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Introduction

What is striking about Nagel's ‘'What is it like to be
a bat' is that he poses a 'mind-body' problem, i.e., the re-
ducibility of consciousness to brain states, as an 'other minds'
problem, i.e., the difficulty or impossibility of one viewpoint
concurrently adopting another viewpoint. For Nagel, it is pre-
cisely this 'other minds' problem which indicates an essential
quality, unique to consciousness, that makes the conscious-state-
brain-state reduction inplausible. This paper, as it is a re-
sponse to Nagel's article, is properly an examination of the
mind-brain reduction, in terms of 'other minds' arguments.

I distinguish between three strengths of 'other minds'
arguments. The weakest is the analogical inference, which
infers the subjective character of experience of other minds
by analogy of their sensory apparatae, brain structure, and
behavior, to our own. The inference is limited to facts with
some degree of similarity between first and third person, and
limited by the first person's imagination. A stronger argument
is to assume that physical barriers, which normally prevent
directly observing the contents of other minds, can be removed,
by some imaginative experiment. This 'direct mental observation'
argument is limited in that the contents of another subject's
experiences may not render a complete account of what it is like
to be that subject. The strongest, and most perplexing argument,
is one which investigates the possibility of the first person
adopting the third person's viewpoint, without, simultaneously,

sacrificing his own.
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Note about Notation

No formal symbolism is especially developed in this essay.

Nonetheless, certain symbols require some explanation.
*x* is a variable of an extremely general nature that

signifies any physically observable phenomena that may character-

ize a being. Hence, 'x' roughly corresponds to 'bodies,' in the

problems of ‘'other-bodies' as related to 'other minds,' and as
stated in the 'mind-body' problem. Roughly broken down, 'x'
includes sensory apparatae and input, neurophysiology and neuro-

anatomy, and motor output or behavior, and more generally, anything

physical about a being. Narrowly, 'x' refers to neurophysiology
alone, which is assumed to be the ultimate physical basis of
experience. The argument for this view, is simply, a subjective

experience can correspond to a neurophysiological event alone, in
the absence or presence of sensory input or motor output, but the
same can be said for neither sensory nor motor apparatae.

. ° In Argument II, '2' refers to the physical being of a bat;
while "x' is restricted to that of a human. 'y' always refers to

the subjective event correlated with the physical fact it parenthe-

sizes.
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It need first be clarified that Nagel is objecting to
*he plausibility of one kind of conscious-state - brain-state
reductions theoretical reduction. There are other types of
reduction, such as compositional reduction, which make the
mind-brain reduction seem inplausible; but, Nagel's essay is
not a response to these.! He is concenned with the more pre-
valently successful type of reduction.

An excellent account of theoretical reduction has been
formalized, coincidentally, by Ernest Nagel.z Here, one branch

of science, say Psychology, is theoretically reduced to antdher
branch of science, say Physics, ifi
B1 = Physics; B2 = Psychology

There is a theoretical vocabulary consistent with and de-
rived from true observation-statements of Blp the same
is true of BZ'

P is any term in the theoretical vocabulary of Bz
M is any term in the theoretical vocabulary of B1
There is a biconditional such that: (x) [Px':‘lﬂxj
The biconditional is well-established

B, explains (=predicts, given present knowledge) all or
more observations than Bz.

If all of the above conditions obtain, then, Psychology theoretical-
ly reduces to Physics. Nagel's account of theoretical reduction

An example of compositional reduction is the ability of a
fly to adhere to vertical planes. The fly's feet are pad-

'On Reduction' John G. Kennedy and Paul Oppenheim
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applées within scientific branches as well as between them.
Examples of successful theoretical reductions abound

in physical science. A familiar example is the water-Hzo
example. A macrophenomenon, water, corresponding to Bz.
including all of its phenomenal properties, such as liquidity

and translucence, corresponding to P, reduces to a microphen-

omenon, Hzo. corresponding to Bl' including all of its micro-
properties, such as bond strength, and kinetic energy, because
there is a well established biconditional between all of the
micro-properties of Hzo and all of the macro-properties of
water, and H20 predicts more observations, i.e., those of
acids and bases, among others, than water. In a theoretically
reductive sense, ‘'water is H20- even though the macrophenomenon,,
wet, translucent stuff, doesn't seem anything like the micro-

phbnomenon, i.e., electronic, whizzing stuff.

By inducing from the superabundance of analogous examples,
some scientists are confident that all macrophenomena are re-
ducible to microphenomena, i.e., that conscious-states are

reducible to brain-states, which are further reducible to

complex physical-states. However, Nagel correctly sites that
the reduction of conscious-states to brain-states cannot cor-
rectly be induced, if conscious-states are disanalogous with
other macrophenomena in a way that might obstruct the normal

theoretical reduction procedure.

