d of explanatory power as "godd�d�t."

What attracts you to �t?

2.524. by Gert�e

Faustus5 wrote:It’s l�ke mak�ng a b�g deal out of the way a stream looks l�ke from a hel�copter
hundreds of meters �n the a�r and what �t looks l�ke as you are knocked o� your feet once you
personally step �nto �ts current.

Ö Ü
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Gert�e on >  15 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 23:57

GE

I just don't have a b�as aga�nst panpsych�sm. I suspect our attract�on to mon�sm m�ght be more
about us than the way the un�verse necessar�ly has to be. Mon�sm �s t�dy, and un�ty �s 'elegant' and
sat�sfy�ng, but maybe �t's just us br�ng�ng those type of cr�ter�a to the table.

Then there's the Hard Problem. If exper�ence �s fundamental �ts ex�stence and nature doesn't need
expla�n�ng (except �n terms of why �s there someth�ng rather than noth�ng). What �s st�ll left
unexpla�ned �s the deta�ls of the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p, but w�th panpsych�sm perhaps a sc�ence
of consc�ousness becomes potent�ally doable, l�ke IIT �s try�ng to come up w�th.

I don't wr�te o� Atla's mon�st Ideal�sm pos�t�on e�ther, �f we're go�ng for mon�sm why not go w�th
the substance we d�rectly know ex�sts, rather than go w�th the substance �t presents as a
representat�ve model? It's a fa�r po�nt.

Bas�cally my pos�t�on �s we don't know enough to cla�m we can have an answer. So I'm very open-
m�nded �n pr�nc�ple, but very scept�cal of any spec�f�c cla�m. Say�ng ''I don't know'' �s the only
just�f�able current pos�t�on �mo, when no one cla�m can answer the bas�c quest�on ''How can you
know?''. As we know more I suspect the d�rect�on of travel w�ll be away from mater�al�sm as we
currently th�nk of �t. QM �s the latest parad�gmat�c sh�ft wh�ch challenges us to re-th�nk the
underly�ng fundamental nature of real�ty, who knows what �s st�ll unknown.

You r�ghtly po�nt out the best we're l�kely to ach�eve �s a model (our perceptual and cogn�t�ve
toolk�t �s l�m�ted and flawed, and QM challenges even our not�on of bas�c log�c as rel�able). The
map-terr�tory problem �s perhaps only str�ctly escapable ult�mately �n an unsat�sfy�ng sol�ps�sm.
But we should st�ll str�ve for better maps and ph�losoph�cally exam�ne the�r strengths and
weaknesses. Currently I th�nk ph�losophy of m�nd �s mostly stuck bra�nstorm�ng the problem w�th
whole cloth 'What Ifs...' It's the next step (compar�ng/we�gh�ng/test�ng/even cr�ter�a for
consensus) wh�ch the nature of the problem makes tr�ck�er.

Mon�st mater�al�sm as descr�bed by phys�cs seems to have h�t an �mpasse w�th exper�ence, the
Hard Problem �s real regardless of your preferred explanat�on. It m�ght be an opportun�ty to re-
th�nk the map. Dec�d�ng/test�ng how to update the map �s the problem. E�ther exper�ence �s
reduc�ble (or otherw�se expla�nable) �n terms of mater�al�sm or �t �sn't. So far at least �t
demonstrably �sn't. I don't th�nk neurosc�ence or AI w�ll g�ve us that answer for reasons I've
ment�oned before, but we should keep try�ng and see what happens.

What bugs me �s people cla�m�ng to know an answer they clearly can't know. That's what smacks of
�deology to me. You at least understand the problems and go beyond one sentence 'explanat�ons',
and that turns out to be r�d�culously rare for a ph�losophy board.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  16 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 03:15

I'm not really a mon�st, not an �deal�st and reject substance theory. The �ssues are subtle: Western
mon�sm, �deal�sm and panpsych�sm are st�ll subtle forms of dual�st�c th�nk�ng for var�ous reasons.
And substance theory �s just anc�ent nonsense.

Th�nk of �t th�s way: �f we go �n the d�rect�on of 'mon�st�c panpsych�sm', and then go through �t,
leave the scope of Western ph�losophy alltogether, and st�ll keep go�ng, our v�ews eventually
collapse �nto the rather Eastern vers�on of nondual�sm I subscr�be to.

It's actually even more compl�cated than that, because f�rst we arr�ve at the 'mon�st�c' nondual�sm
that most people subscr�be to, but we have to st�ll keep go�ng forward and f�nally arr�ve at the
lesser known 'non-mon�st�c' nondual�sm (I haven't seen �t categor�zed better yet). It's the only
worldv�ew I know of that's naturally compat�ble w�th all of sc�ence and also automat�cally solves
th�ngs l�ke the Hard problem etc.

2.542. by Gert�e

I don't wr�te o� Atla's mon�st Ideal�sm pos�t�on e�ther, �f we're go�ng for mon�sm why not go w�th the
substance we d�rectly know ex�sts, rather than go w�th the substance �t presents as a representat�ve
model? It's a fa�r po�nt.
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Faustus5 on >  16 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 11:48

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

If subjects report spec�f�c feels and tastes and we see, v�a bra�n �mag�ng, the k�nds of bra�n
act�v�t�es typ�cally measured when other subjects report the same feels and tastes, we would have
no just�f�able reason for th�nk�ng the subject �s ly�ng or delus�onal.

2.538. by Atla

Sure, but how can you tell that those feels and tastes that the subjects descr�be, actually ex�st? How
does sc�ence measure exper�ence �tself?
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Atla on >  16 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 16:07

It's not about l�es or delus�ons, we can assume that the subjects are sane and honest.

We measure the bra�n act�v�ty, but how does �t follow from that, that those feels and tastes actually
ex�st? Maybe they all just behave as �f they were exper�enc�ng feels and tastes, but actually they
aren't.

If we �nvoke Occam's razor, well the �dea of those alleged feels and tastes �s unnecessary, �t has no
explanatory value, and they are undetectable by neurosc�ence, so why don't we just conclude that
they are made up woo?

2.544. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

If subjects report spec�f�c feels and tastes and we see, v�a bra�n �mag�ng, the k�nds of bra�n act�v�t�es
typ�cally measured when other subjects report the same feels and tastes, we would have no just�f�able
reason for th�nk�ng the subject �s ly�ng or delus�onal.

2.538. by Atla

Sure, but how can you tell that those feels and tastes that the subjects descr�be, actually ex�st? How
does sc�ence measure exper�ence �tself?
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  16 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 16:11

For one, we're not talk�ng about robots research�ng th�s stu�, we're talk�ng about other humans
research�ng �t. Other humans who have tastes and feels and who can see what sort of bra�n states
(from a th�rd-person perspect�ve) those amount to.

2.545. by Atla

We measure the bra�n act�v�ty, but how does �t follow from that, that those feels and tastes actually
ex�st? Maybe they all just behave as �f they were exper�enc�ng feels and tastes, but actually they aren't.
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GE Morton on >  17 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 01:04



Th�rd part�es observ�ng bra�n states can see that there �s a correlat�on between those states and the
(reported) tastes and feels. They cannot conclude that those (�nferred) tastes and feels "amount
to" those bra�n states, �.e., that they are �dent�cal. That conclus�on �s gratu�tous.

There �s no th�rd-party perspect�ve on those tastes and feels.

2.546. by Terrap�n Stat�on

For one, we're not talk�ng about robots research�ng th�s stu�, we're talk�ng about other humans
research�ng �t. Other humans who have tastes and feels and who can see what sort of bra�n states
(from a th�rd-person perspect�ve) those amount to.
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GE Morton on >  17 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 02:21

Well, I agree w�th your assessment of mon�sm. In my v�ew �t �s as wrong-headed as dual�sm. Any
v�ew that str�ves to "reduce" ex�stents to one or a few "bas�c" or "fundamental" substances �s
wrong-headed; there �s no need for any "bas�c" substances, and e�orts to �dent�fy and
character�ze them only lead to dead-ends.

We have to keep �n m�nd that all ontolog�cal theor�es are conceptual constructs --- verbal
structures we can use to commun�cate �nformat�on about, and expla�n, our exper�ences.
Explanat�on cons�sts �n not�ng relat�onsh�ps and regular�t�es that perm�t us to pred�ct future
exper�ence. We're ent�rely free to postulate as many ex�stents or categor�es of ex�stents as we w�sh,
none of wh�ch need be any more "bas�c" than any other --- whatever works to �mprove our ab�l�ty
to ant�c�pate (and thus control) future exper�ence.

I also agree that we "br�ng un�ty to the table." That demand, that whatever ent�t�es and processes
we postulate exh�b�t some coherence, some un�ty, �s bu�lt �nto our conceptual apparatus; �t �s what
Kant called the "un�ty of appercept�on." Un�ty �s also an ax�om of ITT, w�th regard to percepts. But
�t extends to concepts also. We don't l�ke "nomolog�cal danglers" --- phenomena that seem to
have no relat�onsh�ps to anyth�ng else. (Term popular�zed �n J. C. C. Smart's class�c paper,
"Sensat�ons and Bra�n Processes":

https://fewd.un�v�e.ac.at/f�leadm�n/use ... rev�ew.pdf

But un�ty does not presume, or requ�re, a "bas�c substance." A correlat�ve/causat�ve relat�onsh�p

2.542. by Gert�e

I just don't have a b�as aga�nst panpsych�sm. I suspect our attract�on to mon�sm m�ght be more about
us than the way the un�verse necessar�ly has to be. Mon�sm �s t�dy, and un�ty �s 'elegant' and sat�sfy�ng,
but maybe �t's just us br�ng�ng those type of cr�ter�a to the table.

https://fewd.univie.ac.at/fileadmin/user_upload/inst_ethik_wiss_dialog/Smart__J._1959._Sensations_and_brain_processes_In_Phil_review.pdf


between bra�n processes and mental phenomena �s su��c�ent to un�fy them.

The ut�l�ty of a theory, however, �s a funct�on of �ts explanatory power --- the extent to wh�ch �t
perm�ts us to pred�ct future exper�ence. A theory that postulates phenomena forever �naccess�ble to
observat�on --- to exper�ence -- has no explanatory power.

Then there's the Hard Problem. If exper�ence �s fundamental �ts ex�stence and nature doesn't need
expla�n�ng (except �n terms of why �s there someth�ng rather than noth�ng). What �s st�ll left
unexpla�ned �s the deta�ls of the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p, but w�th panpsych�sm perhaps a sc�ence of
consc�ousness becomes potent�ally doable, l�ke IIT �s try�ng to come up w�th.

I agree w�th Tonon� (and Kant, of course) that exper�ence �s fundamental, �n the sense that �t �s the
raw mater�al, the start�ng po�nt, of all conceptual�z�ng and theor�z�ng. But be�ng fundamental �n
that sense doesn't �mply that �t �s un�versal, or a "bas�c" substance or const�tuent of the un�verse at
large. It �s only fundamental for consc�ous creatures endeavor�ng to expla�n the�r exper�ence. To be
sure, any such explanat�on requ�res an external world --- but one we can never exper�ence
d�rectly, and thus are �n no pos�t�on to speculate on what m�ght be �ts "bas�c" components or
structure. All we can do �s construct theor�es that help us better pred�ct and control our own
exper�ences
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Terrap�n Stat�on on >  17 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 12:26

They can conclude that, espec�ally because there's not only no ev�dence of anyth�ng else, but the
other �deas floated for �t are �ncoherent.

2.547. by GE Morton

Th�rd part�es observ�ng bra�n states can see that there �s a correlat�on between those states and the
(reported) tastes and feels. They cannot conclude that those (�nferred) tastes and feels "amount to"
those bra�n states, �.e., that they are �dent�cal. That conclus�on �s gratu�tous.

There �s no th�rd-party perspect�ve on those tastes and feels.

2.546. by Terrap�n Stat�on

For one, we're not talk�ng about robots research�ng th�s stu�, we're talk�ng about other humans
research�ng �t. Other humans who have tastes and feels and who can see what sort of bra�n states
(from a th�rd-person perspect�ve) those amount to.
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Gert�e on >  17 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 18:45



GE

Gert�e wrote: ↑
October 15th, 2020, 7:57 pm

I just don't have a b�as aga�nst panpsych�sm. I suspect our attract�on to mon�sm m�ght be more
about us than the way the un�verse necessar�ly has to be. Mon�sm �s t�dy, and un�ty �s 'elegant' and
sat�sfy�ng, but maybe �t's just us br�ng�ng those type of cr�ter�a to the table.

Well, I agree w�th your assessment of mon�sm. In my v�ew �t �s as wrong-headed as dual�sm. Any v�ew
that str�ves to "reduce" ex�stents to one or a few "bas�c" or "fundamental" substances �s wrong-
headed; there �s no need for any "bas�c" substances, and e�orts to �dent�fy and character�ze them only
lead to dead-ends.

We have to keep �n m�nd that all ontolog�cal theor�es are conceptual constructs --- verbal structures
we can use to commun�cate �nformat�on about, and expla�n, our exper�ences. Explanat�on cons�sts �n
not�ng relat�onsh�ps and regular�t�es that perm�t us to pred�ct future exper�ence. We're ent�rely free to
postulate as many ex�stents or categor�es of ex�stents as we w�sh, none of wh�ch need be any more
"bas�c" than any other --- whatever works to �mprove our ab�l�ty to ant�c�pate (and thus control)
future exper�ence.

That's true. But Ph�losophy of M�nd has to take certa�n th�ngs as �mpl�c�t �n order to prov�de a
framework for d�scuss�ng the �ssue. It mostly roughly assumes there �s a real world we share, we
can know th�ngs about (�n a flawed and l�m�ted way), about bra�ns, evolut�on and so on. Otherw�se
�f we end up quest�on�ng every th�ng, we ult�mately end up �n the dead end of sol�ps�sm, w�th
absolutely everyth�ng else be�ng ut�l�ty based. (A problem wh�ch I th�nk Ideal�sm has to face, �n �ts
reject�on of mater�al�sm).

As long as we real�se we're deal�ng w�th a flawed and l�m�ted model wh�ch we also model ourselves
as �nhab�t�ng, we can coherently categor�se ex�stents, �nfer causal�ty from patterns, �dent�fy
reduc�b�l�ty and so on. And also recogn�se what we've learned about our own flaws and b�ases from
the model.

So when we compare notes �nter-subject�vely about our shared model, we can come up w�th a
mater�al�st model whereby mater�al stu� �s reduc�ble, and �nteracts based on forces. And note th�s
model doesn't account for exper�ence. Wh�ch results �n concepts l�ke substance dual�sm or
panpsych�sm, or �dent�ty theory. These concepts g�ve us a handle on how to adjust our model to
�nclude all ex�stents and the�r relat�onsh�ps. But that th�s �s a model should always be the caveat.



I also agree that we "br�ng un�ty to the table." That demand, that whatever ent�t�es and processes we
postulate exh�b�t some coherence, some un�ty, �s bu�lt �nto our conceptual apparatus; �t �s what Kant
called the "un�ty of appercept�on." Un�ty �s also an ax�om of ITT, w�th regard to percepts. But �t extends
to concepts also. We don't l�ke "nomolog�cal danglers" --- phenomena that seem to have no
relat�onsh�ps to anyth�ng else. (Term popular�zed �n J. C. C. Smart's class�c paper, "Sensat�ons and
Bra�n Processes":

https://fewd.un�v�e.ac.at/f�leadm�n/use ... rev�ew.pdf

But un�ty does not presume, or requ�re, a "bas�c substance." A correlat�ve/causat�ve relat�onsh�p
between bra�n processes and mental phenomena �s su��c�ent to un�fy them.

How so? There has to be someth�ng wh�ch �s a relat�onsh�p w�th another someth�ng, a relat�onsh�p
�sn't a th�ng �n �tself.

The ut�l�ty of a theory, however, �s a funct�on of �ts explanatory power --- the extent to wh�ch �t
perm�ts us to pred�ct future exper�ence. A theory that postulates phenomena forever �naccess�ble to
observat�on --- to exper�ence -- has no explanatory power.

Then we say we don't know. There �s a state of a�a�rs regardless of us know�ng �t. If we accept
mater�al stu� ex�sts (as someth�ng other than exper�ence), and exper�ence ex�sts, we can say we
observe a correlated relat�onsh�p, and also that we can't expla�n the nature of that relat�onsh�p
w�th�n our (current) model.

Then there's the Hard Problem. If exper�ence �s fundamental �ts ex�stence and nature doesn't need
expla�n�ng (except �n terms of why �s there someth�ng rather than noth�ng). What �s st�ll left
unexpla�ned �s the deta�ls of the m�nd-body relat�onsh�p, but w�th panpsych�sm perhaps a sc�ence of
consc�ousness becomes potent�ally doable, l�ke IIT �s try�ng to come up w�th.

I agree w�th Tonon� (and Kant, of course) that exper�ence �s fundamental, �n the sense that �t �s the raw
mater�al, the start�ng po�nt, of all conceptual�z�ng and theor�z�ng. But be�ng fundamental �n that sense
doesn't �mply that �t �s un�versal, or a "bas�c" substance or const�tuent of the un�verse at large.

R�ght. Those are two d��erent �ssues, ep�stemolog�cal and ontolog�cal. We need to be clear wh�ch
we're talk�ng about. I th�nk you and I d�verge here, I see you somet�mes blurr�ng that, re AI for
example, wh�le at other t�mes talk�ng as �f bra�ns etc are real/mater�al stu�. I'm th�nk�ng wh�ch
framework we're us�ng at any t�me nedds to be expl�c�tly stated, and d�vergences s�gnalled.

It �s only fundamental for consc�ous creatures endeavor�ng to expla�n the�r exper�ence. To be sure, any
such explanat�on requ�res an external world --- but one we can never exper�ence d�rectly, and thus
are �n no pos�t�on to speculate on what m�ght be �ts "bas�c" components or structure. All we can do �s
construct theor�es that help us better pred�ct and control our own exper�ences

But to do so we use a model of stu� and processes. If our not�on of what stu� and processes are
changes (v�a better technology/more knowledge/parad�gmat�c conceptual sh�fts/whatev), our

https://fewd.univie.ac.at/fileadmin/use


explanat�ons change, and we have better explanat�ons wh�ch we have reason to bel�eve better
represents the actual ontolog�cal state of a�a�rs.

W�thout check�ng �n on that ontolog�cal actual state of a�a�rs �n the 'real world' beyond our
exper�ence, I th�nk (not sure) all roads �nev�tably to lead to sol�ps�sm and s�mply ''act�ng as �f'' a
real world ex�sts beyond 'my' exper�ence.
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Faustus5 on >  17 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 20:16

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Unt�l someone puts together a conv�nc�ng reason to th�nk th�s makes any sense at all and �s a
plaus�ble scenar�o, �t can safely be d�sm�ssed as nonsense only a ph�losopher would dream up.

2.545. by Atla

We measure the bra�n act�v�ty, but how does �t follow from that, that those feels and tastes actually
ex�st? Maybe they all just behave as �f they were exper�enc�ng feels and tastes, but actually they aren't.
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Faustus5 on >  17 Ek�m 2020 Cumartes� 20:18

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

That conclus�on, far from be�ng gratu�tous, �s the only reasonable conclus�on a sc�ent�f�cally
l�terate person whose v�ews haven't been contam�nated by s�lly metaphys�cs would ever come to.

2.547. by GE Morton

Th�rd part�es observ�ng bra�n states can see that there �s a correlat�on between those states and the
(reported) tastes and feels. They cannot conclude that those (�nferred) tastes and feels "amount to"
those bra�n states, �.e., that they are �dent�cal. That conclus�on �s gratu�tous.
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Atla on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 03:43

Okay so we can sum up you pos�t�on as:

- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would d�sm�ss the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)
- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would bel�eve �n the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)

Dennett log�c for the w�n..

2.551. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Unt�l someone puts together a conv�nc�ng reason to th�nk th�s makes any sense at all and �s a plaus�ble
scenar�o, �t can safely be d�sm�ssed as nonsense only a ph�losopher would dream up.

2.545. by Atla

We measure the bra�n act�v�ty, but how does �t follow from that, that those feels and tastes actually
ex�st? Maybe they all just behave as �f they were exper�enc�ng feels and tastes, but actually they
aren't.
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Sy Borg on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 04:01

That would leave only one sens�ble opt�on: to rema�n on the fence.

Personally, I agree w�th the f�rst statement, although �n less pejorat�ve terms. (These k�nds of
debates can be as much a matter of def�n�t�on as percept�on). St�ll, I see the d�sm�ssal of qual�a �s
ungrounded th�nk�ng because, arguably, the most bas�c fact of ex�stence �s that we are consc�ous,
that we exper�ence our ex�stence.

2.553. by Atla

Okay so we can sum up you pos�t�on as:

- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would d�sm�ss the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)
- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would bel�eve �n the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)

2.551. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Unt�l someone puts together a conv�nc�ng reason to th�nk th�s makes any sense at all and �s a
plaus�ble scenar�o, �t can safely be d�sm�ssed as nonsense only a ph�losopher would dream up.
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Pattern-chaser on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 12:03

You oppose my pos�t�on w�th emot�onal attacks, and vague prom�ses of ev�dence that �s not
presented or �dent�f�ed? No ph�losoph�cal response seems called-for.

It appears th�s exchange �s over, and I have not learned, as I hoped to, how dual�st�c approaches to
sc�ence and ph�losophy have 'been refuted'. Shame. v

2.539. by Pattern-chaser

No, "refuted" means "d�sproven", and these th�ngs have not been proven or d�sproven. And "proven" -
unqual�f�ed; w�thout context - does g�ve us "absolute certa�nty", although the pref�x �s approach�ng
overk�ll. Th�ngs l�ke dual�sm lost the consensus, and most of us accepted and agreed that dual�sm �s not
a great way of look�ng at th�ngs. Th�s �s the way our conclus�ons are d��erently-expressed once we
accept that certa�nty �s a dream. So we do agree, but I st�ll prefer a more honest way of express�ng and
acknowledg�ng the more, er, tentat�ve nature of what we actually know. Noth�ng was "beaten �nto
obl�v�on" - we have abandoned certa�nty as a bad �dea, yes? But we have managed to select certa�n
�deas over others because they're more useful, a state that could change �n the future, as sc�ence does
when new data becomes ava�lable. For now, we know of no useful appl�cat�on for dual�st�c �deas; can
we agree on that? I th�nk we can. V ¨

2.540. by Atla

"Proven" unqual�f�ed doesn't g�ve us "absolute certa�nty" �n any �ntell�gent conversat�on, I'd say
cla�m�ng that �t does, merely �nsults people's �ntell�gence.

The other problem �s that you seem to have very l�ttle �dea about some of the more recent sc�ent�f�c
d�scover�es, wh�ch had major �mpl�cat�ons for ph�losophy. I'd say 90%+ of people on ph�losophy
forums have very l�ttle �dea, so that's a common �ssue. By d�sproven/refuted I d�d mean
d�sproven/refuted (no absolute certa�nty talk), but we could start at least 5 more top�cs based on the
few th�ngs a l�sted, and there's more.
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Faustus5 on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 13:34

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

2.553. by Atla

Okay so we can sum up you pos�t�on as:

- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would d�sm�ss the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)
- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would bel�eve �n the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)

Dennett log�c for the w�n..

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


You love mak�ng up crap, don't you?

I get �t; �t's l�terally all you have left.
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GE Morton on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 14:16

In a prev�ous exchange you wrote, "Golly gee w�l�kers, maybe th�s �s a clue that when �t comes to
m�nd/bra�n �dent�ty, the d���culty of the �ssue comes from m�stakenly th�nk�ng we should be us�ng
common def�n�t�ons of �dent�ty. D�d th�s thought ever occur to you? Perhaps consc�ousness �s the
one area where th�nk�ng "normally" about �dent�ty �s the very th�ng that tr�ps people up."

Whereupon I asked you, �f you are eschew�ng the common def�n�t�ons of "�dent�ty," what
def�n�t�on you are us�ng, what cr�ter�a must be sat�sf�ed �n order to pronounce two apparently
d��erent th�ngs to be �dent�cal.

You have yet to answer that quest�on.

There �s no metaphys�cs �nvolved �n deny�ng that mental states and bra�n states are �dent�cal, BTW.
It �s a stra�ghtforward, str�ctly emp�r�cal observat�on (assum�ng the common def�n�t�ons of
"�dent�ty," of course).

2.552. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

That conclus�on, far from be�ng gratu�tous, �s the only reasonable conclus�on a sc�ent�f�cally l�terate
person whose v�ews haven't been contam�nated by s�lly metaphys�cs would ever come to.

2.547. by GE Morton

Th�rd part�es observ�ng bra�n states can see that there �s a correlat�on between those states and the
(reported) tastes and feels. They cannot conclude that those (�nferred) tastes and feels "amount to"
those bra�n states, �.e., that they are �dent�cal. That conclus�on �s gratu�tous.
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Atla on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 15:40



Emot�onal posts are your th�ng, and I haven't prom�sed you anyth�ng �n th�s top�c. Your pos�t�on
was a bunch of standard plat�tudes, gett�ng up to date w�th metaphys�cs actually requ�res some
ded�cat�on and hard work, and even then many people can't grasp what the exper�mental results
seem to be tell�ng us. I'm not just talk�ng about QM here but �t's certa�nly a central �ssue.

2.555. by Pattern-chaser

You oppose my pos�t�on w�th emot�onal attacks, and vague prom�ses of ev�dence that �s not presented
or �dent�f�ed? No ph�losoph�cal response seems called-for.

It appears th�s exchange �s over, and I have not learned, as I hoped to, how dual�st�c approaches to
sc�ence and ph�losophy have 'been refuted'. Shame. v
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Atla on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 15:41

Th�s �s all your crap and I f�nd �t truly pathet�c how you are try�ng to blame �t on me.

2.556. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

You love mak�ng up crap, don't you?

I get �t; �t's l�terally all you have left.

2.553. by Atla

Okay so we can sum up you pos�t�on as:

- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would d�sm�ss the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)
- only �d�ot�c ph�losophers would bel�eve �n the ex�stence of qual�a (such as feels and tastes)

Dennett log�c for the w�n..
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Pattern-chaser on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 16:20

2.555. by Pattern-chaser

You oppose my pos�t�on w�th emot�onal attacks, and vague prom�ses of ev�dence that �s not presented
or �dent�f�ed? No ph�losoph�cal response seems called-for.

It appears th�s exchange �s over, and I have not learned, as I hoped to, how dual�st�c approaches to
sc�ence and ph�losophy have 'been refuted'. Shame. v



Instead of attack�ng my �gnorance, etc., why not expla�n, w�th examples, and maybe l�nks too, how,
when and by whom dual�st�c approaches to sc�ence and ph�losophy have been "refuted", as you
cla�m?

2.558. by Atla

Emot�onal posts are your th�ng, and I haven't prom�sed you anyth�ng �n th�s top�c. Your pos�t�on was a
bunch of standard plat�tudes, gett�ng up to date w�th metaphys�cs actually requ�res some ded�cat�on
and hard work, and even then many people can't grasp what the exper�mental results seem to be
tell�ng us. I'm not just talk�ng about QM here but �t's certa�nly a central �ssue.
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Pattern-chaser on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 16:28

What metaphys�cal exper�ments are these? Mostly, �t's not poss�ble to carry out exper�ments on
metaphys�cs. Metaphys�cs �s generally not the sort of stu� you can �llum�nate by exper�ment. QM
�sn't metaphys�cs, �t's sc�ence. Or �t was when I used Schrod�nger's wave equat�on many years ago,
to analyse the tunnell�ng of electrons through an �nsulat�ng barr�er. QM ra�ses ph�losoph�cal
quest�ons, yes. But �t �s st�ll the best sc�ent�f�c theory we've ever created.

2.558. by Atla

[G]ett�ng up to date w�th metaphys�cs actually requ�res some ded�cat�on and hard work, and even then
many people can't grasp what the exper�mental results seem to be tell�ng us. I'm not just talk�ng about
QM here but �t's certa�nly a central �ssue.
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Atla on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 16:30



Yeah let's expla�n mounta�ns of stu� �n one post.

It was refuted �nd�rectly by all of sc�ence: for example there �sn't a s�ngle ev�dence support�ng
genu�ne dual�ty or genu�ne separat�on �n the un�verse, everyth�ng �s cons�stent w�th nondual�ty and
non-separateness.
And �n QM we also seem to have d�rect proof of nondual�ty because of the ent�re measurement
problem, and d�rect proof of non-separateness because of entanglement.
Of course all th�s can be doubted and debated too, but unt�l there �s no ev�dence to the contrary,
these can be seen as the new default metaphys�cal v�ews.
And th�ngs l�ke the self-other d�chotomy or the subject-object d�chotomy are contrad�cted �n
pretty much everyth�ng known today.

2.560. by Pattern-chaser

Instead of attack�ng my �gnorance, etc., why not expla�n, w�th examples, and maybe l�nks too, how,
when and by whom dual�st�c approaches to sc�ence and ph�losophy have been "refuted", as you cla�m?

2.555. by Pattern-chaser

You oppose my pos�t�on w�th emot�onal attacks, and vague prom�ses of ev�dence that �s not
presented or �dent�f�ed? No ph�losoph�cal response seems called-for.

It appears th�s exchange �s over, and I have not learned, as I hoped to, how dual�st�c approaches to
sc�ence and ph�losophy have 'been refuted'. Shame. v

2.558. by Atla

Emot�onal posts are your th�ng, and I haven't prom�sed you anyth�ng �n th�s top�c. Your pos�t�on was
a bunch of standard plat�tudes, gett�ng up to date w�th metaphys�cs actually requ�res some
ded�cat�on and hard work, and even then many people can't grasp what the exper�mental results
seem to be tell�ng us. I'm not just talk�ng about QM here but �t's certa�nly a central �ssue.
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Gert�e on >  18 Ek�m 2020 Pazar 21:09



I watched the talk you posted earl�er, can't recall �t well now, but the way I could get a handle on �t
was that everyth�ng �s fundamentally ak�n to a f�eld of exper�ence, wh�ch presents �n
comprehens�ble ways as matter and everyth�ng else we perce�ve (rem�nded me of Plato's Cave).
That m�ght not be h�s pos�t�on exactly, but that was how I could make sense of �t at least.

I thought the bloke who gave the talk was very good at lay�ng out the problems w�th how we can
understand the �ssue, I agreed w�th h�m �n that part. He clearly understands the problems.

Then he talked about QM wh�ch I don't understand, and then he came up w�th h�s solut�on. But �t
seemed speculat�ve to me, another 'What If...'. And �f the m�ss�ng explanatory step between the
problem and h�s solut�on �s QM, I'd assume people who do understand QM would all come to h�s
conclus�on and be announc�ng QM had cracked the problem. So I th�nk �t's r�ght for me to bel�eve
h�s conclus�on �s speculat�ve.

That's my take.

(The med�tat�on and 'feel�ng oneness w�th the world' through altered states of consc�ousness
aren't persuas�ve to me, I cons�der that to be �n pr�nc�ple expla�nable as feel�ngs we get when we
e�ect�vely shut down certa�n processes wh�ch contr�bute to our sense of self be�ng �n our
awareness).

