The Philosophical Review, Vol. 166, No. 1 (January 1997)

Self-Consciousness

Gearge Bealer

Even though most functionalists reject behaviorism and the iden-
tity thesis, they view functionalism as the natural successor to these
reductionistic views. Their doctrine is ontological: they claim that
mental properties can be defined wholly in terms of the general
pattern of causal (or functional) interaction of onrtologically prior
“realizations” and so in this sense are second-order.! My first pur
pose is to show that self-consciousness constitutes an insurmount-
able obstacle to ontological functionalism. Why? Because the en-
visaged functional definitions would require the wrong sorts of
things to he the contents of self-consciousness: the contents would
have to be propositions involving these “realizations™ rather than
the mental properties themselves. The only way to save functional
definitions from this obstacle is to expunge the requirement that
mental properties he second-order and to accept that they are first-
order.? But we shall also see that even the resulting “ideological™
functionalism, which aims only at conceptual clarification,® faces

An early version of this paper was given at the CUNY Graduate School
in Spring 1985. Recent versions were presented at Arizona State University,
Brandeis University, Syracuse University, University of Maryland, University
of Miami, and University of Washington. For valuable comments I wish to
thank those audiences and Erik Anderson, Jonathan Bennetr, Ned Black,
David Chalmers, Hartry Field, Mark Hinchliff, Harcld Hodes, Stephen
Leeds, Brian Loar, Tain Martel, Mark Moffett, Michael Peirce, C. D. C.
Reeve, Georges Rey, Stephen Schiffer, Christopher Shields, Sydney Shoe-
maker, and Ralph Wedgwood.

ISee, for example, Hilary Putnam, “On Properties,” in Mathematics, Mat-
ter and Method: Philossphical Papers, val. 1 (New York: Cambridge University
Press, 1975), 305-22; Sydney Shoemaker, “Some Varieties of Functional-
ism,” Philasophical Topics 12 {1981): 93-119; Brian Loar, Mind and Meaning
{Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981); Ned Bloack, “Can the
Mind Change the World," in Meaning and Method: Essays in Honor of Hilary
Putnam, ed. G. Boolos {Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). In
a moment [ will say more about the notions of second-order properties
and ontological functionalism. Gther versions of functicnalism will be dealt
with in due course; see, for example, note 2.

?David Armstrong and David Lewis hold a “functionalist identity theo-
ry” according to which mental properties are contingendy idenrical to the
firstorder “realizations.”” As we shall see, the argument from self-conscious-
ness can be extended to show that this cannot be right.

3In “Method in Philosophical Psychology'" (Proceedings and Addresses of
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an equally insurmountable obstacle. Here the argument—which
turns on a feature of self-conscicusness evident in Descartes’s cogits,
namely, that it can be “ungrounded’—shows that ideological func-
tionalism fails unless it incorporates the thesis that mental prop-
erties are fully “natural” universals. (The argument applies equally
against ontological functionalism.) This enables us to reach our
final conclusion, namely, that mental properties are sui generis: they
are first-order, nonphysical, fully “natural” universals. Thus, reduc-
tionism in the philosophy of mind, in all of its most promising
fc_:)rms, fails.

Self-consciousness has often been taken as the very mark of the
mental, yet funcrionalists have paid little attention ta it. Their focus
has been on belief-desire psychology, rational decision theory, and
the psychology of sensation, so that they have been largely con-
cerned with “‘unembedded” psychological phenomena. Likewise,
the currently popular objections to functionalism (inverted-spec-
trum, absent qualia, “what-it's-like,” Chinese nation, homunculus
head, Chinese room, externalism, anti-individualism, anomalism,
utopianism) also focus on “unembedded’” psychological phenom-
ena, and each of them, I believe, fails o refute functionalism.* In
my view, only a change of focus, only a reawakened sense of the
centrality of self-consciousness, will enable us to evaluate function-
alism. as a philosophy of mind.

Two points about terminology are in order. First, for conve-
nience I use ‘property’ for both properties and relations; where
relations specifically are relevant, I use that terminology. Second,
on the matter of ‘first-order’ and ‘second-order': Ontological func-
tionalists use these terms in the sense of a broadly Russellian ram-
ified theory of properties. According to a simple unramified the-
ory, properties divide into the following hierarchy: properties of
individuals, properties of properties of individuals, etc. In a rami-
fied theory each of these divides into an order hierarchy, for ex-
ample, first-order properties of individuals, second-order proper-
ties of individuals, etc. First-order properties of individuals are ei-
ther primirive properties of individuals or properties of individuals

the American Philosophical Association 50 (1975): 23-53), Paul Grice enter-
tains this position (as well as the more familiar ontclogical functionalism).

41 give my reasons in “Mind and Anti-Mind,"” Miduwest Studies in Philosophy
9 (1984): 283-328; “Mental Properties,” Journal of Philosaphy 91 (1994):
185-208; and section. 1 below.
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definable in terms of primitive properties of individuals plus quan-
tification over individuals. Second-order properties of individuals
are properties of individuals that are not first-order properties of
individuals but are definable wholly in terms of first-order prop-
erties of individuals plus quantification over individuals and first-
order properties of individuals.® It is in this sense that ontological
functionalists claim that mental properties are second-order: they
are properties of individuals that are not first-order properties of
individuals but are definable wholly in terms of first-order prop-
erties of individuals plus quantification over individuals and first-
order properties of individuals.

This use of “firstorder’ and ‘second-order’ is neutral on the
question of the arder of mental properties. Russell himself thought
that mental properties such as the property of being in pain were
primitive first-order properties. By contrast, ontological function-
alists hold that whereas various physical properties are first-order,
mental properties (including properties like being in pain) are
second-order.

