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  ملخص
هذه . الحقيقة الفكرية المركزية للعصر الحاضر هي أن المعرفة تزداد

الزيادة في المعرفة تحول بهدوء الفلسفة، لتجعل ظهور نوع جديد من 
مع التخلي عن التحيز المعرفي في الموضوع، مثل هذه . الفلسفة أمرا ممكنا

خيله في الفلسفة يمكنها أن تصل إلى آفاق أكبر بكثير من أي شيء يمكن ت
هي لا تبدأ من الشك، ولكن مما نعرفه . الفلسفة في نصف القرن الماضي

هي تبدأ بحقائق مثل تلك التي تقررها النظرية الذرية للمادة . عن العالم
ونظرية التطور في البيولوجيا، وكذلك حقائق البديهة كمثل أننا جميعا 

كون جماعات واعون، وأننا جميعا نمتلك حالات عقلية قصدية، وأننا ن
مثل هذه الفلسفة هي نظرية، نسقية، . اجتماعية وننشئ حقائق مؤسسية

  .شاملة وكونية في موضوعها الفلسفي
  
  
  
  
  
  

 تبعية ينتج تصورات سطحية و عادة ما بشكل عام،ومستقبل الفلسفة،التأمل  في حالة 
 على ما جندة؛ور عشوائي للموضوعات على الأ ظه يؤدي إلىأكثر من ذلك،.  لهوى الذاتةفكري

هذه يبدو لن تكون بداية قرن جديد كافية، بذاتها، للتغلب على الافتراضات العامة التي تشتبك مع 
خذ مخاطرة قول أشياء عن الحالة الراهنة والمستقبلية للفلسفة، على أية حال، سوف آ. التأملات

ت في الموضوع خلال عدد من المتغيرات العامة حدث. حتى ولو كنت أعتقد أنها مخاطرة حقيقية
  .حياتي وأود أن أناقش دلالاتها وإمكانية أن تظهر في مستقبل الموضوع

     

  الفلسفة والمعرفة .١

. هي تزداد بشكل تراكمي. الحقيقة الفكرية العامة للعصر الحالي هي أن المعرفة تزداد
  .نحن نعرف أكثر مما عرف أجدادنا؛ وأولادنا سوف يعرفون أكثر مما نعرف



  جون سيرل–الفلسفة في قرن جديد 
 
 

    -فلاسفة العرب 
 
 

4 

، بمعنى سوف مؤكدة، موضوعية، وكونيةلك الآن تراكما معرفيا ضخما، معرفة نحن نمت
بدأ . هذا النمو في المعرفة ينتج بشكل صامت تحولات في الفلسفة. أشرحه لاحقا لهذه الكلمات

، وآخرون في القرن السابع عشر، وكان قائما "بيكون"، "ديكارت"العصر الحديث في الفلسفة بـ 
هذه الفرضية كانت أن وجود المعرفة ذاته هو محل تساؤل . أصبحت مهملةعلى فرضية هي الآن 

رأي ديكارت أن . وأنه بناء على ذلك تكون المهمة الرئيسية للفيلسوف هي مواجهة مشكلة الشك
، بروح مماثلة، فكر في مقالته باعتبارها فحصا "لوك"مهمته هي إيجاد أساس مأمون للمعرفة، و 

يبدو أنه من المعقول أن الفلاسفة في القرن السابع عشر . لإنسانيةلطبيعة وحدود المعرفة ا
اعتبروا أن الإبيستيمولوجيا هي العنصر المركزي في المشروع الفلسفي جميعه، لأنه في حين 
أنهم كانوا في قلب ثورة علمية، في نفس الوقت بدت إمكانية المعرفة المؤكدة، الموضوعية، 

حا أبدا كيف تكون اعتقاداتهم المختلفة مؤسسة بشكل يقيني، وحتى لم يكن واض. والكونية إشكالية
على وجه الخصوص كان هناك صراعا عميقا مقلقا . لم يكن واضحا كيف يمكن أن تكون متسقة

والنتيجة هي أننا حصلنا على ثلاثة قرون . بين الاعتقادات الدينية والاكتشافات العلمية الجديدة
  .يها هي مركز الفلسفةونصف كانت الإبيستيمولوجيا ف

إن لم . خلال أكثر هذه الفترة بدا أن المفارقات الشكية تكذب قلب المشروع الفلسفي
نستطع أن نجيب الشاك، بدا أنه لا يمكننا التقدم إلى الأمام في الفلسفة، أو بالنسبة لهذا الموضوع، 

لدراسة والتي بدا فيها لهذا السبب أصبحت الإبيستيمولوجيا أساس أي عدد من فروع ا. في العلم
وهكذا، على سبيل المثال، أصبح السؤال . أن الأسئلة الإبيستيمولوجية في الحقيقة هامشية

وحتى في فلسفة " هل يمكن أن توجد أسس موضوعية لاعتقاداتنا الأخلاقية؟"المركزي في الأخلاق 
هم . ولوجية كانت مركزيةاللغة، رأى العديد من الفلاسفة، وبعضهم لا يزال، أن الأسئلة الإبستيم

كيف يمكننا أن نعرف ماذا يعني شخص آخر عندما "يأخذون السؤال المركزي في فلسفة اللغة بأنه 
  "يقول شيئا؟

اليقينية، بسبب النمو الشديد للمعرفة .  قد ولىيأنا أعتقد أن عصر الشك الإبيستيمولوج
حاليا من المستحيل . يا في الفلسفة، لم تعد إمكانية المعرفة سؤالا مركزالموضوعية، والكونية

نحن نعرف :  لنا أن نأخذ مشروع ديكارت بشكل جاد بالشكل الذي نظر إليه هو بالنسبةسيكولوجيا
وهذا ليس معناه القول بأنه ليس هناك مكان للمفارقات الإبستيمولوجية، هو يعني ببساطة . كثيرا

ن أعرف أنني لست مخا في فراغ، ولست كيف لي أ"السؤال، . أنها لم تعد تقع في قلب الموضوع
، أو بشكل خاص أقرب "مخدوعا بواسطة شيطان شرير، لست أحلم، أعاني من الهلوسة، الخ؟

كيف لي أن "، "كيف يمكن لي أن أعرف أنني نفس الشخص اليوم الذي كنته بالأمس؟"لروح هيوم 
ن هناك أشياء مثل كيف يمكن لي أن أعرف أ"، "أعرف أن الشمس سوف تطلع من الشرق غدا؟

هي مفارقة .  أراها مثل مفارقات زينو عن حقيقة المكان والزمان–" العلاقات السببية في العالم؟
مثيرة كيف يمكن لي أن أعبر الغرفة إذا كان يجب علي أولا أن أعبر نصف الغرفة، ولكن قبل ذلك 

ى عبور عدد لا يبدو أنني سوف أضطر إل. نصف النصف، وأيضا قبل ذلك، نصف النصف، الخ
هذه هي مفارقة مثيرة، . نهائي من المسافات قبل حتى أن أبدأ، لذلك يبدو أن الحركة مستحيلة

