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cryins, .rimping, l:l-uf,:, :ffi-,*; ffiI;: 3",f:;'ff"[:
comparison and one's n

could not be more u"likt' By laying the sentence one can

make a statement; n t"t"' 71""i:"a&"'y; it is true or false;

in saying it one lies 'i'rtr'n'-*'i;'^"a':o 
oo' None of

these things, exactly, #-bI rria "t 
crying.,,limping, holding

one's leg. So how "'n 
tr'# ;;;;y resemblancee But Witt-

senstein knew this *n* ft" a"nUtrntety likened such a sen-

ience to'the primitivt:L;"#;'"L e*p'"ss;ottd' of pain' and

said that it is "new p;tJil;# ltLa'-$z++)' Although

mv limits prevent *, ffi;;!'s ! 1L*,'-ll*o 
this analogv

'"ri-r.ii" ri" *rrottd' F;;li hal at least two important mer-

its; first, it breaks tf'" i"ia "" 
lrt of !!"- question "How iloes

oneknw whanto'dv 
"ii; 

*'.ol*'l 
"i.:i.'n" 

lisht of the

analogy this will t" 
"'o'i'"n"uical 

as the question "How does

one know when to ";'H;;n"1a 9""'i--teg?"; 
second' it

explains how the otiJ'"'n'tl'J a first-person psychological

:"ffi; r! "oo*,", *n:,I;,:em,ffff;ff" "!iii';,Xi
Li?'ffi ?lJi#Hmp""**" " tr'"'i"i"or u'r"uio'

which serves "' o"',""'iTr";;ii;;i'" of the psvchological

states of others'

klrtr##:}#'gfi,j*1fi,ffi
i#JTiir'JtJ-T'lui:"i6"; [iiil i'to 'o1:: 'h' 

rolrowing

rl;iE};*}#rl*r*i"ffi 
g:t;"ffi

world.' The philosopt#T'it';;t the man' n#ff#lil:
bodv' or the human soul of wlicU u'sv1n]^o-fi;f;; "worla'"

;-il"lrh;til subiect, the limit-not a part'

ffiff":*
;'":iil:'H:ll1T!lf!i'dif*H#riJll;;,**li
t"h#tJJfii;Ll:"::$'*l4t"T:lii:H'"'d;[v':*r:
ili;-; sub j ect or diJi*:i.,* :*l';';nr*,,1:: "
is an idea we have:

P. F, stray1o1 i1'*l11"J t Y;ffl;y";lr;":a'?::#15;;the author of Introdu
lndividuols (tg5g)'
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am notlodged in my body like a pilot in a vessel'") In what

does this uniqr"t.ss consist? Well, of course, in a great many

f*tt.-W" #y summarize ,o*" oi these facts by saying that

io.-"r.r, p";;;" there is one body which occupies a- certain

,rLJ p"iriirn in relation to thai person's perceptual-experi-

;;;; ; causal position which 
-r1 

r1 various wavs unique in

;;l;ti"" to each of the various kinds of perceptual experience

;; h*r ;;J-; a further consequence-it'at tt'is body is also

o.riq,r" for him as at obiect of the various kinds of percep

trrf'.-p.ii"".e which he has' This complex uniqueness of

the single body appears, trnoreover2 to be a contingent mat-

;, ;t ?r*r.t , "l*t., 
of contingent matters; we can' or it

,a"*t tfrrt we can' imagine man-y peculiar combinations of

a.p."a.t". anil indeffi."t" of aspects of our perceptual

;#;;t;; "; the phvsical states or Jituation of more than

one body.
Now I must say, straightaway, that this cluster of appar-

"nily "orrtirgent 
facts about the unique role which each per-

,"Jl u"av ilays it his experience does.not seem to me to

ni"ria", ry it it1, 
^n 

rr,r*.i to our questions' of course these

ir.it-..prrf, simething. Thev provide a very 
9"".d, T1t-11

why a sublect of experience should have a very s$ec'tal regdra

itt'i*il,i" Uoay, wtv he should think ofjt as unique and

;;ilp, more important than any other' They explain-if I
;;;y b" permittd to put it so-whv I ted peatliarlv attache.d

l" i"r,rt i" fact I cafl mf ow bocly; they even might be- said

io .*plrin why, granted that I am loing to speak of one body

^i -iiu, t sloujd speak of this bodf{the body that I do

;;# ;i as mine) ,i *it"' But thev db -not 
t"pt'E ffiv- I

slrould have the.oo..ff of myself at att, wtry,t should ascribe

*v-ihougl,tt rra 
"*pJri*es' 

fo'dnything' Moreover' even if
|l ;;;&tttfi"a *iitt-to*e other explanation of whv one's

states of consciousness (thoughts and feelings and-percep'

tions) were ascribed to' somithing, and satisfied that the

ffi;i"';;d;;;;C; to explain-whv the'possession" of a

p^rti."fri Uoay should be ascribed to the same thing (i'e-'

il;ff; wtiia p,*icurnr bodv $9'1* be spoken of as stan&

;;;'il**me lp."int ,.l,tio", called "being possessed by'' to

ii,;,'A;;; yJt tr," trtit l" q"tttion still do not explain whv

,l-tf*"f[,'rs we do, ascribe certain corporeal characteristics

Let us think of some of the ways in whiclr we ordinarily

trtt of orrretves, of some of the tfiings *hlt\ we ordinarily

;;tb" ;;;;;r;f"r. Thev are of manv kinds' we ascribe to

o"rr.fr.t-rlAon* and inientiots (I am doing, did' shall do

irr"ir t-"raons (I am warm, in pain); thoughts and leelings

ir iti"r.. wonder, want this, am angry, disappointed' con-

l;t;d; iiiiiiili ind memories 
-(i 

see this' hear the

;h;t;'il;der that). We ascribe to ourselves' in two

;;;;1,;;;ld;' tocatilan (I am on the sofa.) and attitude

ii; rvr"e a"*"1. And of course we ascribe to ourselves

not only temporary conditions, states, and 
. 
situations' like

;;t;-d trro", Uoi also enduring characteristics' including

,uch pLysicrf characteristics as heighg coloring' shape' and

weigfri. that is to say, among the things we.ascribe to our'

;;i;?; ;r; things of ,'t i"a tf,at we also ascribe to material

bodiestowhichwewootaootdreamofascribingothersof
tfr. tfringt that we aseribe to ourselves' Now there seems

;;thtd;;"efu explar,ation in the fact that the particular-h;ts#;;il"g] 
""a 

phvsical position which we ascribe to

""ii.f".i 
tfr"di be ascribeil to something ot othet; for that

;H"h one calts one's body is, at least, a body, a material

;ilt"& il-;;bl picked out from others, identified bv ordil

;d" rhrtt.rl criieria and described in ordinary physical

terms. But it can seem, and has seemed, to need explanation

ifrri 
""" 

t states of consciousness, one's thoughts and sensa-

ii"*, ,i" ascribed to the 'tuy sa*e tnng.^s that to which

iir"t" pftyti.al characteristici, this physical situation' is

ascribed. Why are one's states of consciousness ascribed to

;h;;;ty ,r*L thiog as certain corporeal characteristics' a

.*ttri" pfrytical situ-ation, etc.? And oncg this question is

;;tt.d, #her question follows it, viz': Why are one's states

J"#t.i*rness ascribecl to (said to be of, or to belong to)

anvthine at all? It is not to be supposed that the ansrvers to

it L" qi.ttions will be independent of one another'*i-,*lichttndeed 
be thought that an answer to both of

tt e* co"oH be found in the-unique role which each person's

UoaV piryt in his experience,- particularly his perceptual-eri'

p.tilti"' Aff philosophers w-ho lave .concemed 
themselves

-*itt tt.r. qo.itiorm iave refened to the uniqueness of this

role. (Descartes was well enough aware of its uniqueness: "I
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not simply-to-the body standing in this special relation to the
tnrng to whrch we ascribe thoughts, feelings, etc., but to thething itself to which we.ascribJthor. tfroijfrl and feelings.
(Fo1 w9 say "I am bald" as well as ..t ,* c?tJ," ,.t ,* tyiig
gn.tle \earlhrug" as well as,,I see a spider on tfr" ceilins.,,)
Briefly, th-._49*: in question explain *i.y , ,u$..i;i-;-p";ri
ence should pick out one b-odylro* oth.rr, give it, p..hnpr,
an honored name and ascribe io it whatevei lharacteristics it
has;.-but they do not explain why the .*p.ri"".., should be

:::rr}l to aay subiect ai ail; gnd they do norexptain why, if
the experiences are to be ascribed to something, it 

"y 
oi tt_r"

corporeal characteristics which might be t riiy ,scriUea to
ll: {r":r.9 body,.shoutd be ascribJd t" the sr*" thing. Sothe-tacts in question do not explain the use that we irakeof the 

-word 
'[," or how any word has the use that word has.