The paper is divided into three sections—(1) Ramsified Func-
tionalism, (2) Language-of-Thought Functionalism, and (3) Ideo-
logical Functionalism. In section 1, [ give a proof that functional
definitions of self-consciousness by means of the standard “Ram-
sification” technique entail that the contents of self-consciousness
would wrongly have to be propositions involving firstorder “real-
izations™ rather than mental properties themselves. The reason is
this: When we describe the general pattern of interaction of the
standard mental properties, we find that they function both as

3Analogous distinctions held for relations. See also note 24. Note that
in this characterization I used the ontological notion of a primitive prop-
erty rather than the notion of an undefinable property. The reason is that
there is a well-established sense (associated with the project of conceptual
clarification) in which some ontolagical primitives may be said to be de-
finable. For example, someone could say that even though phencmenal
colors are ontological primitives, any ane of them (for example, Hume's
missing shade of blue) is definable in terms of the others (see the close
of section 1). Because this is a well-established usage, the term ‘ontological
functionalism’ is preferable to “definitional functionalism'. Incidenally, in
contemporary second-order logic (that part of the simple theery of types
known as “the functional calculus of second order™), a property expressed
by a formula FA(f)7 is often called a second-order property even if the
formula A involves no quantification over properties. This usage departs
from the original Russellian usage and is not relevant to functionalism.
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unembedded properties and as embedded properties. [n the latter
role, they function as “‘constituents” of the propositions that are
objects of various mental relations. For example, a subject can both
he in pain and be self-consciously aware that he is in pain. When
we Ramsify our psychological theory, we are led to quantify both
positions—unembedded and embedded. But, according to onto-
logical functionalists, the values of our quantified predicate vari-
ables must be firstorder “realizations” of mental properties, racher
thaw mental properties themselves. So, in the above example, the
value of the embedded predicate variable would be not the prop-
erty of being in pain, but rather some “realization” of this property
{for example, the property of having firing CAibers). This in turn
implies that propositions involving such “realizations” would be
the contents of selfconsciousness. {The problem generalizes to
other multiply embeddable mental relations—thinking, etc.) With-
in the setting of Ramsified functionalism there are various ways of
trying to avoid this unacceprable consequence, but we will see that
at best they only defer the problem. Sooner or later it reappears.

What ontological functionalists need to avoid the problem is a
systernatic way of blocking the offending quantifications of embed-
ded mental predicates, treating the latter as standing only for men-
tal representations rather than mental properties. Language-of-
thought functionalism is the leading example of this version of
functionalism. In section 2, we find that language-of-thought func-
tionalism only puts off the problem. The difficulty resurfaces in
connection with Mentalese psychological predicates, specifically
those whose contents are supposed o be multiply embeddable
mental relations {thinking, desiring, self-conscious awareness, etc.).
[ show that the methods (causal and conceprual role) standardly
used by ontological functionalists to fix content are viciously cir-
cular in the case of these Mentalese psychological predicates. The
only way our of the circle is to retreat to Ramsified definitions, but
these all fall prey to some version of the problem of section 1.
Thus, both leading versions of ontological functionalism—Ramsi-
fied and language-of-thought—fail for the same underlying reason.

In section 3, I take up ideological functionalism, which abandons
the ontological claims of ontological functionalism and aims only
at conceptual clarification. Given that the standard mental prop-
erties cannot be defined in terms of the general pattern of inter-
action of ontologically prior “realizations,” perhaps they can at
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least be naonreductively identified in terms of the general pattern
of their interaction with one another I show, however, that we can
construct a system of nonstandard praperties whose general pat-
tern of interaction with one another other matches exactly that of
the standard mental properties. This falsifies ideological function-
alism as stated (and, as we shall see, ontological functionalism as
well). Ideological functionalists might try to save their definitions
by building in the requirement that the standard mental properties
are “narural” (versus “Cambridge-like™), thereby ruling out the
indicated system of nonstandard properties. But this would be to
accept our final point—that the standard mental properties are
“natural” universals.

1. Ramsified Functionalism

I take the identity thesis to be the thesis that the standard mental
properties (for example, the property of being in pain) are iden-
tical to first-order physical properties (for example, the property
of having firing C-fibers). Most philosophers today reject this the-
sis—with good reason—and in this paper I will assume that they
are right.¢ Ontological functionalists are opponents of the identity
thesis; for, unlike identity theorists, they do not believe that mental
properties are first-order. Rather, they believe that mental proper-
ties are defined by the general pattern of causal {or functional)
interaction of ontologically prior “realizations” and are thus sec-
ond-order. Despite their opposition to the identity thesis, many
ontolagical functionalists nevertheless hold that mental properties
are physical; this is the most direct legacy of reductionism in phi-
lasophy of mind.

The mast clear and precise formulations of ontological func-
tionalism are those based on the idea of “Ramsification”—the idea
of converting whole theories (sets of sentences) into definitions by
replacing “theoretical” predicates with existentially quantified
predicate variables.” Let & be a comprehensive description of the

%In “Mental Praoperties” 1 give my reasons for rejecting the identity the-
sis.