وهي تدريب لطيف للفلاسفة على حل المفارقة، ولكن ليس هناك أحد يشك جديا في وجود المكان 
ك أحد في وجود بالمثل أحب أن أقول، لا يجب أن يش.  أو إمكانية عبور الغرفة بسبب مفارقة زينو

هي تمارين لطيفة للفلاسفة، ولكنها لا تمثل تحديا لوجود معرفة . المعرفة بسبب المفارقات الشكية
  .موضوعية، كونية، يقينية

وأنا أقترح، على كل حال، أن . أعرف أنه لا تزال هناك صناعة مزدهرة للشك التقليدي
النسبة لنا كما هي بالنسبة إلى ديكارت هذه الصور التقليدية للشك لا يمكن أن يكون لها معنى ب

 الوزن الواضح للتراكم المعرفي هو الآن كبير إلى درجة أننا لا ،سواء قبلنا ذلك أم لا. وتابعيه
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  .  على الإطلاقخذ بجدية الدعاوى القائلة بأنه ليس موجودايمكننا أن نأ

عد تركز على عندما أن أقول بان الفلسفة لم ت. هناك إيضاحا أريد أن أبينه حالا
الإبستيمولوجيا أعنى أن المفارقات الاحترافية للإبستيمولوجيا، المفارقات الشكية، لم تعد مركزية 

الحياة "ولكن بالإضافة إلى الإبستيمولوجيا، هناك، ما يمكن أن نسميه بـ . للمشروع الفلسفي
فعلا؟ ما هو نوع الدليل، كيف يمكن لنا أن نعرف أن دعاواك هي حقيقية . للإبستيمولوجيا" الواقعية

التأييد، الحجة، والبرهان الذي يمكن أن تقدمه في الدعاوى المختلفة التي تطرحها؟ إبستيمولوجيا 
تستمر كما كانت من قبل، حقا، هي مهمة كما كانت دائما، بسبب أنه، على سبيل " الحياة الواقعية"

سبب وعلاج مرض الإيدز، أو الدعاوى المثال، في مواجهة دعاوى الواقع الحقيقي المتنازعة حول 
المتضاربة حول السياسة النقدية أو سياسة الميزانية في إدارة الاقتصاد، من المهم مثلما كان ذلك 

إذن، عندما أقول أننا في عصر ما بعد إبستيمي . دائما أن نصر على اختبارات وبراهين كافية
)post-epistemic(أرى أن الشك التقليدي الفلسفي الآن . ، أعنى أننا في عصر ما بعد الشك

على . ولكن ذلك لا يعني أننا يجب أن نتخلى عن المقاييس العقلية لتقييم دعاوى الحقيقة. ماضيا
  .العكس

يقينية، موضوعية، لقد قلت توا أننا نمتلك حجما كبيرا ومتزايدا من المعرفة التي هي 
ضبط التي يتم تحديها بواسطة شكل معين أنا أؤكد هذه السمات الثلاثة لأنها هي بال. وكونية

ما "، "التفكيك"، مع فروع داعمة مثل "ما بعد الحداثة"معاصر من الشك المتطرف يسمى أحيانا بـ 
طبقا لهذا التحدي الشكي، هو في أفضل الأحول . ، وحتى بعض تنويعات البرجماتية"بعد البنيوية

يدفعنا للقول بأننا يمكننا الحصول على اليقين، ، ما ة الديكتاتوريروحخطأ، وفي أسوأها نوع من ال
طبقا لوجهة النظر هذه، نحن لا نصل أبدا إلى معرفة يقينية، موضوعية، . الموضوعية، والكونية

لتي تم تنفيذها وهذا يفترض أنه تم إيضاحه بواسطة بعض الأبحاث في العلم، كمثل تلك ا. وكونية
كد على العناصر غير العقلية في تطور النظريات بول فايرآبند التي تؤو بواسطة توماس كون

في هذا المنظور، العلماء لا يصلون إلى الحقيقة؛ بدلا من ذلك، هم يندفعون بشكل غير . العلمية
أكثر من ذلك، كما تذهب القصة، من المستحيل أن نمتلك الموضوعية . عقلي من نموذج إلى، آخر

ظور معين؛ من المستحيل أن نمتلك الكونية، لأن لأن كل دعاوى المعرفة هي دائما تطرح من من
العلم يتم إنتاجه في ظروف محلية، تاريخية، وخاضع لكل الشروط التي تفرضها عليه هذه 

النقطة . وأريد بشكل موجز أن أقول لماذا. أعتقد أن هذه التحديات ليس لها مصداقية. الظروف
لنسبة للتحديات الشكية ليس غير متسقا ابالأساسية التي أود أن أطرحها هي أنه ما هو صحيح 

  .اليقين، الموضوعية، والكونيةبأي حال مع 

أحد المشكلات التي تقابلنا عندما نتعامل مع هذه الزيادة الضخمة في المعرفة، هي معرفة 
كيف يمكن للمعرفة أن تكون في نفس الوقت . كيف يمكن أن توجد هذه السمات في نفس الوقت

 وقابلة للتصحيح، كيف يمكن أن تكون جميعها موضوعية ومع ذلك تطرح يةأوليقينية ومع ذلك 
 ظروف اتجة عندائما من منظور ذاتي، كيف يمكن أن تكون كونية بشكل مطلق ومع ذلك ن

الموضوعية محل التساؤل تنبع من حقيقة . وشروط محلية؟ دعنا نتعامل مع كل منها على الترتيب
اؤل دامغة، وأن الدعاوى نفسها مطروحة ضمنيا بشكل جيد جدا أن الدلائل على الدعاوى محل التس

خلال مجموعة مترابطة منهجيا من الدعاوى الأكثر عمومية، والتي هي جميعها مدعمة جيدا بأدلة 
في زمننا الحالي يكون من غير . دامغة، لدرجة أنه يكون من غير المعقول الشك في هذه الحقائق

ضخ الدماء، أن الأرض هي جرم يدور حول الشمس، أن الماء العقلاني أن نشك في أن القلب ي
  .مكون الهيدروجين والأكسجين

أكثر من ذلك، كل هذه المعارف الجزئية متضمنة في نظريات قوية جدا، نظريات 
الفسيولوجيا الإنسانية والحيوانية، نظرية مركزية الشمس في نظامنا الكوكبي، والنظرية الذرية 
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قت يكون دائما من الممكن أن تحدث ثورة علمية تؤدي إلى إلقاء كل طرق  نفس الووفي. للمادة
التفكير عن الأشياء هذه جانبا، أن تحدث ثورة علمية مماثلة للطريقة التي امتصت بها ثورة 

ليس هناك شيء في أي حالة معرفية . أينشتين الميكانيكا النيوتونية باعتبارها حالة خاصة منها
  .   إلى درجة أن يعيق إمكانية الثورات العلمية في المستقبليمكن أن يكون يقينيا 

على العكس، في نفس الوقت، .  والقابلية للتصحيح ليست تحديا للموضوعيةلأوليةهذه ا
  .يجب أن نعترف باليقينية، ومع ذلك بإمكانية حدوث تغيرات أساسية في النظريات