They do not explain the concept we have of a person.

II
A possible reaction at-this-pointis to say that the concept

we have is wrong or confused, or, if we *rf."lt a rule not io
say that the concepts we.have are confused, that the usage*: f?u"-, wlereby we ascribe, or seem to ,scribe, such difie1-
ent kinds of predicate to one and the same thing is confuying that it conceals the true nature of the concepts involved,
or something of this sort. This reaction can be found in two
very importalt types of view about these matters. The first
type of view is Cartesian, the view of Descartes and of others
who think like him. Over the attribution oi tire secona type
of view I am more hesitan! but there is some evidence tir'atit was held, at one period, by Wittgenshil;;d possibly also
by Schlick. On both of these rt"d;;eof ihe questions we
are considering, namely "Why do we ascribe our states of
consciousness to the very same thing as certain 

"orp*"richaracteristics, etc.?', is a question ,"frlf, ao", not arise; for
on both views it is only a linguistic illusion that both kinds

..jg:,!i.1r: are properly ascriied to on" r"a ihe same thing
rnar tnere ts a common owner, or subiect, of both types oi
predicate. And on the second of these views, the otfreiques-
tion we are considering, namely "Why do we ascribe our
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states of consciousness_to anything at all?,, is also a question
which does not arise; 

-for on this view, it is only a linguistic
illusion that one ascribes one,s states of consciousn"r, it 

"tt,that there is any proper subject of these apparent ascriptions,
that states of consciousness belong to, oirr" states of, any-
thing.

That Descartes held the first of these views is well enough
known.'When we spelk of a person, r" nr" i"Ab,"f.oirrgio
one or both of two distinct substances (two substancei of
difierent types), each of which has its own appropriate typeof states and properties; and none of the properties or statesof either can be a property or state of the other" States of
ccnsciousne-ss belong to one of these substances, and not tothe other. I shall say no more about the Cartesian view at
the moment-what I have to say about it will emerge later on
-except to note again that while it escapes orr" oiour qu.s-
tions, it does not escape,.but indeed inviLs, the other: ,.\I4ry
are one's states of consciousness ascribed at all, to ory ,ii
iect?"

The second of these views I shall call the ,,no_ownership,,
or "no-subject" doctrine of the self. Whether or not anyone
has explicitly held this view, it is worth reconstructing, or
colstructing, in outline.l For the errors into which it-ialls

r The evidence that Wittgenstein at one time held such a view islo .be found in the third of"Moore,s ,rti.f., i"-U,;rd on ..Wittgen_

l;-it'i,:::'ff iilo?",it?3'iJylf; fiffi 
,"",#ril;:T:?tHH;

fcrcnt in the case of .,I have a toothacheiioil.fi".'r rii-"7t"T;;frorn its use in the case of..,I'u" goi , ilra-iooiti,""or-,:i,i."i#',
rrurtchbox." He thought that there"wer. h;r;;;;i .,I,, and that inonc_of them "I,, wa"s r.ptr..ril1" uy1,trri, t"ai.;'so far the viewrrright.b_e Cartesian. Butie also *i.i tf,"i'i, ifr'd'other use (the uset'xcrnl.llified by "I have a toothache', ,, oppoi.a m';f frr#. #Jilrrrrtlr"),,.thg. j,{,1 does not denote a prrru'ririrrrJ that no eso isrrvorvco rn t-hlnkrng or in having toothache; and referred with ain:r-
: 
j:1, ;,8{:^"r,1^,l !i:hj:lp*g s" dislurn [i,t, i,,i.,a 

- 

"r' 
sayiff ;rrrrrrrK,'- we (or lJescartes!) ought to say ..There is a thoughi,, ji.e.,

"l,ls dcnkt").
..'l'hc attribution of such_a view to Schlick would have to rest on
l::,;:ll:r.^]y::Ilq.l.d verincation," ii. v ir" il,rat, ss i; i\ilo_tit'l'ntc(u AnaLysls. ed. H. Feigl ln _W.Se-llars'[New Voit, ,gagij.l,rkt' Wittgenstein, Schlick q"uotes Ucirtenb;rg,'."a'ifr., goes on to
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are instructive. The "no-ownership" theorist may be presumed
to start his explanations with facts of the sort which illustrate
the unique causal position of a certain material body in a per-
son's experience. The theorist maintains that the uniqueness
of this body is sufficient to give rise to the idea that one's
experiences can be ascribed to some particular individual
thing, can be said to be possessed by, or owned by, that
thing. This idea, he thinks, though infelicitously and mislead-
ingly expressed in terms of ownership, would have some va-
lidity, would make some sort of sense, so long as we thought
of this individual thing, the possessor of the experiences, as

the body itself. So long as we thought in ihis way, then to
ascribe a particular state of consciousness to this body, this
individual thing, would at least be to say something con-
tingent something that might be, or might have been, false.
It might have been a misascription; for the experience in
question might be, or might have been, causally dependent
on the state of some other body; in the present admissible,
though infelicitous, sense of "belong," it might have belonged
to some oiler individual thing. But now, the theorist sug-
gests, one becomes confused: one siides from this admissi-
blg though infelicitous, sense in which one's experiences
may be said to belong to, or be possessed by, some particular
thing, to a wholly inadmissible and empty sense of these
expressions; and in this new and inadmissible sense, the par-

say: "Thus we see that unless we choose to call our body the owner
or bearer of the data lthe data of immediate experience]-which
seems to be a rather misleading expression-we have to say that the
data have no owner or bearer." The full import of Schlick's article
is, however, obscure to me, and it is quite likely that a false irn-
pression is given by the quotation of a single sentence. I shall say
merely that I have drawn on Schlick's article in constructing the case
of my hypothetical "no-subject'n theorist; but shall not claim to be
representing his views.

Lichtenberg's anti-Cartesian dictum is, as the subsequent argu-
ment will show, one that I endorse, if properly used. But it seems
to have been repeated, without being understood, by many of Des-
cartes' critics.

The evidence that Wittgenstein and Schlick ever held a "no-sub-
ject" view seems indecisive, since it is possible that the relevant re-
marks are intended as criticisms of a Cartesian view rather than as

expositions of the true view.

PERSONS

ticular thing which is supposed to possess the experiences is
not thought of as a body, but as something else, say an ego.

Suppose we call the 6rst type of possession, which is really
a certain kind of causal dependence, 'travingr," and the sec.
ond type of possession, "having2"l and call the individual of
the first type "8" and the supposed individual of the second
type "8." Then the difierence is that while it is genuinely a
contingent matter lhat all my exferie'ttces are hai\ by B,
it appears as a necessary truth that all my exPeilences are
had2 by B. But the belief in E and in having2 is an illusion.
Only those things whose ownership is logically transferable
can be owned at all. So experiences are not owned by anything
except in the dubious sense of being causally dependent on
the state of a particular body. This is at least a genuine re-
lationship to a thing, in that they might have stood in it to
another thing. Since the whole function of E was to own
experiences in a logically non-transferable sense of "own," and
since experiences are not owned by anything in this sense,

for there is no such sense of "own," E must be eliminated
frorn the picture altogether. It only came in because of a
confusion.