2.543. by Atla

I'm not really a mon�st, not an �deal�st and reject substance theory. The �ssues are subtle: Western
mon�sm, �deal�sm and panpsych�sm are st�ll subtle forms of dual�st�c th�nk�ng for var�ous reasons. And
substance theory �s just anc�ent nonsense.

Th�nk of �t th�s way: �f we go �n the d�rect�on of 'mon�st�c panpsych�sm', and then go through �t, leave
the scope of Western ph�losophy alltogether, and st�ll keep go�ng, our v�ews eventually collapse �nto the
rather Eastern vers�on of nondual�sm I subscr�be to.

It's actually even more compl�cated than that, because f�rst we arr�ve at the 'mon�st�c' nondual�sm that
most people subscr�be to, but we have to st�ll keep go�ng forward and f�nally arr�ve at the lesser known
'non-mon�st�c' nondual�sm (I haven't seen �t categor�zed better yet). It's the only worldv�ew I know of
that's naturally compat�ble w�th all of sc�ence and also automat�cally solves th�ngs l�ke the Hard
problem etc.

2.542. by Gert�e

I don't wr�te o� Atla's mon�st Ideal�sm pos�t�on e�ther, �f we're go�ng for mon�sm why not go w�th
the substance we d�rectly know ex�sts, rather than go w�th the substance �t presents as a
representat�ve model? It's a fa�r po�nt.
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Pattern-chaser on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 09:05



Th�s seems unl�kely. After all, reduct�on�sm - pretty much the archetype of dual�sm - �s a core tool
of sc�ence. 	

2.560. by Pattern-chaser

...why not expla�n, w�th examples, and maybe l�nks too, how, when and by whom dual�st�c
approaches to sc�ence and ph�losophy have been "refuted", as you cla�m?

2.562. by Atla

[Dual�sm] was refuted �nd�rectly by all of sc�ence

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 5 6 5 .

~

Steve3007 on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 09:13

Pattern-chaser wrote:QM �sn't metaphys�cs, �t's sc�ence. Or �t was when I used Schrod�nger's wave
equat�on many years ago, to analyse the tunnell�ng of electrons through an �nsulat�ng barr�er. QM
ra�ses ph�losoph�cal quest�ons, yes. But �t �s st�ll the best sc�ent�f�c theory we've ever created.

I th�nk QM �s deemed to be part�cularly relevant to ph�losoph�cal quest�ons about the �nterface
between m�nd and matter, and dual�sm/non-dual�sm/mon�sm etc because �t brought �nto focus the
fact (wh�ch had obv�ously always been there) that the observer of a phys�cal system �s �tself part of
the phys�cal system.

As far as I can gather, these non-dual�sm �deas start from the observat�on that d�v�s�ons �n Nature,
�nclud�ng the d�v�s�on between observer and observed, can be changed depend�ng on purpose. �.e.
we �mpose d�v�s�ons on Nature to the extent that they are useful to our current purposes. For
example, for some purposes we conclude that the Earth �s a th�ng. For other purposes we conclude
that �t �s a large collect�on of smaller th�ngs. Therefore �t �s concluded (by those who are that way
�ncl�ned) that those d�v�s�ons are, l�ke any system of class�f�cat�on, abstract and not real. Therefore
�t �s concluded (by those who are that way �ncl�ned) that, ontolog�cally but not ep�stemolog�cally,
the un�verse �s just one th�ng and that "th�ngness" (�f, by that, we mean real sub-th�ngs w�th�n the
un�verse) has no place �n an ontology.
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Pattern-chaser on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 12:04



Oh, that �s what the fuss �s about. ¨  The d�scovery that observat�on �s act�ve, not pass�ve; no more
'�mpart�al observers', at least �n that sense. Thanks.

Dual�sm has pros and cons, as do the alternat�ves. In theory, I see no reason to d�v�de anyth�ng
w�thout good strong reasons, and I am aware of none. But �n pract�ce, I also know that human
m�nds cannot d�gest LU+E (L�fe, the Un�verse and Everyth�ng) �n one b�te, so we must e�ther not
th�nk about anyth�ng at all compl�cated, or we must pract�ce reduct�on�sm, wh�ch �s mult�ply-
recurs�ve dual�sm. We d�v�de and d�v�de unt�l the parts we have are small and s�mple enough for us
to hold �n our m�nds. I th�nk we understand th�s d�v�s�on �s unjust�f�ed, but the fact �s that we have
no cho�ce.

In some ways, where we can, we renounce dual�sm. In other ways, where we cannot, we do not.
There's a b�t of cogn�t�ve d�ssonance there. o

My d�scuss�on w�th @Atla has not been about dual�sm d�rectly, but about the�r cla�m that dual�sm
has been "refuted" by sc�ence, or maybe by ph�losophy, I'm not sure. Of course �t has not, but non-
dual�sm currently holds the consensus, and I am qu�te happy w�th that. I have long accepted the
tens�on between d�v�s�on (dual�sm) be�ng unjust�f�ed, and reduct�on�sm (dual�sm) be�ng necessary.

2.565. by Steve3007

Pattern-chaser wrote:QM �sn't metaphys�cs, �t's sc�ence. Or �t was when I used Schrod�nger's wave
equat�on many years ago, to analyse the tunnell�ng of electrons through an �nsulat�ng barr�er. QM
ra�ses ph�losoph�cal quest�ons, yes. But �t �s st�ll the best sc�ent�f�c theory we've ever created.

I th�nk QM �s deemed to be part�cularly relevant to ph�losoph�cal quest�ons about the �nterface between
m�nd and matter, and dual�sm/non-dual�sm/mon�sm etc because �t brought �nto focus the fact (wh�ch
had obv�ously always been there) that the observer of a phys�cal system �s �tself part of the phys�cal
system.

2.565. by Steve3007

As far as I can gather, these non-dual�sm �deas start from the observat�on that d�v�s�ons �n Nature,
�nclud�ng the d�v�s�on between observer and observed, can be changed depend�ng on purpose. �.e. we
�mpose d�v�s�ons on Nature to the extent that they are useful to our current purposes. For example, for
some purposes we conclude that the Earth �s a th�ng. For other purposes we conclude that �t �s a large
collect�on of smaller th�ngs. Therefore �t �s concluded (by those who are that way �ncl�ned) that those
d�v�s�ons are, l�ke any system of class�f�cat�on, abstract and not real. Therefore �t �s concluded (by those
who are that way �ncl�ned) that, ontolog�cally but not ep�stemolog�cally, the un�verse �s just one th�ng
and that "th�ngness" (�f, by that, we mean real sub-th�ngs w�th�n the un�verse) has no place �n an
ontology.
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Pattern-chaser on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 12:21



Oops! Of course th�s dual�sm (reduct�on�sm) �s only necessary for the certa�nty-worsh�pp�ng cults
w�th�n Western sc�ence and ph�losophy. As others have already observed here, dual�sm doesn't
seem to be so problemat�c �n Eastern ph�losophy. p

2.566. by Pattern-chaser

I have long accepted the tens�on between d�v�s�on (dual�sm) be�ng unjust�f�ed, and
reduct�on�sm (dual�sm) be�ng necessary.
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Steve3007 on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 13:12

Pattern-chaser wrote:Oh, that �s what the fuss �s about. ¨  The d�scovery that observat�on �s act�ve, not
pass�ve; no more '�mpart�al observers', at least �n that sense. Thanks.

Yes, I assume that's what the fuss �s about. I assume that's why Atla ment�oned a f�gure of "nearly
a hundred years" �n a post to you (I th�nk) a wh�le ago as the t�mescale for wh�ch he cla�ms
"dual�sm has been d�sproved" or some words s�m�lar to that. Nearly a hundred years takes us back
to the dawn of QM so presumably that's what he had �n m�nd.
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Atla on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 15:33

No one fully understands QM as far as I know (personally I've been at �t for 10 years, and the central
�ssue st�ll cont�nues to be elus�ve, although I've come up w�th a un�que hypothes�s by now). It's not
that QM �s the m�ss�ng l�nk, �t's that QM po�nts to the nondual ph�losoph�cal parad�gm, wh�ch �s

2.563. by Gert�e

I watched the talk you posted earl�er, can't recall �t well now, but the way I could get a handle on �t was
that everyth�ng �s fundamentally ak�n to a f�eld of exper�ence, wh�ch presents �n comprehens�ble ways
as matter and everyth�ng else we perce�ve (rem�nded me of Plato's Cave). That m�ght not be h�s
pos�t�on exactly, but that was how I could make sense of �t at least.

I thought the bloke who gave the talk was very good at lay�ng out the problems w�th how we can
understand the �ssue, I agreed w�th h�m �n that part. He clearly understands the problems.

Then he talked about QM wh�ch I don't understand, and then he came up w�th h�s solut�on. But �t
seemed speculat�ve to me, another 'What If...'. And �f the m�ss�ng explanatory step between the problem
and h�s solut�on �s QM, I'd assume people who do understand QM would all come to h�s conclus�on and
be announc�ng QM had cracked the problem. So I th�nk �t's r�ght for me to bel�eve h�s conclus�on �s
speculat�ve.

That's my take.



v�rtually unknown �n the West. And �n the nondual ph�losoph�cal parad�gm, the Hard problem �s
automat�cally resolved (there �sn't one because there can't be), all we are left w�th are the Easy
problems.

Anyway that v�deo �s somewhat outdated, Russell sa�d that h�s v�ews have evolved somewhat s�nce
then.
Btw the best source for th�s worldv�ew are Alan Watts v�deos, I th�nk he's by far the best at
present�ng �t to a Western aud�ence.

(The med�tat�on and 'feel�ng oneness w�th the world' through altered states of consc�ousness aren't
persuas�ve to me, I cons�der that to be �n pr�nc�ple expla�nable as feel�ngs we get when we e�ect�vely
shut down certa�n processes wh�ch contr�bute to our sense of self be�ng �n our awareness).

Well, people who cla�m th�s stu� are somewhat delus�onal or maybe narc�ss�st�c+escap�st. There �s
no 'oneness' to be 'felt', ex�stence �s s�mply nondual and th�ngs are fundamentally non-separable,
but th�s doesn't come w�th some k�nd of un�versal sensat�on or feel�ng we can get access to. And
one can arr�ve at such v�ews w�thout do�ng any med�tat�on.
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Atla on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 15:37

Reduct�on�sm �s a tool, not ontology.

2.564. by Pattern-chaser

Th�s seems unl�kely. After all, reduct�on�sm - pretty much the archetype of dual�sm - �s a core tool of
sc�ence. 	

2.560. by Pattern-chaser

...why not expla�n, w�th examples, and maybe l�nks too, how, when and by whom dual�st�c
approaches to sc�ence and ph�losophy have been "refuted", as you cla�m?

2.562. by Atla

[Dual�sm] was refuted �nd�rectly by all of sc�ence
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Atla on >  19 Ek�m 2020 Pazartes� 15:56



No, that's not what the fuss �s about. I mean sure, there �s some fuss about th�s one as well:
observat�on always d�sturbs what �s be�ng observed. Or�g�nally, one of the core pr�nc�ples of the
sc�ent�f�c process was the �dea of total object�v�ty, and th�s �dea was thoroughly refuted - by the
sc�ent�f�c process. I'm not sure that we even need QM for th�s real�zat�on though. It's pretty s�mple
and stra�ghtforward.
In short: observat�ons d�sturb what has to be measured

The fuss �s about the m�ndbend�ng problem at the heart of QM, called the measurement problem.
Maybe I'm wrong, but I don't th�nk Steve understands th�s one.
In short (and take th�s as a metaphor, or w�th a bucket of salt): observat�ons not only d�sturb what has
to be measured, they produce �t

2.566. by Pattern-chaser

Oh, that �s what the fuss �s about. ¨  The d�scovery that observat�on �s act�ve, not pass�ve; no more
'�mpart�al observers', at least �n that sense. Thanks.

2.565. by Steve3007

I th�nk QM �s deemed to be part�cularly relevant to ph�losoph�cal quest�ons about the �nterface
between m�nd and matter, and dual�sm/non-dual�sm/mon�sm etc because �t brought �nto focus the
fact (wh�ch had obv�ously always been there) that the observer of a phys�cal system �s �tself part of
the phys�cal system.
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Steve3007 on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 11:44

Atla wrote:The fuss �s about the m�ndbend�ng problem at the heart of QM, called the measurement
problem. Maybe I'm wrong, but I don't th�nk Steve understands th�s one.
In short (and take th�s as a metaphor, or w�th a bucket of salt): observat�ons not only d�sturb what has
to be measured, they produce �t

The "measurement problem", and �ts man�festat�on �n the observat�ons of part�cular exper�ments,
has been d�scussed �n var�ous top�cs started by var�ous posters here over the years. Here's one I
started a few years ago as an example:

v�ewtop�c.php?p=232485#p232485

Here's another example from even longer ago, by another poster, d�scuss�ng the famous "delayed
cho�ce quantum eraser":
v�ewtop�c.php?p=69588#p69588

Ö Ü

https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=232485#p232485
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=69588#p69588
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Faustus5 on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 11:50

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Now, �t �s all completely bogus metaphys�cs and actually �nvolves reject�ng "str�ctly emp�r�cal
observat�on". Because what can be observed emp�r�cally are just bra�n states and motor responses
created by those bra�n states. That's all there �s, per�od.

2.557. by GE Morton

There �s no metaphys�cs �nvolved �n deny�ng that mental states and bra�n states are �dent�cal, BTW. It
�s a stra�ghtforward, str�ctly emp�r�cal observat�on (assum�ng the common def�n�t�ons of "�dent�ty," of
course).
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Atla on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 14:08

Yeah, but �t never really seems to h�t you what th�s k�nd of observer-dependence seems to be
tell�ng us. Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or whatever we want to call �t, between mental
content and the outs�de phys�cal world. L�ke they were one and the same k�nd of th�ng.

2.572. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:The fuss �s about the m�ndbend�ng problem at the heart of QM, called the measurement
problem. Maybe I'm wrong, but I don't th�nk Steve understands th�s one.
In short (and take th�s as a metaphor, or w�th a bucket of salt): observat�ons not only d�sturb what
has to be measured, they produce �t

The "measurement problem", and �ts man�festat�on �n the observat�ons of part�cular exper�ments, has
been d�scussed �n var�ous top�cs started by var�ous posters here over the years. Here's one I started a
few years ago as an example:

v�ewtop�c.php?p=232485#p232485

Here's another example from even longer ago, by another poster, d�scuss�ng the famous "delayed
cho�ce quantum eraser":
v�ewtop�c.php?p=69588#p69588
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https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=232485#p232485
https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?p=69588#p69588


Pattern-chaser on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 17:52

Atla wrote:[Dual�sm] was refuted �nd�rectly by all of sc�ence

So embrac�ng dual�sm, out of pract�cal and pragmat�c necess�ty, �s OK, prov�ded that ontolog�cal
pur�ty �s ma�nta�ned? 	

2.564. by Pattern-chaser

Th�s seems unl�kely. After all, reduct�on�sm - pretty much the archetype of dual�sm - �s a core tool of
sc�ence. 	

2.570. by Atla

Reduct�on�sm �s a tool, not ontology.
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Atla on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 18:05

Sure..

2.575. by Pattern-chaser

Atla wrote:[Dual�sm] was refuted �nd�rectly by all of sc�ence

So embrac�ng dual�sm, out of pract�cal and pragmat�c necess�ty, �s OK, prov�ded that ontolog�cal pur�ty
�s ma�nta�ned? 	

2.564. by Pattern-chaser

Th�s seems unl�kely. After all, reduct�on�sm - pretty much the archetype of dual�sm - �s a core tool of
sc�ence. 	

2.570. by Atla

Reduct�on�sm �s a tool, not ontology.

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 5 7 7 .

~

GE Morton on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 19:07

There �s a correlat�on between the "outs�de world" --- the one we conce�ve and talk about --- and
mental content, but �t �s far from perfect. The mental content �s d�rectly exper�enced; that "outs�de
world" �s a theoret�cal construct bu�lt upon that mental content --- a dynam�c construct that
evolves and mutates over t�me.

There �s, to be sure, another sense of "outs�de world" --- an hypothes�zed world completely
�ndependent of us wh�ch �s the cause of our mental content. That outs�de world �s unknowable by
us, and hence about wh�ch we can say noth�ng.

2.574. by Atla

Yeah, but �t never really seems to h�t you what th�s k�nd of observer-dependence seems to be tell�ng us.
Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or whatever we want to call �t, between mental content and the
outs�de phys�cal world. L�ke they were one and the same k�nd of th�ng.
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GE Morton on >  20 Ek�m 2020 Salı 19:09

Huh. Are you now deny�ng that mental phenomena ex�st? Or are you restr�ct�ng "emp�r�cal" to
th�rd-party phenomena only?

2.573. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Now, �t �s all completely bogus metaphys�cs and actually �nvolves reject�ng "str�ctly emp�r�cal
observat�on". Because what can be observed emp�r�cally are just bra�n states and motor responses
created by those bra�n states. That's all there �s, per�od.
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Atla on >  21 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 05:49



I f�nd �t d���cult to address your comment. Not only does �t seem to have noth�ng to do w�th the
k�nd of perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t, that's �nherent to the
measurement problem. But even other than, �t st�ll seems to makes no sense.

For example, �f you really can't tell anyth�ng about the noumenon, then how can you tell that the
noumenon �s �ndependent of us, and �s the cause of our mental contect? Espec�ally that these are
unnecessary assumpt�ons.

And even though we techn�cally can never say anyth�ng about the noumenon, does that mean that
we shouldn't? So that's �t, forget sc�ence, forget ph�losophy, I'm stuck w�th my own m�nd, and let's
end any �nqu�ry there?

2.577. by GE Morton

There �s a correlat�on between the "outs�de world" --- the one we conce�ve and talk about --- and
mental content, but �t �s far from perfect. The mental content �s d�rectly exper�enced; that "outs�de
world" �s a theoret�cal construct bu�lt upon that mental content --- a dynam�c construct that evolves
and mutates over t�me.

There �s, to be sure, another sense of "outs�de world" --- an hypothes�zed world completely
�ndependent of us wh�ch �s the cause of our mental content. That outs�de world �s unknowable by us,
and hence about wh�ch we can say noth�ng.

2.574. by Atla

Yeah, but �t never really seems to h�t you what th�s k�nd of observer-dependence seems to be tell�ng
us. Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or whatever we want to call �t, between mental content
and the outs�de phys�cal world. L�ke they were one and the same k�nd of th�ng.
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Atla on >  21 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 06:39

Kant doesn't seem to have real�zed that the d�chotomy of noumena and phenomena �s probably
just a pragmat�c one, not an ontolog�cal one. And most ph�losophers after h�m seem to have
adopted th�s subtle dual�st�c m�stake.
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Gert�e on >  21 Ek�m 2020 Çarşamba 07:58



Those are both the same 'outs�de world'

You can only escape sol�ps�sm and talk about ''us'' �f you assume that hypothes�sed 'outs�de world'
ex�sts and we both have a relat�onsh�p w�th �t. Because I am part of your 'outs�de world' and v�ce
versa. So as soon as you �nvoke 'our' mental exper�ence or observat�ons you have already �nvoked a
world you and I (and everybody else) share.

Then we can compare notes about the contents of our own exper�ence and construct a shared
model of our shared world.

2.577. by GE Morton

There �s a correlat�on between the "outs�de world" --- the one we conce�ve and talk about --- and
mental content, but �t �s far from perfect. The mental content �s d�rectly exper�enced; that "outs�de
world" �s a theoret�cal construct bu�lt upon that mental content --- a dynam�c construct that evolves
and mutates over t�me.

There �s, to be sure, another sense of "outs�de world" --- an hypothes�zed world completely
�ndependent of us wh�ch �s the cause of our mental content. That outs�de world �s unknowable by us,
and hence about wh�ch we can say noth�ng.

2.574. by Atla

Yeah, but �t never really seems to h�t you what th�s k�nd of observer-dependence seems to be tell�ng
us. Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or whatever we want to call �t, between mental content
and the outs�de phys�cal world. L�ke they were one and the same k�nd of th�ng.
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Faustus5 on >  22 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 14:05

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Yes, I'm restr�ct�ng emp�r�cal to what can be ver�f�ed �ntersubject�vely to ex�st (that may be too
str�ngent, but I'm do�ng �t anyway!), and no, I'm not deny�ng that mental phenomenon ex�st. I'm
just say�ng we need to accept as a sc�ent�f�c fact that they are noth�ng above and beyond bra�n
states and f�gure out a way to reconc�le ourselves to that fact �nstead of �nvent�ng goofy non-
sc�ent�f�c metaphys�cal cla�ms that only ph�losophers take ser�ously.

2.578. by GE Morton

Huh. Are you now deny�ng that mental phenomena ex�st? Or are you restr�ct�ng "emp�r�cal" to th�rd-
party phenomena only?

Ö Ü

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
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GE Morton on >  22 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 15:35

That �s a strange, �f not paradox�cal, construal of "emp�r�cal," g�ven that everyth�ng ver�f�able
�ntersubject�vely �s f�rst apprehended subject�vely, and cannot be �ntersubject�vely ver�f�ed.
Emp�r�c�sm beg�ns from, rests upon, subject�ve mental phenomena. You're a��rm�ng the forest
wh�le deny�ng the trees.

I'm just say�ng we need to accept as a sc�ent�f�c fact that they are noth�ng above and beyond bra�n
states and f�gure out a way to reconc�le ourselves to that fact �nstead of �nvent�ng goofy non-sc�ent�f�c
metaphys�cal cla�ms that only ph�losophers take ser�ously.

"Above and beyond" �s a b�t amb�guous. My cla�m �s only that mental phenomena are d�st�nct from,
d�st�ngu�shable from, �ntersubject�vely observable phenomena. There �s an �nt�mate relat�onsh�p
between them, but they are not �dent�cal. And there �s noth�ng metaphys�cal about that cla�m --- �t
�s a pr�m�t�ve observat�on, and obv�ous.

2.582. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Yes, I'm restr�ct�ng emp�r�cal to what can be ver�f�ed �ntersubject�vely to ex�st (that may be too
str�ngent, but I'm do�ng �t anyway!), and no, I'm not deny�ng that mental phenomenon ex�st.
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GE Morton on >  22 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 16:18

Oh, I agree w�th the latter statement. But those two "outs�de worlds" are not the same. The
"outs�de world" we th�nk of as "the real world," that we talk about �n everyday conversat�on and
that �s descr�bed by sc�ence, �s a constructed world, a conceptual model, a theoret�cal structure
we've �nvented. The other "outs�de world," Kant's noumenon, �s an hypothet�cal realm postulated
as the pr�mord�al cause of the phenomena we subject�vely exper�ence.

The "real world" of sc�ence and common understand�ng �s a model. The noumenon �s what that
model str�ves to be a model of. But we can never know how accurate that model �s, because to
compare two th�ngs you have to be able to observe both. And we can't observe the noumenon; all
we can know about �s what subject�ve phenomena �t --- by hypothes�s --- arouses �n us.

2.581. by Gert�e

Those are both the same 'outs�de world'

You can only escape sol�ps�sm and talk about ''us'' �f you assume that hypothes�sed 'outs�de world'
ex�sts and we both have a relat�onsh�p w�th �t.

Ö Ü
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Steve3007 on >  22 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 22:49

GE Morton wrote:The "real world" of sc�ence and common understand�ng �s a model. The noumenon �s
what that model str�ves to be a model of. But we can never know how accurate that model �s, because
to compare two th�ngs you have to be able to observe both.

But one th�ng we tend to do, �n order to assess whether the model �s an accurate model of th�s
noumenon, �s dec�de that there are certa�n character�st�cs that the noumenon must have �n order to
"make sense" - to be coherent. We then look at the model to see �f �t has those character�st�cs. If �t
doesn't have character�st�cs wh�ch we deem �t to need �n order to be coherent, some of us then say
"OK, forget the noumenon. Just use the model to make pred�ct�ons of future observat�ons, and
don't worry about what �t's a model of".
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Gert�e on >  23 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 00:03

The po�nt I'm mak�ng �s, �f we assume that hypothet�cal world �s real, then that's what �s be�ng
modelled. And as soon as you talk about 'we' or 'our exper�ence' you have assumed that
hypothet�cal world ex�sts, �s real, and you know someth�ng about �t (that other people ex�st and
have exper�ence). By compar�ng notes about the contents of our exper�ence w�th other people we
just add deta�l to the model of an 'outs�de world' we share and can �nter-subject�vely agree on
some th�ngs we exper�ence �n relat�onsh�p to �t.

2.584. by GE Morton

Oh, I agree w�th the latter statement. But those two "outs�de worlds" are not the same. The "outs�de
world" we th�nk of as "the real world," that we talk about �n everyday conversat�on and that �s
descr�bed by sc�ence, �s a constructed world, a conceptual model, a theoret�cal structure we've �nvented.
The other "outs�de world," Kant's noumenon, �s an hypothet�cal realm postulated as the pr�mord�al
cause of the phenomena we subject�vely exper�ence.

The "real world" of sc�ence and common understand�ng �s a model. The noumenon �s what that model
str�ves to be a model of. But we can never know how accurate that model �s, because to compare two
th�ngs you have to be able to observe both. And we can't observe the noumenon; all we can know about
�s what subject�ve phenomena �t --- by hypothes�s --- arouses �n us.

2.581. by Gert�e

Those are both the same 'outs�de world'

You can only escape sol�ps�sm and talk about ''us'' �f you assume that hypothes�sed 'outs�de world'
ex�sts and we both have a relat�onsh�p w�th �t.



So the model �sn't a d��erent world, �t's how we exper�ence the real world. And as soon as you make
'we' cla�ms, �nclud�ng cla�ms about 'our exper�ence', you have assumed a real 'outs�de-my-
exper�ence' world ex�sts.

Hence the need for clar�ty and cons�stency on what assumpt�ons underly any cla�m, and what those
assumpt�ons enta�l. And the need to avo�d sl�pp�ng between underly�ng assumpt�ons.

Our �nter-subject�ve shared model has �ts own methods of establ�sh�ng 'object�ve' facts, the
emp�r�cal/sc�ent�f�c method. It �s here, w�th�n the current model, that the Hard Problem ar�ses, and
suggests our model of the real world as we exper�ence �t needs re-th�nk�ng.
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Atla on >  23 Ek�m 2020 Cuma 03:51

As usual I blame Kant, looks l�ke he really thought that �t was nonsens�cal to �mbue the noumenon
w�th any real�ty. So we should get stuck �n th�s we�rd k�nd of l�mbo, where we aren't full-blown
sol�ps�sts yet, but we also don't relate to the noumenon l�ke �t was an actual outs�de world that's
there. Imo a ph�losoph�cally unjust�f�ed, psycholog�cally unnatural/unhealthy state to be �n.

2.586. by Gert�e

The po�nt I'm mak�ng �s, �f we assume that hypothet�cal world �s real, then that's what �s be�ng
modelled. And as soon as you talk about 'we' or 'our exper�ence' you have assumed that hypothet�cal
world ex�sts, �s real, and you know someth�ng about �t (that other people ex�st and have exper�ence). By
compar�ng notes about the contents of our exper�ence w�th other people we just add deta�l to the model
of an 'outs�de world' we share and can �nter-subject�vely agree on some th�ngs we exper�ence �n
relat�onsh�p to �t.

So the model �sn't a d��erent world, �t's how we exper�ence the real world. And as soon as you make
'we' cla�ms, �nclud�ng cla�ms about 'our exper�ence', you have assumed a real 'outs�de-my-exper�ence'
world ex�sts.

Hence the need for clar�ty and cons�stency on what assumpt�ons underly any cla�m, and what those
assumpt�ons enta�l. And the need to avo�d sl�pp�ng between underly�ng assumpt�ons.

Our �nter-subject�ve shared model has �ts own methods of establ�sh�ng 'object�ve' facts, the
emp�r�cal/sc�ent�f�c method. It �s here, w�th�n the current model, that the Hard Problem ar�ses, and
suggests our model of the real world as we exper�ence �t needs re-th�nk�ng.
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You're r�ght; �t has noth�ng to do w�th the measurement problem. The statement of yours to wh�ch
the comment was d�rected was broader than that: "Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or
whatever we want to call �t, between mental content and the outs�de phys�cal world."

That correlat�on �s far from perfect.

For example, �f you really can't tell anyth�ng about the noumenon, then how can you tell that the
noumenon �s �ndependent of us, and �s the cause of our mental contect? Espec�ally that these are
unnecessary assumpt�ons.

It �s postulated to be �ndependent of us and the cause of mental phenomena. And, yes, �t �s
necessary, �f we w�sh to expla�n those phenomena (wh�ch cons�sts �n f�nd the�r cause), g�ven that
no cause �s ev�dent w�th�n those phenomena.

And even though we techn�cally can never say anyth�ng about the noumenon, does that mean that we
shouldn't? So that's �t, forget sc�ence, forget ph�losophy, I'm stuck w�th my own m�nd, and let's end any
�nqu�ry there?

Any propos�t�on we m�ght utter concern�ng the noumenon, other than those �ncluded �n the
hypothes�s �tself, would be non-cogn�t�ve. That hypothes�s allows us to escape sol�ps�sm.

2.579. by Atla

I f�nd �t d���cult to address your comment. Not only does �t seem to have noth�ng to do w�th the k�nd of
perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t, that's �nherent to the measurement
problem. But even other than, �t st�ll seems to makes no sense.

2.577. by GE Morton

There �s a correlat�on between the "outs�de world" --- the one we conce�ve and talk about --- and
mental content, but �t �s far from perfect. The mental content �s d�rectly exper�enced; that "outs�de
world" �s a theoret�cal construct bu�lt upon that mental content --- a dynam�c construct that
evolves and mutates over t�me.

There �s, to be sure, another sense of "outs�de world" --- an hypothes�zed world completely
�ndependent of us wh�ch �s the cause of our mental content. That outs�de world �s unknowable by us,
and hence about wh�ch we can say noth�ng.
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2.580. by Atla

Kant doesn't seem to have real�zed that the d�chotomy of noumena and phenomena �s probably just a
pragmat�c one, not an ontolog�cal one. And most ph�losophers after h�m seem to have adopted th�s
subtle dual�st�c m�stake.



No, �t �s not "pragmat�c." S�nce no cause of mental phenomena �s apparent w�th�n that phenomena
--- �t doesn't expla�n �tself --- an external cause must be postulated. There �s no m�stake.
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Hmmm. Not sure to what the f�rst "�t" �n the 2nd to last sentence refers --- the noumenon, or the
model? Nor am I sure the term "coherent" can be appl�ed to the noumenon, or the un�verse. That �s
a demand we make of descr�pt�ons and theor�es (verbal constructs). We do assume that the
noumenon (and the un�verse) are law-governed, s�nce the alternat�ve �s randomness. And s�nce
random behav�ors are �nexpl�cable we rule that out (even though there may well be some
randomness �n the un�verse).

And I agree, essent�ally, w�th " . . . forget the noumenon. Just use the model to make pred�ct�ons of
future observat�ons, and don't worry about what �t's a model of". We need to pos�t �ts ex�stence,
but there �s no need to say anyth�ng more about �t.

2.585. by Steve3007

GE Morton wrote:The "real world" of sc�ence and common understand�ng �s a model. The
noumenon �s what that model str�ves to be a model of. But we can never know how accurate that
model �s, because to compare two th�ngs you have to be able to observe both.