Nagel believes that conscious-states cannot be theoretically

1 (continued) See the footnote at the end of this paper which

demonstrates why conscious-states may not be compositionally
reducible to brain-states.
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reduced to brain-states because conscious states, narrowly
construed, as distinc® from any mental ‘state, possess the

unique quality of ‘viewpointedness.' Since the theoretical
reductionist's programme is a logical operation on terms in

a theoretic vocabiddary, and since such terms are originally
derived from observation-statements, and singe &these, in..
turn, are derived from observations, it follows that no

theoretical reduction, as formalized by Ernest Nagel, is
plausible for consciousness, narrowly construed, because
'viewpointedness® cannot be observed. The uniqueness and
non-observability, in any sense, visual, visual through in-
struments, or by any means (broadly construed, ‘observability,’
here, means 'adoptability, knowledgeability') is the mainstay
of Nagel's argument. It is to this notion of 'viewpointedness'
that our attention now must turn.

<

Nagel makes the logical equivalence:

: x is conscious &—» there is something it is like to be x
The notion, though from a linguistically analytic point of
view, vague, redundant, and idiomatic, is surprisingly good
in application. It seems that the se* of things which we
conceive of as conscious is co-extensive with the set of thinss
of which we may imagine there is something like it is to be. If
we let x equal a rock, then i* seems true that a rock is not

conscious, and it also seems *rue that there is nothing it is



like *to ba a rock. If we let x equal another human being,

then it seems true that that human beins is conscious if it

also seems true that there is something it is like to be that

human. For if that human were anesthetized, we would not
ask him what it was like to be anesthetized, expecting that
it is like anything to be anesthetized; although, it _there

may be something it is like to become anesthetized or to re-
gain consciousness. And of creatures whose consciousness is
questionable, like insects, we are also unsure that there is

anything it is like to be an insect. Of course, it is possible
to imagine what it is like *o0 be a rock; but, no mature and lucid
mind would contend tha® such an imagination is unficti‘ious.

It is nov the truthful applicability of Nagel's logical
equivalence that I aspire to question, but the vague construal
of a valuable notion. By formally analyzing the equivalence,

the essential notions of this quality of consciousness can be
made explicit, as well as some distinctions as to its applic-

ability. It is importanff}ieidly analyze the equivalence, since
the right-hand component is, roughly, Nagel's notion of view-

pointedness, which is the mainstay of his argument against
reduction.
It may be the case that there is some thing, such that there

is something it is Yike to be that *hingg, but where that thing

is not conscious. Or, it may be the case tha* somethirs is con-



scious; yet, there is nothing it is like to be that thing. It
may also be the case that the equivalence does not apply to Lhe

first person as it doss to the third person. Each of these

questions is answered by the following analysis.
Pe e by
Let consciousness q, where q is a quality of x other
than consciousness. Then Nagel's statement abstracts to the
form:
x is q & there is something it is like to be x

It can be tested, whether the right-hand component, roughly,
‘viewpointedness,' is unique to consciousnes, by finding a
single instance of q that will make the logical equivalence
true. No such instance can be found.. If any x or q i85 == _Z&. oo
supplemented into the equation, it becomes false.

X = water

q = wet
water is wet&—) there is something it is like to be water
*false

Hence, if there is something to be x then x is conscious.

- Let 'x is v' replace the right-hand componen®, such that
.Scue'm\v&oé whidh T+ aw be said thereis
v roughly equals 'Anoth g it is like to be,' so that Nagel's
statement becomes:
x is conscious &7 x is v
It can be tested, whether the left-hand component, 'consciousness,’

is unique to the right-hand component, roughly, 'viewpointedness,"'
by finding a single instance of v that will make the logical equiv-

alence true. No such instance can be found. Supplementing any

x or v into the equivalence makes i+ false.
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of the equivalence, the idea of 'being' is essential to the
idiom, and essential to ‘viewpointedness,' boradly construed.

Similarly, if 'like' is omitted form the preceeding con-
strual, Nagel's equivalence becomes:

x is conscious &pthere is something ax is
which for some x is false. A rock is something; yet, a rock

is not conscious. Now, since 'like' typically implies a comp-

arison, this stiatement demonstrates that the essence of 'view -
p'birit'edness' as 'being' is applimable to first person, or, as
by the preceeding analysis, to a comparison between first and
third person.

However if the expression 'to be' is replaced in :the right-
hadd expression, and omit 'like,® we alter the use of the state-

ment, but no* the :truth value. Soi

A human is conscious &)there is something it is to be human
and
A rock is not conscious &Y there is nothing it is to be a rock
are both true. Since the ommission or replacemen® of 'like' does
no.: alter the truth sgalue of the eguivalence, its function is
not essential to the rough idea of 'viewpointedness.' Either
it has no function, other than being idiomatic, or its function

is to infer the consciousness of other subjects. Nagel, himself

contends that the use of 'like' is idiomatic. I contend, however,

that the distinction between '‘what it is like -o be x,' and whal
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it is to be x' is fundamental, and ignored by Nagel, even

though he is correct in observing that the two construals of'

this expression are used interchanceablw in the common idiom.
In the statement, "there is something like R is,* X

it is false that'something' refers to R. ‘'Something' refers

to some thing R’c other than R, which bears certain similaritiesm
to R. It 1s.possib1e to respond, 'there is nothing like R is,"'
but still conceed that 'R is,' in the case where R is unique.