. عرفة التي هي معروفة يقينياهناك حجم كبير من الم: أريد أن أؤكد على هذه النقطة
. سوف تجدها في مكتبة الجامعة، وفي، على سبيل المثال، المراجع العلمية للهندسة والبيولوجيا

المعنى الذي بموجبه نحن نعرف بشكل يقيني أن العقل يضخ الدم، على سبيل المثال، أو أن الأرض 
سباب التي تؤيد هذه الدعاوي، من هي جرم يدور حول الشمس، هو أنه باعتبار الوزن الفائق للأ

إنها لا تتضمن أننا لا .  لا تتضمن غير القابلية للتصحيحةولكن اليقيني. غير العقلاني أن نشك فيها
من الأخطاء التقليدية، . يمكننا أن نتصور بعض الظروف التي تقودنا إلى التخلي عن هذه الدعاوى

بواسطة .  اليقينية تتضمن عدم القابلية للتصحيحتلك التي أحاول الآن أن أتفاداها، أن نفترض أن
نحن جميعا نشأنا على الاعتقاد بأن اليقين مستحيل لأن الدعاوى المعرفية هي . اكتشافات مستقبلية

 الأوليةاليقين ليس غير متسقا مع . ولكن ذلك خطأ.  وخاضعة للتصحيح المستقبليأوليةدائما 
ا نعرف أشياء كثيرا جدا بشكل يقيني، ومع ذلك هذه ليس هناك شك في أنن. والقابلية للتصحيح

  .الأشياء قابلة للمراجعة بواسطة الاكتشافات المستقبلية

كيف يمكن للمعرفة في نفس الوقت : هذا يقودنا إلى النوع الثاني من السمات المزدوجة
 ، أن"perspectival"أن تكون موضوعية بشكل كامل ومع ذلك مطروحة من زاوية نظر معينة 

يتم تقريرها وتقييمها من منظور معين أو آخر؟ أن نقول بأن دعوى معرفية معينة هي موضوعية 
إبستيمولوجيا هو أن نقول أن صحتها أو خطأها يمكن أن يبنى بشكل مستقل عن الأحاسيس، 

الماء مكون من "وهكذا عندما أقول بأن . المواقف، الانحيازات، التفضيلات، والتزامات الباحث
الماء طعمه "إذا قلت، .  موضوعية بشكل كاملهذه الدعوى هي" يدروجين والأكسجين الهجزيئات

من سمات الدعاوى المعرفية، .  فهي تخضع للرأي.  حسنا، هذه الدعوى ذاتية–" أفضل من النبيذ
من النوع الذي أناقشه، أنه عندما أقول أن هذه المعرفة تزيد بشكل تراكمي، المعرفة محل 

ولكن هذه الموضوعية لا تعيق اختلافات . ا المعنى، هي موضوعية إبستيمولوجياالتساؤل، بهذ
دعاوى المعرفة هي من منظور معين بالمعنى الواضع والعادي الذي يفيد بأن كل . المنظور

" representations"كل التمثلات ". perspectival" منظور معين  منالدعاوى المعرفية هي
، "H2O"لذلك عندما أقول أن الماء يتكون من جزيئات ". perspectival" منظور معين  منهي

على مستوى آخر للوصف، على المستوى الفيزيائي . هذا وصف على مستوى البنية الجزيئية
 نريد القول بأن الماء يتكون كواركات، ميونز،  أنتحت الذري، على سبيل المثال، يمكن لنا

لنقطة في مناقشتنا الحالية هي أن حقيقة أن كل دعاوى ا. والجسيمات دون الذرية الأخرى المتعددة
أو أن أقرر . لا تعيق الموضوعية الإبستيمولوجية" perspectival" منظور معين  منالمعرفة هي

كل تمثل للواقع، إنساني أو غير ذلك، وبشكل لازم كل معرفة بالواقع، : هذه النقطة بشكل توكيدي
لكن السمة المنظورية للتمثل والمعرفة لا يترتب . عينهي من زاوية نظر معينة، من منظور م

 أن دعاوى المعرفة محل التساؤل هي معتمدة على التفضيلات، المواقف، التحيزات، اعليه
  .وتوقعات الملاحظ

  .وجود الموضوعية لا يهدده بأي شكل من الأشكال منظورية المعرفة والتمثل
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عنه، حيث نقوم بصنع دعاوى عن كيف أخيرا، دعاوى المعرفة من النوع الذي أتكلم 
ما هو صحيح في فيلادفستوك هو أيضا صحيح في بريتوريا، باريس . يعمل العالم، هي كونية

ولكن حقيقة أننا قادرون على أن نصيغ، نختبر، نثبت، ونؤسس بشكل نهائي هذه . وبيركلي
 اجتماعية خاصة –فية ، يتضمن أدوات ثقايقينية، كونية، وموضوعيةوى، االدعاوى باعتبارها دع

إنها تتطلب أدوات من الباحثين المدربين، والظروف الثقافية والاجتماعية الضرورية لوجود . جدا
  .مثل هذا البحث المدرب

هذه تطورت بالشكل الأكثر قوة في أوروبا الغربية وفروع ثقافتها في أجزاء أخرى من 
هناك معنى عادي وغير ضار . ة الماضيةالعالم، خصوصا أمريكا الشمالية، خلال القرون الأربع

في هذا المعنى العادي وغير الضار يتم التعبير عن . تكون فيه كل المعرفة مصنوعة اجتماعيا
المعرفة من خلال تقريرات، دعاوى؛ وهذه الدعاوى قد تم تكوينها، تشكيلها، اختبارها، إثباتها، 

لى أن نفعل ذلك يتطلب نوع خاص جدا من أن نكون قادرين ع. التحقق منها، وإعادة التحقق منها
ولكن كونها .  الاجتماعية، وبهذا المعنى، دعاوانا المعرفية هي مصنوعة اجتماعيا–البنية الثقافية 

مصنوعة اجتماعيا بهذه المعنى ليس متناقضا بأي صورة مع حقيقة أن المعرفة التي نصل إليها 
  . كونية، موضوعية، ومؤكدةبهذه الطريقة هي 

دعاوى المعرفة : د أن أؤكد هذه النقطة الثالثة مثلما فعلت بالنسبة للنقطتين الأوليينأري
تصنع، تختبر، ويتم إثباتها بواسطة أفراد متموضعين تاريخيا يعملون في ظل خلفية ممارسات 

ولكن حقيقة هذه الدعاوى . بهذا المعنى كل دعاوى المعرفة هي مصنوعة اجتماعيا. ثقافية خاصة
  .حقائق موضوعية في العالم تقابل دعاوانا المعرفيةب تختصالحقيقة . نوعة اجتماعياليست مص

حتى الآن طرحت ثلاثة اعتراضات لنظرة الحس المشترك بأننا لدينا حجم كبير من 
 وقابلة للتصحيح، أوليةأولا، المعرفة هي دائما . مؤكدة، موضوعية، وكونيةالمعرفة والتي هي 

رح من وجهة نظر معينة، وثالثا، يجب الوصول إليها بواسطة تضافر الجهود ثانيا، هي دائما ما تط
النقطة الأساسية التي أطرحها هي . الإنسانية التي تعمل في سياق اجتماعي معين متموضع تاريخيا