In “Theories” (in The Foundations of Mathematics, ed. R, B, Braithwaite
{London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1931}, 212-36), F. P. Ramsey gave a
technique, not for defining “theoretical terms, but rather for eliminating
them by means of existentially quantified predicate variables. To my knawl-
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characteristic interaction of the standard mental properties with
cach other and with physical properties. Suppose that ‘is in pain’,
‘thinks’, and so forth are {in order of their first occurrences) the
mental predicates occurring in the comprehensive psychological
theory 4. Let A be the complex expression that results from A by
replacing ‘is in pain’ with the one-place predicate variable ‘R,
‘thinks' with the two-place predicate variable ‘R,’, and so on. Let
‘R’ he short for ‘R, R,, ... . Then, according to this kind of
functionalism, the following would be good definitions (remember,
I am using ‘property’ for both properties and relations):

X is in pain iff,, there exist first-order properties R satisfying A
and % has R,.

x thinks p iff,,; there exist first-order properties R satisfying A
and x is related by R, to p.

And so forth., The idea is that there are first-order properties R
that function with respect to one another in the way the standard
mental properties function with respect to each other; accordingly,
these first-order properties may be considered “realizations™ of the
standard mental properties. So, as ontological functionalism re-
quires, the standard mental properties would be defined wholly in
terms of the general patern of interaction of first-order “realiza-
tions’’ and thus would be second-order.

There is great flexibility in the sort of theory A may be. Some
functionalists inclined to mechanism (for example, early Putnam)
would require that 2 be (equivalent to) a Turing machine table;
others find this requirement too strong. Some (for example, Syd-
ney Shoemaker) would instead reqire that A be an idealized
formulation of commonsense psychology. Others (for example,
early Fodor} would instead require that 2 be an idealized formu-
lation of scientific psychology. Some (for example, early Putnam)
would want the nonpsychological vocabulary in 4 to be that of an
ideal physics; others (for example, Shoemaker, Grice) would per-
mit the vocabulary of A to include a wider range of nonpsychol-

edge, the idea of using existentially quantified predicate variables to con-
struct the kind of definition described in the texrt is first found in R M,
Martin’s “On Theoretical Constants and Ramsey Constants,” Philosophy af
Science 31 (1966): 1-13. The idea was subsequently taken up by Lewis, Gri-
ce, Harman, Loar, Shoemaker, Block, Cummins, Jackson, and many others.
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ogical vocabulary {for example, expressions from natural sciences
other than physics, “folk™ physical and/or teleological properties
belonging to no particular science, and perhaps even auxiliary
properties from higher mathematics and metaphysics). Some (for
example, Loar) might wish to index 4 to individuals and times.
Some believe that 2 would include a normativity predicate such as
‘psychologically normal’. {If so, functionalists may trear. that pred-
icate as one of the psychological expressions to be defined by Ram-
sification; so normativity objections in the spirit of Davidson are
not an obvious barrier to Ramsified functionalism.) Still others
would want 4 to include more than just psychology. For example,
functionalists convinced of externalism (for example, recent Fo-
dor) could take A to include an extensive characterization of the
subject’s external environment and facts about the subject’s actnal
and counterfactual interactions with it; others (for example, Mil-
likan) could take A to include various facts from the evolutionary
history of the subject’s ancestors. Functionalists convinced by anti-
individualist arguments could take A to include complex social and
linguistic facts pertaining to the subject’s communiry, civilization,
or evolutionary lineage. For that matter, 24 might well be infinitary
(whecher law-like or not; Davidson's anomalism is not relevant).
Given that our concern is ontological, it makes no difference
whether A is manageable by finite creatures like ourselves. Accord-
ingly, the worry thar functionalism is “‘utopian” (for example, re-
cent Putnam) is not to the point. {Incidentally, it is commonly
thought that if functionalists are allowed infinitary sentences A—
and, in turn, infinitary Ramsified definitions based on A—then
identity theorists should be allowed infinitary disjunctive defini-
tions and that, if they are, the identity theory would be correct and
functionalism would have no point. This is quite mistaken, how-
ever; see note 33.) Ramsified definitions are extraordinarily flexi-
ble and can accommodare an extremely wide range of philosoph-
ical views.®

#But there are limitations on how comprehensive 2 may be. If 2 includes
too much information about the standard mental properties, functionalism
is subject to immediate refutation. For example, suppose A includes a
clause stating that, say, the property of being in pain is not a first-order
physical property (having firing C-fibers, ew.), as is required by the denial
of the identity thesis. And so on for the other standard mental properties
dealt with by A. In that case, there could be ns first-order physical prop-
erties R that satisfy A, contradicting the materialistic version of funcrion-
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As indicated, many materialistically inclined functionalists be-
lieve that the standard mental properties are not only second-or-
der, but also physical. To support their view, they adopt an auxiliary
thesis to the effect that, perhaps only as a contingent fact, the first-
order properties satisfying A are all physical. If this thesis were
correct, these functionalists would then be entitled to say some-
thing like this: mental properties are physical, at least as a matter
of contingent fact.*

1.1 The Argument from Self-Consciousness

Turning now to self-consciousness, consider the following truisms.
It is possible for a person to be self-consciously aware that he is in
pain. It is possible for a person to he self-consciously aware that he
is thinking something. It is possible for a person to be self-con-
sciously aware that he is self-consciously aware of something. It is
not possible for a person to be self-consciously aware that his mass
is greater than mine. It is not possible for a person to be self-con-
sciously aware that he has corneas, that he has blue eyes. And so
forth. These truisms yield the following principle I: a person is self-
consciously aware that he is For that he £s something only if Fis
some standard mental property—being in pain, thinking, etc. (that
is, one of the properties that functionalists deem to he functionally
definable).!?

alism. And more generally, suppose 2 includes a clause stating the func-
tionalist thesis that the properties of heing in pain, thinking, etc. are not
first-order properties. In this case, there could be ne firstorder properties
R satisfying A, and so the assaciated Ramsified definitions would be mis-
taken. The way around these problems is, presumably, to confine 4 1o a
description of the characteristic interaction of the standard mental properties
with one another and macrescopic physical properties,

9n “Some Varieties of Functionalism” Shoemaker gives this view a pre-
cise formulation and explicitly advocates it. In their remarks about “'phys-
ical realizations'" of mental properties a great many functionalists seem to
be endorsing this materialistic version of functionalism.