But, if 'something' in 'there is something like R is,' refers

to R, and not R’; “hen, the perfectly acceptable response, 'no,
*here is nothing like R isk because R is unique, is self-contra- !
dictory. If R is unique,'R is;' yet, if there is no thing like

R is, where 'thing' refers to R (the inverse of some thinz), then
R is no*.' Bu*, then, 'R is' and 'R is not' is self-contradiciory.
It is therefore logically impossible that ‘something' refers ‘o

R itself.

In the statement, 'there is some thing R is,' 'something'
refers to Ry itself. A pexfrEx possible response to this assertion
is, "no, there is no thing R is." Unlike the assetrtion, 'there is
no thing like R is,' where one can logically maintain Xkat bo‘h
the truth of this assettion, and that 'R is,®' because 'F is unique,*
one cannot validly maintain both 'there is no thing R is,' and
‘R is.' The only possibiléfy, way *o maintain this and no* be
self-contradictory is if 'R is not a “*hing.' But, what, if any,
is the difference between 'R is not,' and 'R is nothing?' This
would imply a world in which there is R such that R is no: a thing.

If it is true tha. persons, Being, and s:tates of being are no:
-hings, which has been contended in philosophical litera:ure,
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theqi® could be the case thazt'}:ere is something it is like to

be R! € 'there is something <o be K-! This is quite possible,
as it is clear that in ﬂagel's use of R, regardless of whether

he confuses 'what it is like to be,' with 'what it is to be,'

R refers to,fhé subjective experience of a person, as well as ;
bat, and, in .some sense, then, to 'a state of being,' and a 'person.
However, if 'personal stateé of being' are mam identical to 'brain
states,' it is clear that 'brain sta‘es' are “hings. In this case
the two conttr\;als of his logical equivalence would be logically
non-equivalent.

Whether the two construals of “Nagel's 'consciousness principle
are logically equivalent or non-equivalent depends on whether
persons and states of being are not things, i.e., whether they
are not brain states. But, this is the very question we hope to
answer. The method I choose is to adopt Nagel's position that
personal states of being are not braing states, and then see if
I can refute this position. By adopting Nagel's position, €
muskxaxzex it is necessary that the two construals of his log-
ical equivalence are logically non-equivalent. Singe aii.b. Q@
has been proven, 'there is somethins it is like to be R’ implies
bo*h 'R is,* and'R} is, such tha* R? is xixe similar to R.  here-
fore R and R' can be compared, since any 1w61233§‘23 can be compared
'here R = A, first person experience, and R' = B, thigd person ex-
perience, the most typécal method of comparison is the analppical

inference for other minds.
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Eoutrmete:

¢ :
‘hat it is to be' applies only to first person. _'Hhat isxx is
like to be' applies only to third person. Vhen someone drives
a forkligt over my foot, I know what it is to be in pain; I
do not know what it is like to be in pain. The latter construal
&implies, as haé been proven, that when the forklift drives over
my foot, I ask someone; who has also had a forklift driven over their
foot, "How does it feel *o have a forklift driven over your foo:i?"
This third person may respond, "it feels like your foot-bones have
been ground into porridge." So, I imagine what this feeling is
like, in order *o know what sort of pain I'm in. 'Clearly this
account is absurd. So, the lati‘er account does no% apply to first
person. However, it is perfec®ly consisten® with our experience

(; tha® when a forklift drives over my shop-mate's foo*, I do not

experience his pain, i.e., I do not know what it is to be in his

pain. But, I may imagine that his foot feels like porridge (by

the fact that it looks like porridge, and he tells me so), i.e.,

- I may know what it is like to be in his pain.

;§=— . 'Knowing what it is like to be' is always a case of 'imagining.®
‘;Hr Although, the converse is not :he, case. Cert#inly. I can '"imagine'

,J‘ an apple on a table. But, I do not 'koow what i% is like to be'"

° an apple on a table. However, I cannot 'know what it is like ‘o
be' a comedian being jeered off stage withou: ‘imagining' bein;

a comedian being jeered off s*ate. Althourh, when a forklif*

drives over my foot, I do no*, in any way, imagine what it is ‘o
(. be in pain. I% is clear *ha® 'imarination' is 'knowledge in .he

absence of experience,' because, 'imagination' applies in all and

only those situations in which there is no experience of the

thing, by the firs: person. 5o, I don'’ ima;ine an apple on *he
Xabx :
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I will here dirress on the symbolism I wizh o employ fo

help clarify my *hree arfuments.