But one th�ng we tend to do, �n order to assess whether the model �s an accurate model of th�s
noumenon, �s dec�de that there are certa�n character�st�cs that the noumenon must have �n order to
"make sense" - to be coherent. We then look at the model to see �f �t has those character�st�cs. If �t
doesn't have character�st�cs wh�ch we deem �t to need �n order to be coherent, some of us then say "OK,
forget the noumenon. Just use the model to make pred�ct�ons of future observat�ons, and don't worry
about what �t's a model of".
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Wrong, �t was a statement about the measurement problem.

2.588. by GE Morton

You're r�ght; �t has noth�ng to do w�th the measurement problem. The statement of yours to wh�ch the
comment was d�rected was broader than that: "Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or whatever we
want to call �t, between mental content and the outs�de phys�cal world."

That correlat�on �s far from perfect.



It �s postulated to be �ndependent of us and the cause of mental phenomena. And, yes, �t �s necessary, �f
we w�sh to expla�n those phenomena (wh�ch cons�sts �n f�nd the�r cause), g�ven that no cause �s ev�dent
w�th�n those phenomena.

No, �t �s not "pragmat�c." S�nce no cause of mental phenomena �s apparent w�th�n that phenomena --
- �t doesn't expla�n �tself --- an external cause must be postulated. There �s no m�stake.

That's m�stak�ng the phenomena w�th what the phenomena are 'show�ng'. The phenomena
themselves need no cause, and postulat�ng the�r �ndependence or fundamental d��erence from the
noumena �s also a m�stake.

Any propos�t�on we m�ght utter concern�ng the noumenon, other than those �ncluded �n the hypothes�s
�tself, would be non-cogn�t�ve. That hypothes�s allows us to escape sol�ps�sm.

What's a non-cogn�t�ve propos�t�on?
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Yes.

And as soon as you talk about 'we' or 'our exper�ence' you have assumed that hypothet�cal world ex�sts,
�s real, and you know someth�ng about �t (that other people ex�st and have exper�ence). By compar�ng
notes about the contents of our exper�ence w�th other people we just add deta�l to the model of an
'outs�de world' we share and can �nter-subject�vely agree on some th�ngs we exper�ence �n relat�onsh�p
to �t.

Yes, we assume the model accurately represents that outs�de world, the noumenon. But we have no
means of test�ng that assumpt�on. Nonetheless, we rely on the model unt�l �t fa�ls to correctly
pred�ct some phenomenon. In some cases we can tweak the model to remove that fa�lure; �n other
cases we're forced to rev�se �t substant�ally or rebu�ld �t from scratch. But there are, �n pr�nc�ple,
many ways --- perhaps �nf�n�tely many ---to descr�be, or model, any g�ven phenomena, all w�th
equal explanatory power.

So the model �sn't a d��erent world, �t's how we exper�ence the real world.

The model �s the "real world" as we currently conce�ve �t. It �s not what we d�rectly exper�ence,
however.

And as soon as you make 'we' cla�ms, �nclud�ng cla�ms about 'our exper�ence', you have assumed a real
'outs�de-my-exper�ence' world ex�sts.

2.586. by Gert�e

The po�nt I'm mak�ng �s, �f we assume that hypothet�cal world �s real, then that's what �s be�ng
modelled.



Actually, we make that assumpt�on even before we make cla�ms about our exper�ence. The quest�on
of the cause of h�s ex�stence and percept�ons would ar�se even for a creature alone �n the un�verse,
�f he/she/�t were sent�ent.

Our �nter-subject�ve shared model has �ts own methods of establ�sh�ng 'object�ve' facts, the
emp�r�cal/sc�ent�f�c method. It �s here, w�th�n the current model, that the Hard Problem ar�ses, and
suggests our model of the real world as we exper�ence �t needs re-th�nk�ng.

Yes, �t does. But the rev�s�on necessary �s fa�rly m�nor.
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Your statement quoted above says noth�ng about the measurement problem, wh�ch, BTW, �s not a
problem �nvolv�ng the correlat�on between mental content and the outs�de world.

It �s postulated to be �ndependent of us and the cause of mental phenomena. And, yes, �t �s
necessary, �f we w�sh to expla�n those phenomena (wh�ch cons�sts �n f�nd the�r cause), g�ven that no
cause �s ev�dent w�th�n those phenomena.

No, �t �s not "pragmat�c." S�nce no cause of mental phenomena �s apparent w�th�n that phenomena
--- �t doesn't expla�n �tself --- an external cause must be postulated. There �s no m�stake.

That's m�stak�ng the phenomena w�th what the phenomena are 'show�ng'. The phenomena
themselves need no cause, and postulat�ng the�r �ndependence or fundamental d��erence from the
noumena �s also a m�stake.

That the phenomena are "show�ng" someth�ng �s an hypothes�s. The noumenon �s postulated as
the cause of those phenomena. And, yes, causes are necessar�ly d��erent from and �ndependent of
the�r e�ects. A casual relat�onsh�p �s not an �dent�ty relat�onsh�p.

Any propos�t�on we m�ght utter concern�ng the noumenon, other than those �ncluded �n the
hypothes�s �tself, would be non-cogn�t�ve. That hypothes�s allows us to escape sol�ps�sm.

What's a non-cogn�t�ve propos�t�on?

A propos�t�on �s non-cogn�t�ve �f �t has no art�culable and act�onable truth cond�t�ons, no
determ�nable truth value. I.e., when we don't know what observat�ons to make or procedures to
follow to determ�ne whether �t �s true or false.

2.591. by Atla

Wrong, �t was a statement about the measurement problem.

2.588. by GE Morton

You're r�ght; �t has noth�ng to do w�th the measurement problem. The statement of yours to wh�ch
the comment was d�rected was broader than that: "Th�s perfect correlat�on or connect�on or
whatever we want to call �t, between mental content and the outs�de phys�cal world."

That correlat�on �s far from perfect.

Ö Ü
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When I wr�te "measurement problem", I'm talk�ng about the "measurement problem".

wh�ch, BTW, �s not a problem �nvolv�ng the correlat�on between mental content and the outs�de world.

Wrong, of course �t �nvolves that too. Unless you can show that for some reason �t doesn't.
But you probably don't know what k�nd of perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call
�t, �s �n quest�on here. Wh�ch was my po�nt, ~90% people on ph�losophy forums aren't up-to-date
w�th metaphys�cs.

That the phenomena are "show�ng" someth�ng �s an hypothes�s. The noumenon �s postulated as the
cause of those phenomena. And, yes, causes are necessar�ly d��erent from and �ndependent of the�r
e�ects. A casual relat�onsh�p �s not an �dent�ty relat�onsh�p.

You are st�ll confus�ng the (nature of the) phenomena themselves w�th what the phenomena are
show�ng. Yes, what the phenomena are show�ng (how the phenomena are shaped / what they
present), may be an end result of a 'causal cha�n', �f we want to force a one-d�rect�onal causal�ty on
the world.

But that �n no way means that the phenomena themselves are "caused" by noumena, and that
there �s a fundamental one-d�rect�onal causal�ty between them, or that they are �ndependent.
Postulat�ng such th�ngs �s nonsense.

2.593. by GE Morton

Your statement quoted above says noth�ng about the measurement problem,
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GE Morton wrote:Hmmm. Not sure to what the f�rst "�t" �n the 2nd to last sentence refers --- the
noumenon, or the model?

That's the sentence: "We then look at the model to see �f �t has those character�st�cs."

In that sentence the "�t" refers to the model.

Nor am I sure the term "coherent" can be appl�ed to the noumenon, or the un�verse.

Nor am I. But I note that some people do apply what they seem to see as a test of coherence or
"mak�ng sense" to the th�ng wh�ch we call real�ty and wh�ch we th�nk of our models as attempt�ng
to descr�be. That appears to be one reason for some people's ph�losoph�cal �ssues w�th some of the



f�nd�ngs of quantum mechan�cs, �f we th�nk of those f�nd�ngs as be�ng attempts to descr�be a th�ng
we call real�ty and not just attempts to descr�be the regular�t�es we not�ce �n our sensat�ons.

That �s a demand we make of descr�pt�ons and theor�es (verbal constructs).

Yes. We ask that verbal and mathemat�cal constructs that are used to descr�be th�ngs are �nternally
log�cally cons�stent. But, as I sa�d, I note that a lot of people, often �n vaguely def�ned ways, extend
concepts l�ke cons�stency and coherence to the th�ngs be�ng descr�bed as well as to the
descr�pt�ons. I th�nk �t often stems from a confus�on between that wh�ch �s log�cally �ncons�stent
and that wh�ch �s emp�r�cally not observed to be the case. For example, �t �s emp�r�cally observed
that objects don't spontaneously appear/d�sappear. (That m�ght somet�me superf�c�ally be
observed to happen, but �t always turns out that the object �n quest�on has gone beh�nd someth�ng,
or been transformed �nto another type of object, or whatever.) Some people seem to take th�s
emp�r�cally ver�f�ed rule as a log�cally necessary rule and conflate those two completely d��erent
types of rule or pr�nc�ple.
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It's ent�rely poss�ble that the world �s random and makes no sense at all. That the b�g quest�ons
have no answers.

So e�ther we don't even try to deal w�th b�g quest�ons. Or we do try, and assume that there �s some
cons�stency, log�c to the world, because otherw�se �t's not poss�ble to get anywhere. Personally I
don't understand the 'let's not try' att�tude at all, at least not �n a ph�losoph�cal sett�ng.

Bes�des quantum mechan�cs �s a bad example. It �s m�nd-bend�ngly strange, but �t �s m�nd-
bend�ngly strange �n a perfectly cons�stent manner. It's cl�ché, but no pred�ct�on of QM was ever
wrong. What would �t descr�be �f not a behav�our of real�ty?

2.595. by Steve3007

Nor am I sure the term "coherent" can be appl�ed to the noumenon, or the un�verse.
Nor am I. But I note that some people do apply what they seem to see as a test of coherence or "mak�ng
sense" to the th�ng wh�ch we call real�ty and wh�ch we th�nk of our models as attempt�ng to descr�be.
That appears to be one reason for some people's ph�losoph�cal �ssues w�th some of the f�nd�ngs of
quantum mechan�cs, �f we th�nk of those f�nd�ngs as be�ng attempts to descr�be a th�ng we call real�ty
and not just attempts to descr�be the regular�t�es we not�ce �n our sensat�ons.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 5 9 7 .

~

Steve3007 on >  29 Ek�m 2020 Perşembe 18:36



Atla wrote:It's ent�rely poss�ble that the world �s random and makes no sense at all.

Would you regard "be�ng random" and "mak�ng no sense" as the same?
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Atla wrote:What would �t descr�be �f not a behav�our of real�ty?

One of the standard answers, as we know, �s that �t descr�bes and pred�cts the results of
exper�ments - observat�ons. The quest�on of whether those results tell us someth�ng about the
"behav�our of real�ty" �s the quest�on that some people prefer to leave open, or prefer to regard as
ent�rely metaphys�cal (those be�ng the k�nds of people who regard someth�ng that �s "ent�rely
metaphys�cal" as angels on the head of a p�n mean�ngless.)
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I guess I don't, not necessar�ly. But I'm not sure, after all �t makes no sense anymore.

One of the standard answers, as we know, �s that �t descr�bes and pred�cts the results of exper�ments -
observat�ons. The quest�on of whether those results tell us someth�ng about the "behav�our of real�ty"
�s the quest�on that some people prefer to leave open, or prefer to regard as ent�rely metaphys�cal
(those be�ng the k�nds of people who regard someth�ng that �s "ent�rely metaphys�cal" as angels on the
head of a p�n mean�ngless.)

I don't understand th�s att�tude at all, �n a ph�losoph�cal sett�ng. Instrumental�sm �s not a
ph�losophy, �t's the lack of ph�losophy.

2.597. by Steve3007

Would you regard "be�ng random" and "mak�ng no sense" as the same?
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Er, no. The burden of proof rests w�th he who holds the a��rmat�ve.

But you probably don't know what k�nd of perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t,
�s �n quest�on here. Wh�ch was my po�nt, ~90% people on ph�losophy forums aren't up-to-date w�th
metaphys�cs.

"Up to date w�th metaphys�cs"? Wh�ch/whose metaphys�cs do you deem "up to date"?

That the phenomena are "show�ng" someth�ng �s an hypothes�s. The noumenon �s postulated as the
cause of those phenomena. And, yes, causes are necessar�ly d��erent from and �ndependent of the�r
e�ects. A casual relat�onsh�p �s not an �dent�ty relat�onsh�p.

You are st�ll confus�ng the (nature of the) phenomena themselves w�th what the phenomena are
show�ng.

You seem not have grasped the po�nt you just quoted. So let me repeat �t: that the phenomena are
"show�ng" someth�ng (someth�ng beyond themselves) �s an hypothes�s, a theory of the
phenomena. Wh�ch theory �s another mental art�fact.

Yes, what the phenomena are show�ng (how the phenomena are shaped / what they present), may be
an end result of a 'causal cha�n', �f we want to force a one-d�rect�onal causal�ty on the world.

But that �n no way means that the phenomena themselves are "caused" by noumena, and that there �s
a fundamental one-d�rect�onal causal�ty between them, or that they are �ndependent. Postulat�ng such
th�ngs �s nonsense.

You just contrad�cted yourself. If mental phenomena are e�ects of a causal cha�n, then then some
cause(s) �s necessary. The noumenon �s postulated to be that cause. If �t �s "nonsense," then so �s �s
the causal cha�n. And �f that �s also nonsense, then phenomena are �nexpl�cable.

2.594. by Atla

Wrong, of course �t �nvolves that too. Unless you can show that for some reason �t doesn't.

2.593. by GE Morton

. . . wh�ch, BTW, �s not a problem �nvolv�ng the correlat�on between mental content and the outs�de
world.
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It descr�bes the observat�ons --- the phenomena we exper�ence.

2.596. by Atla

Bes�des quantum mechan�cs �s a bad example. It �s m�nd-bend�ngly strange, but �t �s m�nd-bend�ngly
strange �n a perfectly cons�stent manner. It's cl�ché, but no pred�ct�on of QM was ever wrong. What
would �t descr�be �f not a behav�our of real�ty?
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"Up to date w�th metaphys�cs"? Wh�ch/whose metaphys�cs do you deem "up to date"?

If you were more up-to-date, you would know that you are ask�ng for proof for someth�ng that was
observed to be the case for every exper�ment ever carr�ed out. Hence the measurement problem.

You seem not have grasped the po�nt you just quoted. So let me repeat �t: that the phenomena are
"show�ng" someth�ng (someth�ng beyond themselves) �s an hypothes�s, a theory of the phenomena.
Wh�ch theory �s another mental art�fact.

Obv�ously, and? That wasn't the �ssue.

You just contrad�cted yourself. If mental phenomena are e�ects of a causal cha�n, then then some
cause(s) �s necessary. The noumenon �s postulated to be that cause. If �t �s "nonsense," then so �s �s the
causal cha�n. And �f that �s also nonsense, then phenomena are �nexpl�cable.

You st�ll don't seem to understand the d��erence between the mental phenomena and what the
mental phenomena are show�ng. I addressed th�s above. I don't know what else to tell you �f you fa�l
to make th�s s�mple d�st�nct�on.

It descr�bes the observat�ons --- the phenomena we exper�ence.

Wh�ch �s also true for everyth�ng else ever �n sc�ence, was that supposed to be an argument for
someth�ng?

2.600. by GE Morton

Er, no. The burden of proof rests w�th he who holds the a��rmat�ve.
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2.602. by Atla

"Up to date w�th metaphys�cs"? Wh�ch/whose metaphys�cs do you deem "up to date"?
If you were more up-to-date, you would know that you are ask�ng for proof for someth�ng that was
observed to be the case for every exper�ment ever carr�ed out. Hence the measurement problem.

2.600. by GE Morton

Er, no. The burden of proof rests w�th he who holds the a��rmat�ve.



You seem to be confus�ng exper�mental phys�cs w�th metaphys�cs. You made a cla�m about
metaphys�cs, then attempt to defend �t w�th a statement about phys�cs.

You seem not have grasped the po�nt you just quoted. So let me repeat �t: that the phenomena are
"show�ng" someth�ng (someth�ng beyond themselves) �s an hypothes�s, a theory of the phenomena.
Wh�ch theory �s another mental art�fact.

Obv�ously, and? That wasn't the �ssue.

Then,

You st�ll don't seem to understand the d��erence between the mental phenomena and what the mental
phenomena are show�ng.

You acknowledge the po�nt, then proceed to �gnore �t.

???
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Yes, seem, to some. No one really knows where to draw the l�ne between phys�cs and metaphys�cs
when �t comes to the measurement problem, or whether we can even fully do that (probably not),
that's all part of the problem. The �ssues seem to be �nherent to all exper�ments though, that's
cons�stent. Though some w�ll deny/�gnore/overlook some of the �ssues, but they also do th�s
cons�stently for all exper�ments.

Obv�ously, and? That wasn't the �ssue.

Then,

You st�ll don't seem to understand the d��erence between the mental phenomena and what the
mental phenomena are show�ng.

You acknowledge the po�nt, then proceed to �gnore �t.

???

Because that's not relevant. Unless you want to argue that we should adopt a stup�d Kant�an l�mbo,
where we aren't full-blown sol�ps�sts yet, but we also don't �mbue the noumenon w�th any real�ty.
A sort of quas�-sol�ps�sm.

2.603. by GE Morton

You seem to be confus�ng exper�mental phys�cs w�th metaphys�cs. You made a cla�m about
metaphys�cs, then attempt to defend �t w�th a statement about phys�cs.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 07:40

Anyway, I don't usually recommend books, but th�s �s �n my op�n�on the best �ntroduct�on to the
measurement problem:
"Quantum En�gma: Phys�cs Encounters Consc�ousness" by Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner
(wr�tten by phys�c�sts)

It really gets across the �ssue of th�s perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t,
between mental content such as human cho�ces, and states of the outs�de phys�cal world, where
the states can be �rreconc�lable w�th each other. Plus more stu� that's �ncompat�ble w�th dual�st�c
ph�losophy, l�ke non-separab�l�ty and so on.

That's why most founders of QM turned to Eastern ph�losophy for answers. Anyway, these th�ngs I
ment�on st�ll only concern the eas�er parts of the measurement problem, they are probably
resolvable v�a ph�losophy, just not really Western ph�losophy. Better to get through these
ph�losoph�cal �ssues before tak�ng on the central problem(s).

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 0 6 .
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Faustus5 on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 10:56

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

In my exper�ence, l�terally every t�me a phys�c�st th�nks they are qual�f�ed to d�scuss consc�ousness,
and espec�ally when they try to br�ng quantum phys�cs �nto the m�x, the result �s pure garbage. No
thanks.

2.605. by Atla

Anyway, I don't usually recommend books, but th�s �s �n my op�n�on the best �ntroduct�on to the
measurement problem:
"Quantum En�gma: Phys�cs Encounters Consc�ousness" by Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner (wr�tten
by phys�c�sts)
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Pattern-chaser on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 11:20

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


S�r Roger Penrose, �f no-one else, feels that QM o�ers a mechan�sm that m�ght help to expla�n and
understand thought, �n general, and consc�ousness , �n part�cular. Not that h�s op�n�on makes �t
true, of course, but �t does seem to have mer�t.... 	

2.606. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

In my exper�ence, l�terally every t�me a phys�c�st th�nks they are qual�f�ed to d�scuss consc�ousness, and
espec�ally when they try to br�ng quantum phys�cs �nto the m�x, the result �s pure garbage.
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Atla on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 11:38

The book doesn't d�scuss consc�ousness, �t tr�es to descr�be what the quantum problem �s. Anyway
I agree you should sk�p �t p

2.606. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

In my exper�ence, l�terally every t�me a phys�c�st th�nks they are qual�f�ed to d�scuss consc�ousness, and
espec�ally when they try to br�ng quantum phys�cs �nto the m�x, the result �s pure garbage. No thanks.

2.605. by Atla

Anyway, I don't usually recommend books, but th�s �s �n my op�n�on the best �ntroduct�on to the
measurement problem:
"Quantum En�gma: Phys�cs Encounters Consc�ousness" by Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner
(wr�tten by phys�c�sts)

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 0 9 .
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Pattern-chaser on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 12:21

Ah, so that's where your pos�t�on on these matters or�g�nates. Your posts start to make more sense
now. They're based on a book you read, and were �mpressed by. There's noth�ng wrong w�th that.
Th�s �s where your supposed "refutat�on" of dual�st�c ph�losophy comes from, yes? And the reason

2.605. by Atla

Anyway, I don't usually recommend books, but th�s �s �n my op�n�on the best �ntroduct�on to the
measurement problem:
"Quantum En�gma: Phys�cs Encounters Consc�ousness" by Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner (wr�tten
by phys�c�sts)

It really gets across the �ssue of th�s perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t,
between mental content such as human cho�ces, and states of the outs�de phys�cal world, where the
states can be �rreconc�lable w�th each other. Plus more stu� that's �ncompat�ble w�th dual�st�c
ph�losophy, l�ke non-separab�l�ty and so on.



you can't or won't expand upon your pos�t�on �s that �t or�g�nates �n th�s book, and you don't
uunderstand �t well enough to expla�n �t to someone else, although you yourself are conv�nced by
what you have read? I'm speculat�ng, of course. But th�s explanat�on �s so good that I'm �ncl�ned to
st�ck w�th �t. o

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 1 0 .
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Atla on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 12:55

In th�s form, no to all of them, bes�des the book s�mply states facts and doesn't attempt to come up
w�th an answer. L�ke most others here, you don't seem to be cut out to keep up w�th modern
sc�ence and metaphys�cs, so just sk�p �t.

2.609. by Pattern-chaser

Ah, so that's where your pos�t�on on these matters or�g�nates. Your posts start to make more sense now.
They're based on a book you read, and were �mpressed by. There's noth�ng wrong w�th that. Th�s �s
where your supposed "refutat�on" of dual�st�c ph�losophy comes from, yes? And the reason you can't or
won't expand upon your pos�t�on �s that �t or�g�nates �n th�s book, and you don't uunderstand �t well
enough to expla�n �t to someone else, although you yourself are conv�nced by what you have read? I'm
speculat�ng, of course. But th�s explanat�on �s so good that I'm �ncl�ned to st�ck w�th �t. o

2.605. by Atla

Anyway, I don't usually recommend books, but th�s �s �n my op�n�on the best �ntroduct�on to the
measurement problem:
"Quantum En�gma: Phys�cs Encounters Consc�ousness" by Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner
(wr�tten by phys�c�sts)

It really gets across the �ssue of th�s perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t,
between mental content such as human cho�ces, and states of the outs�de phys�cal world, where the
states can be �rreconc�lable w�th each other. Plus more stu� that's �ncompat�ble w�th dual�st�c
ph�losophy, l�ke non-separab�l�ty and so on.
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Atla on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 13:08

Ser�ously, I can't be expected to g�ve a s�mple few-sentences demonstrat�on of an �ssue that not
even Nobel-pr�ze w�nners �n phys�cs couldn't f�gure out for a century. Not just the answer, but
what exactly the �ssue even �s. You people are unbel�evable.

Ö Ü
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Faustus5 on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 14:08

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

He �s actually one of the folks who I f�rmly bel�eve has wr�tten noth�ng but useless garbage on the
subject of consc�ousness. L�terally the only reason he's taken ser�ously on th�s subject, about wh�ch
he knows noth�ng and has had no tra�n�ng �n, �s because he's one of the greatest l�v�ng phys�c�sts
on the planet. And for some �d�ot�c reason, people--espec�ally phys�c�sts--seem to th�nk that �f
you are a great phys�c�st, somehow your op�n�ons on other sc�ent�f�c matters outs�de of your
expert�se should carry more we�ght than they actually deserve.

The very bas�s of h�s ent�re argument �s pred�cated on an absurd appl�cat�on of Godel's Theorem to
a straw man vers�on of AI wh�ch �s supposed to prove that consc�ousness cannot be ach�eved by any
algor�thm�c process. To make a long story short, GT only appl�es to a very spec�f�c set of
algor�thm�c/computat�onal processes sat�sfy�ng a very str�ct ser�es of cond�t�ons. If the algor�thm�c
process one �s talk�ng about fa�ls to fall �nto that category--as all AI projects do--then l�terally
noth�ng that Godel revealed appl�es and the theorem becomes utterly and completely �rrelevant.
Godel's Theorem absolutely and unequ�vocally does not apply to the computat�onal processes
�nvolved �n art�f�c�al �ntell�gence �n the way h�s argument demands.

Th�s �s one of the rare t�mes when an argument's fa�lure �s a matter of fact and not op�n�on, and
th�s bogus argument �s qu�te l�terally the only bas�s Penrose has for th�nk�ng there are spec�al
quantum mechan�cal processes at the heart of consc�ousness.

2.607. by Pattern-chaser

S�r Roger Penrose, �f no-one else, feels that QM o�ers a mechan�sm that m�ght help to expla�n and
understand thought, �n general, and consc�ousness , �n part�cular. Not that h�s op�n�on makes �t true, of
course, but �t does seem to have mer�t.... 	
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Faustus5 on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 14:16

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

2.608. by Atla

The book doesn't d�scuss consc�ousness, �t tr�es to descr�be what the quantum problem �s. Anyway I
agree you should sk�p �t p

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html
https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Then why put "consc�ousness" �n the t�tle? Just to attract unwary buyers who th�nk they p�ck�ng up
yet another absurd New Age screed on the subject?

By the way, I'm never go�ng to deny that quantum phys�cs has �ntroduced some extremely major
and ser�ous challenges to our understand�ng of real�ty wh�ch too many people do not apprec�ate.
And wh�le I'm generally ret�cent to allow metaphys�cs �nto any d�scuss�on (because 90% of the
t�me, when you resort to metaphys�cs you've just bas�cally g�ven up), th�s �s one top�c where I just
don't th�nk you can avo�d �t. But I tend to see these challenges as relat�ng to trad�t�onal Real�sm �n
sc�ence and reject the �dea that quantum phys�cs says anyth�ng about or �nvolves consc�ousness �n
any �nterest�ng way.

Nevertheless, th�s area of phys�cs really exposes some deep problems �n how we model and
understand everyth�ng around us and �s absolutely worth study�ng.
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Atla on >  1 Kasım 2020 Pazar 14:34

"Consc�ousness" �s �n the t�tle, because phys�cs seems to have encountered consc�ousness,
whatever that means. Hence the measurement problem. The book �sn't about a quantum
mechan�cal explanat�on of consc�ousness, but about th�s encounter. As I sa�d most people should
just sk�p th�s, and st�ck to the outdated sc�ence.

For example W�gner put �t bluntly: "�t was not poss�ble to formulate the laws of quantum
mechan�cs �n a fully cons�stent way w�thout reference to the consc�ousness".

2.613. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Then why put "consc�ousness" �n the t�tle? Just to attract unwary buyers who th�nk they p�ck�ng up yet
another absurd New Age screed on the subject?

By the way, I'm never go�ng to deny that quantum phys�cs has �ntroduced some extremely major and
ser�ous challenges to our understand�ng of real�ty wh�ch too many people do not apprec�ate. And wh�le
I'm generally ret�cent to allow metaphys�cs �nto any d�scuss�on (because 90% of the t�me, when you
resort to metaphys�cs you've just bas�cally g�ven up), th�s �s one top�c where I just don't th�nk you can
avo�d �t. But I tend to see these challenges as relat�ng to trad�t�onal Real�sm �n sc�ence and reject the
�dea that quantum phys�cs says anyth�ng about or �nvolves consc�ousness �n any �nterest�ng way.

Nevertheless, th�s area of phys�cs really exposes some deep problems �n how we model and understand
everyth�ng around us and �s absolutely worth study�ng.

2.608. by Atla

The book doesn't d�scuss consc�ousness, �t tr�es to descr�be what the quantum problem �s. Anyway I
agree you should sk�p �t p

Ö Ü
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Faustus5 on >  2 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 12:50

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

W�gner was absolutely wrong and just about no one �n the ma�nstream of sc�ence who actually
knows what they are talk�ng about takes these types of cla�ms ser�ously anymore. It �s complete
and utter hogwash.

2.614. by Atla

For example W�gner put �t bluntly: "�t was not poss�ble to formulate the laws of quantum mechan�cs �n
a fully cons�stent way w�thout reference to the consc�ousness".
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Pattern-chaser on >  2 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 14:49

And yet I'm the one who has learned, and used, Schrod�nger's wave equat�on, and you have, what,
read a book? 	  I'll st�ck w�th my work�ng theory for now; �t f�ts the ev�dence presented so far... .

2.609. by Pattern-chaser

Ah, so that's where your pos�t�on on these matters or�g�nates. Your posts start to make more sense now.
They're based on a book you read, and were �mpressed by. There's noth�ng wrong w�th that. Th�s �s
where your supposed "refutat�on" of dual�st�c ph�losophy comes from, yes? And the reason you can't or
won't expand upon your pos�t�on �s that �t or�g�nates �n th�s book, and you don't uunderstand �t well
enough to expla�n �t to someone else, although you yourself are conv�nced by what you have read? I'm
speculat�ng, of course. But th�s explanat�on �s so good that I'm �ncl�ned to st�ck w�th �t. o

2.610. by Atla

In th�s form, no to all of them, bes�des the book s�mply states facts and doesn't attempt to come up w�th
an answer. L�ke most others here, you don't seem to be cut out to keep up w�th modern sc�ence and
metaphys�cs, so just sk�p �t.
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Atla on >  2 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 15:42

Good luck w�th that. Your work�ng theory doesn't f�t the ev�dence, and guess why Schröd�nger
turned to the Vedas.

2.616. by Pattern-chaser

And yet I'm the one who has learned, and used, Schrod�nger's wave equat�on, and you have, what,
read a book? 	  I'll st�ck w�th my work�ng theory for now; �t f�ts the ev�dence presented so far... .

2.609. by Pattern-chaser

Ah, so that's where your pos�t�on on these matters or�g�nates. Your posts start to make more sense
now. They're based on a book you read, and were �mpressed by. There's noth�ng wrong w�th that.
Th�s �s where your supposed "refutat�on" of dual�st�c ph�losophy comes from, yes? And the reason
you can't or won't expand upon your pos�t�on �s that �t or�g�nates �n th�s book, and you don't
uunderstand �t well enough to expla�n �t to someone else, although you yourself are conv�nced by
what you have read? I'm speculat�ng, of course. But th�s explanat�on �s so good that I'm �ncl�ned to
st�ck w�th �t. o

2.610. by Atla

In th�s form, no to all of them, bes�des the book s�mply states facts and doesn't attempt to come up
w�th an answer. L�ke most others here, you don't seem to be cut out to keep up w�th modern sc�ence
and metaphys�cs, so just sk�p �t.
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Atla on >  2 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 15:48

Ffs no he wasn't. The Neumann-W�gner �nterpretat�on �s probably wrong, but that a reference to
someth�ng about consc�ousness can't be avo�ded, has always been correct. And today many
ma�nstream sc�ent�sts acknowledge that the measurement problem rema�ns unsolved, �n fact the�r
numbers are grow�ng.

2.615. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

W�gner was absolutely wrong and just about no one �n the ma�nstream of sc�ence who actually knows
what they are talk�ng about takes these types of cla�ms ser�ously anymore. It �s complete and utter
hogwash.