This principle is formally consistent with the identity thesis (for ex-
ample, that being in pain is identical to having firing C-fibers). For ex-
ample, principle I does not formally imply that a person cannot be self-
consciously aware that he has firing C-fibers. It only requires that if he is,
then having firing C-fibers = being in pain {or thinking or . .. ). Of course,
principle ! together with the negation of the identity thesis (for example,
being in pain # having firing C-fibers, etc.) implies that a person cannot
be self-cansciously aware that he has firing CAibers. Paul Churchland (in
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There are a number of other principles governing self-conscious-
ness. For example, here is a familiar principle that gives a sufficient
condition: By engaging in introspection a person comes to be self-
consciously aware of the experiences he is having. In a particular
case, say, experiencing pain, we have the following principle 2: If
a person is in pain and engaging in introspection, the person will
be self-consciously aware that he is in pain. Of course, qualifiers
may be added {for example, “sharp pain’', ‘carefully engaging in in-
wrospection’, ‘ceteris paribus’), and # may be reconstrued as a sub-
junctive conditional or a conditional probability starement. Whar
matters is that something like # holds; surely it does. In the ensuing
argument [ am going to focus on 2 for illustrative purposes, I
should emphasize that it is just one of many principles describing
the characteristic interaction of self-consciousness with other stan-
dard mental properties. At least some of those principles must be
part of a satisfactory psychological theory 4, and that is enough to
permit us to construct a parallel argument for the same conclu-

“Reduction, Qualia, and the Direct Introspection of Brain States," Journal
of Philosophy 82 (1985): 8-28) holds that people with prior exposure to
physiclogical theory and its terminalogy could be self-consciously aware of
their brain states. I find this claim incredible. But for the purpose of chis
paper we may simply sidestep the issue by restricting principle I and our
applications of it to people who have had no priar exposure to physiolog-
ical theory and its terminology.

Incidentally, someone might claim that the contents of a being's self-
conscious awareness are propositions that involve only species-specific men-
tal properties. But this is wholly implausible. If a being in another species
is selfconsciously aware that it is in pain, this proposition (that it is in
pain) is a predicative proposition formed from the property of being in
pain. Likewise, when I amn selfconsciously aware that I am in pain, this
proposition (that [ am in pain) is a predicative proposition formed from
the property of being in pain. To see that they are one and the same
property, nate that both propositions have as a logical consequence the exis-
tential proposition that something is in pain. This proposition—that some-
thing is in pain—is something the being and 1 would agree on. This and
many other crucial logical relations would be last if the analysis were based
on speciesspecific properties. (For more on this, see responses 1 and 2
below.) In any case, the appeal to speciesspecific properties here would
violate the spirit of ontological functionalism: if the mental lives of crea-
wures in diverse species are functionally identical, ontological functionalists
are committed to halding that they are identical simpliciter Moreover, much
the same argument as [ am about to give could be mounted against on-
tological functionalism even if one supposed that the contents of self-con-
scious awaremness were always propositions invalving species-specific mental
properties.
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sions (see responses 4 and 5 below). The underlying problem is
unavoidable.

We have agreed that 4 contains at least some clauses like 2 {per-
haps with qualifications). We may suppose without loss of gener-
ality that 4 is a conjunction of some complex clause 8 and 2. Let
B result from B by replacing ‘is in pain’ with the one-place predi-
cate variable ‘R,’, ‘thinks’ with the two-place predicate variable ‘R,
and so on. For simplicity, let us assume that ‘introspects’ and ‘is
self-consciously aware’ are, respectively, the third and fourth psy-
chological predicates occurring in 4. In this case, the functional
definitions of introspection and self-consciousness awareness would
be fully analogous to the functional definitions of being in pain
and thinking. For example, the functional definition of self-con-
scious awareness would he along the following lines:

x is self-consciously aware thac P iff,, ; there exist first-order prop-
erties R such that (i) they satisfy B; (ii) if x is R; and R, then x
will be related by R, to the proposition that he is R,; (iii) % is
related by R, to the proposition that P.

{Note that clause (ii) results from ? by replacing 'is in pain’ with
‘R, ‘introspects’ with ‘Ry’, and 'is self-consciously aware' with
‘R,.)'" Let us assume that this definition (or something like it) is
correct and that the other functional definitions (for example, of
being in pain, introspection, etc.) are correct as well. I will show
that the standard mental properties must then be first-order.
Suppose that x is simultaneously in pain and engaging in intro-
spection. Then x would satisfy functional definitions of being in

N[ am making the following standard supposition, which holds in all
classical intensional logics (Frege's, Russell's, Carnap's, Church’s, Kaplan's,
Montague's, etc.): in principle 2 the propesition denoted by the ‘that’-clause
‘that he is in pain’ is the same as the proposition expressed by the unem-
bedded antecedent ‘he is in pain’. In each case, the propaosition is formed
from that which is expressed by the predicate (verb phrase) ‘is in pain’.
In their Ramsification of P, our functionalists should therefore use one
and the same predicate variable ‘R, to replace both the embedded and
the unembedded occurrence of ‘is in pain'. (For further discussion of this
point, see response 2 below.) If, instead, embedded occurrences of psy-
chological predicates were not replaced by predicate variables, circularity
would result. Alternatively, if principles like # were just deleted from 2, the
resulting Ramsified definitions would be too weak. (See response 4 below.}
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pain and introspection. Because x is simultanecusly in pain and
engaging in introspection, the “realizations” R that are invoked in
the definition of being in pain would be the same as those invoked
in the definition of introspection. So by combining the right-hand
sides of the two definitions, we may conclude:

There are first-order properties R such that (1) they satisfy B, (ii)
if ¥ is Rjand Ry, then x will be related by R, to the proposition
that he has R, and (iii) x i1s R, and R;.