I assume there are three domains: *he physical, or, narrowly
construed, “he neural; *the domain of consciousness, narrowly :
construed, *he domain of ‘hings of which i“% may properly be said
‘“*here is some*hing i* is ‘o be “hat hing'; and a *hird domain,
which is, in some sense, “he product! of 'he firs .wo domains,
composed of neutral, psychophysical substance. I desirnate .hese

domalnsuD¢ .AP .AY (=A¢y). respeet ively.

I then suppose 1pat ihere are two beings, A, and B, firs!
and thikd person, respec‘ively, in AY ; (O%MW\ 3—>

I, then, refer to x, and 2z, in AP , as ‘he sc's of all
iarprinciple observable facts of beings A, and B, respectively.
I refer *o *he subse! of such facis, unique %o x, as (1,m,n,0).
I refer to the subset of such fac*s, unique ‘o z, as (t,u,v,w).
And I refer to the intersec*ion, X2, of such fac's, as (p.q.r,s)
Narrowly consfrued.xuaaré neural facts, since, in ‘his world,
the physical basis of experience ics w&neuml. So, it
may be a physical fact tha' I see an apple, bu: I canno’ do so
if my optic nerve is severed; it may be a physical fact 'ha I can
move my arm, but, I canno' do so if my spinal panylia are mi:;sin('. g
So, although perceptual apparatae, and behavior, indicate something
about the physical basis of expericnce, ‘he essential physical basis

of conscious s*ates is neural. (D‘wxﬁ('o-w- 1—)

Ly

Diaacaws A Dicaraw~ 2 Dioaran 3

ag ' Ap s




I, then, refer ‘o a(alpha) and b(beta) ac *he se's of
all conscious saa‘es o beings A and B,, respectiively. T fefer
to the conscious s'ates unique (a subse! of) *o A as (a.b.c.d)é
the same of B as (h,i,j,k); and *he intersec'ion of AN\E in
as (e,f,g).

“he logical equivalence I assume from a 'when and only when'
correlation between noural and conscioms states indicates some*hing
about the wayAg and Asb combine. Ii cer'ainly is ‘he case tha
no: all elemen' s of x are clemen s of alpha, i.e., autonomic
and reflex states. I* is less cer'ain, but possible, 'hat some
elemen®s of alpha are no- elemen's o” x, i.c., there mifh be
some conscious sia“e *hat has no physical basic, ag ‘viewpoin' -
edness."'

Cnce I have es'ablished “he lorical equivalence mentioned
above, I will use the notation y(x) 'o refer 1o ‘hose clemen-s

cquivalen.
Inalpta whichand oly Shich;, have S josioally cloments in 5
I will do likewise for y(z) or any combination of y(x) and y(z).

I assumedy , and A and B, ‘0 assume an initially nou'ral
position as zo the completely physical na‘ure, or o'herwise, of
beings, since this, in par:, is in ques‘ion in this escay.

I have adopted *his symbolism in order to help clarify
and keep track of recurring not1§3§,§§1?;§°?ﬁree arruments I
present. I do no! develope a sophicztica‘ed or rigid symbolism,
because I think tha' it is insincere and unhelpful to do so in
a philosophical problem, as the 'o ' her minds' and 'mind body"*

problem, where “he no“ions and rela‘ions are ‘hemselves still

unclear.
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Argument I
55, The Analogical Inference for Other Minds

oO.. Narel propeses that it is inpdausible that first person
can know what it is to be third person. At best, he can im-
agine what it is like to be another being. 'The argument that
is typically invoked to answer the question of what it is
like to be another being is the analogical inference for other
minds. The argument is of the form:

A and B have or do p,q,r

A has or does s

B probably has or does s

Analogical Inference 1.
Typically, the argument is used to prove the existence of other
human minds. The form has several interesting features. The
effectiveness of the argument depends on the similarity of x
to z, and on the relation between x and alpha. i he more different
B's physical structure and behavior is from A's, the smaller the
set xNz. Hence, inasmuch as the analogical inference is an
inductive argument, the less probable *the concdusion in inference
2.

A and B have or do p,q,r,s

? is, has, or does e (where e is related to some element or

set of elements in xTNz)

B probably is, has, or does e

Analogical Inference 2. 5
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An imlicit premise in this argument is the relation between
x and alpha. If implicitly 'if x then alpha' then beta follows.
If, implicitly, 'x if and only if alpha' then beta follows, since
if 'x if and only if alpha' then 'if x then alpha.' However, if,
implicitly, 'if alpha then x' then beta does not follow. It is not
clear that x need be similar to alpha for an effective analofical
inference. X and alpha may be related continrently or causally,
and two contingent events may be quite dissimilar, and the cause
may be quite different from the effect.

We are now in a position to appreciate the relevance of
these logical distinctions to Nagel's assumption that bat's
have conscious sta‘es such that there is something it is like to
be a bat.