2.614. by Atla

For example W�gner put �t bluntly: "�t was not poss�ble to formulate the laws of quantum mechan�cs
�n a fully cons�stent way w�thout reference to the consc�ousness".



Do you ever get someth�ng r�ght?

Here are some more quotes

"Consc�ousness �s a s�ngular of wh�ch the plural �s unknown; that there �s only one th�ng and that
what seems to be a plural�ty �s merely a ser�es of d��erent aspects of th�s one th�ng, produced by a
decept�on (the Ind�an MAJA)" [...] "Mult�pl�c�ty �s only apparent, there �s only one m�nd" [...] "our
sc�ence – Greek sc�ence – �s based on object�vat�on, whereby �t has cut �tself o� from an adequate
understand�ng of the Subject of Cogn�tanze, of the m�nd. But I do bel�eve that th�s �s prec�sely the
po�nt where our present way of th�nk�ng does need to be amended [...]" Erw�n Schröd�nger

"I cons�der those developments �n phys�cs dur�ng the last decades wh�ch have shown how
problemat�cal such concepts as "object�ve" and "subject�ve" are, a great l�berat�on of thought. "
N�els Bohr

<[…] the ex�stence of quantum theory has changed our att�tude from what was bel�eved �n the
n�neteenth century. Dur�ng that per�od some sc�ent�sts were �ncl�ned to th�nk that the
psycholog�cal phenomena could ult�mately be expla�ned on the bas�s of phys�cs and chem�stry of
the bra�n. From the quantum-theoret�cal po�nt of v�ew, there �s no reason for such an assumpt�on.
[…] for an understand�ng of psych�c phenomena we would start from the fact that the human m�nd
enters as object and subject �nto the sc�ent�f�c process of psychology.= - "Natural sc�ence, does not
s�mply descr�be and expla�n nature; �t �s part of the �nterplay between nature and ourselves."
Werner He�senberg

"Observat�ons not only d�sturb what �s to be measured, they produce �t." Pascual Jordan

"I would say that �n my sc�ent�f�c and ph�losoph�cal work, my ma�n concern has been w�th
understand�ng the nature of real�ty �n general and of consc�ousness �n part�cular as a coherent
whole, wh�ch �s never stat�c or complete but wh�ch �s an unend�ng process of movement and
unfoldment...." - "If [man] th�nks of the total�ty as const�tuted of �ndependent fragments, then
that �s how h�s m�nd w�ll tend to operate, but �f he can �nclude everyth�ng coherently and
harmon�ously �n an overall whole that �s und�v�ded, unbroken, and w�thout a border then h�s m�nd
w�ll tend to move �n a s�m�lar way, and from th�s w�ll flow an orderly act�on w�th�n the whole."
Dav�d Bohm

<Nowadays, any tentat�ve ph�losoph�cal approach to a world-v�ew should take �nformat�on com�ng
from contemporary phys�cs �nto account qu�te ser�ously. […] Some ph�losophers do st�ll make
unrestr�cted use of class�cal not�ons of qu�te a general nature, such as local�ty or d�st�ngu�shab�l�ty,
taken to be obv�ous ever s�nce Gal�leo’s and Newton’s t�mes. Most of them do so w�thout real�s�ng
that the doma�ns of val�d�ty of such not�ons are known, nowadays, to be severely l�m�ted.= [...]
"The doctr�ne that the world �s made up of objects whose ex�stence �s �ndependent of human
consc�ousness turns out to be �n confl�ct w�th quantum mechan�cs and w�th facts establ�shed by
exper�ment." Bernard d’Espagnat

"I regard consc�ousness as fundamental. I regard matter as der�vat�ve from consc�ousness. We
cannot get beh�nd consc�ousness. Everyth�ng that we talk about, everyth�ng that we regard as



ex�st�ng, postulates consc�ousness." Max Planck

"It from b�t symbol�zes the �dea that every �tem of the phys�cal world has at bottom—at a very deep
bottom, �n most �nstances—an �mmater�al source and explanat�on; [...] �n short, that all th�ngs
phys�cal are �nformat�on-theoret�c �n or�g�n and that th�s �s a part�c�patory un�verse." - "Is the
very mechan�sm for the un�verse to come �nto be�ng mean�ngless or unworkable or both unless the
un�verse �s guaranteed to produce l�fe, consc�ousness and observersh�p somewhere and for some
l�ttle t�me �n �ts h�story-to-be?" - "The un�verse does not ex�st 'out there,' �ndependent of us. We
are �nescapably �nvolved �n br�ng�ng about that wh�ch appears to be happen�ng. We are not only
observers. We are part�c�pators. In some strange sense, th�s �s a part�c�patory un�verse. Phys�cs �s
no longer sat�sf�ed w�th �ns�ghts only �nto part�cles, f�elds of force, �nto geometry, or even �nto
t�me and space. Today we demand of phys�cs some understand�ng of ex�stence �tself. " John
Arch�bald Wheeler

"The m�nd-stu� of the world �s, of course, someth�ng more general than our �nd�v�dual consc�ous
m�nds ... The m�nd-stu� �s not spread �n space and t�me; these are part of the cycl�c scheme
ult�mately der�ved out of �t ... It �s necessary to keep rem�nd�ng ourselves that all knowledge of our
env�ronment from wh�ch the world of phys�cs �s constructed, has entered �n the form of messages
transm�tted along the nerves to the seat of consc�ousness ... Consc�ousness �s not sharply def�ned,
but fades �nto subconsc�ousness; and beyond that we must postulate someth�ng �ndef�n�te but yet
cont�nuous w�th our mental nature ... It �s d���cult for the matter-of-fact phys�c�st to accept the
v�ew that the substratum of everyth�ng �s of mental character. But no one can deny that m�nd �s the
f�rst and most d�rect th�ng �n our exper�ence, and all else �s remote �nference." S�r Arthur
Edd�ngton
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Atla on >  2 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 16:04

Anyway we're done here. Should some of you do some researrch anyway, you'll real�ze that the
measurement problem �s someth�ng very d��erent than what you expected. You'll not see �t
com�ng.
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Faustus5 on >  2 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 19:08

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


I've done the research, and to repeat: your (and W�gner's) cla�ms about a connect�on between the
measurement problem �n QM and consc�ousness �s completely out of touch w�th all modern,
ma�nstream understand�ng of the subject and utter New Age hogwash. None of your quotes from
phys�c�sts who study the subject even come close to suggest�ng otherw�se.

You, I suggest, are the one who needs to learn a l�ttle b�t more about the subject �n quest�on.

2.619. by Atla

Anyway we're done here. Should some of you do some researrch anyway, you'll real�ze that the
measurement problem �s someth�ng very d��erent than what you expected. You'll not see �t com�ng.
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Pattern-chaser on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 13:32

The ev�dence �s that you have made a number of assert�ons, but seem unable to d�scuss them �n
more depth, or properly just�fy them. My theory o�ers an explanat�on for these emp�r�cal
observat�ons. I'll st�ck w�th �t unt�l new and contrad�ctory ev�dence comes to l�ght.

2.617. by Atla

Your work�ng theory doesn't f�t the ev�dence...

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 2 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 13:52

Of course I'm unable to do so, you guys have absolutely no �dea about the top�c. Th�s �sn't some
k�ndergarten stu� that one can google dur�ng the lunch break, th�s requ�res long ded�cat�on. How
many t�mes do I have to repeat that.

The most relevant aspect of the measurement problem, though def�n�tely not the most myster�ous
one I'd say, �s demonstrated �n chapter 3 of the book I ment�oned (7 pages long). My theory seems
to cover �t, but I'll be surpr�sed, to put �t m�ldly, �f any of you can say the same. I can't narrow �t
down any better. And I already typed th�s �ssue down, but d�d that reg�ster w�th any of you? No �t
d�dn't.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 3 .

~

Faustus5 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 14:03



Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Descr�be a spec�f�c measurement process �n quantum phys�cs show�ng exactly what sc�ent�sts
actually do, then po�nt out prec�sely wh�ch step consc�ousness enters the p�cture �n a way that �s
fundamentally remarkable and un�que to quantum phys�cs. I don't th�nk you can.

Art�culat�ng th�s �s the most bas�c task one could ask of someone who cla�ms to understand the
subject better than we do.

(Trust me--you don't.)

2.622. by Atla

Of course I'm unable to do so, you guys have absolutely no �dea about the top�c. Th�s �sn't some
k�ndergarten stu� that one can google dur�ng the lunch break, th�s requ�res long ded�cat�on. How
many t�mes do I have to repeat that.

The most relevant aspect of the measurement problem, though def�n�tely not the most myster�ous one
I'd say, �s demonstrated �n chapter 3 of the book I ment�oned (7 pages long). My theory seems to cover
�t, but I'll be surpr�sed, to put �t m�ldly, �f any of you can say the same. I can't narrow �t down any
better. And I already typed th�s �ssue down, but d�d that reg�ster w�th any of you? No �t d�dn't.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 4 .

~

Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 14:04

Atla wrote:Anyway, I don't usually recommend books, but th�s �s �n my op�n�on the best �ntroduct�on to
the measurement problem:
"Quantum En�gma: Phys�cs Encounters Consc�ousness" by Bruce Rosenblum and Fred Kuttner (wr�tten
by phys�c�sts)

I had a qu�ck look on Amazon. K�ndle ed�t�on £4.79. New paperback copy: £97.99! Second hand
paperback copy: £21 but �t won't arr�ve unt�l the end of November. But we�rdly, when I refreshed
the Amazon page the new paperback copy reduced to £37.58. Is that all part of the observer-
created-real�ty? Perhaps �f I refresh the page aga�n �t'll keep reduc�ng.

I suppose I could get the K�ndle ed�t�on but then I'd probably be squ�nt�ng at �t on my phone wh�le
stand�ng �n the ra�n at my k�d's football match (or would be �f football matches hadn't been banned
for November. Thanks Bor�s). So I'd rather get �t �n paperback. Before I do that: Do you g�ve me
your word that �t's a thump�ng good page turner that I'll be unable to put down unt�l I've f�n�shed
�t?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 5 .

~

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 14:36

Atla wrote:The most relevant aspect of the measurement problem, though def�n�tely not the most
myster�ous one I'd say, �s demonstrated �n chapter 3 of the book I ment�oned (7 pages long).

I dec�ded to go for the K�ndle ed�t�on to save money �n case I get bored of �t. I'll read chapter 3 f�rst.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 6 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 14:38

And th�s �s your problem, you dec�de �n advance that you know a top�c better than people who have
actually looked at �t. And th�s t�me try to accept that the word 'consc�ousness' may also be used �n
d��erent ways than how the GNW model uses �t.

Depend�ng on wh�ch measurement you dec�de to perform, the un�verse w�ll always behave
accord�ngly (hence the perfect connect�on), but these d��erent behav�ours are �rreconc�lable.

2.623. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Descr�be a spec�f�c measurement process �n quantum phys�cs show�ng exactly what sc�ent�sts actually
do, then po�nt out prec�sely wh�ch step consc�ousness enters the p�cture �n a way that �s fundamentally
remarkable and un�que to quantum phys�cs. I don't th�nk you can.

Art�culat�ng th�s �s the most bas�c task one could ask of someone who cla�ms to understand the subject
better than we do.

(Trust me--you don't.)

2.622. by Atla

Of course I'm unable to do so, you guys have absolutely no �dea about the top�c. Th�s �sn't some
k�ndergarten stu� that one can google dur�ng the lunch break, th�s requ�res long ded�cat�on. How
many t�mes do I have to repeat that.

The most relevant aspect of the measurement problem, though def�n�tely not the most myster�ous
one I'd say, �s demonstrated �n chapter 3 of the book I ment�oned (7 pages long). My theory seems to
cover �t, but I'll be surpr�sed, to put �t m�ldly, �f any of you can say the same. I can't narrow �t down
any better. And I already typed th�s �ssue down, but d�d that reg�ster w�th any of you? No �t d�dn't.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 7 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 14:43



Okay well I won't tell people to just grab a pdf from the net and read �t.
It's a leg�t book, no woo. You can read some of the rev�ews �f you want, many people seem to see �t
as the best �ntroduct�onary course to the really we�rd part. Here a few rev�ews:

"A remarkable and readable presentat�on of the bas�c myster�es of sc�ence, our un�verse, and
human l�fe. Cr�t�cally �mportant problems �n our understand�ng are �nterest�ngly d�scussed w�th
percept�on, depth, and careful object�v�ty."--Charles Townes, w�nner of the Nobel Pr�ze �n Phys�cs,
�nventor of the laser, and Templeton Pr�ze rec�p�ent

"I am a theoret�cal phys�c�st but I must adm�t I d�d not fully apprec�ate the Quantum En�gma unt�l I
read the f�rst ed�t�on of th�s book a few years ago. I f�rst learned quantum mechan�cs over 40 years
ago and have act�vely pract�ced �t. That �s, I used �t to calculate theoret�cal pred�ct�ons. It was only
�n the last 10 years or so that I asked myself, "What �s the electron actually do�ng when l�ght �s
em�tted from an hydrogen atom?" After read�ng th�s book I real�zed the answer �s, "Nobody has the
sl�ghtest �dea!" Fully apprec�at�ng the vast gap between the "class�cal" world we l�ve �n and the
"quantum world" took some t�me for me. That k�nd of profound �gnorance takes t�me to
apprec�ate. I now better understand what I have read �n b�ograph�cal books about Bohr, E�nste�n,
He�senberg, and Schrod�nger. As the real�zat�on slowly set �n as to what quantum mechan�cs was
say�ng, these men and other phys�c�sts struggled w�th each other �n an almost rel�g�ous battle. Now
over 80 years later we know no more than we d�d then. In the end, everyone has to come to
apprec�ate the profound �gnorance we have at th�s po�nt �n h�story. For any �nterested layman or
sc�ent�st, the Quantum En�gma �s a must-read �tem."

And one for laughs: https://henry.pha.jhu.edu/quantum.en�gma.html

2.625. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:The most relevant aspect of the measurement problem, though def�n�tely not the most
myster�ous one I'd say, �s demonstrated �n chapter 3 of the book I ment�oned (7 pages long).

I dec�ded to go for the K�ndle ed�t�on to save money �n case I get bored of �t. I'll read chapter 3 f�rst.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 8 .

~

Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 15:02

I'm always a l�ttle surpr�sed to read comments l�ke th�s...

"I am a theoret�cal phys�c�st but I must adm�t I d�d not fully apprec�ate the Quantum En�gma unt�l I
read the f�rst ed�t�on of th�s book a few years ago. I f�rst learned quantum mechan�cs over 40 years ago
and have act�vely pract�ced �t. That �s, I used �t to calculate theoret�cal pred�ct�ons. It was only �n the
last 10 years or so that I asked myself, "What �s the electron actually do�ng when l�ght �s em�tted from
an hydrogen atom?" After read�ng th�s book I real�zed the answer �s, "Nobody has the sl�ghtest �dea!"...

...from people who've clearly stud�ed phys�cs to f�rst degree level and beyond. In my exper�ence,
study�ng phys�cs to f�rst degree level, and thereby read�ng th�ngs l�ke the Feynman lectures and
other QM textbooks and d�scuss�ng quantum mechan�cs w�th lecturers �n sem�nars and so on, I

https://henry.pha.jhu.edu/quantum.enigma.html


don't see how �t's poss�ble to m�ss that central lesson about QM. But maybe there are some people
who do s�mply d�l�gently work the�r way through �t as they would any other problem �n appl�ed
mathemat�cs and don't take t�me to th�nk about �t as anyth�ng other than a set of exam problems to
solve.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 2 9 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 15:27

That's because the really we�rd parts were �ntent�onally left out from the textbooks. For example
the Copenhagen treatment of QM was mostly des�gned to avo�d, work around the we�rdest
metaphys�cal �ssues, and concentrate on the pract�cal results. In fact there was a long t�me, when
phys�c�sts were r�d�culed or could even endanger the�r careers, when look�ng �nto the ph�losoph�cal
underp�nn�ngs of the theory. In short:

"N�els Bohr bra�nwashed a whole generat�on of theor�sts �nto th�nk�ng that the job of �nterpret�ng
quantum theory was done 50 years ago." (1969 Nobel Laureate Murray Gell-Mann)

And the ma�n reason for th�s �sn't even pragmat�sm and the need to produce resultst, not
ph�losophy. Instead �t's that no one knows what that central lesson you refer to, actually �s. Here's
a Feynman lecture:

2.628. by Steve3007

I'm always a l�ttle surpr�sed to read comments l�ke th�s...

"I am a theoret�cal phys�c�st but I must adm�t I d�d not fully apprec�ate the Quantum En�gma unt�l I
read the f�rst ed�t�on of th�s book a few years ago. I f�rst learned quantum mechan�cs over 40 years
ago and have act�vely pract�ced �t. That �s, I used �t to calculate theoret�cal pred�ct�ons. It was only �n
the last 10 years or so that I asked myself, "What �s the electron actually do�ng when l�ght �s em�tted
from an hydrogen atom?" After read�ng th�s book I real�zed the answer �s, "Nobody has the sl�ghtest
�dea!"...

...from people who've clearly stud�ed phys�cs to f�rst degree level and beyond. In my exper�ence,
study�ng phys�cs to f�rst degree level, and thereby read�ng th�ngs l�ke the Feynman lectures and other
QM textbooks and d�scuss�ng quantum mechan�cs w�th lecturers �n sem�nars and so on, I don't see how
�t's poss�ble to m�ss that central lesson about QM. But maybe there are some people who do s�mply
d�l�gently work the�r way through �t as they would any other problem �n appl�ed mathemat�cs and
don't take t�me to th�nk about �t as anyth�ng other than a set of exam problems to solve.



"There was a t�me when the newspapers sa�d that only twelve men understood the theory of relat�v�ty.
I do not bel�eve there ever was such a t�me. There m�ght have been a t�me when only one man d�d,
because he was the only guy who caught on, before he wrote h�s paper. But after people read the paper
a lot of people understood the theory of relat�v�ty �n some way or other, certa�nly more than twelve. On
the other hand, I th�nk I can safely say that nobody understands quantum mechan�cs. So do not take
the lecture too ser�ously, feel�ng that you really have to understand �n terms of some model what I am
go�ng to descr�be, but just relax and enjoy �t. I am go�ng to tell you what nature behaves l�ke. If you w�ll
s�mply adm�t that maybe she does behave l�ke th�s, you w�ll f�nd her a del�ghtful, entranc�ng th�ng. Do
not keep say�ng to yourself, �f you can poss�ble avo�d �t, "But how can �t be l�ke that?" because you w�ll
get 'down the dra�n', �nto a bl�nd alley from wh�ch nobody has escaped. Nobody knows how �t can be
l�ke that."

No one has escaped that bl�nd alley yet.. so maybe �t's best �f most sc�ent�sts don't even try to go
there, and just focus on the job.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 0 .

~

Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 15:54

Atla wrote:Here's a Feynman lecture :... "But how can �t be l�ke that?" because you w�ll get 'down the
dra�n', �nto a bl�nd alley from wh�ch nobody has escaped. Nobody knows how �t can be l�ke that."

Feynman sa�d that and s�m�lar th�ngs �n the Feynman lectures on phys�cs wh�ch are probably the
most well read and well known undergraduate phys�cs textbooks ever wr�tten. Every phys�cs
undergraduate s�nce the 60's has, or ought to have, read them. My cop�es were g�ven to me by my
father, who also stud�ed phys�cs. That's why when a phys�cs graduate says someth�ng l�ke the th�ng
that you quoted and I re-quoted �n my prev�ous post I'm surpr�sed.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 1 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:04

But that's the general att�tude, or at least had been unt�l at least 1980-1990, for both profess�onals
and publ�c: that there really must be no deeper m�stery to QM. People l�ke Bohr, He�senberg,
Schröd�nger, E�nste�n, Neumann etc. were s�mply confused people who s�mply �nvented someth�ng

2.630. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:Here's a Feynman lecture :... "But how can �t be l�ke that?" because you w�ll get 'down the
dra�n', �nto a bl�nd alley from wh�ch nobody has escaped. Nobody knows how �t can be l�ke that."

Feynman sa�d that and s�m�lar th�ngs �n the Feynman lectures on phys�cs wh�ch are probably the most
well read and well known undergraduate phys�cs textbooks ever wr�tten. Every phys�cs undergraduate
s�nce the 60's has, or ought to have, read them. My cop�es were g�ven to me by my father, who also
stud�ed phys�cs. That's why when a phys�cs graduate says someth�ng l�ke the th�ng that you quoted and
I re-quoted �n my prev�ous post I'm surpr�sed.



they d�dn't understand, m�sunderstood. That Feynman also d�dn't really know what he was talk�ng
about, because obv�ously many people have learned QM by now.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 2 .

~

Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:08

When that guy you quoted says th�s:

It was only �n the last 10 years or so that I asked myself, "What �s the electron actually do�ng when l�ght
�s em�tted from an hydrogen atom?" After read�ng th�s book I real�zed the answer �s, "Nobody has the
sl�ghtest �dea!"

I th�nk to myself "Why only after read�ng th�s book? What were you study�ng at Un�vers�ty?"

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 3 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:15

Aga�n: the measurement problem �s �ntent�onally left out from textbooks and �s not taught at
un�vers�t�es. It �s not part of standard QM stud�es. Many of the graduates don't even know that �t
ex�sts, or maybe th�nk that �t's noth�ng more than New Age woo.

Here's a s�m�lar example for these k�nd of th�ngs, from the th�rd rev�ew I l�nked:

<That’s crazy= a phys�c�st sa�d to me just the other day, when I descr�bed the quantum Zeno e�ect. Yet
th�s phys�c�st has worked l�felong �n quantum-�ntens�ve research!

All I had ment�oned was that, �f you observe a quantum system w�th a short half l�fe, �t w�ll not make
the trans�t�on to the lower state. Your s�mply observ�ng �t (not �nteract�ng w�th �t �n any way) causes �t
to rema�n �n �ts h�gher-energy state. (Just Google on <quantum Zeno e�ect,= should �t happen that you
don’t bel�eve me!)

2.632. by Steve3007

When that guy you quoted says th�s:

It was only �n the last 10 years or so that I asked myself, "What �s the electron actually do�ng when
l�ght �s em�tted from an hydrogen atom?" After read�ng th�s book I real�zed the answer �s, "Nobody
has the sl�ghtest �dea!"

I th�nk to myself "Why only after read�ng th�s book? What were you study�ng at Un�vers�ty?"

Ö Ü



B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 4 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:18

How can we accept your verd�ct on our �gnorance when you cannot or w�ll not demonstrate your
own author�ty on th�s subject? You tell us how �gnorant we are, and �mply your own depth of
knowledge, but you don't g�ve us the benef�t of the latter. If you cont�nue just to tell us we're too
stup�d to understand, you w�ll ach�eve noth�ng. It seems strange for an aut�st to be say�ng th�s, but:
you need to start commun�cat�ng clearly �nstead of preach�ng, and demean�ng your aud�ence.

2.622. by Atla

Of course I'm unable to do so, you guys have absolutely no �dea about the top�c. Th�s �sn't some
k�ndergarten stu� that one can google dur�ng the lunch break, th�s requ�res long ded�cat�on.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 5 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:24

And yet the �nternet, the source of most �nformat�on these days, eas�ly f�nds a comprehens�ble
descr�pt�on of the measurement problem. It doesn't solve the ph�losoph�cal problems, of course,
but �t descr�bes them clearly, �n a way that (I suggest) any member of th�s forum could eas�ly
understand. Your object�on appears to be w�thout foundat�on; the �nformat�on �s freely ava�lable,
even �f �t �s not taught at un�vers�t�es. Des�gn �sn't taught there e�ther, and yet they turn out
thousands of eng�neers every year....

2.633. by Atla

Aga�n: the measurement problem �s �ntent�onally left out from textbooks and �s not taught at
un�vers�t�es.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 6 .

~

Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:34

Atla wrote:Aga�n: the measurement problem �s �ntent�onally left out from textbooks and �s not taught
at un�vers�t�es.

Wh�ch undergraduate phys�cs textbooks are you referr�ng to? You've read some, yes?

Ö Ü

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Measurement_problem
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Measurement_problem


B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 7 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:43

Yeah I was "wa�t�ng" for th�s comment. :roll:
The W�k� page equates one aspect of the measurement problem, the collapse of wave-funct�ons,
w�th the measurement problem. Takes �t out of context, that's the standard treatment to s�destep
the b�gger �ssues. Unfortunately you also assume that you know a subject better than those who
have actually looked at �t.

2.635. by Pattern-chaser

And yet the �nternet, the source of most �nformat�on these days, eas�ly f�nds a comprehens�ble
descr�pt�on of the measurement problem. It doesn't solve the ph�losoph�cal problems, of course, but �t
descr�bes them clearly, �n a way that (I suggest) any member of th�s forum could eas�ly understand.
Your object�on appears to be w�thout foundat�on; the �nformat�on �s freely ava�lable, even �f �t �s not
taught at un�vers�t�es. Des�gn �sn't taught there e�ther, and yet they turn out thousands of eng�neers
every year....

2.633. by Atla

Aga�n: the measurement problem �s �ntent�onally left out from textbooks and �s not taught at
un�vers�t�es.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 8 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 16:52

I haven't seen a textbook that explores the �ssue from chapter 3 of the book I l�nked, but maybe
there are some. Now �t's becom�ng less of a taboo.

If the �nformat�on �s really �n all the textbooks, then, as you say, how come so many phys�c�sts are
unaware of �t for decades?

2.636. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:Aga�n: the measurement problem �s �ntent�onally left out from textbooks and �s not
taught at un�vers�t�es.

Wh�ch undergraduate phys�cs textbooks are you referr�ng to? You've read some, yes?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 3 9 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 17:03

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Measurement_problem
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Measurement_problem


Bacause �t �sn't phys�cs. It's ph�losoph�cal metaphys�cs, wh�ch �s a d��erent area of understand�ng.
Some who are h�ghly educated and knowledgeable of phys�cs do not extend the�r expert�se �nto
metaphys�cs as well. There are so many th�ngs to learn, and to know, that we pr�or�t�se our own
t�me accord�ng to our own personal �nterests and bel�efs. You are try�ng to �ntroduce an �nterest�ng
metaphys�cal conversat�on - wh�ch we have not yet had, as perhaps you suggest? - but confus�ng
the subject w�th phys�cs too. The subject emerges from phys�cs, but �t �s not phys�cs.

Also, please stop tell�ng us how no-one else knows anyth�ng about th�s subject, and enl�ghten us.
G�ve us the benef�t of your understand�ng, that we m�ght all benef�t and learn. How about �t? ¨

2.638. by Atla

If the �nformat�on �s really �n all the textbooks, then, as you say, how come so many
phys�c�sts are unaware of �t for decades?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 0 .

~

Steve3007 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 17:05

Atla wrote:If the �nformat�on �s really �n all the textbooks, then, as you say, how come so many
phys�c�sts are unaware of �t for decades?

Apart from the Feynman Lectures, the only other undergraduate QM text that �mmed�ately spr�ngs
to m�nd, wh�ch was one of the recommended texts when I was a student �n the early 90's, was
"Quantum Mechan�cs" by Al�sta�r I M Rae. As far as I recall �t had a sect�on on the measurement
problem.

As I've sa�d, �f there are people who have stud�ed phys�cs and somehow stayed completely unaware
of the ph�losoph�cal quest�ons ar�s�ng from QM I assume that �t's because they've s�mply treated
the whole subject of phys�cs as an exerc�se �n solv�ng appl�ed mathemat�cs problems. As I recall,
when I was a student there were people l�ke that, as well as some who s�mply found the whole th�ng
too ba��ng and dropped out, presumably to do someth�ng more useful (I remember at least one
student �n my year who d�d th�s).

I remember lecturers �n both lectures and sem�nars were certa�nly keen not to treat the whole th�ng
as a dry exerc�se �n mathemat�cs and were keen to get across the ph�losoph�cally �nterest�ng parts
of �t. For my part, that was the ma�n reason�ng for study�ng phys�cs �n the f�rst place. It certa�nly
wasn't tra�n�ng for a job! I've used �t a b�t �n parts of my subsequent career, but not much.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 1 .
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Pattern-chaser on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 17:06



So expla�n, please, about the parts that W�k�ped�a m�sses. Educate us, �nstead of assert�ng our
�gnorance.

2.637. by Atla

The W�k� page equates one aspect of the measurement problem, the collapse of wave-
funct�ons, w�th the measurement problem. Takes �t out of context, that's the standard
treatment to s�destep the b�gger �ssues.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 2 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 17:29

Atla wrote: the �ssue of th�s perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t, between
mental content such as human cho�ces, and states of the outs�de phys�cal world, where the states can
be �rreconc�lable w�th each other.

Atla wrote:Depend�ng on wh�ch measurement you dec�de to perform, the un�verse w�ll always behave
accord�ngly (hence the perfect connect�on), but these d��erent behav�ours are �rreconc�lable.

How does your theory resolve/d�sm�ss th�s �ssue? That �n a sense the un�verse appears to 'man�fest'
�n perfect accordance w�th what you are do�ng, so you can 'dec�de' to make the un�verse be th�s way
of that, event though those ways are mutually exclus�ve?

2.641. by Pattern-chaser

So expla�n, please, about the parts that W�k�ped�a m�sses. Educate us, �nstead of assert�ng our
�gnorance.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 3 .

~

Faustus5 on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 18:51

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Except that I HAVE LOOKED INTO IT!!!!! I've got at least a dozen books �n my l�brary that delve �nto
th�s subject from var�ous angles, and th�s �s why I know that what you are spout�ng �n th�s thread
has no support whatsoever from the ma�nstream of sc�ence. It �s l�terally New Age hogwash.

Th�s �s why I am ask�ng you to carefully expla�n the actual process of the measurement problem

2.626. by Atla

And th�s �s your problem, you dec�de �n advance that you know a top�c better than people who have
actually looked at �t.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


and p�npo�nt where consc�ousness enters the p�cture. Because once you take the care to actually
th�nk about th�s �ssue �n deta�l, you w�ll f�nd your prev�ous assert�ons are not backed up by the
sc�ence.

If phys�c�sts are us�ng the word "consc�ousness" d��erently than the way sc�ent�sts who are
actually qual�f�ed to study and model consc�ousness use the term, then phys�c�sts are s�mply and
stup�dly m�sus�ng the word.

2.626. by Atla

And th�s t�me try to accept that the word 'consc�ousness' may also be used �n d��erent ways than how
the GNW model uses �t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 4 .

~

Atla on >  3 Kasım 2020 Salı 19:16

Consc�ousness can have at least half a dozen d��erent mean�ngs �n sc�ence and ph�losophy. Try�ng
to squeeze everyth�ng �nto the box of the GNW �s someth�ng the l�kes of Dennett would do.

2.643. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Except that I HAVE LOOKED INTO IT!!!!! I've got at least a dozen books �n my l�brary that delve �nto
th�s subject from var�ous angles, and th�s �s why I know that what you are spout�ng �n th�s thread has
no support whatsoever from the ma�nstream of sc�ence. It �s l�terally New Age hogwash.

Th�s �s why I am ask�ng you to carefully expla�n the actual process of the measurement problem and
p�npo�nt where consc�ousness enters the p�cture. Because once you take the care to actually th�nk about
th�s �ssue �n deta�l, you w�ll f�nd your prev�ous assert�ons are not backed up by the sc�ence.