Clause (iii} is the antecedent of (ii). So, by modus ponens, (ii) and
(iii) imply the consequent of (ii): ¥ is related by R; to the propo-
sition that he has R,. Thus, we have:

There are first-order properties R such thar (i) they satisfy B, (i)
if x is R, and R,, then x will be related by R, to the proposition
that he is R,, and (iii) x is related by R, to the proposition that
he is R..

This implies (by existenrial specification and existential generaliza-
tion on ‘R;'} that there is a first-order property F such that:

There are first-order properties R such that (1) they satisfy B, (ii)
if x is R, and R, then x will be related by R, to the propasition
that he is R, and (iii) x is related by R, to the proposition that
he is F.

But this is the right-hand side of the definition of self-conscious
awareness, where the proposition that he is F is put in for the
propaosition that P. So, given this definition, we may infer the left-
hand side: x is self-consciously aware that he is F, where F is a first-
order property. But principle f tells us that x is self-consciously aware
that he is F only if F is one of the standard menral properries. It
follows that there is a standard mental property (namely, F) that
is first-order, contradicting ontological functionalism. Moreover, in
the circumstance, the only standard mental property that F could
be is the property of being in pain. Thus, the property of being in
pain is a first-order property.

This argument easily generalizes to each of the ather standard
conscious mental properties: all are first-order. And if all these are
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first-order, it would be odd in the extreme if the standard non-
conscious {for example, dispositional) mental properties were nat
likewise first-order.

Given that the standard mental properties are first-order, onto-
logical functionalism is mistaken. Far, according to it, the standard
mental properties are not first-order but rather second-order. Be-
sides ontological functionalism, there are only two credible posi-
tions on the ontological status of mental properties: the idenrciry
thesis and the thesis that they are first-order nonphysical proper-
ties. But there are good reasons to think that the identity thesis is
false. (On this point our ontological functionalists—even those
who are materialistically inclined—are in agreement.) Given this,
we are left with the conclusion that the standard mental properties
are first-order nonphysical properties.

This conclusion implies, in turn, that materialistically inclined
ontological functionalists are doubly mistaken: standard mental
properties are neither second-order nor physical. The conclusion
also implies that the materialists’ auxiliary thesis (that, at least as
a matter of contingent fact, the first-order properties satisfying A
are all physical) is false. The reason is that the standard mental
properties are first-order satisfiers of A that are not physical.

1.2 Responses

I will now consider a series of responses to the above argument,
each of which has been suggested to me by one or more defender
of functionalism.

(1) The Armstrong-Leuns Theory. Ramsifying functionalists might
abandon standard ontological functionalism, according to which
mental properties are second-order, and wrn to the Armstrong-
Lewis “functionalist identity theory," according to which they are
firstorder physiological properties. On the Armstrong-Lewis the-
ory, an expression like ‘pain’ is a non-rigid designator for the oc-
cupant of the pain-role, which, as a contingent fact, is a first-order
physiological property (for example, involving C-fibers). I believe
that there are already convincing arguments in the literature
against this treatment of ‘pain’ and kindred expressions.'? But the

2For example, Sydney Shoemaker's *'Some Varieties of Functionalism.”
See also my “Mental Properties.”
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argument from self-consciousness provides a way 1o give a general
disproof of the Armstrong-Lewis theory.

The point turns on the standard mental properties being in pain,
believing p, destning g, etc. As a preliminary, recall the nearly uni-
versally accepted principle in philosophy of language that the ger-
unds "being FT and F-ing ! are rigid designators.'” For example,
‘being the tallest man' denates the same property in every possible
world, namely, the property of being the tallest man. Of course,
relative to different possible worlds, different things have thar
property; for this reason, the description “the tallest man' denotes
different things in different worlds. But the gerund always denotes
the same thing. Likewise for gerunds such as ‘being in pain’; they
toa are rigid designartors.

For a reductio, suppose with Armstrong and Lewis that pain =,
the first element R, in the sequence of first-order R satisfying A.
Then, to deal with the gerundive form, Armstrong and Lewis
would need to accept (something like) the following: being in pain
=4.r being something x such that x has the first element R, in the
sequence of firstorder R satisfying A. But this cannot be right.
First, the property of being in pain would have to be second-order,
as standard ontological functionalists believe. Likewise for thirnk-
ing, introspecting, being self-consciously aware of, etc. But then
our original argument may be used, as befare, to show that if the

BHere is a procf of this principle: Predicates (that is, verhs} in a given
language do not shift their meaning (versus extension) from world to
world—relative to any possible world, "FT means what it means in the
actual world. At the same time, relative to any possible world, the gerund
Cbeing F7, which is the nominalization of the predicate "F7, denotes the
property expressed by the predicate TF7. This is why Tx is F iff being F is
a propetty of x7is necessarily true for ordinary " F. It follows that, relative
to any possible world, fbeing F7 denotes what it denotes in the acmal
world. Hence, "being F7is rigid.