I think it must be clear that this account of the matter,
tlrotrgh it contains same ot the facts, is not coherent. It is
not coherent, in that one who holds it is forced to make use
of that sense of possession of which he denies the existence,
irr presenting his case for the denial. When he tries to state
lhc contingent fact, which he ihinks gives rise to the illusion
<r[ tlrc "ego," he has to state it in some such form as"N\my
t'xpcriences are hadl by (uniquely dependent on the state
of ) body 8." For any attempt to eliminate the "my," or some
ollrcr expression with a similar possessive force, would yield
soructhing that was not a contingent fact at all. The propo-
silion that all experiences are causally dependent on the
sl;rlc of a single body B, for examplg is just false. The theorist
rrrt':rris to speak of all the experiences had by d certdin person

lrt'irrg contingently so dependent. And the theorist cannot
corrsistcntly argue that "alI the experiences of person P"
,n(ilns tlrc same thing as "all experiences contingently de-
pcrrrlt'rrt ou a certain body B"; for then his proposition would
rrol lrt: contingent, as his theory requires, but analytic. He

383



384 EssaYs rN PErLosoPEIcaL PSYcEoLoGY

must mean to be speaking of some class of experiences of
the members of which it is in fact contingently true that they
are all dependent on body B. And the defining characteristic

of this class is in fact that they are "my experiances" or 'the
experiences of some personr" where the sense of "possession"

is the one he calls into question.
This internal incoherence is a serious matter when it is a

question of denying what prima facie is the case: that is, that
one does genuinely ascribe one's states of consciousness to
something, viz., oneself, and that this kind of asoiption is

precisely such as the theorist finds unsatisfactory, i.e., is such

ihrt it does not seem to make sense to suggest, for example,

that the identical pain which was in fact onets own might
have been another's. We do not have to seek far in order to
understand the place of this logically non-transferable kind
of ownership in our general scheme of thought. For if we

think of the requirements of identifying reference, in speech,

to fartiralm states of consciousness, or private experiences,

we see that such particulars cannot be thus identifyingly re'
ferred to except as the states or experiences d some identified
person. States, or experiences, one might say, owo their iden'
tity as particulars to the identity of the person whose states

or experiences they are. And from this it follows immediately
that if they can be identified as particular states or experi-

ences at all, they must be possessed or ascribable in iust that
way which the neownership theorist ridicules, i.e., in such a

way that it is logically impossible that a particular state or

experience in fact possessed by someone should have been

possessed by anyone else. The requirements of identity rule
out logical transferability of ownership. So the theorist could
maintain his position only by denying that we could ever

refer to particular states or experiences at all. And this posi'
tion is ridiculous.

We may notice, even now' a possible connection between
the no-ownership doctrine and the Cartesian position. The
latter is, straightforwardly enough, a dualism of two subiects

(two types of subject). The former could, a little paradoxi'

ially, be called a dualism too: a dualism of one subiect (the
body) and one non-subiect. We might surmise that the sec

ond dualism, paradorically so called, arises out of the first

dualism, nonparadoxically so called; in other words, that if
we try to think of that to which one's states of consciousness

are ascribed as something utterly difterent from that to which
certain corporeal characteristics are ascribed, then indeed it
becomes difficult to see why states of consciousness should
be ascribed, thought of as belonging to, anything at all. And
when we think of this possibility, we may also think of an-

other: viz., that both the Cartesian and the noownership
theorist are profoundly wrong in holding, as each must, that
there are two uses of "I" in one of which it denotes something
which it does not denote in the other.

III
The no-ownership theorist fails to take account of all the

facts. He takes account of some of them. He implies, cor-

rectly, that the unique position or role of a single body in
one's experience is not a sufficient explanation of the fact that
one's experiences, or states of consciousness, are ascribed to
something which lzas them, with that peculiar non-hansfer-
able kind of possession which is here in question. It may be a
necessary part of the explanation, but it is not by itself, a
sufficient explanation. The theorist, as we have seen, goes on

to suggest that it is perhaps a sufficient explanation of some'

thing else: iz., of our confusedly and mistakenly thinking
that states of consciousness are to be ascribed to something
in this special way. And this suggestion, as we have seen, is

incoherent: for it involves the denial that someone's states

of consciousness are anyone's. We avoid the incoherence of
this denial, while agreeing that the special role of a single

body in someone's experience does not suffice to explain

why that experience should be ascribed to anybody. The fact
that there is this special role does not, by itself, give a suffi-

cient reason why what we think of as a subiect of experience

should have any use for the conception of himself as such a
subject.

When I say that the no-ownership theorist's account fails
through not reckoning with all the facts, I have in mind a

very iirnple but, in this question, a very central, thought:
viz., that it is a necessary condition of one's ascribing states

PERSONS 78s



386 ESSAYS IN PEILOSOPEICAL PSYCEOLOGY

of consciousness, experiences, to oneself, in the way one does,

that one should also ascribe thern (or be prepared to ascribe
them) to others who are not oneself.2 This means not less

than it says. It means, for example, that the ascribing phrases

should be used in iust the same sense when the subject is
another, as when the subject is oneself. Of course the thought
that this is so gives no trouble to the non-philosopher: the
though! for example, that "in pain" means the same whether
one says "I am in pain" or "He is in pain." The dictionaries do
not give two sets of meanings for every expression which de-

scribes a state of consciousness: a first-person meaning, and
a second- and third-person meaning. But to the philosopher
this thought has givea trouble; indeed it has. How could the
sense be the same when the method of verification was

so difierent in the two cases-or, rather, when there uas a
method of verification in the one case (the case of others)
and not, properly speaking in the other case (the €se of one-

2I can imagrne an objection to the unqualified fomr of this state'
ment, an obie-ction whiih might be put as follows. Surely the idea
of a uniquely applicable predi6ate (a predicate which in fdct belongs
to only one'inriividual) is not absurd-. And, if it is not, then surely
the mbst that can be blaimed is that a necessary condition of one's
ascribing predicates of a certain class to one individual (oneself) is
that one should be prepared, or ready, on appropriate occasiong to
ascribe them to other individuals, and hence that one should have
a conception of what those appropriate occasions for ascribing them
would 6e; but not, necessarily, that one should actua]ly do so on
anv occasion.

the shortest way with the obiection i5 1s sdmit it, or at least to
refrain from disputing it; for the iesser claim is all that the argument
strictly requires, ttougn * is slightly simpler to conduct it on the
basis 

-of 
the larget claim. But it is well to-point out further that we

are not speakin! of a single predicate, or merely of some gr-ouP 9.r
other of iredicales, but oF the whole of an enorilous class of predi'
cates such that the applicability of those predicates or.their-neg3'
tions determines a mai6r loeicai type or ca[egory of individuals. To
insist, at this level, oi ttre"AstinGon between the leser and the
largei claims is to carrv the distinction over from a level at which it
is Elearly correct to a ievel at which it may well appear idle or, Pos'
siblv, senseless.

ihe main point here is a purely logical one: the idea of a predi'
cate is correlative with that o-f a rhnge of distinguishable individuals
oi which the predicate can be significantly, though not necessarily

truly, affirmed.
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self )? Or, again, how can it be right to lalk of asqibing in the
case of oneseif? For surely there can be a question of ascrib-
ing only if there is or could be a question of identifuing that
to which the ascription is made? And though there may be a
question of identifying the one who is in pain when that one
is another, how can there be such a question when that one
is oneself? But this last query answers itself as soon as we
remember that we speak primarily to others, for the informa-
tion of others. In one sense, indeed, there is no question of
my having to tell who if ls who is in pain, when I am. In an-
other sense I may have to tell who it is, i.e,, to let others
know who it is.