A = human being

B = a bat being

X = human physical (neural) facts

z = bat physical (neural) facts

alpha = human conscious states (I will here introduce the

notation N-conscious to refer to Nagel's logical
- equivalence construal of conscious states)

beta = bat N-conscious states

Analogical Inference 3
Xf\z are mammals, i.e., a sub-domain of ‘3¢ . Humans and bats
share attributes of behavior and structure of which all mammals
have. However,[ (X U=)A ~(xn3.jinc1udes speech, elaborate

social behavior, developed cortex, visual abilities, manuo-visual

coordination, and hanging upside down in an a*tic all day, having
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are only contingently related; that is, the presence of one element
does not insure the pfesence of another, element. So, it seems
true that the greater the number of elements common ‘o X and
%, it is not simply the case that the greater the likelihood
that B has 1. =
In addition to detractive elements, where elements are
disparate but quite similar, 1 may be inferred. So, if my name
is Jowser Rankel, and my neighbor's name is Jowsier Rankelle, and

if we both drive 1972 volkswagens out of the driveway at 6152

every wekkday morning, and if we both have a great aunt who pays

Bingo at the Church of the Nazarene every Phursday morning, it
Jowser has

is likely that if Xxkxa¥s a poster of the Bahamas covering a

crack above his kitchen door, that his neighbor, Jowsier, does

also. Yeti, there is little similarity between a crakk behind
( a poster, and an aunt playing Binro, other than cheir specificity.
It may be, that I am so nonplussed by the peculiarity of the
things my nextdoor neirhbor and I share in common that I berin
to wonder if he has a similar fenetic makeup, or is playing pract-
ical tricks on me, or is a magician. T.e., I mirht begin to look
'ror causal explanations.

Finally, domains of the set may be noteworthy. So, in
Judping that a friend probably has a copy of Ayer's !ruth and
Logic, because this friend has five books that I have on the Phil-
osophy of Languare, and I have Ayer's ruth and Logic, I am no:
Justified in the Judgement, if I remember ‘hat my friend has an
aversion to Ayer. (his fact is no* an additional elemen., that

is in some sense detractive, because i. is no! in the set of

(- books. Rather, it is a delimi‘er on “he domain of common elenepts:

all non-Ayer books on the Philosophy of Lanpuare. ‘here are cases,
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Earthraling, a world like ours, where we speak of two events,

and say that they are gontingently related, isn't even possible.

But what if there is a determinate realtion between ¥ and

§, or in the case of other minds, between x and y(g? If it is
always the case that if someone has a blue notebook, *hey also Il
have a 1977 stingray, and if no comterinstance can be found, then ;
after a certain number of confirmations, a conditional implicaion
would seem in order: if someone has a blue notebook, then they

also have a 1977 Stingray. In this case, the abalogical in'erence

AT A,
A would become a deductive argument of the form:

Pog —>eL
(5 ¢ has ) f

E". has ¢ @
It is entirely irrelevatfi whether Joe has @ither a blue notebook

or a Stingray to determine that Nancy has a 1977 Stingray, once

the implication ig ustitiavly stipghted. .
Similarly, if xhhﬁp = a particular electronic confipunation

in the bat brain, and it is foundd that the subJective experience

y(!!!!,a)occuvs in every instance in which !!!Eia is present, where-

Ahere are no counterinstances then,one could know determinately

>
that a bat is having subjective experience y(s‘-'ﬂ’) only if #&;—)

M&

was-present, repardless of whether I have subjective experience
= ytx".) only if I am in neurophysiological state x% this
point is wvital to the Physicalist position as it is necessary to
be able to determine the subjective experience of another mind
from neurophggiological facts independent of the facts or exper-
iences of other minds for the determination to have an objective
character.

The implication is, of course, no% inherently f?ical but
stipulated as logical after a certain number of confirming in-

Stances, and no counterinstnaces. However, this is Precisely the
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method of stipulating that 'if there is H,0 there is water. '
I.e., there is no disanalogy between th? implication in the
case of water and the case of consciousness.

Thereiqof course, w the converse implication that ¢
if someone owns a 1977 Stingray, then they have a blue notebook.'’
But, this possibility is not particualrly enlightmaing, as it is
whether Nancy has a 1977 Stingray that is unknown. Of course,
====s—w) Nancy has a 1977 Stingray\am;d;'t know whether
she has a blue notebook} is isomorphic with the logical form of
analogical inference 4; the assignment of meaning to the variables
is merely exbhanged, without solwging the t!gtg:i unknown. In other
words, where solbing for s:

s-j}ri

q hasﬁoes Lr1
doesn't mitd tell us anything as to whether q has/does s. Analogously,
in the case where:

y(x') = the experience of eating wheaties
x" = eating wheaties .
B’ = a hearty breakfast champion

knowing that my son, a haarty breakfast champion, is eating wheaties,
and knowins that 9f one has the experience of eating wheaties, one
is ea*ing wheaties,' tells me nothing 48 %o whether my son is
having the experience of eating wheaties. It may also be the case
that *if one is imagining a ﬂ%er-shovel dredging a swamp and depositing
the muck in a compressor, one is eating wheaties,' or an infinity of

other possibilities.
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The more serious problem with concluding y(B), 'what it's like
to be a bat,' from the analogical inference is that Nagel's arg-
ument does not follow the strict form of the analogical inference,

and is beridden by difficulties, precisely inasmuch as it does n?t.