On the Armstrong-Lewis theory, the following relativized statements are
supposed to hold: in human beings, pain = firing C-fibers; in Martians,
pain = firing D-fibers; etc. But the analogous thing certainly does not held
for our canonical gerundive idiom for referring to properties: in human
beings, the property of being in pain = the property of having firing C-
fibers; in Martians, the property of being in pain = the property of having
firing D-fibers; etc. This is wholly counterintuitve, and the ahove argument
shows why. (As shown in note 10, when someane is self<onsciously aware
that he is in pain, the content—that he is in pain—is a predicative prop-
asition formed from the property of being in pain. And this is so regardless
of species.)
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Ramsified definitions are correct, all these properties must be first-
order Hence, a contradiction. (Suppressing order restrictions does
no good; see response 6.) Second, the property of being in pain
would have to be identical to the first-order property F identified
in our original argument. But on the Armstrong-Lewis theory, F
would be a specific physiological “realization” (for example, in-
volving Cfibers}. Hence, ‘being in pain’ would rigidly denote some
specific first-order physiological “realization,” whereas ‘pain’
wauld denote such a “realization™ only non-rigidly. But this is ab-
surd: it implies that there are possible situations in which *pain’
denotes entirely different “realizations" (for example, invelving D-
fibers) but in which “being in pain’ denates, as always, the original
“realization’ (involving CAibers}.

{2) Nonstandard Intensional Logics. As indicated (note 11), our
argument is based on the following supposition, which holds in all
standard intensional logics (Frege's, Russell's, Carnap’s, Church’s,
Kaplan’s, Montague's, Lewis's, etc.): In principle # the proposition
denoted by the ‘that’-clause ‘that he is in pain’ is the same as the
proposition expressed by the unembedded antecedent ‘he is in
pain’. In each case, the proposition is formed from thar which is
expressed by the predicate (verb phrase) ‘is in pain’. Indeed, all
standard intensional logics embrace the general principle that an
atomic sentence [(Fa'l expresses the proposition denoted by the
‘that’-clause Mthat Fa'l; in each case, the proposition is formed from
that which is expressed by the predicate TF |, namely, being F. In
their Ramsification of P, therefore, functionalists should use one
and the same predicate variable ‘R’ to replace both the embedded
and the unembedded occurrence of the predicate ‘is in pain'.™

In an effort to avoid our main argument, some functionalists
might challenge standard intensional logic and propose to put in

4This is exactly what Russellians would do. Fregeans would do some-
thing logically equivalent. They would, for example, rewrite # with a ‘that'-
clause in the antecedent: if it is true that a person is in pain and engaging
in introspection, the person will be self-<consciously aware that he is in pain.
Then they would replace both occurrences of 'is in pain’ with ane and the
same predicate vaniable ‘R,". In fact, functionalists who are Fregeans would
want to deal with aff unembedded occurrences of predicates in 4 in some
such manner. The reason is that they want their predicate variables "R 7
to range over intensions (that is, the sort of entities expressed by predicates
TF7), not over extensions {that is, the sort of entities predicates TF7 refer
wa, namely, the set of things "F7is true of}.
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its place a nonstandard intensional logic according to which the
proposition denoted by the ‘that'-clause ‘that he is in pain’ differs
from the proposition expressed by the unembedded sentence ‘he
is in pain’: whereas the later is a predicative propaosition formed
from the property of being in pain, the former is a predicative
proposition formed instead from a cancept of the property of being
in pain. There are, however, persuasive arguments against views of
this sort.'® But rather than debating the point, suffice it so say that
our argument can be reworked within the envisaged nonstandard
logical framework. To see how this would go, note that on this
alternate approach P would be treated along the following lines: if
% has the property of being in pain and is engaging in introspec-
tion, then x will stand in the relation of self-conscious awareness
o a predicative proposition formed from the-concept-of-being-the-
property-of-being-in-pain, which is a concept of the properry of
being in pain. The result of Ramsifying is then: If x has properry
R, and property R, then x will stand in relation R, to a predicative
proposition formed from R,’, where R’ is a concept of R;. The
rest of the argument would then go through mutatis mutandis. Spe-
cifically, we can show that R,' is a concept of a first-order property
(for example, having firing Cfibers} and also a concept of the
property of being in pain itself. It follows that the property of being
in pain is a first-order properry, contradicting the ontological func-
tionalists’ thesis that it is a second-order property. The paint is that
somewhere in A the relation between the-concept-of-being-the-
property-of-being-in-pain and the property of being in pain needs
to be fixed, so that in the Ramsification of A the relation between
the concept R’ and the property R, would correspondingly be
fixed, and this allows our argument to go through.'®

158ee, for example, Jon Barwise and John Perry, **Semantic Innocence
and Uncompromising Situations,” Midwest Studies in Philosophy 6 (1981):
387—404; Bealer, Quality and Concept (Oxford: Oxford University Press, Clar-
endon Press, 1982); Bealer and Uwe Méannich, “Property Theories,” Hand-
baok of Philosophical Logic 4 (1989): 133-257. See also many of the authors
mentioned in note 30.

Y¥Incidentally, someone might try to hold the following: When TFlis a
nonpsychological predicate, the proposition denoted by the ‘that’clause
Cthat x is FVis formed from a concept of the property of being F; but when
‘F' is a psychological predicate, the proposition denoted by the “that’~<lause
Cthat x is F7 is formed, not from a concept of the property of heing F, but
rather from a concept of a “realization™ of the property of being F. This
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(3) The Two-step Approach. Some functionalists might think thar
our argument can be avoided by a familiar two-step approach. On
this approach, one first attempts to give functional definitions of
mental state-types; that is, one attempts to define what it is for a
state to be a thought, a desire, etc. Following that, one attempts to
define what it is for a mental state of a given ype to have p as its
cantent. Putting the two steps tagether, one then obtains fully gen-
eral definitions of what 1t is for x to think p, desire q, etc. For
example, x thinks p iff, X is in a state which is a thought and that
thought has p as its content.