If phys�c�sts are us�ng the word "consc�ousness" d��erently than the way sc�ent�sts who are actually
qual�f�ed to study and model consc�ousness use the term, then phys�c�sts are s�mply and stup�dly
m�sus�ng the word.

2.626. by Atla

And th�s �s your problem, you dec�de �n advance that you know a top�c better than people who have
actually looked at �t.

2.626. by Atla

And th�s t�me try to accept that the word 'consc�ousness' may also be used �n d��erent ways than
how the GNW model uses �t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 5 .

~



Steve3007 on >  4 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 10:50

Steve3007 wrote:Wh�ch undergraduate phys�cs textbooks are you referr�ng to? You've read some, yes?

Atla wrote:I haven't seen a textbook that explores the �ssue from chapter 3 of the book I l�nked, but
maybe there are some. Now �t's becom�ng less of a taboo.

When you say "I haven't seen..." do you mean that you've read some undergraduate phys�cs
textbooks and found that they don't conta�n what you're referr�ng to here? Or do you mean that
you haven't looked? Or ne�ther of those two th�ngs? At th�s po�nt, I'd be �nterested to know: have
you stud�ed phys�cs?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 6 .

~

Steve3007 on >  4 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 11:29

Atla wrote:...chapter 3 of the book...

We're talk�ng about the chapter ent�tled "The V�s�t to Heg Ahne Poc - A Quantum Parable" yes?

I've just been br�efly read�ng �t but had to break o� to do someth�ng else. F�rst thought: �t looks l�ke
the sort of parable/analogy that m�ght occur, �n var�ous forms, �n other popular accounts of QM. I'll
read �t aga�n when I get some t�me and comment some more.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 7 .

~

Faustus5 on >  4 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 19:48

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

It's only someth�ng that people who want to successfully model consc�ousness l�ke to do. In other
words, �t �sn't your th�ng.

2.644. by Atla

Consc�ousness can have at least half a dozen d��erent mean�ngs �n sc�ence and ph�losophy. Try�ng to
squeeze everyth�ng �nto the box of the GNW �s someth�ng the l�kes of Dennett would do.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 8 .

~

Atla on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 06:15

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


I've stud�ed phys�cs at the un�vers�ty (electr�cal eng�neer�ng), d�dn't f�n�sh �t. You've seen
textbooks that explore or at least ment�on poss�ble un�versal �mpl�cat�ons of some sort of
observer-dependent real�ty?
Then why �s �t that many phys�c�sts vehemently deny th�s poss�b�l�ty, d�sm�ss �t as woo. And just
ramble someth�ng about �nteract�ons or decoherence, l�ke those had anyth�ng to do w�th �t?

We're talk�ng about the chapter ent�tled "The V�s�t to Heg Ahne Poc - A Quantum Parable" yes?

I've just been br�efly read�ng �t but had to break o� to do someth�ng else. F�rst thought: �t looks l�ke the
sort of parable/analogy that m�ght occur, �n var�ous forms, �n other popular accounts of QM. I'll read �t
aga�n when I get some t�me and comment some more.

Yes that chapter. Now �f you understand what �t says, wouldn't you say that the un�verse always
seems to 'man�fest' �n ways that are coherent what we are do�ng, or th�nk�ng even. So �n a sense,
'subject�ve mental' phenomena, and the 'object�ve phys�cal' outs�de world, seem to be one and the
same k�nd of th�ng.

2.646. by Steve3007

When you say "I haven't seen..." do you mean that you've read some undergraduate phys�cs textbooks
and found that they don't conta�n what you're referr�ng to here? Or do you mean that you haven't
looked? Or ne�ther of those two th�ngs? At th�s po�nt, I'd be �nterested to know: have you stud�ed
phys�cs?

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 4 9 .

~

Atla on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 06:22

I cons�der myself fa�rly good at model�ng consc�ousness �n the GNW sense, thank you. And I p�ty
those who conv�nced themselves that consc�ousness �n th�s sense covers everyth�ng there �s to
know.

2.647. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

It's only someth�ng that people who want to successfully model consc�ousness l�ke to do. In other
words, �t �sn't your th�ng.

2.644. by Atla

Consc�ousness can have at least half a dozen d��erent mean�ngs �n sc�ence and ph�losophy. Try�ng
to squeeze everyth�ng �nto the box of the GNW �s someth�ng the l�kes of Dennett would do.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 0 .

~

Faustus5 on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 12:30



Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

Get back to us when you can po�nt to any uncontrovers�al and unchallenged "facts" that th�s model
leaves out. Good luck w�th that!

And better, do tell us exactly at one po�nt �n quantum phys�cs measurements that any concept of
"consc�ousness" plays a un�que role worthy of d�scuss�on. Even better luck w�th that!

2.649. by Atla

And I p�ty those who conv�nced themselves that consc�ousness �n th�s sense covers everyth�ng there �s to
know.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 1 .

~

Atla on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 13:22

We already d�d that w�th the Hard problem of consc�ousness th�ng. You also ended up assert�ng and
deny�ng exper�ence at the same t�me, maybe you need to fam�l�ar�ze yourself w�th what a
contrad�ct�on �s.

And better, do tell us exactly at one po�nt �n quantum phys�cs measurements that any concept of
"consc�ousness" plays a un�que role worthy of d�scuss�on. Even better luck w�th that!

Sure, after you've quoted me say�ng that consc�ousness plays a "un�que role".

2.650. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

Get back to us when you can po�nt to any uncontrovers�al and unchallenged "facts" that th�s model
leaves out. Good luck w�th that!

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 2 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 15:14

...and maybe you would prof�t from cons�der�ng how your aud�ence w�ll respond to your words? I
started a "Wr�t�ng style" top�c �n the Lounge that you m�ght l�ke to sample? If you �nsult people,
they stop l�sten�ng. It doesn't matter how r�ght you are.

2.651. by Atla

...maybe you need to fam�l�ar�ze yourself w�th what a contrad�ct�on �s.

Ö Ü

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 3 .

~

Atla on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 15:24

You guys are usually the ones to start the �nsults from where I'm stand�ng, and then can't handle �t
when I return the favor.

2.652. by Pattern-chaser

...and maybe you would prof�t from cons�der�ng how your aud�ence w�ll respond to your words? I
started a "Wr�t�ng style" top�c �n the Lounge that you m�ght l�ke to sample? If you �nsult people, they
stop l�sten�ng. It doesn't matter how r�ght you are.

2.651. by Atla

...maybe you need to fam�l�ar�ze yourself w�th what a contrad�ct�on �s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 4 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 16:27

Insults are personal attacks. Ph�losoph�cal d�scourse - and debate �n general - �nvolves address�ng
only the argument(s) presented. The d��erence �s pretty easy to spot.

2.653. by Atla

You guys are usually the ones to start the �nsults from where I'm stand�ng, and then can't handle �t
when I return the favor.

2.652. by Pattern-chaser

...and maybe you would prof�t from cons�der�ng how your aud�ence w�ll respond to your words? I
started a "Wr�t�ng style" top�c �n the Lounge that you m�ght l�ke to sample? If you �nsult people, they
stop l�sten�ng. It doesn't matter how r�ght you are.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 5 .

~

Atla on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 16:50



R�ght. And my pos�t�on wasn't attacked so far, I only got a fa�rly conf�dent, condescend�ng remark
from you that I must have read someth�ng �n some book, that I must not have understood well
enough, and I'm bas�ng my wrong �deas on that. Even though, as I sa�d, you don't even seem to be
aware what the subject �s, and �t's �mposs�ble for me to expla�n �t �n a few posts. And my theor�es
are based on a un�f�cat�on of all sc�ent�f�c knowledge, not just one book.

Or remember the last thread, where I was argu�ng for the �dea that throughout h�story, people
hav�ng to do w�th the aut�sm spectrum, espec�ally Asp�es (just th�nk Newton or E�nste�n for
example, who are suspected to have been Asp�es) may have �ntroduced more log�cal thought than
usual, wh�ch propelled human�ty forward. And �nstead of attack�ng the (�mo pretty sound) �dea,
you demanded that I say no more, because I'm be�ng super d�srespectful or whatever.

2.654. by Pattern-chaser

Insults are personal attacks. Ph�losoph�cal d�scourse - and debate �n general - �nvolves address�ng only
the argument(s) presented. The d��erence �s pretty easy to spot.

2.653. by Atla

You guys are usually the ones to start the �nsults from where I'm stand�ng, and then can't handle �t
when I return the favor.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 6 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 16:57

2.654. by Pattern-chaser

Insults are personal attacks. Ph�losoph�cal d�scourse - and debate �n general - �nvolves address�ng only
the argument(s) presented. The d��erence �s pretty easy to spot.

2.655. by Atla

R�ght. And my pos�t�on wasn't attacked so far, I only got a fa�rly conf�dent, condescend�ng remark from
you that I must have read someth�ng �n some book, that I must not have understood well enough, and
I'm bas�ng my wrong �deas on that. Even though, as I sa�d, you don't even seem to be aware what the
subject �s, and �t's �mposs�ble for me to expla�n �t �n a few posts. And my theor�es are based on a
un�f�cat�on of all sc�ent�f�c knowledge, not just one book.

Or remember the last thread, where I was argu�ng for the �dea that throughout h�story, people hav�ng
to do w�th the aut�sm spectrum, espec�ally Asp�es (just th�nk Newton or E�nste�n for example, who are
suspected to have been Asp�es) may have �ntroduced more log�cal thought than usual, wh�ch propelled
human�ty forward. And �nstead of attack�ng the (�mo pretty sound) �dea, you demanded that I say no
more, because I'm be�ng super d�srespectful or whatever.



Th�s �s the straw-man approach that aut�st�c people f�nd so d���cult to understand about
neurotyp�cal commun�cat�on. My remark was not condescend�ng, but only a react�on to your
cont�nu�ng thread of preach�ng to us all how we don't understand the problem; that we are not
even capable of such understand�ng.

I never make demands, and certa�nly not on publ�c forums l�ke th�s one. What would be the po�nt? I
have no means to enforce, or requ�re compl�ance, w�th such demands. In that case, you were
promot�ng your �gnorant and damag�ng m�sunderstand�ngs of aut�sm, and I felt I needed to call
attent�on to th�s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 7 .

~

Atla on >  8 Kasım 2020 Pazar 17:09

See when you l�e l�ke th�s about me for no good reason, I take �t as an �nsult, an ad hom�nem.
Nowhere d�d I cla�m that you guys are �ncapable of such understand�ng.

I never make demands, and certa�nly not on publ�c forums l�ke th�s one. What would be the po�nt? I
have no means to enforce, or requ�re compl�ance, w�th such demands. In that case, you were
promot�ng your �gnorant and damag�ng m�sunderstand�ngs of aut�sm, and I felt I needed to call
attent�on to th�s.

Are you say�ng that Asp�es have noth�ng to do w�th the aut�sm spectrum, or where was the
�gnorant/damag�ng m�sunderstand�ng?

2.656. by Pattern-chaser

Th�s �s the straw-man approach that aut�st�c people f�nd so d���cult to understand about neurotyp�cal
commun�cat�on. My remark was not condescend�ng, but only a react�on to your cont�nu�ng thread of
preach�ng to us all how we don't understand the problem; that we are not even capable of such
understand�ng.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 8 .

~

Faustus5 on >  9 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 16:36

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

I d�d no such th�ng. I merely rejected your goofy, ev�dence-free and metaphys�cs based concept�on
of what exper�ence �s, wh�ch any ser�ous and sc�ent�f�c model of consc�ousness w�ll have zero t�me

2.651. by Atla

You also ended up assert�ng and deny�ng exper�ence at the same t�me, maybe you need to fam�l�ar�ze
yourself w�th what a contrad�ct�on �s.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


for.

Glad you're back�ng away from the New Age quantum phys�cs/consc�ousness stu�, though. It �s for
the best, really.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 5 9 .

~

Atla on >  9 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 17:35

Aga�n you are merely demonstrat�ng your �gnorance about what a sc�ent�f�c model of human
consc�ousness even �s. For some reason you also forgot to quote the statement I'm supposed to be
back�ng away from. We�rd how some people w�ll go so far to show that they have no cred�b�l�ty.

2.658. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

I d�d no such th�ng. I merely rejected your goofy, ev�dence-free and metaphys�cs based concept�on of
what exper�ence �s, wh�ch any ser�ous and sc�ent�f�c model of consc�ousness w�ll have zero t�me for.

Glad you're back�ng away from the New Age quantum phys�cs/consc�ousness stu�, though. It �s for the
best, really.

2.651. by Atla

You also ended up assert�ng and deny�ng exper�ence at the same t�me, maybe you need to
fam�l�ar�ze yourself w�th what a contrad�ct�on �s.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 0 .

~

Atla on >  9 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 17:44

I'm really just stat�ng bas�c th�ngs on ph�losophy forums, and usually no one gets them. The
poss�ble ph�losoph�es I'm actually �nterested �n are 5-10 steps beyond th�s. Oh well I'll calculate
them by myself.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 1 .

~

Faustus5 on >  17 Kasım 2020 Salı 14:00

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


And of course, you couldn't art�culate or po�nt out so much as one m�stake or factual error I've
made, anywhere. Not even one. So much for cred�b�l�ty, eh?

Several t�mes, I've requested that you descr�be the actual measurement process �n quantum
phys�cs and �dent�fy prec�sely where and how consc�ousness enters �nto the p�cture. You won't. You
can't. That's what back�ng away from a preposterous cla�m looks l�ke.

2.659. by Atla

Aga�n you are merely demonstrat�ng your �gnorance about what a sc�ent�f�c model of human
consc�ousness even �s.

2.659. by Atla

For some reason you also forgot to quote the statement I'm supposed to be back�ng away from. We�rd
how some people w�ll go so far to show that they have no cred�b�l�ty.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 2 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  17 Kasım 2020 Salı 17:09

No, you don't "state" th�ngs, you refer �nd�rectly to these th�ngs, somet�mes o�er�ng us read�ng
l�sts or l�nks. But you never tell us what these th�ngs are. As for th�s "5-10 steps beyond th�s"
ph�losophy, th�s �s a perfect example. You g�ve us no h�nt of the subject matter th�s ph�losophy
cons�ders, but only �mply that we are too retarded �n our ph�losophy to keep up w�th you. And
maybe we are. W�thout some s�mple and clear words from you, we'll never know, w�ll we?

2.660. by Atla

I'm really just stat�ng bas�c th�ngs on ph�losophy forums, and usually no one gets them. The poss�ble
ph�losoph�es I'm actually �nterested �n are 5-10 steps beyond th�s. Oh well I'll calculate them by myself.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 3 .

~

Atla on >  17 Kasım 2020 Salı 19:11

I expl�c�tly, d�rectly wrote down the ma�n �ssue at least four t�mes. Woosh.

Maybe you people th�nk that be�ng stuck �n a 19th century worldv�ew �s a v�rtue. After all, our
profess�onal ph�losophers d�dn't make �t further e�ther.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 4 .

~



Pattern-chaser on >  18 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 12:20

Please o�er a l�nk to one of these t�mes. I w�ll gladly read what I m�ssed....

2.663. by Atla

I expl�c�tly, d�rectly wrote down the ma�n �ssue at least four t�mes. Woosh.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 5 .

~

Atla on >  18 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 18:25

v�ewtop�c.php?f=12&t=16848&start=855#p371189

Here �t was stated 3 t�mes, why do you guys keep �gnor�ng �t. I'm st�ll awa�t�ng your reply how your
work�ng theory covers th�s btw.

Pattern-chaser wrote: I'll st�ck w�th my work�ng theory for now; �t f�ts the ev�dence presented so far...

Also, that few pages long chapter from that book also conta�ns the best demonstrat�on (through an
example) that I've seen yet, for th�s �ssue.

As I sa�d, th�s aspect of the measurement problem probably shows that mental content and the
outs�de phys�cal world are of the same k�nd, �n other words �t's probably a proof for the nondual
ph�losoph�cal parad�gm. Wh�ch �s maybe the least we�rd th�ng about the measurement problem,
and can be understood after a major ph�losoph�cal overhaul, but that's what you asked proof for.

2.664. by Pattern-chaser

Please o�er a l�nk to one of these t�mes. I w�ll gladly read what I m�ssed....

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 6 .

~

Atla on >  18 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 20:03

Your m�stake cont�nues to be ep�c, fa�l�ng to address or even grasp the Hard problem. The GNW
deals w�th how human consc�ousness �s structured (easy problems), but says noth�ng about what
consc�ousness �s anyway. You were told th�s repeatedly.

2.661. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

And of course, you couldn't art�culate or po�nt out so much as one m�stake or factual error I've made,
anywhere. Not even one. So much for cred�b�l�ty, eh?

https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?f=12&t=16848&start=855#p371189


I've seen people who went nuts because of people l�ke you. They f�nally cracked, and concluded that
P-zomb�es must be real, and they are everywhere. p

Several t�mes, I've requested that you descr�be the actual measurement process �n quantum phys�cs
and �dent�fy prec�sely where and how consc�ousness enters �nto the p�cture. You won't. You can't.
That's what back�ng away from a preposterous cla�m looks l�ke.

Yeah th�s has noth�ng to do w�th anyth�ng I wrote. It's not a process. Consc�ousness doesn't 'enter
the p�cture' at a 'where' and 'how' l�ke that, what are you talk�ng about.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 6 7 .

~

Atla on >  18 Kasım 2020 Çarşamba 20:37

'Phys�cs encounters consc�ousness' �s a metaphor. It means that human consc�ousness (for
example the th�ngs we know, the dec�s�ons we make, and everyth�ng else too �n human
consc�ousness) are an �nextr�cable part of the known un�verse. And under the r�ght c�rcumstances
can even take or appear to take an act�ve role �n 'shap�ng' the known un�verse. How the known
un�verse 'man�fests' from mult�ple or perhaps an �nf�n�te number of poss�b�l�t�es, where the
poss�ble d��erent man�festat�ons also happen to be �rreconc�lable w�th each other.

Iron�cally �t's exactly the nondual�st parad�gm wh�ch doesn't requ�re a "un�que role" for human
consc�ousness �n any of th�s. So I'm l�ke advocat�ng the oppos�te of what I'm accused of. It's the
accuser who �s unaware what h�s own pos�t�on enta�ls, �n the l�ght of modern sc�ent�f�c ev�dence.
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Faustus5 on >  19 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 13:34

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

And your m�stake �s that you cont�nually beg the quest�on and completely �gnore that the very
ex�stence and coherence of the "hard problem" has been d�sputed s�nce the moment Chalmers
�ntroduced the term.. L�ke members of a cult, you "hard problem" fa�thful have no capac�ty to
comprehend that others approach the subject of consc�ousness w�th completely d��erent tools and
assumpt�ons than you do.

So contrary to your laughable cr�t�c�sms, my understand�ng of how sc�ent�f�c models work �s

2.666. by Atla

Your m�stake cont�nues to be ep�c, fa�l�ng to address or even grasp the Hard problem.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


perfectly f�ne. What you need to understand �s that sc�ent�f�c models have no place for the
metaphys�cal dreams of ph�losophers.

The GNW model says exactly what consc�ousness �s. It s�mply has no room for your metaphys�cs-
based "understand�ng" of consc�ousness. You were told th�s repeatedly.

Good, then I w�ll cont�nue to hold that the ma�nstream consensus of quantum phys�cs, �n wh�ch �t
has absolutely noth�ng to do w�th consc�ousness �n any sense of the term, �s correct.

2.666. by Atla

The GNW deals w�th how human consc�ousness �s structured (easy problems), but says noth�ng about
what consc�ousness �s anyway. You were told th�s repeatedly.

2.666. by Atla

It's not a process. Consc�ousness doesn't 'enter the p�cture' at a 'where' and 'how' l�ke that, what are
you talk�ng about.
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Faustus5 on >  19 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 13:37

Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

What spec�f�c sc�ent�f�c ev�dence, and how spec�f�cally does �t have anyth�ng--anyth�ng at all!--to
do w�th human consc�ousness?

If what you are suggest�ng �sn't complete nonsense, you wouldn't have so much trouble be�ng
spec�f�c about what you are cla�m�ng.

2.667. by Atla

So I'm l�ke advocat�ng the oppos�te of what I'm accused of. It's the accuser who �s unaware what h�s
own pos�t�on enta�ls, �n the l�ght of modern sc�ent�f�c ev�dence.
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Pattern-chaser on >  19 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 17:36

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


OK, let's have a look. *

The anomaly of wave-part�cle dual�ty was already well-known and well-pondered �n 1970, when
my phys�cs teacher expla�ned �t to me. The understand�ng I was g�ven was that ... we don't (yet?)
fully understand how the un�verse works. Is your frustrat�on merely �mpat�ence that we haven't
f�gured �t out yet?

The k�ndest th�ng I can say about th�s �s that �t's h�ghly speculat�ve. Wave-part�cle dual�ty proves
nondual ph�losophy? It's d���cult to see how.

So �s th�s really what you've been tell�ng us �s �gnored by, and unknown to, phys�c�sts and/or
ph�losophers? It �s ne�ther. It s�mply rema�ns unsolved, so far.

2.665. by Atla

v�ewtop�c.php?f=12&t=16848&start=855#p371189

Here �t was stated 3 t�mes, why do you guys keep �gnor�ng �t.

2.664. by Pattern-chaser

Please o�er a l�nk to one of these t�mes. I w�ll gladly read what I m�ssed....

2.642. by Atla

Atla wrote: the �ssue of th�s perfect correlat�on/connect�on/whatever we want to call �t, between
mental content such as human cho�ces, and states of the outs�de phys�cal world, where the states
can be �rreconc�lable w�th each other.

Atla wrote:Depend�ng on wh�ch measurement you dec�de to perform, the un�verse w�ll always
behave accord�ngly (hence the perfect connect�on), but these d��erent behav�ours are �rreconc�lable.

How does your theory resolve/d�sm�ss th�s �ssue? That �n a sense the un�verse appears to 'man�fest' �n
perfect accordance w�th what you are do�ng, so you can 'dec�de' to make the un�verse be th�s way of
that, even though those ways are mutually exclus�ve?

2.641. by Pattern-chaser

So expla�n, please, about the parts that W�k�ped�a m�sses. Educate us, �nstead of assert�ng our
�gnorance.

2.665. by Atla

As I sa�d, th�s aspect of the measurement problem probably shows that mental content and the outs�de
phys�cal world are of the same k�nd, �n other words �t's probably a proof for the nondual ph�losoph�cal
parad�gm.
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https://onlinephilosophyclub.com/forums/viewtopic.php?f=12&t=16848&start=855#p371189


Pattern-chaser on >  19 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 17:47

When we look for part�cles, we f�nd part�cles. When we look for waves, we f�nd waves. We f�nd what
we look for. In add�t�on, �t seems that the QM probab�l�ty funct�on only collapses follow�ng
observat�on by a consc�ous observer. Th�s seems strange to us, adm�ttedly, but I don't th�nk �t �s a
just�f�cat�on for bel�ev�ng that these consc�ous observers actually shape the known un�verse.

You seem to be focuss�ng on phenomena that we don't understand, and leap�ng to explanatory
conclus�ons w�thout ev�dence or other foundat�on. Your thoughts are hypotheses, I th�nk, not
just�f�ed conclus�ons. So far, human�ty has not succeeded �n expla�n�ng these th�ngs, but you talk of
"modern sc�ent�f�c ev�dence" as though we have, but �t's been �gnored. Not so, to the best of my
knowledge. If you have �nformat�on I haven't heard about, present �t, please. I'm always happy to
learn someth�ng new. ¨

2.667. by Atla

'Phys�cs encounters consc�ousness' �s a metaphor. It means that human consc�ousness (for example the
th�ngs we know, the dec�s�ons we make, and everyth�ng else too �n human consc�ousness) are an
�nextr�cable part of the known un�verse. And under the r�ght c�rcumstances can even take or appear to
take an act�ve role �n 'shap�ng' the known un�verse.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 7 2 .
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Robert66 on >  19 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 18:03

'sc�ent�f�c models have no place for the metaphys�cal dreams of ph�losophers.'

So r�g�dly bound - facts �ns�de, dreams outs�de. Why should any subject matter be o�-l�m�ts to
sc�ent�f�c enqu�ry?

'human consc�ousness ... under the r�ght c�rcumstances can even take or appear to take an act�ve
role �n 'shap�ng' the known un�verse.'

Yeah, well ... under the r�ght c�rcumstances (v�ew�ng angle) a cloud can look l�ke a donkey.
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Atla on >  20 Kasım 2020 Cuma 17:41



It's your object�ons that are laughable. The shape of the Earth �s also 'd�sputed', does that mean
that therefore the �ssue �sn't settled at all? For anyone w�th some semblance of �ntellect, the shape
of the Earth �s NOT flat, and the Hard problem IS an ex�st�ng, coherent problem.

It �s you who seems to totally lack the capac�ty to comprehend what k�nd of �ssues can be addressed
w�th GNW tools, and what k�nd of �ssues can't be addressed. You also fa�l to comprehend that YOU
are stuck �n a most r�d�culous metaphys�cal dream, and the Hard problem �s po�nt�ng that out.

The GNW model says exactly what consc�ousness �s. It s�mply has no room for your metaphys�cs-based
"understand�ng" of consc�ousness. You were told th�s repeatedly.

No, �t says how human consc�ousnes �s shaped. It can't address what consc�ousness �s, because that
�s currently unknown. That �s the hard problem, get your facts stra�ght.

Good, then I w�ll cont�nue to hold that the ma�nstream consensus of quantum phys�cs, �n wh�ch �t has
absolutely noth�ng to do w�th consc�ousness �n any sense of the term, �s correct.

That �s not the ma�nstream consensus, you cont�nue to repeat your �gnorance. The ma�nstream
consensus �s to st�ck to �nstrumental�sm, and avo�d tak�ng ph�losoph�cal stances at all.
For the m�nor�ty who do not avo�d �t, the major�ty take the pos�t�on that the measurement problem
�s unresolved. Based on your popular�ty contest we can't say for sure that consc�ousness �sn't
�nvolved �n any sense.

What spec�f�c sc�ent�f�c ev�dence, and how spec�f�cally does �t have anyth�ng--anyth�ng at all!--to do
w�th human consc�ousness?

If what you are suggest�ng �sn't complete nonsense, you wouldn't have so much trouble be�ng spec�f�c
about what you are cla�m�ng.

v�ewtop�c.php?f=12&t=16848&start=855#p371189

Here I wrote �t down 3 t�mnes. You can also read that chapter I l�nked I'm gett�ng t�red of repeat�ng
myself.
It's not complete nonsense, but someth�ng that seems to happen 100% of the t�me. Your bel�efs are
outdated nonsense.

And there �s zero reason to bel�eve that �t has to do w�th human consc�ousness spec�f�cally.

You need to grow up at th�s po�nt.

2.669. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

And your m�stake �s that you cont�nually beg the quest�on and completely �gnore that the very
ex�stence and coherence of the "hard problem" has been d�sputed s�nce the moment Chalmers
�ntroduced the term.. L�ke members of a cult, you "hard problem" fa�thful have no capac�ty to
comprehend that others approach the subject of consc�ousness w�th completely d��erent tools and
assumpt�ons than you do.

So contrary to your laughable cr�t�c�sms, my understand�ng of how sc�ent�f�c models work �s perfectly
f�ne. What you need to understand �s that sc�ent�f�c models have no place for the metaphys�cal dreams
of ph�losophers.

Ö Ü
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Atla on >  20 Kasım 2020 Cuma 17:57

The k�ndest th�ng I can say about th�s �s that �t's h�ghly speculat�ve. Wave-part�cle dual�ty proves
nondual ph�losophy? It's d���cult to see how.

So �s th�s really what you've been tell�ng us �s �gnored by, and unknown to, phys�c�sts and/or
ph�losophers? It �s ne�ther. It s�mply rema�ns unsolved, so far.

When we look for part�cles, we f�nd part�cles. When we look for waves, we f�nd waves. We f�nd what we
look for. In add�t�on, �t seems that the QM probab�l�ty funct�on only collapses follow�ng observat�on by
a consc�ous observer. Th�s seems strange to us, adm�ttedly, but I don't th�nk �t �s a just�f�cat�on for
bel�ev�ng that these consc�ous observers actually shape the known un�verse.

You seem to be focuss�ng on phenomena that we don't understand, and leap�ng to explanatory
conclus�ons w�thout ev�dence or other foundat�on. Your thoughts are hypotheses, I th�nk, not just�f�ed
conclus�ons. So far, human�ty has not succeeded �n expla�n�ng these th�ngs, but you talk of "modern
sc�ent�f�c ev�dence" as though we have, but �t's been �gnored. Not so, to the best of my knowledge. If
you have �nformat�on I haven't heard about, present �t, please. I'm always happy to learn someth�ng
new.

You seem to be �ncapable of address�ng the actual po�nt I keep mak�ng. Do we always f�nd what we
look for, expect? Yes. Are those d��erent poss�b�l�t�es �rreconc�lable? Yes. In other word how the
known un�verse 'man�fests' to us, how �t gets shaped from our perspect�ve, does have a perfect
connect�on/correlat�on/whatever we want to call �t, w�th our mental content.

Yes �t's myster�ous and unresolved how all that happens and what �t means etc., but the above part
�s an already establ�shed fact whether people l�ke �t or not. So the above part has pretty much
proven the nondual parad�gm. (Unless we happen to be stuck �n some k�nd of stup�d bra�n-�n-a-
vat scenar�o, or th�s �s all a s�mulat�on etc.)

2.671. by Pattern-chaser

The anomaly of wave-part�cle dual�ty was already well-known and well-pondered �n 1970, when my
phys�cs teacher expla�ned �t to me. The understand�ng I was g�ven was that ... we don't (yet?) fully
understand how the un�verse works. Is your frustrat�on merely �mpat�ence that we haven't f�gured �t
out yet?
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Sy Borg on >  20 Kasım 2020 Cuma 21:24

Ne�ther of your v�ews are "laughable". You are present�ng models or�g�nally dev�sed by
�nfluent�al th�nkers. We naturally grav�tate to pos�t�ons closest to our personal
assessments.



The debate about what consc�ousness �s and how �t emerged �s a ph�losophy forum staple. As far as
I can tell, s�mply be�ng al�ve and awake means be�ng consc�ous, and �f the organ�sm has a bra�n,
then the bra�n shapes those raw sensat�ons. Th�s �s not the "o��c�al" pos�t�on of most
neurosc�ent�sts, many of whom have long been certa�n that the bra�n �s the only poss�ble generator
of consc�ousness and that bra�nless organ�sms feel noth�ng at all.

I personally f�nd that v�ew presumpt�ve. Neurosc�ent�sts have been cla�m�ng that the bra�n �s the
sole generator of consc�ousness for a long t�me w�thout, to be honest, hav�ng much of a clue how
the bra�n m�ght generate consc�ousness. At least both sc�ent�sts and ph�losophers would agree that
bra�ns are respons�ble for the aspects of consc�ousness that we value. So, �f there �s some k�nd of
m�n�mal consc�ousness �n a vegetat�ve state, none of us want �t. Coma �s a very d��erent state to
deep sleep, but we �mag�ne coma to be a permanent deep sleep, but that �s also an assumpt�on,
perhaps based on hope.