We have sstablished that if x(A)(\x(B) 7 empti.set thenépy element ){]
gty

C x(A)N x(B) , where A does/has y, and x y, then y(B) is

a valid probable inf@rernece. So if:

x = resisting earth gravity to skay above ground; which is
a behavior which both bats and humans exhibit, and a
principle about which they are both structured

having
Y =xkuman experience ogAweight

Given that: x h’ y

and that: Humans have the experience of wlight

prob.
¥(B) bats have an experience of weight

The inference is valid and presents no especial problems.

But where w xl x x(A)(\x(B) is quite small, in most cases
Py bm‘?
y¥(B) cannot be inferred, and in the few cases where it can,

the result tells us nearly nothing as to what it's liXe to be a

bat. .
Undoubtedly, the reason Nagel chooses a bat to be the subject of

the question 'what is it like to be another creature,' is that the
bat is significantly different from ourselves in both structure of
perceptual apparatae, and in behavior, although it shares the class
similari‘y of mammals. Imagining what it's like to be a bat, then

is more intriguing than imagining what it's like to be a dog. Altough

it is precisely a bat's peculiar structure and behavior which presents

eppecial problems for the analogical inference.









3v)

—2\—

Any thourough account of what it's like to be a bat must
account for what it's like to navigate ﬁ;asﬁgflocation. Buy, it
is n!ﬁéi the case that a numanﬁgg;igatesﬁby echolocation owEsg-y
as a bat does. Rather, a human typééally navigates, foremost
by vieion, as a bat does not.

So the analogical inference mfxXwhzx with the conclusion
'what it's like to navigate farenest by echolocation' would have
the following form:

A does x

B does z

A hxperiences y(x)

prob.
B experiences y(z)

Where: x = navigation primarily by vision
z = navigation primarily by echolocation
A = humans; B = bats; y = 'consciousness of'

*does not follow

©v o 4wt
I.e., "that there is something it is likesto navigate primarily
by echolocation' does not follow.

Implicit in inference 3b) is that &k doesn't z and B doesn't x.

But if there is some respect in which x'ﬂz. then y(xa‘z) follows.
So, if we abstract that both bats and humans mavigate in the ﬁﬁﬁfa
by some sensory apparatae, then the form of the apalogical inference
then, would be:

U
1) A, B does (xfz)
3) A experiences y(x®#z)

J
4) B probably experiences y(x¥%z)
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*does follow

I.e., there is something it is like to navigate in the
physical world by sensory apparatae.

However, the conclusion does not tell us much, and certainly doesn't

tell us, in as much detail as we would like to know, what it is

like to be a bat; the conclusion is, at best an outline of the

bat's experience, and at worst, incomplete. In Nagel's own words:
If extrapoloation from our own case is involved in the idea
of what iti is like to be a bat, the extrapolation must be
incompleteable. We cannot form more than a schematic con-
ception of what it is like. For example, we may ascribe
general types of experience on the basis of the animal's
structure and behavior.

Here, 'extrapolation®' is taken to mean 'inference from the premisés

of the analogical argument.' However, Nagel is confused as to

the nature of the inference, he calls it 'a schematic conception’

on the one hand; and ‘'incompleteable' on the other; the two notions

are distinct. A 'schema’ is an outline, so a *schematic conception’

is complete but undetailed. AN 'incompleteable extrapolation' is

necessarily incomplete, but may be £ detailed inasmuch as it is

complete.
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k) of 3c) is an incomplete schema because x\z only one element (:eurys
of the keka behavior of the bat, and because x{\z is an abstraction.(gys
Where, at some level of analysis x is a behavior unique to A, and 2z
is a behavior unique to B. But where x and z are gnique, no valid
inference can be made (3b), so to validdy infer, by the analogical
argument, it is necessary to posit xNz, but xNz can only be posited
by abstractiongxiexaxdeepexxirxeixsfxanztyxis from x and from z,
Since y(z) cannot validly be infered from x and z where each is

unique, and since y(xMNz) can only be inferred by abstracting from
x and from z, it necessarily follows that either yl{z) is incorrect

or y(xMNz) is schematic.

Now, in order to understand in what sense the ‘'extrapolation
is incomgletea!be' it is necessary to understand in what sense
the extrapolation could be complete. Supposedly, to know completely
what it is like to be a bat, we would need to know what it is like
to be a bat as much as a ﬁat knows what it is lide to be a bat.
Certainl,y we couldn't ask for more detail than this. Yet, if
one of the premises whereby we infer this, namely, lpremise 3) of
3) series argument;}/Humans experience y(x)\is itself incomplete
in detail, it is hard to see how the above inference could be made
In ;hat sense do I have a complete experience or am I completely
conscious of my structure and behavior? The qualified argument

may look like this:



—

Let Xn= the complete, detailed, and omniscient description
of the structure and behavior of mammals of some
future science

The qualified argument then may look like this:
A,B have/do x(Al. B) .