The two-step approach may be developed by one of two meth-
ods. The first relies on Ramsification. For example, state t would
be a thought iff,; there exist first-order R satisfying A and t = the
state of being related by R, to something. And a state of thought
t would have p as its content iff, . there exist first-order R satisfying
A and t = the state of being related by R, to p. Plainly, such Ram-
sified formulations of the two-step approach are straightforwardly
subject to our main argument.

The secand method incorporates a representationalist theory of
mental content built upon causal and/or conceptual roles. I will
criticize this formulation in section 2: the problem will be that of
defining the content-of relation for menral states whase contents
concern mental states themselves. The problem recurs in any two-
step theory that aims to characterize the content-of relation with-
out the aid of Ramsification. At the close of section 2, I discuss
formulations that combine both methods. I argue that the result-
ing two-step definitions would be correct only if simpler onestep
definitions were correct and that these one-step definitions imply
that mental properties are first-order. If these arguments are cor-
rect, the two-step approach is a gratuitous complication.'?

lagical theory, however, is so disunified and unumativated that it may not
be taken seriously.

In Inguiry (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1984), Robert Stalnaker seems to
advocate a mwo-step picture, but one that is designed te do without mental
representations. Our main problem threatens both steps. Concerning step
one, although Stalnaker does not tell us how he would actually define
mental state-types (belief, desire, self<consciousness, etc.), it seems inevi-
table (given that he does not avail himself of mental representations) that
he would need to resort to some sort of Ramsification to avoid standard
circularity problems (for example, defining belief in terms of desire and
desire in terms of belief). But if he does, it seems that the arguments in
the text would carry aver mutatis mutandis. Concerning step two, Stalnaker
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(4) Alternative Treatments of . The next type of response is to
revise the way principle 2 is treated in Ramsified definitions. This
simplest proposal is this: When A is formed from theory A, leave
untouched the occurrences in # of “is in pain’, ‘introspects’, and
‘is self-consciously aware’; do not replace them with predicate vari-
ables ‘R*, ‘Ry’, and ‘R, respectively. The problem with this pro-
posal is that the resulting functional definitions are circular.'*

A related proposal would involve simply excluding ? from the
theory 4 on which the Ramsified definitions are based, thac is, by
deleting clause (ii) from the definitions. (Likewise for kindred
principles that might play 2's role in 4.) Buc this proposal is ad
hoc: the original motivation for Ramsified functional definitions
was the doctrine that the standard mental properties are defined
by the way they behave within a psychological theory describing
the characteristic interaction of the standard mental properties
with one anaother—not some artificially weakened theory which
leaves out characteristic interactions like those recorded by 2. In
any case, this functionalist doctrine implies that the weakened def-
inition is no better off than the original. For, according to this
doctrine, there are first-order properties R that function with re-

advocates an ideal-rational-agent version of the reliable-indicator analysis.
This analysis has two unacceptable consequences: (1} Believing a propo-
sition entails believing every necessarily equivalent proposition. (2) Believ-
ing a proposition entails that one believes that one believes the propositien
{and that one believes that one believes that ane believes the propaositien,
ad infinitum).

¥ Much the same problem would arise if one proceeded in stages: first,
giving functional definitions of all mental properties besides self-conscious-
ness and, second, using these defined notions in a functional definition of
self~consciousness. The prablem is that there are principles akin ta © in
which ‘is self-consciously aware’ is embedded within itself, for example, a
principle whaose consequent is this: x is self-consciously aware that he is
selfconsciously aware of something. How would one Ramsify this clause?
If one wrote ‘x is related by R, to the proposition that he is related by R,
to something', our main argument could be repeated to show that the
relation of self-conscious awareness is a first-order relation, thereby contra-
dicting ontological funcronalism. If instead one left the consequent of the
relevant clause untouched (that is, ‘x is self<onsciously aware that he is
self-consciously aware of something’) or if one wrote "x is related by R; w
the proposition that he is selfconsciously aware of samething’, the defi-
nition would be viciously circular. Of course, one might wy to avoid the
problem by just deleting the relevant principle from the theory A, but this
proposal would be subject to the problem I am about to discuss in the
text.
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spect to each other in the characteristic way that the standard men-
ta] properties do. But the characteristic way the standard mental
propertes function with respect to each other is given by A (that
is, B & P). Accordingly, they satisfy A (that is, B & P) and, in turn,
B alone. [t follows that if the functional definition based on B were
correct, a person could be self-consciously aware that he has R,
where this is a first-order property. But the only property R, could
be is the property of being in pain. So being in pain would be a
first-order property, contrary to ontological functionalism.

‘Motivating these reformulations is the idea that principle 2 is
the source of the difficulty and that the difficulty can therefore be
avoided by somehow modifying 2’s role in funcrional definitions.
But this fails to appreciate the real problem. Principle 2 is symp-
tomatic of a general problem. In a satisfactory psychological theory
describing the characteristic interaction of self-consciousness with
other standard mental properties, there would be a variety of prin-
ciples that contain standard psychological predicates embedded
within the scope of ‘is self-consciously aware that' and that place
corresponding requirements on the range of the relation of self-
consciousness awareness.'* Focusing on these other principles, we
can construct analogues of the above argument. What is needed is
a systematic response to the problem of multiply embedded psycho-
logical predicates.

One systematic response would be to suppress afl such principles
in. the Ramsified definition of self-consciousness. But this response
is plainly unsatisfactory: there would be nothing in the resulting
definition to restrict the range of R,, and so it would let in too
much.