أنه ليس هناك عدم اتساق بين هذه الفرضيات والدعوى القائلة بأن المعرفة التي يتم الوصول إليها 
  . يقينية، موضوعية، وكونيةة عادة بهذه الطريق

فترة العقلانية والذكاء الممنهج التي بدأت مع عصر النهضة " بالحداثة"إذا كنا نعني 
ما بعد "ووصلت إلى درجة عالية من الوعي في عصر الأنوار الأوروبي، إذن نحن لسنا في عصر 

 كما أعتقد، في عصر ما بعد نحن على أية حال،. على العكس، الحداثة لم تكد قد بدأت". الحداثة
لن تفهم ماذا يحدث في حياتنا الفكرية إذا لم ترى النمو . يالشك أو عصر الما بعد إبيستيمولوج

هناك شيئا سخيفا بخصوص المفكر ما بعد . الأسي للمعرفة باعتباره الحقيقة الفكرية المركزية
ب الطائرة، ويعمل على حاسبه الحداثي الذي يشتري تذكرة طائرة على الشبكة العنكبوتية، يرك

النقال خلال رحلة الطائرة، وينزل من الطائرة متوجها إلى وجهته، ويأخذ سيارة أجرة لصالة 
المحاضرات، ثم بعد ذلك يعطي محاضرة يدعي فيها بشكل أو بآخر أنه ليس هناك معرفة مؤكدة، 

حقيقة ليست سوى أن الموضوعية محل تساؤل، وأن كل دعاوى الحقيقة والمعرفة هي في ال
    .وسائل مقنعة للاستحواذ على القوة
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II. THE POST-SKEPTICAL ERA 
 
Assuming that I am right about these features of knowledge and about the 
fact that knowledge continues to grow, what are the implications for philosophy? 
What does philosophy look like in a post-epistemic, post-skeptical era? 
 
It seems to me that it is now possible to do systematic theoretical philosophy 
in a way that was generally regarded as out of the question a half a century 
ago. Paradoxically, one of Wittgenstein’s great contributions to philosophy is 
one that he himself would reject. Namely, by taking skepticism seriously and 
attempting to cope with it, Wittgenstein has helped to pave the way for a type 
of theoretical and systematic philosophizing that he himself, in his later work, 
abominated and thought impossible. Precisely because we are no longer worried 
about the traditional skeptical paradoxes and about their implications for 
the very existence of language, meaning, truth, knowledge, objectivity, certainty, 
and universality, we can now get on with the task of general theorizing. 
 
The situation is somewhat analogous to the situation in Greece after 
the transition from the philosophy of Socrates and Plato to the philosophy of 
Aristotle. Socrates and Plato took skepticism seriously; Aristotle was a systematic 
theoretician. 
 
With the possibility of developing general philosophical theories, and the 
decline of the obsession with skeptical worries, philosophy has eliminated 
much of its isolation from other disciplines. So, for example, the best philosophers 
of science are as familiar with the latest research as are specialists 
in those sciences. 
 
There are a number of topics I could discuss concerning the future of philosophy, 
but for the sake of brevity, I will confine myself to six subjects. 
 
1. THE TRADITIONAL MIND-BODY PROBLEM 
 
I begin with the traditional mind-body problem, because I believe it is the 
contemporary philosophical problem most amenable to cooperation between 
scientists and philosophers. There are different versions of the mind-body 
problem but the one most intensely discussed today is: What exactly are the 
relations between consciousness and the brain? It seems to me the neurosciences 
have now progressed to the point that we can address this as a straight 
neurobiological problem, and indeed several neurobiologists are doing precisely 
that. In its simplest form, the question is how exactly do neurobiological 
processes in the brain cause conscious states and processes, and how exactly 
are those conscious states and processes realized in the brain? So stated, this 
looks like an empirical scientific problem. It looks similar to such problems 
as, “How exactly do biochemical processes at the level of cells cause cancer?” 
and, “How exactly does the genetic structure of a zygote produce the 
phenotypical traits of a mature organism?” 
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However, there are a number of purely philosophical obstacles to getting a 
satisfactory neurobiological solution to the problem of consciousness, and I 
have to devote some space at least to trying to remove some of the worst of 
these obstacles. 
 
The single most important obstacle to getting a solution to the traditional 
mind-brain problem is the persistence of a set of traditional but obsolete categories 
of mind and body, matter and spirit, mental and physical. As long as 
we continue to talk and think as if the mental and the physical were separate 
metaphysical realms, the relation of the brain to consciousness will forever 
seem mysterious, and we will not have a satisfactory explanation of the relation 
of neuron firings to consciousness. The first step on the road to philosophical 
and scientific progress in these areas is to forget about the tradition 
of Cartesian dualism and just remind ourselves that mental phenomena are 
ordinary biological phenomena in the same sense as photosynthesis or digestion. 
 
We must stop worrying about how the brain could cause consciousness 
and begin with the plain fact that it does. The notions of both mental and 
physical as they are traditionally defined need to be abandoned as we reconcile 
ourselves to the fact that we live in one world, and that all the features of 
the world from quarks and electrons to nation states and balance of payments 
problems are, in their different ways, parts of that one world. I find it truly 
amazing that the obsolete categories of mind and matter continue to impede 
progress. Many scientists feel that they can only investigate the “physical” 
realm and are reluctant to face consciousness on its own terms because it 
seems not to be “physical” but “mental,” and several prominent philosophers 
think it is impossible for us to understand the relations of mind to brain. Just 
as Einstein made a conceptual change to break the old conception of space 
and time, so we need a similar conceptual change to break the bifurcation of 
mental and physical. 
 
Related to the difficulty brought about by accepting the traditional categories 
is a straight logical fallacy which I need to expose. Consciousness is, by 
definition, subjective, in the sense that for a conscious state to exist it has to 
be experienced by some conscious subject. Consciousness in this sense has a 
first-person ontology in that it only exists from the point of view of a human 
or animal subject, an “I,” who has the conscious experience. Science is not 
used to dealing with phenomena that have a first-person ontology. By tradition, 
science deals with phenomena that are “objective,” and avoids anything that 
is “subjective.” Indeed, many philosophers and scientists feel that because 
science is by definition objective, there can be no such thing as a science of 
consciousness, because consciousness is subjective. This whole argument rests 
on a massive confusion, which is one of the most persistent confusions in our 
intellectual civilization. There are two quite distinct senses of the distinction 
between objective and subjective. In one sense, which I will call the epistemic 
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sense of the objective subjective distinction, there is a distinction between 
objective knowledge, and subjective matters of opinion. If I say, for example, 
“Rembrandt was born in 1606,” that statement is epistemically objective 
in the sense that it can be established as true or false independently of 
the attitudes, feelings, opinions or prejudices of the agents investigating the 
question. If I say, “Rembrandt was a better painter than Rubens,” that claim is 
not a matter of objective knowledge, but is a matter of subjective opinion. In 
addition to the distinction between epistemically objective and subjective 
claims, there is a distinction between entities in the world that have an objective 
existence, such as mountains and molecules, and entities that have a subjective 
existence, such as pains and tickles. I call this distinction in modes of 
existence, the ontological sense of the objective/subjective distinction. 
 