A experiences y*(x(A/, B)

B probably experiences y*(x(A/,B)

Despite this ultimate state of science, y'(xn(B3))still cannot

be validly inferred, and xn(A/’B3) may, very well,be schematic.

I.e., complete and detailed investigation may demonstrate that

the structural and behavioral features which bats and humans share
in common AXRXORIYXXERRFAX can only be described with general
physical prinéiples. Of course, x(Af\B) might be quite specific.

It might be found, for example, that the brain struciures under-
lying echolocation and visual naviration &%35 identical, except

that the former hag peripheral auditory nerves, and the lat‘er ha-
peripheral ocular nerves. In some respect, given that environ-
ments were identifal (as in instrumental conditioning - approximately)
xn(Af\B) would be more specific. But, information processable by
vis;al versus echolocatory nerves would be quite different. S%i11,
if some neutral stimulus, as auditory bilips, could be applied,

it seems :hat y’(xn(A‘\Ba) would be identical, except for backpround.
Nonetheless y‘(BBU'VA) would still be missing altogether.
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It might be claimed :hat i‘' does no:' seem likely hat we
could reduce consciousness, since we cahno' know consciousness
in general, i.e., we canrio® know por*ions of conscious experience
where the correla ed brain-s-ates differe radically from our own.,
But, such an argumen‘ would pose no serious disanalo;y oo *he
xedugikxiixyx examples of successful psychophysical reduc*ion.
Since, of course, “here are por ions of “he phsyé&éal world, .he
exis ence of which we may posi', but the precise de ails of which
we canno. know (examples are livins in .he four h dimension.) ‘e
can analofically infer wha* i* is like .o live in .he four.h
dimension, by analyzing how the “hérd dimension would appear
from a person who lived in *wo dimensions. But our concept of
the four*h dimension is bounded by our experience of .he 'heird.
(“his analory is useful "o con“emporary as'ronomers in explaining
red shif-s, and eserects. ‘he appearance of cer ain as ro-
nomical phenomena a regular imxexxaXex “ime in’ervals, may be
explicable x@ in some gross fashion, as an analofy .0 "he appearerce
of spots .0 a wo-dimensional crea-ure as an irregularly-shaped
three dimensional object moves a: a cons an: veloci y hrough
a plane). Lack of detail is no' just common ‘o objects of scienci”ic
explana ion, i* is necessarily 'he case. Reduc ion is a scientific
endeavor, and science, by na‘ure, omi.s details when it abs rac 5

and simplifies experience.
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l'e've assumed, up to this point, that behavior, and brain s*ruct-
ure, and sensory apparatae indicate the nature of the subjective
experience. So, that we have mamx we have reason to believe “hat
our imagination (as previously defined) of another's subjective

experience is accurate to the degree that that other being's
behavior and brain structure and sensory apparatae is similar
to ours. If this is true, then there is the porblem of accurate-

ly imagining wha* subjective experiences correspond to behavior,
brain siructure, and sensory apparatae that we don't have. At

some level of generality, of course, these three are similar ‘o

our own, *hey are roverned by ‘he same physical laws. Bul, *hen

our imagination as to the componen: of subjective experience corresp:
onding to x o*her than ours, would only be feneral.

Even if we have a science which describes z on the same level

of analysis as X, so we know exactly what a bat's brain structure
and behavior is, even of those portions mamp different from ours,
our experience of 2z wbuld still be imaginative.

The only way to get around this would be to somehow give

ourselves tha very physical structure. ...
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-he problem is no* jus: “hat ‘he analogical inference
can'' assess he accuracy of our imagination of another's
subjective experience when ‘heir behavior, brain, and sensory
appara‘ae differ significan*ly from our own, but that our. imag -
izaxian the concep:s with which our imagination opera .es are i
derived from our own behavior, brain siructure, and sensory
experience.

If concep's wexexjiusxxfx aboul subjecuive experience were
just formed from abtracting from se-s of fazxs objective fac:s,
as behavior and brain structure, -hen, we could expect! as good
an idea of 'what i%* is *o be a bat,' as 'what i* is to be me.'
Bu*, i% is no' *he case :ha: I have just a conep*ual idasa, based
on my behavior and brains s‘ruc’ure, of what i* is .o be me.