What I have just said explains, perhaps, how one may
properly be said to ascribe states of consciousness to oneself,
given that one ascribes them to others. But how is it that
one can ascribe them to others? Well, one thing is certain:
that if the things one ascribes states of consciousness to, in
ascribing them to others, are thought of as a set of Cartesian
egos to which only private experiences can, in correct logical
grammar, be ascribed, then this question is unanswerable and
this problem insoluble. If, in identifying the things to which
states of consciousness are to be ascribed, private experiences
are to be all one has to go on, then, just for the very same
reason as that for which there is, from one,s own point of
view, no question of telling that a private experience is one,s
own, there is also no question of telling tllat a private experi-
cnce is another's. All private expsriences, all states of con-
sciousness, will be mine, i.e., no one's. To put it briefly: one
crtn ascribe states of consciousness to oneself only if one can
lscribe them to others; one can ascribe them to others only
if one can identify other subiects of experience; and one can-
not iclentify others if one can identify lhem only as subiects
rrf cxperience, possessors of states of consciousness.

It might be obiected that this way with Cartesianism is
loo short. After all, there is no dificulty about distinguishing
lrrxlics from one another, no difficulty about identifying bod-
ics. Arrd does not this give us an indirect way of identifuing
srrbjccts of experience, while preserving t}e Cartesian modei(hrr wc not identify such a subject as, for example,,,the
rrrhjcct that stands to that body in the same speciai relation
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as I stand to this ond'; or, in other words, "the subiect of

if."t. "-p*i""."t 
whicL sLnd in the same unique causal

i"f*tion to Uoay N as my experiences stand to body M?" But-tiilttgg*ti"rr'i, 
oseleti. If requires- me to have noted that

;;&;;;.es stand in a special relation to bodv M'*.hT
iiit lGi the right to speak of m7 experi,ences at all that is in

;;;;fi;;. (It rlquires me to have noted that mv experiences

sLncl in a speciat relation to body nn; bg! it requires me- to

have noted irir r, * condition of Leing able to identifu other

roUp.tt of experience, i.e., as a condition of having the idea-

; fidi-r; i sobieci of experience,^i'e-', as a condition of

irrirti"J ri ,oy e*perieoce ai mine.) 59 lons. as we persist in

irff.ing,"i" the mode of this explanation,-of experiences on

;d LiL hand, and bodies on ttre other, the most I may be

auoweatohavenotedisthatexperiences,o1lexperiences,
;*;a; a special relation to bodv M, 

't'lt 
bodv M is unique

il Gt this^ way, that this is what makes body M -unique
;il;; t;A;. iThis "most'' is, perhaps, to.o much-because

ii-iffi ;;t;;..' of the word ';experiences"'). The proffered

;;pil*iil runs: 'Another subfect of experience is distin'

;;i;h;a and identified as the subiect-of-those experiences

i,t i"t tt na in the same unique causal relationship to body

N 
", 

*y experiences stand to body M'" And the obiection

irr Jgoi wt at is the word 'my' doing in this explanation?

(It could not set on without it')"
'-V/h;t ;; hi,e to acknowledge, in order to begin to- fr-ee

ourselves from these difficulties, is the pimitiveness of the

""tt*pi "f 
a person. What I mean by the concept of a person

ir ifr" 
"onorit 

of a type of entity such that both predicates

"t"AUitg 
tt io tt cot iciootn"tt and ptedicates ascribing co.r-

prt"rf iir"t.teristics, a phasrla! situation, etc' are equally

;;;iffi" t, , ti"gi" individuat of that single tvpe' And

JfiJ i-*.* by safrng that this concept is primitive can be

il;il, ,u*tet oi *iyt. One way. is to return to those two

il;tti";t I asked earlier: viz, (r)..why-are states of con-

*iooro"r, ascribed to anything ai all? and (z) why-are they

ascribed to the very sarne thing as certain-corporeal-charac'

;;;trd;; , "oii" ihvsical situalion, etc'? -I remarked at the

Ulginni"g that it wai not to be supposed, that the answers

to"these luestions were indqrendent of each other' And now
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I shall say that they are connected in this way: that a neces-

sary condition of siates of consciousness being ascribed at all

is lhat they should be ascribed to the lory sdma things as

certain coiporeal characteristics, a certain physical situa-

tion, etc. Tirat is to say, states of consciousness could not be

,r"rib"d at a17, unless they were ascribed to persons, in the

sense I have ciaimed for this word. We are tempted to think

of a person as a sort of compound of two kinds of subject-

a subject of experiences (a pure consciousness, an ego), on

the one hand, and a subieci of corporeal attributes on the

other.
Many questions arise when we think in this way' But, in

particufar, when we ask ourselves how we come to frame, to
get a use'for, the concept of this compound of two subjects,

lhe picture-if we are honest and careful-is apt to change

from the picture of two subiects to the picture of one sub-

iect and one nonsubiect. For it becomes impossible to see how

we could come by the idea of difieren! distinguishable,

identifiable subiects of experiences-different consciousnesses

-if this ide.a is thougflt oi ds togically primitiue, as a logical

ingredient in the compound idea of a person, the latter being

colmposed of two subiects. For there could never be any

q,r"rtion of assigning an experience, as such, to any subfect

other than ot.s"U; and therefore nevet any question o{ .as
signing it to oneself either, never any question of ascribing

iito i subject at all' So the concept of the pure individual

consciousness-the pure ego-is a concept that cannot exist;

or, at least, crnnoi exist 
-as 

a primary concept in terms of

*tri.h th. concept of a person can be explained or analyzed'

It can only exis{ if at all, as a secondary, nonprimitive con-

ccpt, which itself is to be explained, analyzed, in terms of

thl concept of a person. It was the entity corresponding to
this illusory primary concept of the pure consciousness, the

te*sutst.rrci for which Ho*" *rt seeking, or ironically

prctending to see\ when he looked into himself, and com-

irlrrined that he could never discover himself without a per-

<rption and. could never discover anything but the percep-

tiou. More seriously-and this time there was no irony, but a

t:orrfrrsion, a Nemesis of confusion for Hume-it was this

cntity of which llume vainly sought for the principle of
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unity, confessing himself perplexed and defeated; sought

vainly because there is no principle of unity where there is

no principle of difierentiation. It was this, too, to which Kant,
more perspicacious here than Hume, accorded a purely for-
mal ("analytiC') unity: the unity of the "I think" that accom-

panies all my perceptions and therefore might iust as well
accompany none. And finally it is this, perhaps, of which
Wittgenstein spoke when he said of the subject, first, that
there is no such thing, and, second, that it is not a part of
the world, but its limit.

So, then, the word "I" never refers to this, the pure subiect.