2.673. by Atla

The GNW model says exactly what consc�ousness �s. It s�mply has no room for your metaphys�cs-
based "understand�ng" of consc�ousness. You were told th�s repeatedly.

No, �t says how human consc�ousness �s shaped. It can't address what consc�ousness �s, because that �s
currently unknown. That �s the hard problem ...
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Atla on >  21 Kasım 2020 Cumartes� 05:38

2.675. by Greta

Ne�ther of your v�ews are "laughable". You are present�ng models or�g�nally dev�sed by �nfluent�al
th�nkers. We naturally grav�tate to pos�t�ons closest to our personal assessments.

The debate about what consc�ousness �s and how �t emerged �s a ph�losophy forum staple. As far as I
can tell, s�mply be�ng al�ve and awake means be�ng consc�ous, and �f the organ�sm has a bra�n, then
the bra�n shapes those raw sensat�ons. Th�s �s not the "o��c�al" pos�t�on of most neurosc�ent�sts, many
of whom have long been certa�n that the bra�n �s the only poss�ble generator of consc�ousness and that
bra�nless organ�sms feel noth�ng at all.

I personally f�nd that v�ew presumpt�ve. Neurosc�ent�sts have been cla�m�ng that the bra�n �s the sole
generator of consc�ousness for a long t�me w�thout, to be honest, hav�ng much of a clue how the bra�n
m�ght generate consc�ousness. At least both sc�ent�sts and ph�losophers would agree that bra�ns are
respons�ble for the aspects of consc�ousness that we value. So, �f there �s some k�nd of m�n�mal
consc�ousness �n a vegetat�ve state, none of us want �t. Coma �s a very d��erent state to deep sleep, but
we �mag�ne coma to be a permanent deep sleep, but that �s also an assumpt�on, perhaps based on
hope.

2.673. by Atla

No, �t says how human consc�ousness �s shaped. It can't address what consc�ousness �s, because that
�s currently unknown. That �s the hard problem ...



I cont�nue to th�nk that what you say somewhat m�sses the po�nt too, �t tends to val�date Faustus's
/ Dennett's confus�on. Yeah �t's ent�rely poss�ble (and as you know I share th�s v�ew) that a model
of human consc�ousness can't be complete w�thout �ncorporat�ng th�ngs l�ke the 'gut-bra�n', and
metabol�sm, and the sp�nal nerves etc., perhaps even the heart w�th �ts electr�c f�elds etc. and all the
electr�c f�elds of all the organs, and perhaps electr�c f�elds of the surround�ng etc. and so on.

However I th�nk �t's also true that the 'head-bra�n' covers at least 90% of the �ssue of human
consc�ousness, and th�s has been thoroughly proven to be the case v�a neurosc�ence �n the last 100
years.

Yes the above are d��erent compet�ng models for human consc�ousness. They are st�ll the Easy
problems however. How a sense of be�ng for humans comes to be �s st�ll the terr�tory of the Easy
problems.

The Hard problem �s someth�ng else, why �s there consc�ousness at all. There �s no reason to bel�eve
that �t has anyth�ng to do w�th be�ng al�ve, or that �t �s generated. If �t's not generated but un�versal,
then there �sn't really a model for �t, because there �sn't anyth�ng that could be modeled. (I read
somewhere btw that nowadays a few prom�nent neurosc�ent�sts cla�m that consc�ousness may be
un�versal, guess t�mes are chang�ng a b�t.)
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Sy Borg on >  21 Kasım 2020 Cumartes� 09:34

It depends on what we mean by consc�ousness. You are no doubt aware of Kaku's "phys�c�st
vers�on" of panpsych�sm, attr�but�ng a un�t of consc�ousness to each sense and response, though
h�s examples appear not to cons�der the �nternal senses and responses of the body systems you
ment�oned above.

By the same token, we can cons�der panv�tal�sm, wh�ch aga�n depends on def�n�t�ons. So a rock �s
no more al�ve than �t �s consc�ous, but �t can be thought of as part of larger l�v�ng systems, just as
calc�um carbonate molecules �n our bones are no more al�ve than rocks but they are part of a l�v�ng
ent�ty.

Where does a l�fe or consc�ousness start or stop? Real�ty seems to cons�st of th�ngs and the�r
emanat�ons, a d�v�s�on that becomes notor�ously hard to parse on the quantum scale, hence
subatom�c "wav�cles". At what po�nt are th�ngs and the�r �mpacts on env�ronment separate? Eg.

2.676. by Atla

The Hard problem �s someth�ng else, why �s there consc�ousness at all. There �s no reason to bel�eve
that �t has anyth�ng to do w�th be�ng al�ve, or that �t �s generated. If �t's not generated but un�versal,
then there �sn't really a model for �t, because there �sn't anyth�ng that could be modeled. (I read
somewhere btw that nowadays a few prom�nent neurosc�ent�sts cla�m that consc�ousness may be
un�versal, guess t�mes are chang�ng a b�t.)



Are the atmosphere and magnetospheres part of the Earth or �ts products? If so, are the
hydrosphere and b�osphere also just a products of the Earth, or part of �t?

These are quest�ons that are perhaps more of �nterest to ph�losophers than sc�ent�sts. There's less
sc�ent�sts can do w�th such quest�ons �n the�r work than more focussed and pract�cal quest�ons
such as "How much w�ll the atmosphere heat up �n the future?" and "How w�ll cl�mate change
a�ect hydrolog�cal cycles?".

I wonder �f emergences are m�sunderstood? As far as I can tell, emergences are thought to create
completely novel phenomena, but I would say �t's more a matter of rap�d major change of pre-
ex�st�ng phenomena. So the f�rst m�crobe would have been very s�m�lar to the last non l�v�ng bundle
of complex chem�cals that preceded �t. A newly �gn�ted star m�ght now have nuclear react�ons
w�th�n but the protostar before the �gn�t�on was no weakl�ng - st�ll a humongous, extremely hot
object �n space.

So the f�rst "consc�ous" organ�sm would d��er only sl�ghtly from the most complex reflex�ve
organ�sm that preceded �t. So �t seems w�th all emergences.
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Atla on >  21 Kasım 2020 Cumartes� 10:28

(Sorry I'll have to cut up your comment �nto segments, I don't l�ke do�ng that e�ther.)

I'm not really aware of the above. He seemed to be talk�ng about com�ng up w�th a way to count
feedback loops? Do mach�nes that use feedback loops have un�ts of consc�ousness?
I don't see what that has to do w�th panpsych�sm. Or the quest�on what consc�ousness (�n the Hard
problem sense) �s anyway.

By the same token, we can cons�der panv�tal�sm, wh�ch aga�n depends on def�n�t�ons. So a rock �s no
more al�ve than �t �s consc�ous, but �t can be thought of as part of larger l�v�ng systems, just as calc�um
carbonate molecules �n our bones are no more al�ve than rocks but they are part of a l�v�ng ent�ty.

It seems to be rather arb�trary what we categor�ze as l�v�ng or non-l�v�ng. We could even say that
the ent�re un�verse �s al�ve. There seems to be no reason to make the age-old assumtp�on that th�s
anyth�ng to do w�th consc�ousness (�n the Hard problem sense).

2.677. by Greta

It depends on what we mean by consc�ousness. You are no doubt aware of Kaku's "phys�c�st vers�on" of
panpsych�sm, attr�but�ng a un�t of consc�ousness to each sense and response, though h�s examples
appear not to cons�der the �nternal senses and responses of the body systems you ment�oned above.



Where does a l�fe or consc�ousness start or stop? Real�ty seems to cons�st of th�ngs and the�r
emanat�ons, a d�v�s�on that becomes notor�ously hard to parse on the quantum scale, hence subatom�c
"wav�cles". At what po�nt are th�ngs and the�r �mpacts on env�ronment separate? Eg. Are the
atmosphere and magnetospheres part of the Earth or �ts products? If so, are the hydrosphere and
b�osphere also just a products of the Earth, or part of �t?

Real�ty seems to cons�st of th�ngs and the�r emanat�ons, but th�s age-old p�cture was thoroughly
destroyed by modern sc�ence. There �s no such d�v�s�on, everyth�ng �s on 'equal foot�ng' �n the
un�verse w�thout separat�ons.

There �s also no d�v�s�on between the large-scale world and the quantum-scale world. Th�s was
merely a conven�ent l�e that was popular�zed �n the early days of quantum theory. Recently w�th
advances �n technology, th�s l�e has beome untenable.

And there's no reason to th�nk to beg�n w�th, that the above two k�nds of d�v�s�ons were
�dent�cal/related to each other.

These are quest�ons that are perhaps more of �nterest to ph�losophers than sc�ent�sts. There's less
sc�ent�sts can do w�th such quest�ons �n the�r work than more focussed and pract�cal quest�ons such as
"How much w�ll the atmosphere heat up �n the future?" and "How w�ll cl�mate change a�ect
hydrolog�cal cycles?".

That's why most ph�losophers and sc�ent�sts are lagg�ng beh�nd. It can already be stated that Hard
problem probably l�es beyond such �ssues.

I wonder �f emergences are m�sunderstood? As far as I can tell, emergences are thought to create
completely novel phenomena, but I would say �t's more a matter of rap�d major change of pre-ex�st�ng
phenomena. So the f�rst m�crobe would have been very s�m�lar to the last non l�v�ng bundle of complex
chem�cals that preceded �t. A newly �gn�ted star m�ght now have nuclear react�ons w�th�n but the
protostar before the �gn�t�on was no weakl�ng - st�ll a humongous, extremely hot object �n space.

So the f�rst "consc�ous" organ�sm would d��er only sl�ghtly from the most complex reflex�ve organ�sm
that preceded �t. So �t seems w�th all emergences.

Strong emergence �s perhaps the most w�dely accepted form of crazy mag�cal th�nk�ng �n sc�ence.
To the best of our knowledge, noth�ng extra �s ever created �n the un�verse. As apparent complex�ty
around these parts of the un�verse goes up, we s�mply encounter newer and newer th�ngs and
patterns we haven't seen before. But they d�dn't 'emerge out of noth�ng', they are just as much
�nseparable parts of the un�verse as �s everyth�ng else.

So then people appl�ed th�s strong emergence to consc�ousness as well: at some po�nt, when the
cond�t�ons were r�ght, �t just emerged out of noth�ng, popped out of noth�ng. Some sc�ent�sts warn
us that th�s looks l�ke mag�c noth�ng more.
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You are r�ght that noth�ng new �s created from noth�ng (�gnor�ng the poss�b�l�ty of someth�ng new
emerg�ng from the 'quantum foam'...), but some parts of the un�verse can reconf�gure, such that,
wh�le no new parts are created, nevertheless a new comb�nat�on emerges. But �t doesn't emerge
from noth�ng. As Greta says, the f�nal product of emergence d��ers l�ttle from the product that
�mmed�ately precedes �t. But the whole process of emergence can produce an emergent product
that hasn't been seen before. Th�s �s not mag�c.

2.678. by Atla

Strong emergence �s perhaps the most w�dely accepted form of crazy mag�cal th�nk�ng �n
sc�ence. To the best of our knowledge, noth�ng extra �s ever created �n the un�verse. As
apparent complex�ty around these parts of the un�verse goes up, we s�mply encounter newer
and newer th�ngs and patterns we haven't seen before. But they d�dn't 'emerge out of noth�ng', they
are just as much �nseparable parts of the un�verse as �s everyth�ng else.

So then people appl�ed th�s strong emergence to consc�ousness as well: at some po�nt, when the
cond�t�ons were r�ght, �t just emerged out of noth�ng, popped out of noth�ng. Some sc�ent�sts warn us
that th�s looks l�ke mag�c noth�ng more.
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Yes that's weak emergence, wh�c �s the correct v�ew �mo, so we shouldn't be able to get
consc�ousness (�n the Hard problem sense) out of unconsc�ous stu�.

The problem �s w�th the bel�ef �n strong emergence as I sa�d above. Where the whole �s more than
the sum of the parts, someth�ng extra comes out of certa�n comb�nat�ons.

2.679. by Pattern-chaser

You are r�ght that noth�ng new �s created from noth�ng (�gnor�ng the poss�b�l�ty of someth�ng new
emerg�ng from the 'quantum foam'...), but some parts of the un�verse can reconf�gure, such that, wh�le
no new parts are created, nevertheless a new comb�nat�on emerges. But �t doesn't emerge from
noth�ng. As Greta says, the f�nal product of emergence d��ers l�ttle from the product that �mmed�ately
precedes �t. But the whole process of emergence can produce an emergent product that hasn't been
seen before. Th�s �s not mag�c.
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Fa�r po�nt, as per the l�m�ted way MK presented the �dea, but the concept can be extrapolated; an
atom absorb�ng an electron and em�tt�ng a photon.

I am not conv�nced that l�fe and consc�ousness can be ent�rely parsed but the �dea �s to speculat�ve
for me to defend on a forum.

2.678. by Atla

(Sorry I'll have to cut up your comment �nto segments, I don't l�ke do�ng that e�ther.)

I'm not really aware of the above. He seemed to be talk�ng about com�ng up w�th a way to count
feedback loops? Do mach�nes that use feedback loops have un�ts of consc�ousness?
I don't see what that has to do w�th panpsych�sm. Or the quest�on what consc�ousness (�n the Hard
problem sense) �s anyway.

2.677. by Greta

It depends on what we mean by consc�ousness. You are no doubt aware of Kaku's "phys�c�st vers�on"
of panpsych�sm, attr�but�ng a un�t of consc�ousness to each sense and response, though h�s examples
appear not to cons�der the �nternal senses and responses of the body systems you ment�oned above.

2.678. by Atla

By the same token, we can cons�der panv�tal�sm, wh�ch aga�n depends on def�n�t�ons. So a rock �s no
more al�ve than �t �s consc�ous, but �t can be thought of as part of larger l�v�ng systems, just as
calc�um carbonate molecules �n our bones are no more al�ve than rocks but they are part of a l�v�ng
ent�ty.

It seems to be rather arb�trary what we categor�ze as l�v�ng or non-l�v�ng. We could even say that the
ent�re un�verse �s al�ve. There seems to be no reason to make the age-old assumpt�on that th�s
anyth�ng to do w�th consc�ousness (�n the Hard problem sense).

2.678. by Atla

I wonder �f emergences are m�sunderstood? As far as I can tell, emergences are thought to create
completely novel phenomena, but I would say �t's more a matter of rap�d major change of pre-
ex�st�ng phenomena. So the f�rst m�crobe would have been very s�m�lar to the last non l�v�ng bundle
of complex chem�cals that preceded �t. A newly �gn�ted star m�ght now have nuclear react�ons w�th�n
but the protostar before the �gn�t�on was no weakl�ng - st�ll a humongous, extremely hot object �n
space.

So the f�rst "consc�ous" organ�sm would d��er only sl�ghtly from the most complex reflex�ve
organ�sm that preceded �t. So �t seems w�th all emergences.

Strong emergence �s perhaps the most w�dely accepted form of crazy mag�cal th�nk�ng �n sc�ence. To
the best of our knowledge, noth�ng extra �s ever created �n the un�verse. As apparent complex�ty around
these parts of the un�verse goes up, we s�mply encounter newer and newer th�ngs and patterns we
haven't seen before. But they d�dn't 'emerge out of noth�ng', they are just as much �nseparable parts of
the un�verse as �s everyth�ng else.

So then people appl�ed th�s strong emergence to consc�ousness as well: at some po�nt, when the
cond�t�ons were r�ght, �t just emerged out of noth�ng, popped out of noth�ng. Some sc�ent�sts warn us
that th�s looks l�ke mag�c noth�ng more.



Yes, what �s mag�c but the fa�lure to perce�ve causal cha�ns, hence the not�on of bl�ssful �gnorance.
Ch�ldren can enjoy the mag�c of Santa at Chr�stmast�me �f they don't know what's go�ng on.

Ult�mately, emergence �s the result of thresholds, break�ng po�nts be�ng reached, but there �s
always s�gn�f�cant gradat�on lead�ng up to that po�nt, as per the ab�ogenes�s and stellar �gn�t�on
examples g�ven earl�er.

So there �s only a graded d��erence between the s�mplest bra�ns and the most complex nerve r�ngs,
wh�ch came from nerve cords, wh�ch came from nerve nets, wh�ch emerged from neurons (wh�ch
or�g�nally had a motor funct�ons) ... wh�ch came from from gl�al cells, beget by act�on potent�als,
beget by membrane potent�als, beget by �on channels. I know l�ttle about the deta�ls of these, but I
have "fa�th" that there causal cha�ns and graded forms ex�st that lead to all so-called strong
emergences �n nature, �nclud�ng consc�ousness.

If, w�th consc�ousness, "the l�ghts ever came on", the f�rst "l�ghts" would have been max�mally
d�m and short-l�ved. Whether that occurred �n a m�crobe, a bra�ned an�mal or an atom �s hard to
say.
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Yes and that's why sc�ence and ph�losophy are probably at a dead end now, when �t comes to
consc�ousness (�n the Hard problem sense). They have "fa�th" that at some po�nt, genu�ne mag�c
happens, and we get a d�mmest �nstance of consc�ousness out of a lack of consc�ousness. Even
though consc�ousness �s probably not a causal cha�n �ssue, as there's no known way to measure �t.

2.681. by Greta

Yes, what �s mag�c but the fa�lure to perce�ve causal cha�ns, hence the not�on of bl�ssful �gnorance.
Ch�ldren can enjoy the mag�c of Santa at Chr�stmast�me �f they don't know what's go�ng on.

Ult�mately, emergence �s the result of thresholds, break�ng po�nts be�ng reached, but there �s always
s�gn�f�cant gradat�on lead�ng up to that po�nt, as per the ab�ogenes�s and stellar �gn�t�on examples
g�ven earl�er.

So there �s only a graded d��erence between the s�mplest bra�ns and the most complex nerve r�ngs,
wh�ch came from nerve cords, wh�ch came from nerve nets, wh�ch emerged from neurons (wh�ch
or�g�nally had a motor funct�ons) ... wh�ch came from from gl�al cells, beget by act�on potent�als, beget
by membrane potent�als, beget by �on channels. I know l�ttle about the deta�ls of these, but I have
"fa�th" that there causal cha�ns and graded forms ex�st that lead to all so-called strong emergences �n
nature, �nclud�ng consc�ousness.

If, w�th consc�ousness, "the l�ghts ever came on", the f�rst "l�ghts" would have been max�mally d�m and
short-l�ved. Whether that occurred �n a m�crobe, a bra�ned an�mal or an atom �s hard to say.



Probably the only way forward �s to abandon th�s hope, and start exam�n�ng our major underly�ng
ph�losoph�cal assumpt�ons.
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Emergence descr�bes someth�ng unexpected (accord�ng to a s�mple analys�s); �t's what you call
"strong emergence". Your "weak" emergence �s l�ttle more than comb�nat�on. But the vocabulary �s
of l�ttle �mport. o

When emergence happens, �t happens for the same reason that reduct�on�sm can fa�l (but �n
reverse). If the funct�on of the whole �s def�ned ma�nly by �ts parts, then reduct�on�sm can work on
the whole, and emergence probably w�ll not occur when the parts are comb�ned.

But �f the funct�on of the whole �s (strongly) dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts,
reduct�on�sm w�ll not work, and emergence may occur: the whole �s greater than the sum of �ts
parts. Th�s �sn't surpr�s�ng, and �t �sn't mag�c. The whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts
because the funct�on of the whole �s dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts, and �t
therefore �s more than the s�mple sum of �ts components. It �s the sum of �ts parts and the�r
�nterconnect�ons. No mag�c.

The human bra�n �s a great example of emergence. Its funct�on �s heav�ly (wholly?) dependent on
the �nterconnect�on of �ts parts, to the extent that the parts themselves are almost �rrelevant. o  So,
although bra�ns may seem a b�t mag�cal, they're not. They're just heav�ly connect�on-or�ented,
wh�ch g�ves r�se to an emergent product.

2.679. by Pattern-chaser

You are r�ght that noth�ng new �s created from noth�ng (�gnor�ng the poss�b�l�ty of someth�ng new
emerg�ng from the 'quantum foam'...), but some parts of the un�verse can reconf�gure, such that, wh�le
no new parts are created, nevertheless a new comb�nat�on emerges. But �t doesn't emerge from
noth�ng. As Greta says, the f�nal product of emergence d��ers l�ttle from the product that �mmed�ately
precedes �t. But the whole process of emergence can produce an emergent product that hasn't been
seen before. Th�s �s not mag�c.

2.680. by Atla

Yes that's weak emergence, wh�ch �s the correct v�ew �mo, so we shouldn't be able to get consc�ousness
(�n the Hard problem sense) out of unconsc�ous stu�.

The problem �s w�th the bel�ef �n strong emergence as I sa�d above. Where the whole �s more than the
sum of the parts, someth�ng extra comes out of certa�n comb�nat�ons.

Ö Ü
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I th�nk the 'mag�c' �s what happens when you �gnore the contr�but�on of �nterconnect�ons to the
funct�on of a whole. It looks l�ke mag�c, just as a smart phone m�ght look to Shakespeare.

2.682. by Atla

Yes and that's why sc�ence and ph�losophy are probably at a dead end now, when �t comes to
consc�ousness (�n the Hard problem sense). They have "fa�th" that at some po�nt, genu�ne mag�c
happens, and we get a d�mmest �nstance of consc�ousness out of a lack of consc�ousness. Even though
consc�ousness �s probably not a causal cha�n �ssue, as there's no known way to measure �t.

Probably the only way forward �s to abandon th�s hope, and start exam�n�ng our major underly�ng
ph�losoph�cal assumpt�ons.

2.681. by Greta

Yes, what �s mag�c but the fa�lure to perce�ve causal cha�ns, hence the not�on of bl�ssful �gnorance.
Ch�ldren can enjoy the mag�c of Santa at Chr�stmast�me �f they don't know what's go�ng on.

Ult�mately, emergence �s the result of thresholds, break�ng po�nts be�ng reached, but there �s always
s�gn�f�cant gradat�on lead�ng up to that po�nt, as per the ab�ogenes�s and stellar �gn�t�on examples
g�ven earl�er.

So there �s only a graded d��erence between the s�mplest bra�ns and the most complex nerve r�ngs,
wh�ch came from nerve cords, wh�ch came from nerve nets, wh�ch emerged from neurons (wh�ch
or�g�nally had a motor funct�ons) ... wh�ch came from from gl�al cells, beget by act�on potent�als,
beget by membrane potent�als, beget by �on channels. I know l�ttle about the deta�ls of these, but I
have "fa�th" that there causal cha�ns and graded forms ex�st that lead to all so-called strong
emergences �n nature, �nclud�ng consc�ousness.

If, w�th consc�ousness, "the l�ghts ever came on", the f�rst "l�ghts" would have been max�mally d�m
and short-l�ved. Whether that occurred �n a m�crobe, a bra�ned an�mal or an atom �s hard to say.
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I th�nk you got th�ngs m�xed up aga�n.

We can say that a h�gh-level phenomenon �s strongly emergent w�th respect to a low-level doma�n
when the h�gh-level phenomenon ar�ses from the low-level doma�n, but truths concern�ng that
phenomenon are not deduc�ble even �n pr�nc�ple from truths �n the low-level doma�n. Strong
emergence �s the not�on of emergence that �s most common �n ph�losoph�cal d�scuss�ons of emergence,
and �s the not�on �nvoked by the Br�t�sh emergent�sts of the 1920s.

We can say that a h�gh-level phenomenon �s weakly emergent w�th respect to a low-level doma�n
when the h�gh-level phenomenon ar�ses from the low-level doma�n, but truths concern�ng that
phenomenon are unexpected g�ven the pr�nc�ples govern�ng the low-level doma�n. Weak emergence �s
the not�on of emergence that �s most common �n recent sc�ent�f�c d�scuss�ons of emergence, and �s the
not�on that �s typ�cally �nvoked by proponents of emergence �n complex systems theory.

2.683. by Pattern-chaser

Emergence descr�bes someth�ng unexpected (accord�ng to a s�mple analys�s); �t's what you call "strong
emergence". Your "weak" emergence �s l�ttle more than comb�nat�on. But the vocabulary �s of l�ttle
�mport. o

When emergence happens, �t happens for the same reason that reduct�on�sm can fa�l (but �n reverse). If
the funct�on of the whole �s def�ned ma�nly by �ts parts, then reduct�on�sm can work on the whole, and
emergence probably w�ll not occur when the parts are comb�ned.

But �f the funct�on of the whole �s (strongly) dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts,
reduct�on�sm w�ll not work, and emergence may occur: the whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts.
Th�s �sn't surpr�s�ng, and �t �sn't mag�c. The whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts because the
funct�on of the whole �s dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts, and �t therefore �s more
than the s�mple sum of �ts components. It �s the sum of �ts parts and the�r �nterconnect�ons. No mag�c.

The human bra�n �s a great example of emergence. Its funct�on �s heav�ly (wholly?) dependent on the
�nterconnect�on of �ts parts, to the extent that the parts themselves are almost �rrelevant. o  So,
although bra�ns may seem a b�t mag�cal, they're not. They're just heav�ly connect�on-or�ented, wh�ch
g�ves r�se to an emergent product.
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No, I th�nk you focussed on the vocabulary, not the �ssue. Read the rest of my post, please. Thanks.

2.683. by Pattern-chaser

Emergence descr�bes someth�ng unexpected (accord�ng to a s�mple analys�s); �t's what you call "strong
emergence". Your "weak" emergence �s l�ttle more than comb�nat�on. But the vocabulary �s of l�ttle
�mport. o

When emergence happens, �t happens for the same reason that reduct�on�sm can fa�l (but �n reverse). If
the funct�on of the whole �s def�ned ma�nly by �ts parts, then reduct�on�sm can work on the whole, and
emergence probably w�ll not occur when the parts are comb�ned.

But �f the funct�on of the whole �s (strongly) dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts,
reduct�on�sm w�ll not work, and emergence may occur: the whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts.
Th�s �sn't surpr�s�ng, and �t �sn't mag�c. The whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts because the
funct�on of the whole �s dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts, and �t therefore �s more
than the s�mple sum of �ts components. It �s the sum of �ts parts and the�r �nterconnect�ons. No mag�c.

The human bra�n �s a great example of emergence. Its funct�on �s heav�ly (wholly?) dependent on the
�nterconnect�on of �ts parts, to the extent that the parts themselves are almost �rrelevant. o  So,
although bra�ns may seem a b�t mag�cal, they're not. They're just heav�ly connect�on-or�ented, wh�ch
g�ves r�se to an emergent product.

2.685. by Atla

I th�nk you got th�ngs m�xed up aga�n.
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For the ~fourth t�me then: you are talk�ng about weak emergence. I was talk�ng about strong
emergence. The d�st�nct�on between them �s the very �ssue, when �t comes to the Hard problem of
consc�ousness.

2.686. by Pattern-chaser

No, I th�nk you focussed on the vocabulary, not the �ssue. Read the rest of my post, please. Thanks.

2.683. by Pattern-chaser

Emergence descr�bes someth�ng unexpected (accord�ng to a s�mple analys�s); �t's what you call
"strong emergence". Your "weak" emergence �s l�ttle more than comb�nat�on. But the vocabulary �s
of l�ttle �mport. o

When emergence happens, �t happens for the same reason that reduct�on�sm can fa�l (but �n
reverse). If the funct�on of the whole �s def�ned ma�nly by �ts parts, then reduct�on�sm can work on
the whole, and emergence probably w�ll not occur when the parts are comb�ned.

But �f the funct�on of the whole �s (strongly) dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts,
reduct�on�sm w�ll not work, and emergence may occur: the whole �s greater than the sum of �ts
parts. Th�s �sn't surpr�s�ng, and �t �sn't mag�c. The whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts because
the funct�on of the whole �s dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts, and �t therefore �s
more than the s�mple sum of �ts components. It �s the sum of �ts parts and the�r �nterconnect�ons. No
mag�c.

The human bra�n �s a great example of emergence. Its funct�on �s heav�ly (wholly?) dependent on
the �nterconnect�on of �ts parts, to the extent that the parts themselves are almost �rrelevant. o  So,
although bra�ns may seem a b�t mag�cal, they're not. They're just heav�ly connect�on-or�ented,
wh�ch g�ves r�se to an emergent product.

2.685. by Atla

I th�nk you got th�ngs m�xed up aga�n.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 8 8 .

~

Pattern-chaser on >  22 Kasım 2020 Pazar 16:20

Who's d�scuss�ng consc�ousness? Not me. Th�s �s about the absurd hegemony of sc�ence, �n general,
and about emergence �n th�s sub-thread of the d�scuss�on. If you want to �nclude consc�ousness too,
there w�ll be l�ttle th�s top�c doesn't cover. Too much for one top�c, meth�nks.

2.687. by Atla

I was talk�ng about strong emergence. The d�st�nct�on between them �s the very �ssue, when �t comes to
the Hard problem of consc�ousness.

Ö Ü
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YOU repl�ed to comments of m�ne that were d�scuss�ng emergence �n the context of the Hard
problem of consc�ousness.

2.688. by Pattern-chaser

Who's d�scuss�ng consc�ousness? Not me. Th�s �s about the absurd hegemony of sc�ence, �n general, and
about emergence �n th�s sub-thread of the d�scuss�on. If you want to �nclude consc�ousness too, there
w�ll be l�ttle th�s top�c doesn't cover. Too much for one top�c, meth�nks.

2.687. by Atla

I was talk�ng about strong emergence. The d�st�nct�on between them �s the very �ssue, when �t comes
to the Hard problem of consc�ousness.
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Th�s post �s made by a pseudonym of well-known ph�losophy professor Dan�el C. Dennett, author of best sellers such as Darw�n's
Dangerous Idea and From Bacter�a to Bach and Back. Q  Ev�dence here.

So stamp�ng your feet �s the best you can do. Well, two can play that game: I assert that to anyone
w�th some semblance of �ntellect, the Hard problem �s noth�ng more than an �ncoherent �llus�on.
See how easy that �s?

We know what consc�ousness �s. The Global Neuronal Workspace model tells us exactly what �t �s
and how �t comes about. Get your facts stra�ght.

It �s the ma�nstream consensus, cupcake. If you were r�ght and I were wrong, you would have no
problem c�t�ng spec�f�c ev�dence �n wh�ch consc�ousness played a spec�al role �n the measurement
problem, and desp�te repeated requests, you can't.

2.673. by Atla

For anyone w�th some semblance of �ntellect, the shape of the Earth �s NOT flat, and the Hard problem
IS an ex�st�ng, coherent problem.

2.673. by Atla

It can't address what consc�ousness �s, because that �s currently unknown. That �s the hard problem, get
your facts stra�ght.

2.673. by Atla

That �s not the ma�nstream consensus, you cont�nue to repeat your �gnorance.

https://tr.gmodebate.local/download/dennett-evidence.html


You babbled �ncoherently and waved vaguely �n var�ous mean�ngless d�rect�ons �nstead of expl�c�tly
spell�ng out how consc�ousness �s �nvolved w�th the measurement problem.

Th�s �s exactly what one should expect when someone who bel�eves �n non-sc�ent�f�c New Age
nonsense has the�r backs to the wall.