Science is indeed epistemically objective in the sense that scientists attempt 
to establish truths which can be verified independently of the attitudes 
and prejudices of the scientists. But epistemic objectivity of method does not 
preclude ontological subjectivity of subject matter. Thus there is no objection 
in principle to having an epistemically objective science of an ontologically 
subjective domain, such as human consciousness. 
 
Another difficulty encountered by a science of subjectivity is the difficulty 
in verifying claims about human and animal consciousness. In the case 
of humans, unless we perform experiments on ourselves individually, our only 
conclusive evidence for the presence and nature of consciousness is what the 
subject says and does, and subjects are notoriously unreliable. In the case of 
animals, we are in an even worse situation, because we have to rely on the 
animal’s behavior in response to stimuli. We cannot get any statements from 
the animal about its conscious states. I think this is a real difficulty, but I 
would point out that it is no more an obstacle in principle than the difficulties 
encountered in other forms of scientific investigation where we have to rely 
on indirect means of verifying our claims. We have no way of observing black 
holes, and indeed, strictly speaking, we have no way of directly observing 
atomic and subatomic particles. Nonetheless, we have quite well established 
scientific accounts of these domains, and the methods we use to verify hypotheses 
in these areas should give us a model for verifying hypotheses in the 
area of the study of human and animal subjectivity. The “privacy” of human 
and animal consciousness does not make a science of consciousness impossible. 
 
As far as “methodology” is concerned, in real sciences methodological 
questions always have the same answer: In order to find out how the world 
works, you have to use any weapon that you can lay your hands on, and stick 
with any weapon that seems to work. 
 
Assuming, then, that we are not worried about the problem of objectivity 
and subjectivity, and that we are prepared to seek indirect methods of verification 
of hypotheses concerning consciousness, how should we proceed? Most 
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scientific research today into the problem of consciousness seems to me to be 
based on a mistake. The scientists in question characteristically adopt what I 
will call the building block theory of consciousness, and they conduct their 
investigation accordingly. On the building block theory, we should think of 
our conscious field as made up of various building blocks, such as visual 
experience, auditory experience, tactile experience, the stream of thought, 
etc. The task of a scientific theory of consciousness would be to find the 
neurobiological correlate of consciousness (nowadays called the “NCC”), and, 
on the building block theory, if we could find the NCC for even one building 
block, such as the NCC for seeing the color red, that would in all likelihood 
give us a clue to the building blocks for the other sensory modalities, and for 
the stream of thought. This research program may turn out to be right in the 
end. Nonetheless, it seems to me doubtful as a way to proceed in the present 
situation for the following reason. I said above that the essence of consciousness 
was subjectivity. There is a certain subjective qualitative feel to every 
conscious state. One aspect of this subjectivity, and it is a necessary aspect, is 
that conscious states always come to us in a unified form. We do not perceive 
just the color or the shape, or the sound, of an object, we perceive all of 
these at once simultaneously in a unified conscious experience. The subjectivity 
of consciousness implies unity. They are not two separate features, 
but two aspects of the same feature. 
 
Now, that being the case, it seems to me the NCC we are looking for, is not 
the NCC for the various building blocks of color, taste, sound, etc., but rather 
what I will call the basal, or background, conscious field, which is the presupposition 
of having any conscious experience in the first place. The crucial 
problem is not, for example, “How does the brain produce the conscious experience 
of red?” but rather, “How does the brain produce the unified, subjective 
conscious field?” We should think of perception not as creating 
consciousness, but as modifying a preexisting conscious field. We should think 
of my present conscious field not as made up of various building blocks, but 
rather as a unified field, which is modified in specific ways by the various 
sorts of stimuli that I and other human beings receive. Because we have pretty 
good evidence from lesion studies that consciousness is not distributed over the 
entire brain, and because we also have good evidence that consciousness exists 
in both hemispheres, I think what we should look for now is the kind of 
neurobiological processes that will produce a unified field of consciousness. These, 
as far as I can tell, are likely to be for the most part in the thalamocortical 
system. My hypothesis, then, is that looking for the NCC’s of building blocks is 
barking up the wrong tree, and that we should instead look for the correlate of 
the unified field of consciousness in more global features of the brain, such as 
massive synchronized patterns of neuron firing in the thalamocortical system.1 
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2. THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND AND COGNITIVE SCIENCE 
 
The mind-body problem is one part of a much broader set of issues, known 
collectively as the philosophy of mind. This includes not only the traditional 
mind/body problem, but the whole conglomeration of problems dealing with 
the nature of mind and consciousness, of perception and intentionality, of 
intentional action and thought. A very curious thing has happened in the past 
two or three decades—the philosophy of mind has moved to the center of 
philosophy. Several other important branches of philosophy, such as epistemology, 
metaphysics, the philosophy of action and even the philosophy of language, are now 
treated as dependent on, and in some cases even as branches of, the philosophy of 
mind. Whereas fifty years ago the philosophy of language was considered “first 
philosophy,” now it is the philosophy of mind. 
 
There are a number of reasons for this change, but two stand out. First it has 
become more and more obvious to a lot of philosophers that our understanding 
of the issues in a lot of subjects—the nature of meaning, rationality and 
language in general—presupposes an understanding of the most fundamental 
mental processes. For example, the way language represents reality is dependent 
on the more biologically fundamental ways in which the mind represents 
reality and, indeed, linguistic representation is a vastly more powerful extension 
of the more basic mental representations such as perception, intentions, 
beliefs, and desires. Second, the rise of the new discipline of cognitive science 
has opened to philosophy whole areas of research into human cognition 
in all its forms. Cognitive science was invented by an interdisciplinary group, 
consisting of philosophers who objected to the persistence of behaviorism in 
psychology, together with like minded cognitive psychologists, linguists, 
anthropologists and computer scientists. I believe the most active and fruitful 
general area of research today in philosophy is in the general cognitive science 
domain. The basic subject matter of cognitive science is intentionality in 
all of its forms. 
 
Paradoxically, cognitive science was founded on a mistake. There is nothing 
necessarily fatal about founding an academic subject on a mistake; indeed 
many disciplines were founded on mistakes. Chemistry, for example, 
was founded on alchemy. However, a persistent adherence to the mistake is at 
best inefficient and an obstacle to progress. In the case of cognitive science 
the mistake was to suppose that the brain is a digital computer and the mind is 
a computer program. 
 