But this does not mean, as the no-ownership theorist must
think and as Wittgenstein, at least at one period, seemed to
think, that "I" in some cases does not refer at all. It refers,

because I am a person among others. And the predicates

which would, per impossibile,beTong to the pure subject if it
could be referred to, belong properly to the person to which
"I" does refer,

The concept of a person is logically prior to that of an

individual conssiousness. The concept of a person is not to be

analyzed as that of an animated body or of an embodied
anima. This is not to say that the concept of a pure individ-
ual consciousness might not have a logically secondary exist-

ence, if one thinks, or finds, it desirable. We speak of a dead

person-a body-and in the same secondary way we might at
least think of a disembodied person, retaining the logical

benefit of individuality from having been a person.s

IV

It is important to realize the full extent of the acknowledg
ment one is making in acknowledging the logical primitive-
ness of the concept of a person. Let me rehearse briefly the
stages of the argument. There would be no question of ascrib-

ing one's own states of consciousness, or experiences, to any-

thing, unless one also ascribed states of consciousness, or
experiences, to other individual entities of the same logical
type as that thing to which one ascribes one's own states of

3 A little further thought will show how limited this concession is.

But I shall not discuss the question now.
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consciousness. The condition of reckoning oneself as a sub-

iect of such predicates is that one should also reckon others
as subiects of such predicates. The condition, in turn, of this
being possible, is that one should be able to distiuguish from
one another (pick out identify) difierent subiects of such
predicates, i.e., different individuals of the type concemed.
And the condition, in turn, of this being possible is that the
individuals concerned, including oneself, should be of a cer-
tain unique type: of a Bpe, namely, such that to each in-
dividual of that tlpe there mast be ascribed, or ascribable,
bofh states of consciousness azd corporeal characteristics. But
this characterization of the type is still very opaque and does
not at all clearly bring out what is involved. To bring this
out, I must make a rough division, into two, of the kinds of
predicates properly applied to individuals of this type. The
ftst kind of predicate consists of those which are also prop
erly applied to material bodies to which we would not dream
of applying predicates ascribing states of consciousness. I
will call this first kind M-predicates: and they include things
like "weighs ro stoner" "is in the drawing roomr" and so on.
The second kind consists of all the other predicates we apply
to persons. These I shall call P-predicates. And P-predicates,
of coursg will be very various. They will include things like
"is smiling" 'is going for a wallg" as well as things like "is in
pain," 'is thinking hard," "believes in God," and so on.

So far I have said that the concept of a person is to be un-
derstood as the concept of a type of entity such that both
predicates ascribing states of consciousness and predicates
ascribing corporeal characteristics, a physical situation, etc.,
are equally applicable to an individual entity of that type.
And all I have said about the meaning of saying that this
concept is primitive is that it is not to be analyzed in a certain
way or ways. We are not, for erample, to think of it as a
secondary kind of entity in relation to two primary kinds,
viz., a particular consciousness and a particular human body.
I implied also that the Cartesian error is iust a special case

of a more general error, present in a difterent form in theories
of the no-ownership typg of thinking of the designations, or
apparent designations, of persons as not denoting precisely
the same thing, or entity, for all kinds of predicate aseibed
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to the entity designated' That is' if w-e'are toavoid the gen-

eral form of this ""o' 
*"'#"' "o' 

tr'i"ft of, "I" or "Smith"

as sufiering from tvpe-a;;igtitv' 1ff'*.1*11t,:o 
locate tvpe-

ambisuitv somewhere, #;Ji-dt.better to,locate it in cer-

tain predicates like "is- ii tt'e drawing 
'room"', 

"was hit by a

stone," etc., and ,,y thtv *"*-o""'tftilg- ffit" applied to

material objects ^"a "?tho 
*t'"" 'pp1i"q 

to persons')

This is all I have * i"'t'ia'"i i*'rii'a about the meaning

of saying that the to"tfii;i;;;;d is primitive' What has

to be brought oot t"iil it *fJ ir'" implications of saving

this are as regards tt'"'iogi"'r "it'i"ttt 
of thot" predicates in

which we asoibe 't't"t 
l?-"o"tciousness' And for this purpose

we may well consider p+t"Ji*t"t in general' For though

not all P-predicates ;;';h;-;e- should call "predicates

ascribing states of to'iJou""*" (for example' "going for a

walk-' is not), theY *ililt'tJio i"t this in common' that

thev imply il'" po"t']'iii li-"*"ioutness on the part of

iirrl i"'*irt.t' theY are ascribed'

what then "'" 
#"to"";;;;-":t- of this view as regards

the character ot n-p'Jailt";- I ihi* .lh:{ "" 
these' clearlv

there is no sense '"1;1d; "r 
ra""g'ute individuals of a

special tvPe, a t pt, 
'i'irrti'' -ttt1 

tf'11 thev possess both

I\{-predicates rra pjriil'it'*,":"1t" 1"L" 
is 

-in 
principle

,o*" *ry of telting,'with rega'd to-an-5r.individual of that

ttpe, and ,"y f-p'"iiffi *t''"&"t that individual possesses

that P-predic"". *i, il'th"';;;; oi at least some P-predi-

cates' the ways of t;iil *"t *"tti*te in some sense logi-

cally adequatt rti"il"o? H;eJ-f"l-the ascription of the

P-predicate. no"oppoi'"' t;';; ;; did-these wavs of telling

:;'".trJ;"1;n*u, "tito*it r'i"at o{ criteria' Then we

should have to tht"f:f ;; t"*rttio"'-U"t*en the wavs of

telling and *r'" tr'"^p]p'"ii"t'-t" *tiut1 lot " 
part of what

it ascribes) "t*'y' 
i'-tt" following *'y'..'*e should have to

think of the wavs ;i ;iG; !{" 'ithe 
presence' in the

individual "or,""*Jd,""i"itit 
aifrtrent thins (the state ot

i;,;'";;;lrr"yl,i?,ilj;Xi:**H:-e"#:i""i1",'Yfi
:1"":JHt#1# I:;""d; i; * ou'"*"tion or correra-

tions betwee* tr'"-'t*?'i;; ilit ob'"*'ti"t' we could each

make only in one "*t"' "'*"tv' 
out owrl' And now we are
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back in the position of the defender of Cartesianism' who

thoueht our wav with it wis i;; short' For'what' now' does

'our own case" mean? ft"[ it "" 
sense in the idea of ascrib-

ins states of consciousne,,'to o".'.r, o1 at all, unless the

asiriber already tt"o*' r'i* i" '"tiu" 
at least some states of

consciousness to otf'"'s"lo i" """""t.(or 
cannot generally)

argue "from his own t*J"I tJ cotclutio"t-"bott how to do

ii?I, t".'rri"*l;;i";;; knows how- to,*: tn*' he has no

conception ol his own '*u, 
o' arly ca'se (i'e'' any subiect of

experiences). Instead, f'" ;Ln hai evidence-that pain' etc''

may be expected *r'""'i ;;'i" body is afiected in certain

wavs and not when others are'

The conclusio,, here-is, of course, not-new. \[ihat I have

said is that one assribes ii;;;;;tio others'on the strength

of obsewation ot tt"i' ilh;;;; ;t9 Jhat 
the behavior cri-

teria one goes on "" "o'"i'i'tig"s 
of the presence of what is

meant by the P-predicl;":;;;; critiria of a logicailv ade-

ouate kind for the **rir""'# il'':":uitate' on behalf

lliitt li.r"ri"t, t'"*l'"tr' I am--claiming that it follows

from a consideration';i ii" conditions necessary for any

ascription of states "f 
;;#;t;;;ss to.anvthing' The Point

is not that we must ##;it;;;1ltf"1in order to avoid

skepticism, but that *"-i"ott accept it in order to explain

the existence of tf'" "i""p't-J;;it'*t 
il lt'lt of which the

skeptical problem it ;;"t'Jd- B; once the.ronclusion is ac-

ccpied, the skeptical p'oilf"* does not arise' (And so with

the generality * 'fttp#t'ipt"UL*st 
theit statement involves

the pretended ..or,ll"" 5i, ""r..ptral 
scheme and at the

,r*i ti*" tr," 'l*t""iii'il;;;i;"" 
of the conditions of

its existence. This is #;;il;' it'n-" ITT'i" which thev

are stated, insotobte'i t"t iriit it'""rv half the picture about

"Kt"*tift;s turn to the other half' For of course it is true'

at least of some t*;';;;;;ses of P-predicates' that when

one ascribes th"* ;;;"ii'-o""-ao"t'not do so on the

strength of observa'io;.if";il behavior criteria on the

strensth of which J" "*iU"t 
them to others' This is not

true of all p-predicai*. ii ir not, in general, true of those

which carry """"itli' 
*'"r"i'tt"t'Ind capabilitv: these'