() Psychofunctionalism. Another systematic response would be
to try to skirt self-consciousness altogether by holding that al-
though it plays a role in “folk™ psychology, it is eliminable from a
“scientific” psychology.® The resulting “scientific” psychology 2

Some of these principles are like 2 in that they specify “dynamic”
characteristics of standard mental properties. Others are “seatic,” simply
restricting the range of the relation of self-consciousness awareness. ! itself
is ane such principle: for all £ if a person is self<consciously aware cthat he
is For that he Fs something, then either F = being in pain or F = thinking
or ... Unlike 2, ! gives a necessary not sufficient condition for selfcon-
sciousness.

Hpersonally, I find this idea wholly implausible: scarcely anything could
ever be better justified to somecne like you or me than the fact that he is
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would treat a truncated list of mental properties and would serve
as the basis for their Ramsified definitions.

This propasal, however, encounters much the same sort of prob-
lem as the previous one. The reason is that even if a “scientific”
psychology were oriented exclusively toward the mere explanation
of behavior, functionalists would still recognize the need for prin-
ciples that concern embedded psychological states and that place
substantive requirements on the ranges of associated psychological
relations. For example, there would be principles concerning “self-
monitoring™ on the part of intelligent beings. The following is an
illustration of such a principle: If someone were entertaining the
question of whether he is in pain and if he were indeed in pain,
he would think that he is in pain. (As before, qualifiers—for ex-
ample, ‘sharp pain’, ‘seriously entertaining’, “ceteris paribus—may be
added, and the principle may be reconstrued as a conditional
probability statement.) Such a principle might play a role in ex-
plaining why people respond as they do to queries about their
current mental states. [n addition to this principle, there would be
principles {perhaps qualified) about “intrinsic” desires or prefer-
ences regarding one's own psychological states (for example, ceteris
paribus desire for pleasure, happiness, knowledge, love, etc.; cateris
paribus aversion to pain, nausea, fear, erc.). Perhaps there would
also be principles governing the states of “mutual knowledge” re-
quired for cooperative social activities (especially linguistic actvi-
ty}. The point is that even a “scientific” psychology would have to
contain a plethora of principles concerning embedded psycholog-
ical states. Since such principles describe the characteristic behav-
or of the associated psychological relations and place substantive
requirements on them, they would need to be included in the
thenry A4 upon which our funcrionalists would base their Ramsified
definitions. But given this, we could mount the same sort of ar-
gument as before.

So cur funcrionalists are still in need of a systematic response to
the problem of multiply embedded psychological predicates. The
only other candidate I know of would be the adoption of a thor-

self-consciously aware of various things; it would bhe altogether unscientific
of him to omit principles concerning this undeniable phenomenon. More-
over, in normal cases, when a person knows that he is self-consciously
aware, say, that he is thinking, this is neither a theory in any standard sense
of the term, nor “theary-laden.”
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oughgoing “representationalism" according to which embedded
occurrences of mental predicates are not used in their ordinary

<

way but instead are used to mention “mental representations.” If
the latter were [inguistic expressions, then standard use/mention
considerations would show thar associated embedded occurrences
of mental predicates should not be replaced by predicate variables
when we Ramsify 4. [n particular, we should not replace the mental
predicates embedded within the scope of ‘is self-conscicusly aware’;
accordingly, our argument would be blocked. Of course, if embed-
ded occurrences of mental predicates were only used to mention
expressions, the same ought to hold for occurrences of other em-
bedded expressions. The upshot would be that all occurrences of
expressions within the scope of mental predicates would merely
mention expressions. This would suggest the view that mental
states consist of subjects standing in relations to sentences (that is,
to concatenations of these mentioned expressions}. Those sen-
tences surely would not belong to any natural language (there are
good arguments against that idea}, but they might belong to some
hypothetical language such as Wilfrid Sellars's “Mentalese.” The
resulting picture would be a version of the second main form of
functionalism, namely, language-of-thought functionalism. In sec-
tiont 2, [ will argue that language-of-thought funcrionalism does not
avoid our problem but only puts it off. Before I do this, I should
mention a final attempt to save Ramsified functionalism.

(6) Altering the Grder Restrictions. A final response to our main
argument is to modify the order restrictions within the Ramsified
definitions. One way 1o do this is to reformulate the Ramsified
definitions so that R is restricted to second-grder properties rather
than firstorder properties. For example,

x 1s self-consciously aware that P iff,,, there exist second-order
properties R satisfying A such that x R, P.

The problem is that self-conscious awareness would have to be
third-order rather than second-order, But then, by applying our ar-
gument again, we can show that if this definition were correct, self-
conscious awareness would have to be second-order. Again, a con-
tradiction.

Whatever order restriction is imposed on R, the same sort of
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problem recurs. This suggests that functionalists mighe try to avoid
the problem by deleting afl orderrestrictions on R.*! For example,

% is self-consciously aware that P iff,,; there exist propertes R
satisfying A and x is related by R, to the proposition that P.

The idea is to permit properties of any order to be in R. For ex-
ample, the property expressed by the entire right-hand side is per-
mitted as one of the values of the predicate variable ‘R’ that occurs
within the right-hand side.

When one drops the earlier, restricted, definition in favor of this
new, unrescricted, definition of self-conscious awareness, our ar-
gument cannot be given in its original form. But there is a straight-
forward variation which shows that if this unrestricted definition is
correct, the only properties that can ever satisfy A are the standard
menta) praperties themselves. (Roughly, if there were satisfiers of
A other than the standard mental properties, the definition would
wrongly admit propositions involving them into the range of self-
consciousness, thereby contradicting principle £.) That is, proper-
ties distince from the standard mental prope