2.673. by Atla

Here I wrote �t down 3 t�mnes. You can also read that chapter I l�nked I'm gett�ng t�red of repeat�ng
myself.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 9 1 .
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Atla on >  22 Kasım 2020 Pazar 17:08



So th�s has gotten to a po�nt where you say th�ngs l�ke

absolutely noth�ng to do w�th consc�ousness �n any sense of the term

consc�ousness played a spec�al role

and then act l�ke you sa�d the exact same th�ng tw�ce.

2.690. by Faustus5 (Dennett)

So stamp�ng your feet �s the best you can do. Well, two can play that game: I assert that to anyone w�th
some semblance of �ntellect, the Hard problem �s noth�ng more than an �ncoherent �llus�on. See how
easy that �s?

We know what consc�ousness �s. The Global Neuronal Workspace model tells us exactly what �t �s and
how �t comes about. Get your facts stra�ght.

It �s the ma�nstream consensus, cupcake. If you were r�ght and I were wrong, you would have no
problem c�t�ng spec�f�c ev�dence �n wh�ch consc�ousness played a spec�al role �n the measurement
problem, and desp�te repeated requests, you can't.

You babbled �ncoherently and waved vaguely �n var�ous mean�ngless d�rect�ons �nstead of expl�c�tly
spell�ng out how consc�ousness �s �nvolved w�th the measurement problem.

Th�s �s exactly what one should expect when someone who bel�eves �n non-sc�ent�f�c New Age
nonsense has the�r backs to the wall.

2.673. by Atla

For anyone w�th some semblance of �ntellect, the shape of the Earth �s NOT flat, and the Hard
problem IS an ex�st�ng, coherent problem.

2.673. by Atla

It can't address what consc�ousness �s, because that �s currently unknown. That �s the hard problem,
get your facts stra�ght.

2.673. by Atla

That �s not the ma�nstream consensus, you cont�nue to repeat your �gnorance.

2.673. by Atla

Here I wrote �t down 3 t�mnes. You can also read that chapter I l�nked I'm gett�ng t�red of repeat�ng
myself.
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PC



When emergence happens, �t happens for the same reason that reduct�on�sm can fa�l (but �n reverse). If
the funct�on of the whole �s def�ned ma�nly by �ts parts, then reduct�on�sm can work on the whole, and
emergence probably w�ll not occur when the parts are comb�ned.

But �f the funct�on of the whole �s (strongly) dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts,
reduct�on�sm w�ll not work, and emergence may occur: the whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts.
Th�s �sn't surpr�s�ng, and �t �sn't mag�c. The whole �s greater than the sum of �ts parts because the
funct�on of the whole �s dependent on the �nterconnect�ons between the parts, and �t therefore �s more
than the s�mple sum of �ts components. It �s the sum of �ts parts and the�r �nterconnect�ons. No mag�c.

The human bra�n �s a great example of emergence. Its funct�on �s heav�ly (wholly?) dependent on the
�nterconnect�on of �ts parts, to the extent that the parts themselves are almost �rrelevant. o  So,
although bra�ns may seem a b�t mag�cal, they're not. They're just heav�ly connect�on-or�ented, wh�ch
g�ves r�se to an emergent product.

Nobody th�nks the way phys�cal bra�ns work �s mag�c, we assume they conform w�th the sc�ent�f�c
phys�cal�st account of mater�al stu� and processes/connect�ons.

But what th�s phys�cal�st account does not �nclude, expla�n or pred�ct �s the emergence of
exper�ence.

If �t d�d, there would be no �ssue. L�ke we accept H2O molecules �nteract�ng �n part�cular ways can
result �n sol�d �ce of l�qu�d water, these are novel propert�es result�ng from understood, phys�cal
processes. All subject to the same phys�cal laws, accounted for and pred�ctable by phys�cs. No
mag�c requ�red.

There �s no such phys�cal�st explanat�on for consc�ous exper�ence. No-one knows what such an
explanat�on m�ght �n pr�nc�ple be, or what to look for. That �s why �t �s called The Hard Problem.
And why s�mply assum�ng consc�ous exper�ence �s an emergent property of mater�al
processes/connect�ons �sn't just�f�ed.
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Pattern-chaser on >  23 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 13:38

We all have an �nformal understand�ng of consc�ousness, wh�ch �s adequate for s�mple and general
everyday purposes. But, �f we w�sh to d�scuss �t �n a ph�losophy forum l�ke th�s one, �t qu�ckly
becomes clear that we can't even def�ne what we mean by �t, much less d�scuss �ts nature.
Consc�ousness �s a fasc�nat�ng th�ng to th�nk about, but we're not yet ready to d�scuss �t formally;
we're farther back �n the process than that. We can muse, but that's about all we can do at th�s

2.692. by Gert�e

There �s no such phys�cal�st explanat�on for consc�ous exper�ence. No-one knows what such an
explanat�on m�ght �n pr�nc�ple be, or what to look for. That �s why �t �s called The Hard Problem. And
why s�mply assum�ng consc�ous exper�ence �s an emergent property of mater�al processes/connect�ons
�sn't just�f�ed.



stage. And mus�ng doesn't go down well w�th sc�enc�sts, who requ�re that everyth�ng �s formal and
well-def�ned before d�scuss�on can commence.

For these reasons, I can't see the po�nt �n d�scuss�ng consc�ousness here. There �s no room or
tolerance here for mus�ng, sadly.
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The problem of why probab�l�ty funct�ons coollapse �n response to be�ng observed by a consc�ous
ent�ty �s a fasc�nat�ng one. But the one that appeals to me, personally, �s the mod�f�ed double-sl�t
exper�ment. I expect you're aware of �t.

In the mod�f�ed exper�ment, photons are passed through the exper�mental apparatus one at a t�me.
Each �nd�v�dual photon apparently passes through both sl�ts at the same t�me, and then �nterferes
w�th �tself, produc�ng the character�st�c �nterference pattern �n the detectors. That one I f�nd
del�ghtful! And perplex�ng too....

2.689. by Atla

...d�scuss�ng emergence �n the context of the Hard problem of consc�ousness.
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Atla on >  26 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 16:32

Wavefunt�on collapse �s probably
- unrelated to the Hard problem of consc�ousness
- unrelated to emergence

2.694. by Pattern-chaser

The problem of why probab�l�ty funct�ons coollapse �n response to be�ng observed by a consc�ous ent�ty
�s a fasc�nat�ng one. But the one that appeals to me, personally, �s the mod�f�ed double-sl�t exper�ment.
I expect you're aware of �t.

In the mod�f�ed exper�ment, photons are passed through the exper�mental apparatus one at a t�me.
Each �nd�v�dual photon apparently passes through both sl�ts at the same t�me, and then �nterferes w�th
�tself, produc�ng the character�st�c �nterference pattern �n the detectors. That one I f�nd del�ghtful! And
perplex�ng too....

2.689. by Atla

...d�scuss�ng emergence �n the context of the Hard problem of consc�ousness.



- unrelated to 'consc�ous ent�t�es', that's quantum woo
(and you sa�d you're not d�scuss�ng consc�ousness)
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...and yet �t takes (as far as we know or understand) a consc�ous observer to cause the collapse. 	 	

	

2.694. by Pattern-chaser

The problem of why probab�l�ty funct�ons coollapse �n response to be�ng observed by a consc�ous ent�ty
�s a fasc�nat�ng one. But the one that appeals to me, personally, �s the mod�f�ed double-sl�t exper�ment.
I expect you're aware of �t.

In the mod�f�ed exper�ment, photons are passed through the exper�mental apparatus one at a t�me.
Each �nd�v�dual photon apparently passes through both sl�ts at the same t�me, and then �nterferes w�th
�tself, produc�ng the character�st�c �nterference pattern �n the detectors. That one I f�nd del�ghtful! And
perplex�ng too....

2.695. by Atla

Wavefunct�on collapse �s probably unrelated to the Hard problem of consc�ousness
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No comment on �nd�v�dual photons apparently �nterfer�ng w�th themselves, or of one photon
apparently pass�ng through two sl�ts at the same t�me? Oh, well. Perhaps �t's just me. o

2.695. by Atla

Wavefunt�on collapse �s probably
- unrelated to the Hard problem of consc�ousness
- unrelated to emergence
- unrelated to 'consc�ous ent�t�es', that's quantum woo
(and you sa�d you're not d�scuss�ng consc�ousness)

2.694. by Pattern-chaser

The problem of why probab�l�ty funct�ons collapse �n response to be�ng observed by a consc�ous
ent�ty �s a fasc�nat�ng one. But the one that appeals to me, personally, �s the mod�f�ed double-sl�t
exper�ment. I expect you're aware of �t.

In the mod�f�ed exper�ment, photons are passed through the exper�mental apparatus one at a t�me.
Each �nd�v�dual photon apparently passes through both sl�ts at the same t�me, and then �nterferes
w�th �tself, produc�ng the character�st�c �nterference pattern �n the detectors. That one I f�nd
del�ghtful! And perplex�ng too....

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 6 9 8 .
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Atla on >  26 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 16:56

That �s not true.

2.696. by Pattern-chaser

...and yet �t takes (as far as we know or understand) a consc�ous observer to cause the collapse. 	 	 	
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Atla on >  26 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 16:57

If we can't know �n pr�nc�ple, wh�ch sl�t �t goes through, then �t goes through both, �nterfer�ng w�th
�tself.

2.697. by Pattern-chaser

No comment on �nd�v�dual photons apparently �nterfer�ng w�th themselves, or of one photon
apparently pass�ng through two sl�ts at the same t�me? Oh, well. Perhaps �t's just me. o

Ö Ü
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Ok f�ne. Here's a neat example I just came up w�th: �n 2020 we perform a double sl�t exper�ment,
where a detector detects wh�ch sl�t the photons went through. But we don't look at the results of
the exper�ment, �nstead we put the �nformat�on captured by the detector on a rocket, and send �t to
the Andromeda galaxy. There are no dupl�cates of th�s �nformat�on �n the un�verse. In 2030 the
rocket arr�ves �n the Andromeda galaxy, where an al�en c�v�l�zat�on captures �t. Two opt�ons:

1. The al�ens don't �rrecoverably destroy the �nformat�on carr�ed by the rocket. After that, we look
at the results of the exper�ment, and we f�nd that 10 years ago, the photons went through one sl�t or
the other, '�n one p�ece'.

2. The al�ens �rrecoverably destroy the �nformat�on carr�ed by the rocket. After that, we look at the
resulst of the exper�ment, and we f�nd that 10 years ago, the photons went through bouth sl�ts at
the same t�me, and �nterfered w�th themselves.
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Pattern-chaser on >  26 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 18:04

I th�nk �nvest�gat�on along these l�nes has been done, but I could be wrong.

2.700. by Atla

Ok f�ne. Here's a neat example I just came up w�th: �n 2020 we perform a double sl�t exper�ment, where
a detector detects wh�ch sl�t the photons went through. But we don't look at the results of the
exper�ment, �nstead we put the �nformat�on captured by the detector on a rocket, and send �t to the
Andromeda galaxy. There are no dupl�cates of th�s �nformat�on �n the un�verse. In 2030 the rocket
arr�ves �n the Andromeda galaxy, where an al�en c�v�l�zat�on captures �t. Two opt�ons:

1. The al�ens don't �rrecoverably destroy the �nformat�on carr�ed by the rocket. After that, we look at the
results of the exper�ment, and we f�nd that 10 years ago, the photons went through one sl�t or the
other, '�n one p�ece'.

2. The al�ens �rrecoverably destroy the �nformat�on carr�ed by the rocket. After that, we look at the
resulst of the exper�ment, and we f�nd that 10 years ago, the photons went through bouth sl�ts at the
same t�me, and �nterfered w�th themselves.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 0 2 .
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Pattern-chaser on >  26 Kasım 2020 Perşembe 18:06

No? What do you know that I don't, or have m�ssed?

2.698. by Atla

That �s not true.

2.696. by Pattern-chaser

...and yet �t takes (as far as we know or understand) a consc�ous observer to cause the collapse. 	 	
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Well that's just one of the b�g quest�ons �sn't �t, what causes 'collapse'. But there seems to be no
reason to th�nk that '�nd�v�dual consc�ousness' and 'quantum observer' are �dent�cal. I've keep
say�ng: I don't th�nk consc�ousness plays a spec�al role �n any of th�s, and everyone just �gnores
what I'm say�ng. There seems to be some overlapp�ng go�ng on however.

It could for example be so, that some part(s) of some or most people's �nd�v�dual consc�ousness are
already �n 'collapsed' states to beg�n w�th, or they share some 'collect�ve collapsed �sland'. I
wouldn't say all people, because some small human embr�os may just as well be �n superpos�t�ons
from my perspect�ve.

Some parts of my m�nd are probably 'collapsed', some parts of �t m�ght not be. Parts of the mon�tor
�n front of me �s probably also collapsed, because I'm mak�ng �t so.

And as I sa�d, 'collapse' probably �sn't related to consc�ousness �n the Hard problem sense
whatsoever. That's probably just tak�ng two th�ngs that Western thought deeply m�sunderstands,
and equat�ng them.

It seems to be because of th�s overlapp�ng, that there seems to th�s perfect connect�on between our
mental content and the outs�de world, how the un�verse �s always 'man�fested' w�thout the
ava�lable poss�b�l�t�es, �n accordance w�th what you are th�nk�ng and do�ng and know�ng and all
that. So �mo that's a pretty strong d�rect ev�dence that ex�stence �s nondual. But �t's also ev�dence
that there seems to be a h�dden quantum structure to the un�verse, h�d�ng �n pla�n s�ght, that we

2.702. by Pattern-chaser

No? What do you know that I don't, or have m�ssed?

2.698. by Atla

That �s not true.



are only now beg�nn�ng to understand.

Or maybe someth�ng ent�rely d��erent �s go�ng on, no one really knows.

Another qu�rk of th�s �s that you can stop, slow down or speed up the t�me evolut�on for some small
parts of the un�verse, �f you so choose. Th�s ab�l�ty to genu�nely mess w�th t�me �s one of the most
m�ndblow�ng th�ngs �mo. (called quantum zeno e�ect)
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Atla on >  29 Kasım 2020 Pazar 16:15

*how the un�verse �s always 'man�fested' w�th�n the ava�lable poss�b�l�t�es
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Atla on >  29 Kasım 2020 Pazar 16:39

On a s�de note, �f we accept that some parts of our m�nds are for some reason (wh�ch reason �s the
b�ggest m�stery here �mo) already 'collapsed', and we m�ght be able to automat�cally extend th�s
collapse �nto the outs�de world, then funny quest�ons start to pop up.
For example: �f you stare at someone else, does that mess w�th the�r head, and makes them feel
'watched'? If you suddenly stare at a clock, does �t seem to stop for a short wh�le, or does �t actually
do that, from your perspect�ve? Can you sl�ghtly �nfluence the un�verse us�ng attent�on and prayer
etc. all these sorts of th�ngs.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 0 6 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  29 Kasım 2020 Pazar 23:15

2.705. by Atla

On a s�de note, �f we accept that some parts of our m�nds are for some reason (wh�ch reason �s the
b�ggest m�stery here �mo) already 'collapsed', and we m�ght be able to automat�cally extend th�s
collapse �nto the outs�de world, then funny quest�ons start to pop up.
For example: �f you stare at someone else, does that mess w�th the�r head, and makes them feel
'watched'? If you suddenly stare at a clock, does �t seem to stop for a short wh�le, or does �t actually do
that, from your perspect�ve? Can you sl�ghtly �nfluence the un�verse us�ng attent�on and prayer etc. all
these sorts of th�ngs.



1) You can't stop a clock w�th your m�nd.

2) When you stare, th�s �s seen as a threat as �t has been s�nce before the Cambr�an explos�on. A
stare usually means someth�ng �s cons�der�ng you as food. Spec�es that do not see star�ng as a
potent�al threat have not been as successful as those that have, and so modern spec�es tend to have
th�s tra�t.

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 0 7 .

~

Sculptor1 on >  29 Kasım 2020 Pazar 23:16

2.703. by Atla

Well that's just one of the b�g quest�ons �sn't �t, what causes 'collapse'. But there seems to be no reason
to th�nk that '�nd�v�dual consc�ousness' and 'quantum observer' are �dent�cal. I've keep say�ng: I don't
th�nk consc�ousness plays a spec�al role �n any of th�s, and everyone just �gnores what I'm say�ng. There
seems to be some overlapp�ng go�ng on however.

It could for example be so, that some part(s) of some or most people's �nd�v�dual consc�ousness are
already �n 'collapsed' states to beg�n w�th, or they share some 'collect�ve collapsed �sland'. I wouldn't
say all people, because some small human embr�os may just as well be �n superpos�t�ons from my
perspect�ve.

Some parts of my m�nd are probably 'collapsed', some parts of �t m�ght not be. Parts of the mon�tor �n
front of me �s probably also collapsed, because I'm mak�ng �t so.

And as I sa�d, 'collapse' probably �sn't related to consc�ousness �n the Hard problem sense whatsoever.
That's probably just tak�ng two th�ngs that Western thought deeply m�sunderstands, and equat�ng
them.

It seems to be because of th�s overlapp�ng, that there seems to th�s perfect connect�on between our
mental content and the outs�de world, how the un�verse �s always 'man�fested' w�thout the ava�lable
poss�b�l�t�es, �n accordance w�th what you are th�nk�ng and do�ng and know�ng and all that. So �mo
that's a pretty strong d�rect ev�dence that ex�stence �s nondual. But �t's also ev�dence that there seems to
be a h�dden quantum structure to the un�verse, h�d�ng �n pla�n s�ght, that we are only now beg�nn�ng
to understand.

Or maybe someth�ng ent�rely d��erent �s go�ng on, no one really knows.

Another qu�rk of th�s �s that you can stop, slow down or speed up the t�me evolut�on for some small
parts of the un�verse, �f you so choose. Th�s ab�l�ty to genu�nely mess w�th t�me �s one of the most
m�ndblow�ng th�ngs �mo. (called quantum zeno e�ect)

2.702. by Pattern-chaser

No? What do you know that I don't, or have m�ssed?



It's all part of your �mag�nat�on.
You are k�dd�ng yourself

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 0 8 .

~

Atla on >  30 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 05:24

It's all part of your �mag�nat�on.
You are k�dd�ng yourself

One th�ng we can know for sure though �s that your op�n�ons don't matter �n the sl�ghtest

2.706. by Sculptor1

1) You can't stop a clock w�th your m�nd.

2) When you stare, th�s �s seen as a threat as �t has been s�nce before the Cambr�an explos�on. A stare
usually means someth�ng �s cons�der�ng you as food. Spec�es that do not see star�ng as a potent�al
threat have not been as successful as those that have, and so modern spec�es tend to have th�s tra�t.
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Sculptor1 on >  30 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 10:25

Is that the "Royal WE"?

2.708. by Atla

It's all part of your �mag�nat�on.
You are k�dd�ng yourself

One th�ng we can know for sure though �s that your op�n�ons don't matter �n the sl�ghtest

2.706. by Sculptor1

1) You can't stop a clock w�th your m�nd.

2) When you stare, th�s �s seen as a threat as �t has been s�nce before the Cambr�an explos�on. A stare
usually means someth�ng �s cons�der�ng you as food. Spec�es that do not see star�ng as a potent�al
threat have not been as successful as those that have, and so modern spec�es tend to have th�s tra�t.
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Perhaps that's because the generally-accepted understand�ng �s that consc�ousness does seem to
play a role �n th�s; �t appears that the only observers that can collapse a quantum probab�l�ty
funct�on are consc�ous.

2.703. by Atla

I've keep say�ng: I don't th�nk consc�ousness plays a spec�al role �n any of th�s, and everyone
just �gnores what I'm say�ng.
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Pattern-chaser on >  30 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 14:34

The collapse of a probab�l�ty funct�on �s not a real phys�cal "collapse". No part of your m�nd �s/has
collapsed, or at least not as a result of a quantum mechan�cal s�tuat�on. The same appl�es to your
mon�tor, I th�nk.

2.703. by Atla

It could for example be so, that some part(s) of some or most people's �nd�v�dual consc�ousness are
already �n 'collapsed' states to beg�n w�th, or they share some 'collect�ve collapsed �sland'.

Some parts of my m�nd are probably 'collapsed', some parts of �t m�ght not be. Parts of the mon�tor �n
front of me �s probably also collapsed, because I'm mak�ng �t so.
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Pattern-chaser on >  30 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 14:38

When one �s lack�ng an argument, one can always fall back on �nsults. All the ph�losophers here are
conv�nced and �mpressed by �nsults, not arguments. Everyone knows that, r�ght?

2.708. by Atla

One th�ng we can know for sure though �s that your op�n�ons don't matter �n the sl�ghtest
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Atla on >  30 Kasım 2020 Pazartes� 15:36



Funn�ly enough a few comments back, Faustus cla�med the exact oppos�te of your cla�m, w�th the
same conv�ct�on.

No, �t's NOT the generally-accepted understand�ngat all that only consc�ous observers can collapse
wave funct�ons. That's now cons�dered a fr�nge �nterpretat�on.

The collapse of a probab�l�ty funct�on �s not a real phys�cal "collapse". No part of your m�nd �s/has
collapsed, or at least not as a result of a quantum mechan�cal s�tuat�on. The same appl�es to your
mon�tor, I th�nk.

Collapsed = not �n superpos�t�on, tak�ng s�ngle e�genstates. Of course some parts of the known
world are l�ke that.

When one �s lack�ng an argument, one can always fall back on �nsults. All the ph�losophers here are
conv�nced and �mpressed by �nsults, not arguments. Everyone knows that, r�ght?

If you or Scupltor �nsult me, I w�ll �nsult you back. If you ask me, you two belong on a ph�losophy
forum even less than I do.

2.712. by Pattern-chaser

Perhaps that's because the generally-accepted understand�ng �s that consc�ousness does seem to play a
role �n th�s; �t appears that the only observers that can collapse a quantum probab�l�ty funct�on are
consc�ous.
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Steve3007 on >  1 Aralık 2020 Salı 10:24

I th�nk one of the longstand�ng problems w�th d�scuss�on about the concept of "wavefunct�on
collapse" �n general d�scuss�ons about quantum mechan�cs �s that, when understood �n �ts
everyday sense, the word "collapse" suggests someth�ng phys�cal happen�ng, l�ke a cl�� fall�ng
�nto the sea or whatever. In the context of QM, what �t means, essent�ally, �s that a mathemat�cal
equat�on has been solved for a part�cular case. One could po�nt out that solv�ng a mathemat�cal
equat�on �s a phys�cal event �nvolv�ng such phys�cal objects as penc�ls, paper and bra�ns, but that
�sn't the phys�cal event that most people probably th�nk of when they hear the word "collapse".

The wavefunct�on �s an equat�on. It conta�ns all of the potent�ally measurable �nformat�on about a
phys�cal system. "Wavefunct�on collapse" �nvolves apply�ng an operator to the wavefunct�on, for a
part�cular e�genfunct�on, to get an e�genvalue. All of these th�ngs, "wavefunct�on", "equat�on",
"operator", "e�genfunct�on" and "e�genvalue" are mathemat�cal concepts, just l�ke, say, the
mult�pl�cat�on operator �s a mathemat�cal concept.
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Atla on >  1 Aralık 2020 Salı 14:55

'Wavefunct�on', 'collapsed state' etc. also descr�be someth�ng about the natural world, even �f they
are to be understood as just metaphors. You seem to be say�ng essent�ally that QM, and therefore
phys�cs �n general, say noth�ng about the natural world. But then noth�ng says anyth�ng about the
natural world, what's the po�nt of th�s non-approach?

2.714. by Steve3007

I th�nk one of the longstand�ng problems w�th d�scuss�on about the concept of "wavefunct�on collapse"
�n general d�scuss�ons about quantum mechan�cs �s that, when understood �n �ts everyday sense, the
word "collapse" suggests someth�ng phys�cal happen�ng, l�ke a cl�� fall�ng �nto the sea or whatever. In
the context of QM, what �t means, essent�ally, �s that a mathemat�cal equat�on has been solved for a
part�cular case. One could po�nt out that solv�ng a mathemat�cal equat�on �s a phys�cal event �nvolv�ng
such phys�cal objects as penc�ls, paper and bra�ns, but that �sn't the phys�cal event that most people
probably th�nk of when they hear the word "collapse".

The wavefunct�on �s an equat�on. It conta�ns all of the potent�ally measurable �nformat�on about a
phys�cal system. "Wavefunct�on collapse" �nvolves apply�ng an operator to the wavefunct�on, for a
part�cular e�genfunct�on, to get an e�genvalue. All of these th�ngs, "wavefunct�on", "equat�on",
"operator", "e�genfunct�on" and "e�genvalue" are mathemat�cal concepts, just l�ke, say, the
mult�pl�cat�on operator �s a mathemat�cal concept.
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Steve3007 on >  2 Aralık 2020 Çarşamba 10:31

Atla wrote:'Wavefunct�on', 'collapsed state' etc. also descr�be someth�ng about the natural world, even
�f they are to be understood as just metaphors

Yes, all of the mathemat�cs used �n phys�cs purports to descr�be propert�es of the natural world,
tested by observat�on.

You seem to be say�ng essent�ally that QM, and therefore phys�cs �n general, say noth�ng about the
natural world.

I sa�d "The wavefunct�on �s an equat�on. It conta�ns all of the potent�ally measurable �nformat�on
about a phys�cal system." I regard the term "phys�cal system" as mean�ng "a system �n the natural
world".
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Atla on >  2 Aralık 2020 Çarşamba 16:11



Yes you seem to be talk�ng about the mathemath�cs of phys�cal systems, wh�le avo�d�ng say�ng
anyth�ng about the natural world d�rectly (avo�d ontology).

2.716. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:'Wavefunct�on', 'collapsed state' etc. also descr�be someth�ng about the natural world,
even �f they are to be understood as just metaphors

Yes, all of the mathemat�cs used �n phys�cs purports to descr�be propert�es of the natural world, tested
by observat�on.

You seem to be say�ng essent�ally that QM, and therefore phys�cs �n general, say noth�ng about the
natural world.

I sa�d "The wavefunct�on �s an equat�on. It conta�ns all of the potent�ally measurable �nformat�on
about a phys�cal system." I regard the term "phys�cal system" as mean�ng "a system �n the natural
world".
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Steve3007 on >  2 Aralık 2020 Çarşamba 17:24

Atla wrote:Yes you seem to be talk�ng about the mathemath�cs of phys�cal systems, wh�le avo�d�ng
say�ng anyth�ng about the natural world d�rectly (avo�d ontology).

My post was about some problems w�th d�scuss�on about the concept of "wavefunct�on collapse"
and the way that the word "collapse" somet�mes appears to me to be m�sunderstood.

In your v�ew, does not ment�on�ng other top�cs �n that post const�tute avo�d�ng those top�cs?
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Atla on >  2 Aralık 2020 Çarşamba 18:26

I mean, th�ngs l�ke "superpos�t�on" vs. "collapsed state" may l�terally, phys�cally mean that: seen
from our perspect�ve, someth�ng �s �n a jumble, m�x of all poss�ble states at once vs. �t �s �n one

2.718. by Steve3007

Atla wrote:Yes you seem to be talk�ng about the mathemath�cs of phys�cal systems, wh�le avo�d�ng
say�ng anyth�ng about the natural world d�rectly (avo�d ontology).

My post was about some problems w�th d�scuss�on about the concept of "wavefunct�on collapse" and
the way that the word "collapse" somet�mes appears to me to be m�sunderstood.

In your v�ew, does not ment�on�ng other top�cs �n that post const�tute avo�d�ng those top�cs?



certa�n state, �t �s one certa�n way. "Collapse" may be more than just solv�ng a mathemat�cal
equat�on, �t may l�terally, phys�c�ally mean that such a jumble �s forced to take a certa�n state.
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Leont�skos on >  2 Ocak 2022 Pazar 03:52

Th�s str�kes me as a very �mpover�shed not�on of ph�losophy. It takes a t�ny subset of ph�losophy
(pos�t�v�st and analyt�c trad�t�ons) and pretends that there �s noth�ng else. The major�ty of
ph�losophy �s about much more than merely augment�ng our surv�val probab�l�ty and qual�ty. The
ab�l�ty to th�nk clearly �s a pre-requ�s�te for ph�losophy, not ph�losophy �tself.

1.202. by GE Morton

Ser�ous ph�losophy, l�ke sc�ence, �s at bottom pragmat�c --- �t a�ms to �mprove our understand�ng of
ourselves and the un�verse �n wh�ch we f�nd ourselves, so that we can better deal w�th the challenges �t
throws at us and make our stay �n �t more enjoyable. Whereas sc�ence a�ms to uncover and character�ze
features of the natural world and the�r relat�onsh�ps to one another, ph�losophers seek to clar�fy and
strengthen the conceptual framework �nto wh�ch that �nformat�on �s f�tted. Ph�losoph�cal s�detracks
wh�ch don't contr�bute to that a�m attract l�ttle �nterest.
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Leont�skos on >  2 Ocak 2022 Pazar 04:12

...Of course th�s �s absolutely true and �n my op�n�on should be obv�ous to any ph�losopher. The fact
that there �s so much res�stance to th�s post �s just more (unnecessary) proof that th�s forum �s
ph�losoph�cally defunct.

1.3. by \  Hereandnow

All that has ever been w�tnessed �n the world �s the human drama, �f you w�ll. That �s, even as the
dr�est, most d�spass�onate observer records more facts to support other facts, the actual event �s w�th�n
an "aesthet�c" context, �.e., exper�ence: there �s the �nterest, the thr�ll of be�ng a sc�ent�st, of d�scovery,
of pos�t�ve peer rev�ew and so forth. The actual pure sc�ence �s an abstract�on from th�s (see, btw,
Dewey's Art as Exper�ence for a n�ce take on th�s. NOT to agree w�th Dewey �n all th�ngs). The whole
from wh�ch th�s �s abstracted �s all there �s, a world, and th�s world �s �n �ts essence, br�mm�ng w�th
mean�ng, �ncalculable, �ntractable to the powers of the m�croscope. It �s eternal, as all �nqu�ry leads to
openness, that �s, you cannot p�n down exper�ence �n propos�t�onal knowledge.

All th�s means that when sc�ence makes �ts moves to "say" what the world �s, �t �s only r�ght w�th�n the
scope of �ts f�eld. But ph�losophy, wh�ch �s the most open f�eld, has no bus�ness y�eld�ng to th�s any
more than to kn�tt�ng "sc�ence" or masonry. Ph�losophy �s all �nclus�ve theory, and the attempt to f�t
such a th�ng �nto a sc�ent�f�c parad�gm �s s�mply perverse.

Sc�ence: know your place! It �s not ph�losophy.



Sc�ent�sm as�de, there �s a recent stra�n �n the Anglo ph�losoph�cal trad�t�on wh�ch labors under the
assumpt�on that ph�losophy �s del�m�ted to a part�cular scope or f�eld. The fa�lure of log�cal
pos�t�v�sm harmed that school, but �t st�ll l�ves on �n certa�n forms. I doubt that German or French
ph�losophy forums would struggle so much w�th these bas�c po�nts.