whcn self-asc'ibtd, ;;;'i*?"""i"tiiu"a on the same kind
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ofbasisasthatonwhiclrtheyarea.scribedtoothers.And
of those P-predicates "i;h# 

ii is true-that one does not

generally ascribe tt't*.to"o"Jd-* tt'"- basis of the criteria

on the strength o' *n"t i"" "tiiUtt-them 
to others' there

are many of which it i';t;'i;;irt't trt"i1 ascription is liable

to correction by the "fiot"tiUtt 
on this basis' But there re-

main many cases in *h'i"h;;;1'; an entirely adequate basis

for ascribing " 
f-p'eaii^"te ii-"""t"rr' 1".d. vit in which this

basis is quite distinct it"*'if'"t" on'which one ascribes the

oredicate to another. 
-ifno' 

one says' reporting a present

stat" of mind or fttuoLiii"rJttt&-am-depressed' am in

oain.") How can tf is'?act'bJ-tt*"9ifta with the doctrine

ihat the criteria on the *L*tf' of which one ascribes P-predi'

cates to others are ttiffi'"o;';iogi""uv adequate kind for

*tf:-Tr3r*lJ, 
difficultv of bringing about this reconciliation

mav tempt u, i,, *"'v iit"cti*1l f1 ryv -t1ilt 
us' for exam-

ole. to deny that tf"" l"ff-""riptiorrs- are really ascriptions

:i";ri; il'irt*itit" t"t-ptt*" ascriptions of states of con-

sciousness to those ;h;i;;; ot utt'"iot which constitute

criteria on the basis of which one person-ascribes P-predicates

to another' rr'is aic"';;;;;;;oid the difficultv; it is

not. in all cases, ."'#lr";;;;;topti't"' B,YI n obscures the

facts, and i, '"tatt"'"il 
it *t'"fy a sophisticated form of

failure to rccognize;;t'tn*tJ t#acter^of, P-predicates (or

at least of a crucial ;i;t;? P-ptedicates)"For iust as there

is not (in general) ;;;'t-"-"';;;i;;' oi l'ami"g' or teach-

ing oneself, ,t i*"""'p'"i"t" 
.irJ*i"g 

for predicates of this

class, then another ;t;;;t; o[ learning to apP]y t*h 
'1t"1:

cates to others on irr"- rii."gtt of a correlation, noted rn

one's own "rr", 
*it*t";;;"fi--i;s of behavior' so-and

equallv-ther" i' noi"(ii-"*-"'**l o1-"'l-l*"" process of

leaming to apply such'pref,icates to others on the strength

of behavior "rit"ri", 

"*5 it "r ,""tt 
* process of acquiring

the secondary t"cf'oiio" oi e*hibiting ? new form of be-

havior, viz., fi rst-perso.."- i-t'ttet'nces' Both' these pictures are

refusals to aclnowtei;;'.il;;t*re logical character of the

*iffiT,'"Tl",ifilu"'' as the genera'l:1* or propositional

function of such " 
pr"ai*i". {hen according to the f,rst
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oicture. the expression which primarily replaces "x" in this

i;HT L" ffi;;;i;erson sirigulat pronoot'; its uses with

other replacements are s.co"d*'J', d"riv-ativ.e' and shaky' Ac-

;ffit;il;h. t.*na picture, on the other..lynd' the primary

.""i""J**t, of ,,x,, in this form are 
,,her,,.,that personr" etc.,

;;t i;;;;;itt "i'i, t".ondarv, peculiar, not a true ascriptive

JsJ. B;tii is essential tothe character of these predicates that

tt.r-fr*" both first- and third-person ascriptive uses' that

;il{,;t;;*h-;"u;*t#le otherwise than on the basis of

"itl*rir* "i 
irr" t.rrruiot of the subiect of them' and other-

,t".titJf" o" the basis of behavior criteria' To learn their

;; tt il learn both aspects of their use' In order lo hme

this type of concept, onl must be both a self-ascriber and an

oifr"t-it.tif*t of socii predicates, and must-sec.every other as

,-r"tf*seriter. And irrordet to und'orstand this type of-con-

;";;;;;;;st acknowledce -tha! 
there is a kind of predicate

;fi.h 1; u"r*Uigoootfv a'nd adequately ascribable both on

the basis of observatiori "f 
it" sutiect of the predicate an"d

;;; ilHt tasis (i"aependentlv oi-obseryation of the sub-

iect): the second case-is the case where the.ascriber is also

ilt;d&:Ir il;;*; no concepts-answ-ering to the char-

acterization I h*ve iusiii,"", *" should indeed have no phil-

;;"eht;;i;ffi.*'rb;t 
-the 

so''l; but equallv we should

r,of hrue our concePt of a Person'--i" p"t the poinl-wiih a certain unavoidable cruditv-in

t.t;; ;f;;" p"rticot i cot'cept of this-class' say' that.of de-

;;; ;; t;eak of-behaving in a depressed wav (of de-

'pr"tt"-a- i.rr-ritr) and also of IeeHng depressed (-of 
-a 

feeling

ii-a"ptotio";. bne is inclined to argue that feelings can

;; f;fl;il;Lt out"*.a, 
'nd 

behavior-can be observed' but

""ii"it,-""a 
that therefore there must be room here to drive

i;;-iG;;i ;eaee. soiihe concept of depression spans the

placewhereorr"wrrrtstodriveiti''Wgmightsay'inordcr
ilft;'i; u" ,ucr, , to""tpt as that of Xs depression' the

a.pt*""" *fricf, X t"s, the concept must cover both what

" i"it, 
Itt not obr"*.i, by X ani what.mav b9-9bt:*"91

ilui-nort"tt, bv othets ti'an X (for all values of X)-' But it

ir p"tftrpt betier to say:- {'s- dLpression ls something' one

and the same thing, *f icf it felt but not observed by X 1nd

o'frr.*.a U*t not f;it tt ;thers than X' (And' of course' what
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can be observed can also be faked or disguised') To refuse

;;;il;irlt to "r"t" 
[o '"ttpt 

the structure of the lan-

;"##';ili.rr"*. uirt 
'uout 

depiession'Tlul is' in a sense'

;11"?ikhr.'one might giu" 'o 
t'ttti'g; or devise' perhaps' a

difierent structure i,' tt'*tl-t *t'itt' i" soliloquize' Whil i:

not all right is simut"t"#oi'sty to .pretend 
to accept that

structure and to,.to'" lo '"*pt 
iU i'"'' to couch one's reieo

tion in the language of that structure'

It is in this light that we must see some of the familiar

,htililil-iid.urti"t i" the topic of the mind' For some

of th"* spring from l"i t'"t' ' f ilo'" to admit' or fully

appreciate, the characiJ- *ttitf' f have been claiming for at

least some P-preclicatesl ff is "ot 
seen that.'these predicates

could not have either atp"ti "t 
their use (the self-ascriptive

;;ilil;;rAf-"t'ipti"ti'ti without having the other aspect'

Instead, one aspect ;i'iritii use is taken as self-sufficient'

;ilil-it *ofa not be, and then the other asoect appears as

oroblematical. a"a tL'*-" 
";;;ilht; 

between philosophical

iffi;";"ffi;ft pr'ri"*t'i*r Lai'nio'i'*' when we take the

self-ascriptive aspect;i^ih; os" of some P-predicate (say'