There are a number of ways to demonstrate that this is a mistake but the 
simplest is to point out that the implemented computer program is defined 
entirely in terms of symbolic or syntactical processes, independent of the 
physics of the hardware. The notion “same implemented program” defines an 
equivalence class that is specified entirely in terms of formal or syntactical 
processes and is independent of the specific physics of this or that hardware 
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implementation. This principle underlies the famous “multiple realizeability” 
feature of computer programs. The same program can be realized in an indefinite 
range of hardwares. The mind cannot consist in a program or programs, 
because the syntactical operations of the program are not by themselves 
sufficient to constitute or to guarantee the presence of semantic contents of 
actual mental processes. Minds, on the other, hand contain more than symbolic 
or syntactical components, they contain actual mental states with semantic 
content in the form of thoughts, feelings etc., and these are caused by 
quite specific neurobiological processes in the brain. The mind could not consist 
in a program because the syntactical processes of the implemented program 
do not by themselves have any semantic contents. I demonstrated this 
years ago with the so-called Chinese Room Argument.2 
 
A debate continues about this and other versions of the computational theory 
of the mind. Some people think that the introduction of computers that use 
parallel distributed processing (“PDP,” sometimes also called “connectionism”), 
would answer the objections I just stated. But I do not see how the introduction of the 
connectionist arguments makes any difference. 
 
The problem is that any computation that can be carried out on a connectionist 
program can also be carried out on a traditional von Neumann system. We 
know from mathematical results that any function that is computable at all is 
computable on a universal Turing machine. In that sense no new computational 
capacity is added by the connectionist architecture, though the 
connectionist systems can be made to work faster, because they have several 
different computational processes acting in parallel and interacting with each 
other. Because the computational powers of the connectionist system are no 
greater than the traditional von Neumann system, if we claim superiority for 
the connectionist system, there must be some other feature of the system that 
is being appealed to. But the only other feature of the connectionist system 
would have to be in the hardware implementation, which operates in parallel 
rather then in series. But if we claim that the connectionist architecture rather 
than connectionist computations are responsible for mental processes, we are 
no longer advancing the computational theory of the mind, but are engaging 
in neurobiological speculation. With this hypothesis we have abandoned the 
computational theory of the mind in favor of speculative neurobiology. 
 
What is actually happening in cognitive science is a paradigm shift away 
from the computational model of the mind and toward a much more 
neurobiologically based conception of the mind. For reasons that should be 
clear by now, I welcome this development. As we come to understand more 
about the operations of the brain it seems to me that we will succeed in gradually 
replacing computational cognitive science with cognitive neuroscience. 
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Indeed I believe this transformation is already taking place. Advances in cognitive 
neuroscience are likely to create more philosophical problems than they 
solve. For example, to what extent will an increased understanding of brain 
operations force us to make conceptual revisions in our common sense vocabulary 
for describing mental processes as they occur in thought and action? 
 
In the simplest and easiest cases we can simply assimilate the cognitive neuroscience 
discoveries to our existing conceptual apparatus. Thus, we do not 
make a major shift in our concept of memory when we introduce the sorts of 
distinctions that neurobiological investigations have made apparent to us. Even 
in popular speech we now distinguish between short-term and long-term 
memory, and no doubt as our investigation proceeds, we will have further 
distinctions. The concept of iconic memory is already passing into the general 
speech of educated people. But in some cases it seems we are forced to 
make conceptual revisions. I have thought for a long time that the common 
sense conception of memory as a storehouse of previous experience and knowledge 
is both psychologically and biologically inadequate. My impression is 
that contemporary research bears me out on this. We have to have a conception 
of memory as a creative process rather than simply a retrieval process. 
 
Some philosophers think even more radical revisions than this will be forced 
upon us by the neurobiological discoveries of the future. 
 
I give the example of memory as one instance where an ongoing research 
project raises philosophical questions and has philosophical implications. I 
could have given other examples about linguistics, rationality, perception and 
evolution. I see the development of a more sophisticated cognitive science as 
a continuing source of collaboration between what was traditionally thought 
of as the two separate realms of “philosophy” and “science.” 
 
3. THE PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE 
 
I said that the philosophy of language was the center of philosophy for most 
of the twentieth century. Indeed, as I remarked, during the first three quarters of 
the twentieth century, the philosophy of language was taken to be “first philosophy.” 
But by the end of the century that had changed. Less is happening in 
the philosophy of language now than in the philosophy of mind, and I believe 
that the currently most influential research programs have reached a kind of 
dead end. Why? There are many reasons of which I will mention only two. 
 
First, one of the main research programs in the philosophy of language 
suffers from the epistemic obsession that I have been castigating. A commitment 
to a certain form of empiricism and in some cases even behaviorism, led 
some prominent philosophers to try to give an analysis of meaning according 
to which the hearer is engaged in the epistemic task of trying to figure out 
what the speaker means either by looking at his behavior in response to a 
stimulus, or by looking at the conditions under which he would hold a sentence 
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to be true. The idea is that if we could describe how the hearer solves the 
epistemic problem we would thereby analyze meaning. This reoccupation with 
the epistemic aspect of language use leads to the same confusion between 
epistemology and ontology that has bedeviled the Western philosophical tradition 
for over three centuries. 
 
This work, I believe, is going nowhere, because its obsession with how we 
know what a speaker means obscures the distinction between how the hearer 
knows what the speaker means and what it is that the hearer knows. I think that 
epistemology plays the same role in the philosophy of language as it does, for 
example, in geology. The geologist is interested in such things as tectonic plates, 
sedimentation, and rock layers, and will use any method that comes to hand to 
try to find out how these phenomena work. The philosopher of language is 
interested in meaning, truth, reference and necessity, and analogously should 
use any epistemic method that comes to hand to try to figure out how these 
phenomena work in the minds of actual speakers and hearers. What we are 
interested in is what are the facts which are known; and to a much lesser extent 
are we interested in the question, how we come to know these facts. 
 
Finally, I think the greatest source of weakness in the philosophy of language 
is that its currently most influential research project is based on a mistake. 
Frege was anxious to insist that meanings were not psychological entities, 
but he did think that they could be grasped by speakers and hearers of a language. 
 
Frege thought that communication in a public language was possible 
only because there is an ontologically objective realm of meanings, and that 
the same meaning can be grasped equally by both speaker and hearer. A number 
of authors have attacked this “internalist” conception. They believe that 
meaning is a matter of causal relations between the utterances of words and 
objects in the world. So the word “water,” for example, means what it does to 
me not because I have some mental content associated with that word, but 
rather because there is a causal chain connecting me to various actual examples 
of water in the world. This view is called “externalism,” and it is 
usually opposed to the traditional view, called “internalism.” Externalism has 
led to an extensive research project of trying to describe the nature of the 
causal relations that give rise to meaning. The problem with this research 
project is that nobody has ever been able to explain, with any plausibility 
whatever, the nature of these causal chains. The idea that meanings are something 
external to the mind is widely accepted, but no one has ever been able to 
give a coherent account of meaning in these terms. 
 
My prediction is that no one will ever be able to give a satisfactory account 
of meanings as something external to the head, because such external phenomena 
could not function to relate language to the world in the way that meanings 
do relate words and reality. What we require in order to resolve the dispute 
between internalists and externalists is a more sophisticated notion of how the 
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mental contents in speakers’ heads serve to relate language in particular, and 
human agents in general, to the real world of objects and states of affairs. 
 