In Ar�stotel�an terms b�ology �s the study of be�ng qua l�v�ng, and phys�cs �s the study of be�ng qua
mater�al mot�on, and mathemat�cs �t the study of be�ng qua number, etc. But of course
metaphys�cs, or f�rst ph�losophy, �s not del�m�ted, and �s thus prec�sely the study of be�ng qua
be�ng. I wonder, though, what the naysayers would say �s the properly l�m�ted doma�n of
ph�losophy?
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Hereandnow on >  3 Ocak 2022 Pazartes� 01:00

Leont�skos wrote
In Ar�stotel�an terms b�ology �s the study of be�ng qua l�v�ng, and phys�cs �s the study of be�ng
qua mater�al mot�on, and mathemat�cs �t the study of be�ng qua number, etc. But of course
metaphys�cs, or f�rst ph�losophy, �s not del�m�ted, and �s thus prec�sely the study of be�ng qua be�ng. I
wonder, though, what the naysayers would say �s the properly l�m�ted doma�n of ph�losophy?

Naysayers s�mply don't want to talk about �t, and they don't read Cont�nental ph�losophy, and by
the t�me they even know �t ex�sts, save Kant, they have already spent the�r �nterests on analyt�c
ph�losophy. Rorty was one of the few who knew both worlds.

Study�ng be�ng qua be�ng belongs �n an ex�stent�al�st's sandbox, culm�nat�ng �n the French post
post moderns l�ke M�chel Henry, Jean luc Mar�on, Jean luc Nancy who follow Husserl. I l�ke Lev�nas
as well. If one �s go�ng to take Be�ng ser�ously as a theme for d�scuss�on, then �t has to go through
He�degger, and analyt�c ph�losophers have unt�l recently not g�ven h�m the t�me of day. For me,
Be�ng and T�me �s s�mply bas�c to all else. Phenomenology puts the grav�tas back �nto ph�losophy.
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Leont�skos on >  3 Ocak 2022 Pazartes� 02:10



W�th respect to the secular realm I agree, but I come from the Cathol�c world and �n the Cathol�c
world the analogue to analyt�c ph�losophy �s Scholast�c�sm, wh�ch �s much older and much more
robust than analyt�c ph�losophy. Further, the roots of Scholast�c�sm go back to Ar�stotle's log�c and
natural sc�ence. So when you br�ng �n the Platon�sts, the Neo-Platon�sts, the Ar�stotel�ans, the
August�n�ans, the Thom�sts, etc., you have th�nkers up and down the ages who "knew both
worlds." Me�ster Eckhart �s of spec�al note s�nce he was very �nfluent�al on He�degger. There are
also many contemporary rel�g�ous th�nkers who e�ther grappled w�th or embraced var�ous forms of
phenomenology (e.g. "The Dangerous All�ances Between Cathol�c�sm and Phenomenology").

The same could be sa�d, to a lesser degree, for Eastern Orthodox Chr�st�an�ty, for the�r Greek-
speak�ng world reta�ned the �nfluence of Ar�stotle (along w�th Plato) unabated, unl�ke the Lat�n
West. Yet �n the East the Ar�stotel�an log�c and cur�os�ty was less present, and thus you get less of
an "analyt�c" focus.

2.722. by \  Hereandnow

Naysayers s�mply don't want to talk about �t, and they don't read Cont�nental ph�losophy, and by the
t�me they even know �t ex�sts, save Kant, they have already spent the�r �nterests on analyt�c ph�losophy.
Rorty was one of the few who knew both worlds.

2.721. by Leont�skos

In Ar�stotel�an terms b�ology �s the study of be�ng qua l�v�ng, and phys�cs �s the study of be�ng qua
mater�al mot�on, and mathemat�cs �t the study of be�ng qua number, etc. But of course metaphys�cs,
or f�rst ph�losophy, �s not del�m�ted, and �s thus prec�sely the study of be�ng qua be�ng. I wonder,
though, what the naysayers would say �s the properly l�m�ted doma�n of ph�losophy?
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Atla on >  3 Ocak 2022 Pazartes� 13:43

Hello, I'm a naysayer about phenomenology. Correct me �f I'm wrong, �t seems to me that
phenomenolog�sts confuse "be�ng" w�th "be�ng as a typ�cal, neurotyp�cal 45 years old Western
male ph�losopher of above average �ntell�gence".

Be�ng �s un�versal, �t encompasses everyth�ng �n every way, shape and form. Every k�nd of human
m�nd, every k�nd of l�fe, and the non-l�v�ng world. Phenomenolog�sts however seem to v�ew be�ng
str�ctly through the m�nd, through the mental g�vens and happen�ngs of the above ment�oned type.
Why �s that such a b�g deal please?

2.721. by Leont�skos

In Ar�stotel�an terms b�ology �s the study of be�ng qua l�v�ng, and phys�cs �s the study of be�ng qua
mater�al mot�on, and mathemat�cs �t the study of be�ng qua number, etc. But of course metaphys�cs, or
f�rst ph�losophy, �s not del�m�ted, and �s thus prec�sely the study of be�ng qua be�ng. I wonder, though,
what the naysayers would say �s the properly l�m�ted doma�n of ph�losophy?

Ö Ü
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Leont�skos on >  5 Ocak 2022 Çarşamba 00:05

I th�nk that's just an e�ect of He�degger, but he clearly d�st�ngu�shed between d��erent k�nds of
"be�ng". By "naysayers" I was referr�ng to the OP rather than to phenomenology. It �s qu�te
poss�ble to agree w�th the OP but d�sagree w�th phenomenology.

2.724. by Atla

Hello, I'm a naysayer about phenomenology. Correct me �f I'm wrong, �t seems to me that
phenomenolog�sts confuse "be�ng" w�th "be�ng as a typ�cal, neurotyp�cal 45 years old Western male
ph�losopher of above average �ntell�gence".

Be�ng �s un�versal, �t encompasses everyth�ng �n every way, shape and form. Every k�nd of human
m�nd, every k�nd of l�fe, and the non-l�v�ng world. Phenomenolog�sts however seem to v�ew be�ng
str�ctly through the m�nd, through the mental g�vens and happen�ngs of the above ment�oned type.
Why �s that such a b�g deal please?

2.721. by Leont�skos

In Ar�stotel�an terms b�ology �s the study of be�ng qua l�v�ng, and phys�cs �s the study of be�ng qua
mater�al mot�on, and mathemat�cs �t the study of be�ng qua number, etc. But of course metaphys�cs,
or f�rst ph�losophy, �s not del�m�ted, and �s thus prec�sely the study of be�ng qua be�ng. I wonder,
though, what the naysayers would say �s the properly l�m�ted doma�n of ph�losophy?
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Atla on >  6 Ocak 2022 Perşembe 21:51

I thought the OP was already about phenomenology, maybe I m�sunderstood. Yes sc�ence �s just
abstract�ng from the world, and has no bus�ness tell�ng us what the world "�s", so far so good, no
d�sagreement there. Granted, even though th�s �s a pretty obv�ous �ns�ght, often sc�ent�sts and
sc�ence-followers already don't make �t th�s far.

So �nstead we should take a step back, and take �n the world as a whole as �t �s d�rectly exper�enced,
and THEN say what the world "�s", r�ght? Indeed th�s �s the more fundamental approach, and �t �s
also underp�nn�ng the sc�ent�f�c v�ew. So th�s must be the real deal.

My �ssue �s that no, ult�mately th�s also �sn't the real deal, as noth�ng �s. The world has no such

2.725. by Leont�skos

I th�nk that's just an e�ect of He�degger, but he clearly d�st�ngu�shed between d��erent k�nds of
"be�ng". By "naysayers" I was referr�ng to the OP rather than to phenomenology. It �s qu�te poss�ble to
agree w�th the OP but d�sagree w�th phenomenology.



"g�venness", what we exper�ence �s mostly just the "g�venness" of our own �nd�v�dual human
m�nd. For example the world �sn't br�mm�ng w�th mean�ng, our m�nds are, the qual�a of mean�ng
may object�vely ex�st and �t may be abundant �n the human m�nd, yet that has no real �mpl�cat�ons
for the rest of the world. Same goes for any other "g�venness". So we st�ll can't tell what the world
"�s", because �t really �sn't anyth�ng. We are fool�ng ourselves �f we cont�nue to bel�eve that there
really �s a ph�losoph�cal bedrock we can d�g down to. And because of that, the hegemony of sc�ence
�sn't that absurd, we can treat the world any way we want.
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Leont�skos on >  6 Ocak 2022 Perşembe 22:58

I suppose the f�rst paragraph has a phenomenolog�cal color. I was th�nk�ng more of the second
paragraph of the OP.

So �nstead we should take a step back, and take �n the world as a whole as �t �s d�rectly exper�enced,
and THEN say what the world "�s", r�ght? Indeed th�s �s the more fundamental approach, and �t �s also
underp�nn�ng the sc�ent�f�c v�ew. So th�s must be the real deal.

My �ssue �s that no, ult�mately th�s also �sn't the real deal, as noth�ng �s. The world has no such
"g�venness", what we exper�ence �s mostly just the "g�venness" of our own �nd�v�dual human m�nd. For
example the world �sn't br�mm�ng w�th mean�ng, our m�nds are, the qual�a of mean�ng may
object�vely ex�st and �t may be abundant �n the human m�nd, yet that has no real �mpl�cat�ons for the
rest of the world. Same goes for any other "g�venness". So we st�ll can't tell what the world "�s",
because �t really �sn't anyth�ng. We are fool�ng ourselves �f we cont�nue to bel�eve that there really �s a
ph�losoph�cal bedrock we can d�g down to. And because of that, the hegemony of sc�ence �sn't that
absurd, we can treat the world any way we want.

If you want to take an ant�-real�st skept�cal v�ew of the world, how then could th�s support the
hegemony of sc�ence? It seems to me that the hegemony of sc�ence really �s �ncompat�ble w�th such
a skept�cal v�ew.

2.726. by Atla

I thought the OP was already about phenomenology, maybe I m�sunderstood.
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Atla on >  7 Ocak 2022 Cuma 04:44

2.727. by Leont�skos

If you want to take an ant�-real�st skept�cal v�ew of the world, how then could th�s support the
hegemony of sc�ence? It seems to me that the hegemony of sc�ence really �s �ncompat�ble w�th such a
skept�cal v�ew.



Isn't phenomenology also �ncompat�ble w�th ant�-real�st skept�c�sm then, just less so? But you'll
have to def�ne what you mean by ant�-real�st skept�c�sm, to be honest I've found both real�sm and
ant�-real�sm to be problemat�c, and also there seem to be l�ke a dozen def�n�t�ons for them.
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Leont�skos on >  7 Ocak 2022 Cuma 06:10

Yes, probably, but there are very many d��erent phenomenolog�cal schools that seem to hold
d��erent degrees of real�sm.

But you'll have to def�ne what you mean by ant�-real�st skept�c�sm, to be honest I've found both
real�sm and ant�-real�sm to be problemat�c, and also there seem to be l�ke a dozen def�n�t�ons for
them.

You seemed to be say�ng that we only really exper�ence our own m�nds, not an external world,
wh�ch �s an ant�-real�st v�ew. By 'skept�c�sm' I mean that you take a skept�cal stance towards the
ab�l�ty to truly know the external world, beyond the human m�nd.

2.728. by Atla

Isn't phenomenology also �ncompat�ble w�th ant�-real�st skept�c�sm then, just less so?

2.727. by Leont�skos

If you want to take an ant�-real�st skept�cal v�ew of the world, how then could th�s support the
hegemony of sc�ence? It seems to me that the hegemony of sc�ence really �s �ncompat�ble w�th such
a skept�cal v�ew.
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Atla on >  7 Ocak 2022 Cuma 16:48

Yes human consc�ousness �s probably representat�onal, all we can exper�ence are our own m�nds,
and we �nfer an outs�de world from th�s exper�ence. But we can never really tell what �t's "actually
l�ke out there", or whether there �s even an "out there".

If that's what you meant, then I don't see how th�s �s �ncompat�ble w�th sc�ence, as th�s �s pretty
much the current sc�ent�f�c v�ew. That there �s a "model" of the world �n our head, and that's what
we exper�ence. Few take na�ve real�sm ser�ously anymore.

2.729. by Leont�skos

You seemed to be say�ng that we only really exper�ence our own m�nds, not an external world, wh�ch �s
an ant�-real�st v�ew. By 'skept�c�sm' I mean that you take a skept�cal stance towards the ab�l�ty to truly
know the external world, beyond the human m�nd.

Ö Ü
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Leont�skos on >  7 Ocak 2022 Cuma 21:57

I suppose the s�mple answer �s that sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the human m�nd.
So �f you don't adm�t a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd, you can't do sc�ence.

2.730. by Atla

Yes human consc�ousness �s probably representat�onal, all we can exper�ence are our own m�nds, and
we �nfer an outs�de world from th�s exper�ence. But we can never really tell what �t's "actually l�ke out
there", or whether there �s even an "out there".

If that's what you meant, then I don't see how th�s �s �ncompat�ble w�th sc�ence, as th�s �s pretty much
the current sc�ent�f�c v�ew. That there �s a "model" of the world �n our head, and that's what we
exper�ence. Few take na�ve real�sm ser�ously anymore.

2.729. by Leont�skos

You seemed to be say�ng that we only really exper�ence our own m�nds, not an external world,
wh�ch �s an ant�-real�st v�ew. By 'skept�c�sm' I mean that you take a skept�cal stance towards the
ab�l�ty to truly know the external world, beyond the human m�nd.
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2.731. by Leont�skos

I suppose the s�mple answer �s that sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the human m�nd. So �f
you don't adm�t a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd, you can't do sc�ence.

2.730. by Atla

Yes human consc�ousness �s probably representat�onal, all we can exper�ence are our own m�nds,
and we �nfer an outs�de world from th�s exper�ence. But we can never really tell what �t's "actually
l�ke out there", or whether there �s even an "out there".

If that's what you meant, then I don't see how th�s �s �ncompat�ble w�th sc�ence, as th�s �s pretty
much the current sc�ent�f�c v�ew. That there �s a "model" of the world �n our head, and that's what
we exper�ence. Few take na�ve real�sm ser�ously anymore.

2.729. by Leont�skos

You seemed to be say�ng that we only really exper�ence our own m�nds, not an external world,
wh�ch �s an ant�-real�st v�ew. By 'skept�c�sm' I mean that you take a skept�cal stance towards the
ab�l�ty to truly know the external world, beyond the human m�nd.



You can't really do anyth�ng �f you don't assume a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd. You can't
even have concepts l�ke beyond, conf�nes and m�nd.
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Agreed. Wh�le consc�ousness �s the only truly certa�n truth �n our l�ves, the contents of the m�nd are
based on real phenomena, even �f perce�ved w�th b�as.

Rather than be�ng surrounded by no world or one world, we appear to res�de w�th�n many, many
potent�al worlds, w�th each world rendered from the �ncomprehens�ble maelstrom of phys�cal
real�ty* by d��erent sensory apparatus. In a sense, we do not l�ve �n the same world as ants or m�ce,
for example, desp�te be�ng embedded �n the same phys�cal schema.

From th�s perspect�ve, �deal�sm, phenomenology and modern sc�ence can work �n tandem rather �n
oppos�t�on. Ex�stent�al�st �deas too can be thought of �n terms of cause and e�ect, antecedent and
result, extend�ng back �n evolut�onary h�story to the b�rth of the w�ll w�th the f�rst sense/response
reflexes. Even rel�g�ous texts can be seen as the anc�ents no doubt �ntended - metaphor�cally -
w�thout confl�ct�ng w�th modern sc�ence.

I see no reason (outs�de of h�story) why these d�sc�pl�nes need be �n compet�t�on, other than the

2.732. by Atla

You can't really do anyth�ng �f you don't assume a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd. You can't
even have concepts l�ke beyond, conf�nes and m�nd.

2.731. by Leont�skos

I suppose the s�mple answer �s that sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the human m�nd.
So �f you don't adm�t a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd, you can't do sc�ence.

2.730. by Atla

Yes human consc�ousness �s probably representat�onal, all we can exper�ence are our own m�nds,
and we �nfer an outs�de world from th�s exper�ence. But we can never really tell what �t's
"actually l�ke out there", or whether there �s even an "out there".

If that's what you meant, then I don't see how th�s �s �ncompat�ble w�th sc�ence, as th�s �s pretty
much the current sc�ent�f�c v�ew. That there �s a "model" of the world �n our head, and that's
what we exper�ence. Few take na�ve real�sm ser�ously anymore.

2.729. by Leont�skos

You seemed to be say�ng that we only really exper�ence our own m�nds, not an external world,
wh�ch �s an ant�-real�st v�ew. By 'skept�c�sm' I mean that you take a skept�cal stance towards
the ab�l�ty to truly know the external world, beyond the human m�nd.



pragmat�c econom�c dec�s�ons to s�lo, rather than connect, d��erent d�sc�pl�nes. So I see less of an
absurd hegemony of sc�ence than shallow cr�t�c�sms of anc�ent �deas by, adm�ttedly, a fa�r
proport�on of sc�ence bu�s. I put such secular host�l�ty towards sp�r�tual �deas down to resentment
aga�nst the presumed and unearned author�ty of rel�g�ons �n the past, and the�r �nterference w�th
pol�cy-mak�ng today, the sch�sms w�dened by a r�se �n fundamental�sm/B�bl�cal l�teral�sm.

Of course, �f you are talk�ng about where the grant money goes, �t should be sa�d that some areas of
sc�ence are not well patron�sed. B�olog�sts, for example, frequently have to struggle for fund�ng
wh�le nuclear phys�cs, space explorat�on, weapons development, neurosc�ence and AI are far better
supported. The "hegemony" �s perhaps less sc�ence's per se, than certa�n tranches.

Interest�ng and �nformat�ve d�scuss�on BTW. Thanks.

* W�thout f�lter�ng by the bra�n, real�ty would be perce�ved as bl�nd�ng and deafen�ng chaos.
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I agree, but s�nce you say above that "we can't tell what the world �s because �t really �sn't
anyth�ng," �t seems that "[you] can't really do anyth�ng." That �s, you are fa�l�ng to make th�s
cruc�al "assumpt�on."

In any case, sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the m�nd. If you th�nk we only have
access to the phenomena of the human m�nd, and have no access to the external world, then you
cannot do sc�ence. Whether you can do anyth�ng at all �s bes�de my po�nt.

2.732. by Atla

You can't really do anyth�ng �f you don't assume a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd. You can't
even have concepts l�ke beyond, conf�nes and m�nd.

2.731. by Leont�skos

I suppose the s�mple answer �s that sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the human m�nd.
So �f you don't adm�t a world beyond the conf�nes of the m�nd, you can't do sc�ence.
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I meant that the world �sn't really "anyth�ng", there �s no "�sness", so ult�mately we can treat the
world any way we want. "Isness" �s a way of th�nk�ng, and ph�losophy can move beyond �t, �t can go
deeper than phenomenology.

Treat�ng the world any way we want, of course also �ncludes the opt�on of "not do�ng anyth�ng",
but what would be the po�nt of that, should we lay down and d�e? Instead what we can do �s agree
on how to treat the world, wh�ch "�sness" to buy �nto.

Sc�ence says that the "g�venness" of the world "IS" matter, protons, electrons, energy etc., but
that's ult�mately just a treatment of the world.

Phenomenology says that no-no, the real "g�venness" of the world �s more fundamental, �t "IS"
be�ng as such as such, mean�ng, value, sensat�on etc.

But ult�mately that's also just a treatment of the world, so phenomenology and sc�ence arent't all
that d�ss�m�lar �n th�s sense, and the hegemony of sc�ence �sn't all that absurd. Plus sc�ence
attempts to look at the whole world, wh�le phenomenology seems to m�sattr�bute human mental
th�ngs to the world. I th�nk �t's �mportant to make the assumpt�on that human consc�ousness �s
representat�onal, so the phenomena are just the phenomena of the representat�onal human m�nd,
as far as I know Kant d�dn't want to make th�s assumpt�on, but he should have.

In any case, sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the m�nd. If you th�nk we only have access to
the phenomena of the human m�nd, and have no access to the external world, then you cannot do
sc�ence. Whether you can do anyth�ng at all �s bes�de my po�nt.

I don't understand th�s argument, the phenomena of the m�nd seem to represent the outs�de world
very accurately, unless someone has severe cond�t�ons such as sch�zophren�a. Techn�cally everyone
�s l�m�ted to the�r own m�nds, and everyone �s assum�ng a shared outs�de world, and th�s works.

2.734. by Leont�skos

I agree, but s�nce you say above that "we can't tell what the world �s because �t really �sn't anyth�ng," �t
seems that "[you] can't really do anyth�ng." That �s, you are fa�l�ng to make th�s cruc�al "assumpt�on."

B Ö L Ü M  2 . 7 3 6 .

~

Leont�skos on >  9 Ocak 2022 Pazar 16:59



Let me o�er a couple of po�nts (there was a th�rd but I lost my post and then forgot the th�rd):

1. You seem to have moved from a rather strong ant�-real�sm to a rather strong real�sm �n the
matter of a few posts. For example, above you cla�med:

"The world has no such "g�venness", what we exper�ence �s mostly just the "g�venness" of our own
�nd�v�dual human m�nd. For example the world �sn't br�mm�ng w�th mean�ng, our m�nds are, the qual�a
of mean�ng may object�vely ex�st and �t may be abundant �n the human m�nd, yet that has no real
�mpl�cat�ons for the rest of the world."

Th�s �s much d��erent from what you say now. You went from cla�m�ng that the phenomena of the
m�nd "has no real �mpl�cat�ons for the rest of the world" to say�ng that "the phenomena of the
m�nd seem to represent the outs�de world very accurately." Of course �nsofar as you abandon and
move away from that earl�er ant�-real�sm, you w�ll be able to undertake the sort of �nqu�ry that
presupposes some form of real�sm, e.g. sc�ence.

2. Sc�ence does not say that the g�venness of the world �s matter, protons, etc. Sc�ence rather says
that the g�venness of the world �ncludes matter, protons, etc. If you are an ant�-real�st w�th respect
to matter you can't do sc�ence, because sc�ence really does presuppose matter. It could be called a
"treatment" of the world, but �t �s also an �nterpretat�on of the world that the sc�ent�st must �n

2.735. by Atla

I meant that the world �sn't really "anyth�ng", there �s no "�sness", so ult�mately we can treat the world
any way we want. "Isness" �s a way of th�nk�ng, and ph�losophy can move beyond �t, �t can go deeper
than phenomenology.

Treat�ng the world any way we want, of course also �ncludes the opt�on of "not do�ng anyth�ng", but
what would be the po�nt of that, should we lay down and d�e? Instead what we can do �s agree on how
to treat the world, wh�ch "�sness" to buy �nto.

Sc�ence says that the "g�venness" of the world "IS" matter, protons, electrons, energy etc., but that's
ult�mately just a treatment of the world.

Phenomenology says that no-no, the real "g�venness" of the world �s more fundamental, �t "IS" be�ng
as such as such, mean�ng, value, sensat�on etc.

But ult�mately that's also just a treatment of the world, so phenomenology and sc�ence arent't all that
d�ss�m�lar �n th�s sense, and the hegemony of sc�ence �sn't all that absurd. Plus sc�ence attempts to look
at the whole world, wh�le phenomenology seems to m�sattr�bute human mental th�ngs to the world. I
th�nk �t's �mportant to make the assumpt�on that human consc�ousness �s representat�onal, so the
phenomena are just the phenomena of the representat�onal human m�nd, as far as I know Kant d�dn't
want to make th�s assumpt�on, but he should have.

2.734. by Leont�skos

I agree, but s�nce you say above that "we can't tell what the world �s because �t really �sn't
anyth�ng," �t seems that "[you] can't really do anyth�ng." That �s, you are fa�l�ng to make th�s
cruc�al "assumpt�on."



real�ty a��rm. The hegemony of sc�ence �s absurd because sc�ence has no bas�s for exclud�ng th�ngs
outs�de of �ts doma�n of �nqu�ry.

In any case, sc�ence stud�es the world, not phenomena of the m�nd. If you th�nk we only have access
to the phenomena of the human m�nd, and have no access to the external world, then you cannot do
sc�ence. Whether you can do anyth�ng at all �s bes�de my po�nt.

I don't understand th�s argument, the phenomena of the m�nd seem to represent the outs�de world
very accurately, unless someone has severe cond�t�ons such as sch�zophren�a. Techn�cally everyone �s
l�m�ted to the�r own m�nds, and everyone �s assum�ng a shared outs�de world, and th�s works.

As far as I am concerned, �f you th�nk you can rel�ably and accurately �nfer an outs�de real�ty from
the phenomena you exper�ence, then you are comm�tted to some form of �nd�rect or med�ated
real�sm, wh�ch �s the most common k�nd. Sc�ence surely does presuppose such a th�ng.
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Please c�te!
Your comments are hoplessly subject�ve and general�sed.

Th�s k�nd of th�nk�ng doesn't even prov�de the proper start�ng place for a true explanatory bas�s of the
world.

Each and every d�sc�pl�ne cla�ms to have explanatory value and all d�sc�pl�nes prov�de
exaplanat�ons w�th�n the framework and us�ng the parameters of the�r d�sc�pl�ne.
Th�s �s true of eveyth�ng from rel�g�on to astronomy. But I have to tell you that the only place I have
w�tnessed doubt about the value of that explanat�on �s from sc�ent�sts, many of whom know that
what they are do�ng �s desfr�pt�ve. And no one does a better job of mak�ng accurate and val�d
descr�pt�ons of the world, s�nce �t �s sc�ence that makes these th�ngs the�r a�m.
But NO where do I see sc�ence �n any form of hegemony. Maybe you l�ve on another planet.

One has to �gnore what sc�ence says, that �s, suspend th�s (epoche) and look to what sc�ence
presupposes �n order to get to a foundat�on. And what one f�nds �n th�s approach �s that all th�ngs
properly analyzed presuppose someth�ng they are not; they are endlessly deferent�al. I say cat and you
ask me what th�s �s, and I have other �deas �nt he wa�t�ng, and for those I have other �deas, and th�s
never stops. foundat�ons all are deferent�al, so there are no foundat�ons. Sc�ence's world of emp�r�cal
concepts are the same.

1.72. by \  Hereandnow

Sculptor1 wrote
Where �s your hegemony of sc�ence please?

My compla�nt �s that no sc�ence can prov�de an explanatory bas�s for th�ngs �n general, but people th�nk
l�ke th�s all the t�me. They th�nk the world �s what sc�ence says �t �s and beyond th�s, there �s only what
the pend�ng "parad�gmat�c sc�ent�f�c revolut�ons" w�ll eventually y�eld.



Th�s oes not make any sense. "Once has to..." why??

The only true foundat�on �s the endless deferent�al nature of all knowledge cla�ms, and �nstead of
substance or mater�al�ty, we have no archemed�an po�nt to "leverage" mean�ng.

Interest�ngly poet�c, but useless.

The advantage th�s br�ngs to the understand�ng �s �t undoes th�s bl�nd conf�dence �n sc�ent�f�c th�nk�ng
at the foundat�onal level (certa�nly not regard�ng how to send people to Mars or make a better cell
phone). the upshot �s the encouragement of an all �nclus�veness of ontolog�cal pr�or�t�es: there �s no
longer any pr�v�lege g�ven to trad�t�onal ontolog�es, keep�ng �n m�nd that pr�v�leg�ng of th�s k�nd forces
�nterpretat�ons of our a�a�rs to be "of" or "�ssue from" the pr�v�leged �dea. The myster�es and the
a�ect�v�ty and all the th�ngs that human exper�ence IS, are restored to a nonreduct�ve place.

Cla�ms w�thout bas�s. Solut�ons w�thout problems.
It seems to me that you are gett�ng to show your hand here. My thought �t that you resent sc�ence
for �ts undoubable success, but would rather the world constucted d��erently and so you �nvent
cla�ms about sc�ence hold�ng hegemony, wh�ch sadly �t does not.
The appearance of sc�ence and �ts undoubted sucesses �n the face of more w�shy washy d�sc�pl�nes
such as the human�t�es and soft sc�ences may look l�ke hegemony but �ts just because sc�ence �s
e�ect�ve wh�lst h�story and rel�g�on are s�mply not useful.
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I'd say real�sm vs ant�-real�sm �s a crude d�chotomy that's not even wrong, I don't th�nk you can
put me �n e�ther of those categor�es. Why people st�ll take �t ser�ously I don't know.
In the f�rst quote I was cr�t�c�z�ng how phenomenology seems to m�sattr�bute human mental th�ngs

2.736. by Leont�skos

Let me o�er a couple of po�nts (there was a th�rd but I lost my post and then forgot the th�rd):

1. You seem to have moved from a rather strong ant�-real�sm to a rather strong real�sm �n the matter
of a few posts. For example, above you cla�med:

"The world has no such "g�venness", what we exper�ence �s mostly just the "g�venness" of our own
�nd�v�dual human m�nd. For example the world �sn't br�mm�ng w�th mean�ng, our m�nds are, the
qual�a of mean�ng may object�vely ex�st and �t may be abundant �n the human m�nd, yet that has no
real �mpl�cat�ons for the rest of the world."

Th�s �s much d��erent from what you say now. You went from cla�m�ng that the phenomena of the
m�nd "has no real �mpl�cat�ons for the rest of the world" to say�ng that "the phenomena of the m�nd
seem to represent the outs�de world very accurately." Of course �nsofar as you abandon and move away
from that earl�er ant�-real�sm, you w�ll be able to undertake the sort of �nqu�ry that presupposes some
form of real�sm, e.g. sc�ence.



to the rest of the world. (And on a deeper level, all meta-g�venness/�sness �s �llusory anyway,
doesn't matter whether phenomenology or sc�ence does �t.)
In the second quote I was talk�ng about representat�on. I don't understand your argument, we
don't know what the world �s out there actually l�ke because we are l�m�ted to our consc�ousness,
but we can test the contents of our consc�ousness for example by walk�ng �nto a wall that's
appear�ng �n our consc�ousness, and see what happens. That's how ALL sc�ence �s done too, even �f
those sc�ent�sts m�stakenly bel�eve �n a strong real�sm.

2. Sc�ence does not say that the g�venness of the world �s matter, protons, etc. Sc�ence rather says that
the g�venness of the world �ncludes matter, protons, etc. If you are an ant�-real�st w�th respect to
matter you can't do sc�ence, because sc�ence really does presuppose matter. It could be called a
"treatment" of the world, but �t �s also an �nterpretat�on of the world that the sc�ent�st must �n real�ty
a��rm. The hegemony of sc�ence �s absurd because sc�ence has no bas�s for exclud�ng th�ngs outs�de of
�ts doma�n of �nqu�ry.

Of course sc�ence works all the same w�thout the �dea of matter, after we've re�nterpreted
everyth�ng accord�ngly. It just becomes more d���cult to commun�cate w�thout a well-establ�shed
empty concept such as matter.

As far as I am concerned, �f you th�nk you can rel�ably and accurately �nfer an outs�de real�ty from the
phenomena you exper�ence, then you are comm�tted to some form of �nd�rect or med�ated real�sm,
wh�ch �s the most common k�nd. Sc�ence surely does presuppose such a th�ng.

Aga�n, �t doesn't have to be "real�sm", but yes human consc�ousness �s representat�onal, that's
more l�ke a fact not just a comm�tment.
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I am go�ng to go ahead and leave o� here, lett�ng my last post stand. Thanks for the
conversat�on.
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