"ddr;;JJ;i as primarv' then a logical gap seems to open

between the criteria'ori'afr. r,r"ngit of *ti.h *" say that

another is depressed, ft il; "to'itt't" 
of depresio-n'\IF1t

we do not realize itlhJ if this logical gap is allowed to

&;,h; it t*aro*'''ot-onrv r'is ?epresion' but our de-

pression as well. F"t'if fi; rogi*i g*p."*ists' then depressed

behavior, however *"f''if'*" is of 
"it' 

is no more than a sign

of depression. A"d i; ;;;t;'*" a sign of depression only

because of an observJ-cott"tntion between it and deprev

sion. But ,rror" atp'li'io"i Ot'ty mine' one is tempted to

sav. But ii ontv *il;;;;; iii'*i"" at all' The skeptical

;J;,i;;;il"irtlv'tlpt"tt'ts the crossing of the logical gap

# ffiil;';ilrkv ilf*t'ce' But the- poiut is that not even

the syntax of tf'* ptt*it"t of *'" infeience exists if the gap

")('rt'r" the other hand, we- take the other-ascriptiv-e' u1e1' of

these predicates as self-sufficien! we may-come to think that

all there is in the *"""i,,g 
"r 

these.predicates, as predicates,

is the criteri" o" m""tittigtn of wf ict' we ascribe them to

others. Does this ;lt i;ii'';'i; the denial of the logical
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gap? It does not follow. To think that it does is to forget
ihe self-ascriptive use of these predicates, to forget that we

have to do with a class of predicates to the meaning of which
it is essential that they should be both self-ascribable and

other-ascribable to the same individual, when self-ascriptions

are not made on the observational basis on which other-

ascriptions are made, but on another basis. It is not that
these predicates have two kinds of meaning. Rather, it is es-

sential to the single kind of meaning that they do have that
both ways of ascribing them should be perfectly in order.

If one is playing a game of cards, the distinctive markings

of a certain card constitute a logically adequate criterion
for calling it, say, the Queen of Hearts; but, in calling it
this, in the context of the game, one is also ascribing to it
properties over and above the possession of those markings'

The predicate gets its meaning from the whole structure of

the game. So it is with the language which ascribes P-predi-

catei. To say that the criteria on the strength of which we

ascribe P-predicates to others are of a logically adequate kind
for this ascription is not to say that all there is to the ascrip

tive meaning of these predicates is these criteria. To say

this is to forget thaf they are P-predicates, to forget the rest

of the language-structure to which they belong.

V

Now our perplexities may take a different form, the form

of the question "But how can one ascribe to oneself, not
on tlre basis of obsewation, the very sano thing that others

may have, on the basis of observation, a logically adequate

reaion for ascribing to one?" And this question may be ab'

sorbed in a wider one, which might be phrased: "How are

P-predicates possible?" or 'How is the concept of a person

possible?" This is the question by which we replace those

two earlier questions, viz.: "Why are states of consciousness

ascribed at all, ascribed to anything?" and "Why are they

ascribed to the very same thing as certain corporeal char-

acteristics, etc.?" For the answer to these two initial ques-

tions is to be found nowhere else but in the admission of

the primitiveness of the concept of a person, and hence of
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tt"r'iqo"'nf ":],:.f.,P,f Tf,f Xt:;ff :?'iJfi HT':tl;:
have to frame themsel".t.'" :'-'l: 'li"*u.-'"".t".pt of a Person

:*:"#ff'tr$i';1g1:]"?'+;J;Il# ##T
stiliwant to ask what 

",1t,"1-:',""^.:"^".""t- and to ask this
'*':l:l,l:;"ri-,ft*+iri.tll:T,:ffi"i**a#""H
able to satisfu this demano:l^i"ji;'; 

",.,,,nt 
as beginnings

il,;;;-;id"'ent things which might count

" iffl;ll ftfil-':Tli""i'g "'i-1,":1u' 
o' moving a

."i;il ;;;; ; i,,J';;:it[ ffi'#'"T:l',"J.H#::l;
ture. They are predicates"YYl:li^:;;^, .t*t" of mind or at

t:[r'**:':; tHffi ]5'#ff t-+tif
acteristic pattern' or rauuc * :::-iJ,nv verv definite sensa-

ttii.""","r"dicaiing at all preciselv ':f '"?#1;;, *,it;
H;"";;;;tience' I mean such things as s

,,furling a rope," "r,#*'u'['" '*li:1i 
1I"5;#"]-lJ.'f;

rlli.t'ii"l ir'" inteiesting charactenstrc i'*;;'i" oneself,#* 
,il;i;te does not' in general' '::t:"^?;;.r"iu. tt"*

on the strength,ot observation'' wleteas;11e 
But, in the case

il;il;; the strength of observauon"

iiii,","-p*a'",y,".f ;;*:*:t*j:f W:'ii':i:f:ifr
f;:illJ il ffi:'j"t:rT;;*'*'a, dominance or a rairrv

tt[tr'*f ;l+ut:"xt*ti}g*''l'-u*
:li::"T.T,"'';'H1#f ,i;#H;5'f;i**H*'.L.ti**
ffi. Ull"lt#;;;;i' "'e 

c"'tainlv arso things we

can know about bf observahon and inference'

Among tr'e tr'i'lJs ir'J*" ou"*:l': *Jr#i[t|; tl'lt';
HhfT";ilii"i;:;'ilf, [i"Yx:]ff 

"T::::1,[;::];*'#:tt;rti""' It is imPortant that rve

*-.l,,tix};'},"T.},l*;tfi: ffiffi: 
which does .'ot meretv sav"
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sewed movements; they bear on and condition our own' And

il;;;; ffiosL"aiht*, *t interpret them' onlv-bv see-

il;;;;;il.nt' i" i"i such plans ',1-':*** 
of action

as those of which we know the presen-t course and future

i.""i"n*""a without obse'vatiou- of the relevant present

*"r"ti..i- Sot tti, is to say that.we see.such movements

/+he ohserved *ou.*"rrt, oi others) as actions' that- we in-

l#;"ti,eiir""i"-tt* "r 
intention, that-we see them as

*"'""*."t, of individuals or " typ" to which also belongs

liri-lrairiaral u;hose present and future movements we

know about without oUs'"w"tion; that we see others' as self-

;;;iil;;il on the u"tit-or outt*ations' of what we ascribe

to them on this basis'

Of course these remarks are not intended -to 
susges] loy

,frJ"prrUi"+-of other'*i"at;-toofa be plye$, or our beliefs

about others given a ;;;;;d philosophical "iustification'" I

;;;;';;;dy iig""a tr'"J't*tt'' i'so*ition" or "iustification"

il;;;;;t;bi",-ifi"t tr'ttt*nna to' it cannot be coherentlv

stated. Nor ,r" tt"r"',J*'it* intended as-a priori ee.eti.9

psychology. They are ti*pfv intended to-heh to make it

seem intelligible to tt,-'iif it stage in the history of the

ohilosophy of this "titt', tf'" ie. h"r'e .the 
conceptual

:';ffi;; r,rr". wt*t'i^* toggt"ting is that it is easier

to understand how *l-.*" r"" Ja'ch oiter (and ourselves)

; ;;;;;;f *. tti"rt first of the fact that we act' and act

on each other, and 
""i 

in 
""otaance 

with e common human

nature. "To see 
"n"f, 

oift* " 
persons"is a.lot of things; but

not a lot of separate"anJ "ntl"""tt"cl 
things' The class of

ii-*"ai*t* tfrri t trave moved into the-center of the picture

*r5'roi rt.onnectedly theie, detached from. others irrelevant

to them. On the .oi'tt"y"tf'ty are inextricablv bound up

with the others, ir,"t*"?J"'#tf ihem' The iopic of the

*ira a-".t 
"ot 

divide into unconnected subiects'

I spoke iust now Jf 
-" -to**on 

human nature' But there

is also a sense in *h;;h a co"dition oJ the existence of the

conceptual scheme ;;'il i; that. human nature should

il;;;**on, shoold not be, that is'.a community nature'

Philosophers ot.a tJ Attoss- ti" qo"tiion of whether there

was, or could be, t"f'-'-if i"g " " "g'ot'p mind"'And for

some the idea had ' 
-ptt'fiar "f'scination' while to others it
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seemed utterly absurd and nonsensical and at the same time'

curiously enough, pt""tioo'' It is easy to' see'why these last

found it pernicious: *:;Iili" so*-"tt'it'g horrible in the

thoueht that people 'n;fti;;;"-io 
t"* to*'rd individual

o"rsons the kind "f 'Jil;:' 
ih;; 