Frege’s real mistake, and it is one that I repeated, is to suppose that the 
way in which language relates to reality—the “mode of presentation”—also 
fixes propositional content. Frege assumed both that sense determines reference 
and that propositional content consists in sense. But if by the notion of 
“proposition” we are interested in that which we assess as true or false, then it 
is not the case that sense is identical with propositional content, because often 
we are interested in the actual objects that are referred to rather than the mode 
in which they are referred to. This is especially true of indexicals. We need to 
separate the question, “How do words relate to the world?” from the question, 
“How is propositional content determined?” However, the correct observation 
by the externalists, that the content of a proposition cannot always 
be specified by what is internal to the mind, does not show that the contents 
of the mind are insufficient to fix reference. I have discussed these issues in 
some detail elsewhere and will not repeat the discussion here.3 

 
4. THE PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIETY 
 
It is characteristic of the history of philosophy that new branches of the 
subject are created in response to intellectual developments both inside and 
outside of philosophy. Thus, for example, in the early part of the twentieth 
century, the philosophy of language in the sense in which we now use that 
expression, was created largely in response to developments in mathematical 
logic and work on the foundations of mathematics. A similar evolution has 
occurred in the philosophy of mind. I would like to propose that in the twentyfirst 
century we will feel a pressing need for, and should certainly try to develop, 
what I will call a philosophy of society. At present we tend to construe 
social philosophy as either a branch of political philosophy (thus the expression 
 “social and political philosophy”), or we tend to construe social philosophy 
as a study of the philosophy of the social sciences. A student today taking a 
course called “Social Philosophy” is likely either to be studying Rawls on 
justice (political philosophy) or Hempel on covering law explanations in the 
social sciences (philosophy of social science). I am proposing that we should 
have a free standing philosophy of society, which stands to social sciences in 
the same way that the philosophy of mind stands to psychology and cognitive 
science, or the philosophy of language stands to linguistics. It would deal 
with more general framework questions. In particular, I think we need much 
more work on questions of the ontology of social reality. How is it possible 
that human beings, through their social interactions, can create an objective 
social reality of money, property, marriage, government, games, etc. when 
such entities, in some sense, exist only in virtue of a collective agreement or 
a belief that they exist? How is it possible that there can be an objective social 
reality that exists only because we think it exists? 
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When questions of social ontology have been properly sorted out it seems 
to me that the questions of social philosophy, namely the nature of explanation 
in the social sciences and the relation of social philosophy to political 
philosophy, will naturally fall into place. I attempted to begin this research 
project in my book, The Construction of Social Reality.4 
 
Specifically, I believe that in our study of political and social reality, we 
need a set of concepts which will enable us to describe political and social 
reality, so to speak from the “middle distance.” Our problem in attempting to 
cope with social reality is that our concepts are either immensely abstract, as 
in traditional political philosophy, for example the concepts of the social contract 
or the class struggle; or they tend to be essentially journalistic, dealing 
with day-to-day questions of policy and power relations. Thus we are quite 
sophisticated in abstract theories of justice, and with the developing criteria 
for assessing the justice or injustice of institutions. Much of the progress in 
this area is owed to John Rawls, who revolutionized the study of political 
philosophy with his classic work, A Theory of Justice.5 But when it comes to 
political science, the categories traditionally do not rise much above the level of 
journalism. Therefore, if, for example, you read a work in political science as 
recent as twenty years old, you will find that much of the discussion is out of date. 
 
What we need, I believe, is to develop a set of categories which would 
enable us to appraise social reality in a way which would be more abstract 
than that of day-to-day political journalism, but at the same time, would enable 
us to ask and answer specific questions about specific political realities 
and institutions in a way that traditional political philosophy was unable to 
do. Thus, for example, I think the leading political event of the twentieth 
century was the failure of ideologies such as those of fascism and communism, 
and in particular the failure of socialism in its different and various 
forms. The interesting thing from the point of view of the present analysis is 
that we lack the categories in which to pose and answer questions dealing 
with the failure of socialism. There are different definitions of “socialism,” but 
they all have one thing in common: a system can only be socialist if it has 
public ownership and control of the basic means of production. The failure of 
socialism so defined is the single most important social development of the 
twentieth century. It is an amazing fact that that development remains unanalyzed 
and is seldom discussed by the political and social philosophers of our time. 
 
When I talk of the failure of socialism, I am referring not only to the failure 
of Marxist socialism, but also to the failure of democratic socialism as it 
existed in the countries of Western Europe. The socialist parties of those countries 
continue to use some of the vocabulary of socialism, but the belief in the 
basic mechanism of socialist change, namely the public ownership and control 
of the means of production, has been quietly abandoned. What is the 
correct philosophical analysis of this entire phenomenon? 
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A similar sort of question would involve the appraisal of national institutions. 
So, for example, for most political scientists, it would be very difficult 
to attempt to analyze the backwardness, corruption, and general dreadfulness 
of the political institutions of several contemporary nation states. Most political 
scientists, given their commitment to “scientific objectivity,” and the limited 
categories at their disposal, cannot even attempt to describe how dreadful 
many countries are. Many countries have apparently desirable political institutions 
such as a written constitution, political parties, free elections, etc., 
and yet the way they operate is inherently corrupt. We can discuss these institutions 
at a very abstract level, and Rawls and others have provided us with 
the tools to do so. But I would like an expanded social philosophy which 
would give us the tools for analyzing social institutions as they exist in real 
societies in a way that would enable us to make comparative judgments between 
different countries and larger societies, without rising to such a level of 
abstraction that we cannot make specific value judgments about specific institutional 
structures. The work of the economist-philosopher Amartya Sen is 
a step in this direction. 
 
5. ETHICS AND PRACTICAL REASON 
 
For much of the twentieth century the subject of ethics was dominated by 
a version of the same skepticism that has affected other branches of philosophy 
for several centuries. Just as the philosophy of language was damaged by 
the urge to treat the users of language as essentially researchers engaged in an 
epistemic task of trying to figure out what a speaker of a language means, so 
ethics was obsessed by the question of epistemic objectivity. The principal 
issue in ethics was about whether or not there could be objectivity in ethics. 
 
The traditional view in analytic philosophy was that ethical objectivity was 
impossible, that you could not, in Hume’s phrase, derive an “ought” from an 
“is,” and consequently that ethical statements could not literally be either true 
or false, but functioned only to express feelings or to influence behavior, etc. 
 
The way out of the sterility of these debates is not, I think, to try to show that 
ethical statements are true or false in a way that for example scientific statements 
are true or false, because there are clearly important differences between 
the two. The way out of the impasse, I believe, is to see that ethics is 
really a branch of a much more interesting subject of practical reason and rationality. 
 
What is the nature of rationality in general and what is it to act rationally 
on a reason for action? This, I believe, is a more fruitful approach than the 
traditional approach of worrying about the objectivity of ethical statements. 
Something like the study of rationality, as a successor to ethics as it was 
traditionally construed, seems to be already happening. Currently there are, 
for example, a number of attempts to revive Kant’s doctrine of the categorical 
imperative. Kant thought that the nature of rationality itself set certain formal 
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constraints on what could count as an ethically acceptable reason for an action. 
 