'htv 
did have' and instead

i'rave attitudes in some i'vl*r"g""s io-those 'toward 
groups;

and that they might "J# 
#;"id"-inaiviaoat courses of ac-

tion for themselves #;tieaa *.:'"lI 31':T3Xf"ff"ifl:;
.* ,"ii"iai"s. But their frnding it permcrou

thev understood the ;i:'1;;;"tl'imed to' he absurd onlv

too well. The fact tt"i *"'itia it natural to individuate as

#r ; :' i|; -t* *;,i**l;:r *' ;lt,il-, il.!'"l
HJl.X'Hiif*;:""i'-ffirffi"ro' ^"v 

crass or beings not

utterly- unlike oursel]ffr., 
,n. idea of a special kind of social

-#iEi lilfl' .TJH::;i':i; r"ai"ia-"t person has" no

Hlil["T?, ;.:il.h*-*'r*: 
*:; : JLiliJ';'1".::

of actual human "-"tt"o] 
'i.'i"rtl for example' of two grouPs

;i ;;;, ueings effi ;;;:mfn"$'nitJ:':.!:rate activitv, such.as.btl? :"1..*::": "',iior. ttrt ota.tt

*rniy'*,1iil,ihffi 61":'t^;lf'#:i;;''""v'o
h";T"-*,;t'1";il:'l;l':#:,1{"m*;*,-'*"T{tT[
of tf, e groups- *'k"':- -ttt::T::'":""'.:;""r1^it .v do, how-
;;;;;;"; for Personal names or Plol?"t

ever, rerer to the *i** ,Jipi,r't-: -tl^'"1"';:1iffff'"il,ii,
ieo,is to those predicates ascribing 

'-1?"+;"";, y,' in 1*t,

ILt'T;,mr*ff :.1'E:"ilx"i]:':r':i':fi 'i''ia4t'""'
;;i il; are not *;T::"#Hx[,']"1,,u ii:$'.{i}:"":Ji
'Jft?*TiJH[#,,']:#;#" ro't *'" g'*''" rhev mav arso

refer to elements in 
'the 

-g'o-oP' .t1, T:*ot of the group'

but exclusively i- it'*t *fiich'get their-sense from the parts

olaved by these ti"*ttt' i" itt"' 
"o:P-oi"" 

activitv' (Thus

irye'sometime' "t#'io''^'t'ai-"e 
i" fact persons as "sttoke"

*"[:Tt;] 
think of such cases' we see that we ourselves'

PERsoNs 4ot

over a part of our social lives-not, I am thankful to say, a

very la.ge part-do operate conceptual schemes in which the

idea of tt 
" 

i"aiuiaua person has no place, in which its place

is taken, so to speak, by that of a group. But might we 1ot
think oi communities or groups such that this part of the

lives of their members was the dominant part-or was the

whole? It sometimes happens, with gloups of human beings,

that, as we say, their members think, feel, and act "as one"'

The point I wish to make is that a condition for the existence,

the ,ise, of the concept of an individual person is that this

slrould happen only sometimes.

tt is ,Usototely useless to say, at this point: But all the

same, even if this happened all the time, every memb-er 
-of

the group would have an individual consciousness, would be

an individual subie'ct of experience. The point is, once more,

that there is no sense in speaking of the individual con-

sciousness just as such, of the individual subl'ect of experience

iust as such: for there is no way of identifying such pure

cntities.s It is true, of course, that in suggesting this fantasy,

I have taken our concept of an individual person as a starting

point. It is this fact which makes the useless reaction a natural

ilnc. But suppose, instead, I had made the following sugges-

tion: that each part of the human body, each organ and each

rurcrnber, had an individual consciousness, was a se?arate

ccntcr of experiences. This, in the same way, but more ob-

viously, *ooid b" a useless suggestion. Then imagine all the

intcrrnediate cases, for instance tlese. There is a class of

rnoving natural obiects, divided into groups, each group ex-

hibiting the same characteristic pattern of activity. Within
crrch group there are certain differentiations of appearance ac-

t,rxr''pinying difierentiations of function, and in particular

tlrt,rc is'one member of each group with a distinctive ap-

l)(:;rriluce. Cannot one imagine difierent sets of observations

wlrich might lead us, in the one case, to think of the particu-

Lrr urcmbL as the spokesman of the group, as its mouth-
picc:t:; and in the otlier case to think of him as its mouth,

io tlrink of the group as a single scattercd body? The point
is llurt as soon as we adopt the latter way of thinking then

6 IVIorc accurately: their identification is necessarily secondary to
llrt' itlcutification of persons.
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we want to drop the former; we are no longer influenced by
the human analogy in its first form, but only in its second;
and we no longer want to say: "Perhaps the members have

consciousness." To understand the movement of our thought
here, we need only remember the startling ambiguity of the
phrase "a body and its members."

VI

I shall not pursue this attempt at explanation any further.
What I have been mainly arguing for is that we should ac-

knowledge the logical primitiveness of the concept of a per-
son and, with this, the unique logical character of certain
predicates. Once this is acknowledged, certain traditional phil-
osophical problems are seen not to be problems at all. In
particular, the problem that seems to have perplexed Hume6
does not exist-the problem of the principle of unity, of
identity, of the particular consciousness, of the particular
subiect of "perceptions" (experiences) considered as a pri-
mary particular. There is no such problem and no such prin-
ciple. If there were such a principle, then each of us would
have to apply it in order to decide whether any contemporary
experience of his was his or someone else's; and there is no
sense in this suggestion. (This is not to deny, of course, that
one person may be unsure of his own identity in some way,
may be unsure, for example, whether some particular action,
or series of actions, had been performed by him. Then he
uses the same methods (the same in principle) to resolve

the doubt about himself as anyone else uses to resolve the
same doubt about him. And these methods simply involve
the application of the ordinary criteria tor personal ideniity.
T1rere remains the question of what exactly these criteria
are, what their relative weights are, etc.; but, once disen-
tangled from spurious questions, ihis is one of the easier
problems in philosophy.)

Where Hume erred, or seems to have erred, both Kant
and Wittgenstein had the better insight. Perhaps neither
always expressed it in the happiest way. For Kant's doctrine

6 Cf. the Appendix lo lhe Treatise of Humnn Nature.
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that the._'hnalytic unity of conssiousness,, neither requiresnor entails any principle of unity i, noi ,, ar".r as one courdwish. And Witteenstein , ,"*#r-iri rr. ,i*.1 to the effectthat the data o] consciousness are not owned, that .I,, as
lt".d P, /ones,._in speaking of_his ow ]."iirgr, .,"., does notreter to what',lones,,as used.by another re-ie?s to, seem need_lcssly to flout ihe conceptual ;"d; ;.;ilaily employ. Itis needlessty paradoxical i" ;;;;-;;';.; ;#;r* that whenSmith says'Jones has a pain,, #a lr*r-r"yrii tru" a pain,,,tJrey are talking about t'he ;T;il;rrirrrt*g the samething about it, needtessty porrao*i-J?o"deir1i,hr, 

Jones canconfirm that he has a 
-pain. 

il,"rd';il;ying that setf-ascribed states of consciousness are really ascribed at all, itis rnore in harmonv *itL our-rc[urr'*r,', 
"ilrking to say:I"or each user of t-he language, there is iust one person inascribing to whom states of_conraiorrn.r, h" does not needto use the criteria of the obs_erved b;il;; of ,nr, person(though he does not necessarily,;;;-;;il'ria ,r,., personis himsetf. This remark at leasi ,"ri".ir't'# liucture of theconceptual scheme we employ, *i:tfrort-pi..foding furtherexamination of it.