I do not believe these efforts will succeed, but much more interesting 
than their success or failure is the fact that ethics as a substantive branch of 
philosophy—freed from its epistemic obsession to find a form of objectivity, 
and the inevitable skepticism when the quest for objectivity fails—seems now 
to have become possible again. I am not sure what the reasons for the change 
are, but my impression is that, more than any other single factor, Rawls’s 
work not only revived political philosophy but made substantive ethics seem 
possible as well. 
 
6. THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE 
 
In the twentieth century, not surprisingly, the philosophy of science shared 
the epistemic obsession with the rest of philosophy. The chief questions in the 
philosophy of science, at least for the first half of the century, had to do with 
the nature of scientific verification, and much effort was devoted to overcoming 
various skeptical paradoxes, such as the traditional problem of induction. 
 
Throughout most of the twentieth century the philosophy of science was conditioned 
by the belief in the distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions. 
 
The standard conception of the philosophy of science was that scientists 
aimed to get synthetic contingent truths in the form of universal scientific 
laws. These laws stated very general truths about the nature of reality, and the 
chief issue in the philosophy of science had to do with the nature of their 
testing and verification. The prevailing orthodoxy, as it developed in the middle 
decades of the century, was that science proceeded by something called the 
“hypothetico-deductive method.” Scientists formed a hypothesis, deduced 
logical consequences from it, and then tested those consequences in experiments. 
 
This conception was articulated, I think more or less independently, 
by Karl Popper and Carl Gustav Hempel. Those practicing scientists who took 
an interest in the philosophy of science at all tended to admire Popper’s views, 
but much of their admiration was based on a misunderstanding. What I think 
they admired in Popper was the idea that science proceeds by acts of originality 
and imagination. The scientist has to form a hypothesis on the basis of his 
own imagination and guesswork. There is no “scientific method” for arriving 
at hypotheses. The procedure of the scientist is then to test the hypothesis by 
performing experiments and reject those hypotheses that have been refuted. 
 
Most scientists do not, I think, realize how anti-scientific Popper’s views 
actually are. On Popper’s conception of science and of the activity of scientists, 
science is not an accumulation of truths about nature, and the scientist 
does not arrive at truths about nature, rather all that we have in the sciences 
are a series of so far unrefuted hypotheses. But the idea that the scientist aims 
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at truth, and that in various sciences we actually have an accumulation of 
truths, which I think is the presupposition of most actual scientific research, 
is not something that is consistent with Popper’s conception.6 
 
The comfortable orthodoxy of science as an accumulation of truths, or 
even as a gradual progression through the accumulation of so far unrefuted 
hypotheses, was challenged by the publication of Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure 
of Scientific Revolutions in 1962.7 It is puzzling that Kuhn’s book had the 
dramatic effect that it did because it is not strictly speaking about the philosophy 
of science, but about the history of science. Kuhn argues that if you look 
at the actual history of science, you discover that it is not a gradual progressive 
accumulation of knowledge about the world, but that science is subject 
to periodic massive revolutions, where entire world views are overthrown 
when an existing scientific paradigm is overthrown by a new paradigm. It is 
characteristic of Kuhn’s book that he implies, though as far as I know he does 
not state explicitly, that the scientist does not give us truths about the world, 
but only a series of ways of solving puzzles, a series of ways of dealing with 
puzzling problems within a paradigm. And when the paradigm reaches puzzles 
that it cannot solve, it is overthrown and a new paradigm is erected in its 
place, which again sets off a new round of puzzle-solving activity. From the 
point of view of this discussion, the interesting thing about Kuhn’s book is 
that he seems to imply that we are not getting progressively closer to the truth 
about nature in the natural sciences, we are just getting a series of puzzlesolving 
mechanisms. The scientist essentially moves from one paradigm to 
another, for reasons that have nothing to do with giving an accurate description 
of an independently existing natural reality, but rather for reasons that 
are in greater or lesser degree irrational. Kuhn’s book was not much welcomed 
by practicing scientists, but it had an enormous effect in several humanities 
disciplines, especially those connected with the study of literature. 
 
Kuhn seemed to have refuted the claim that science gives us truths about the 
world; rather science gives us no more truth about the real world than do 
works of literary fiction or works of literary criticism. Science is essentially a 
set of irrational processes whereby groups of scientists form theories which 
are more or less arbitrary social constructs, and then abandon these in favor 
of other theories, which are equally arbitrary social constructs. 
 
Whatever Kuhn’s intentions, I believe that his effect on general culture, 
though not on the practices of real scientists, has been unfortunate, because it 
has served to “demythologize” science, to “debunk” it, to prove that it is not 
what ordinary people have supposed it to be. Kuhn paved the way for the 
even more radical skeptical view of Paul Feyerabend, who argued that as far 
as giving us truths about the world, science is no better than witchcraft. 
 
My own view is that these issues are entirely peripheral to what we ought 
to be worried about in the philosophy of science, and what I hope we will 
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dedicate our efforts to in the twenty-first century. I think the essential problem 
is this: Twentieth century science has radically challenged a set of very 
pervasive, powerful philosophical and common sense assumptions about nature, 
and we simply have not digested the results of these scientific advances. 
 
I am thinking especially of quantum mechanics. I think that we can absorb 
relativity theory more or less comfortably, because it can be construed as an 
extension of our traditional Newtonian conception of the world. We simply 
have to revise our ideas of space and time, and their relation to such fundamental 
physical constants as the speed of light. But quantum mechanics really 
does provide a basic challenge to our world view, and we simply have not 
yet digested it. I regard it as a scandal that philosophers of science, including 
physicists with an interest in the philosophy of science, have not so far given 
us a coherent account of how quantum mechanics fits into our overall conception 
of the universe, not only as regards causation and determinacy but 
also as regards the ontology of the physical world. 
Most philosophers, like most educated people today, have a conception of 
causation which is a mixture of common sense and Newtonian mechanics. 
 
Philosophers tend to suppose that causal relations are always instances of 
strict deterministic causal laws, and that cause and effect relations stand to 
each other in simple mechanical relations like gear wheels moving gear wheels, 
and other such Newtonian phenomena. We know at some abstract level that 
this picture is not right, but we still have not replaced our common sense 
conception with a more sophisticated scientific conception. I think that working 
through these issues is one of the most exciting tasks of the twenty-first 
century philosophy of science. We need to give an account of physical theory, 
especially quantum theory, that will enable us to assimilate physical results to 
a coherent overall world view. I think that in the course of this project we are 
going to have to revise certain crucial notions, such as the notion of causation; 
and this revision is going to have very important effects on other questions, 
such as the questions concerning determinism and free will. This work 
has already begun. 
 
 
III. CONCLUSION 
 
The main message I have tried to convey is that it is now possible to do a 
new kind of philosophy. With the abandonment of the epistemic bias in the 
subject, such a philosophy can go far beyond anything imagined by the philosophy 
of a half century ago. It begins, not with skepticism, but with what 
we all know about the real world. It begins with such facts as those stated by 
the atomic theory of matter and the evolutionary theory of biology, as well as 
such “common sense” facts as that we are all conscious, that we all really do 
have intentional mental states, that we form social groups and create institutional 
facts. Such a philosophy is theoretical, comprehensive, systematic, and 
universal in subject matter. 
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