I have direc” access ‘o what it is like ‘o be me. So, it is
clear tha® concep‘s of what it is like o be, are no:, in any way
abs“rac: organiza“ions of objective fac's, as say a concep: of

HZO is an abstract! organization of the facts of waier, i.e., adl

of~—hostexperiencos—and an absiraction to the causes, properties,
and effects of all those experiences of water had by all subjecis
who have had an experience with water. If an elec:ironic s.imulus

is applied to a discrete locus of my molor cortex, and .‘he chanre

in neurophysiology is moni*ored on an observeable screen, (proper‘y)
and as a resul! (effec%) my arm flies up, from no possible organ-
ization of “hese facts could you ever abs*rac: what it is like <o

be me having this mad neurosurgeon zap my brain and make my physiolo,

change and my arm go up.11

- ;c
11 timula:ing memory cor:ex poses i‘he more serious con en 2
fi:ffzﬁiz it is *o be someone is none o'her than <he orca§§a.io“

of .heir memories and -houghts. But, I will deal wi-h <hig

con.en.ion in secién _hree.



Then belief in the exis.ence of subjeciive facts, even if
-hey canno* be abs:irac'ed from objec.ive facts, along the lines
of abstiraction “o concepts of the physical world, can be infer-
red by analogy from one's own case; alihough ‘he facts themselves

canno*®.

3iven that my physical s‘ructure and behavior differs
from a ba''s in some respec..

And given that we are bo‘h zaged with an elec‘ronic s*imulus,

and bo'h undergo changes in neurophysiolory, and both

engage in some involuntary behavior, as a resul‘. Say, I

produce the linguis-ic string, "a mouse is ea‘ing the Philoso-

pher,"” and *he bat receives signals indicateing -ha‘ rhere

is a box in his environment.

The only reason for believing that (here is somehhing it is like
66r 'his ba. to receive echoloca*ory signals, is that, in my own
case, -he physical Expex s imulus, chanfe in neurophysiolofy, and
resultan. behavior, omits wha. i+ is ‘o be me undergoing :hese
experiences. Knowing yhis directly, and knowing ‘ha. “he ba-

is subjected “o EXACXXYXXREXSAXEXXxX quite similar labora‘ory
conditions, I analogieally infer that “he bat, also, is exper-
iencinF something it is 1ike “o undergo the experiment, ‘ha‘ canno*
be abs'racted from :he objec:ive facis.

So, *his leads *he analogical inference to i+s mos- potent
f;rm. posi*ing ‘he existence of fac*s, ‘he exac” nature of which
canno® be inferred from i:, while simulaaneously admitting trs -
failure ‘o he *ask of ascer.ain; wha: hose subjec‘.ive fac's are.

Either, the subjective facts of creatures which differ radicall:
from ourselves may never be knowable from any point of view, or

there is some means, more po*en. in .his respec: chan “‘he analorical

inference, by which we may know those facis.



I wish, here, to introduce {he no“ion of some advanced
science, which allows ‘he ‘ransplanta*ion of memories and though.s
from one subjec’ to ano‘her. These operations uh::id be performed
artificially, by wisking AXXEPERSERXZXIBRXBR the elec*roniec basis
of a mmemory or *housh in a brain, away in‘o a compu‘er, s oring
it 'here for *he desired amoun* of “ime, and ‘hen inpu‘ :inf .he
informa‘ion in'o ano her subjec s brain, in a form such “hat the
logical equivalence be :ween physical event and sikjrexivExex
memory event or thourh® is preserved. I am assumeing that “his
logical equivalence is ‘rue, ad I am assuming tha* differen-
S'ruciures of brains pose no serious difficulty for elec*ronic
implan a ion. One possibility is “hai the memery or hough' is
essentially an information sequence, rela‘ively independen* of
neuron s rucure, excep: in a rross fashion +hat could be shared
by the brains of radically differené species. Entering in‘o
‘ype-type iden:ies, and type-token iden ies is no* necessary,
since all that is assumed is a logical equivalente. My assumptions
are all con‘ingent claims. But, they are realisiic in :he respec
tha’ any Physicalis-, who posi & ‘he logical equivalence be‘ween
memory and cosni.ive even s, and physical events, in .he bmain,
wouqu pPrac.ical obs:ruc’' ions aside, “ha* such a ‘“ransplantation
is possible; “hey are useful inasmucha as ‘hey will place Nagel's
con:enion of .he non-adop?ibili Yy of o.her viewpoin:s in opposi ion
-0 one of ‘he s‘rongest Physicalis- con.entions of non-Iden*i‘y
Theoris*s and Iden*ity “heoris‘s alike. These assump:tions will

allow us ‘o pose experimen*s which will :es: whe~her Nagel's con-

-ention is more than jus: a con.inrent claim, ‘ha. one viewpoin
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;;:op‘ ano“her due ‘o "he presen* obs:.ructions of science. If we
assume ‘hese obs ruc ions are removed, and one viewpoint still
canno® adop ano her's viewpoin:, *then Nagel's claim is mucfs
s'ronger: that it xx could no: be possible for one viewpoint
*o adopt ano'her; or “ha i is difficul® “o see how it could
be possible.

~here are exacly :heee ‘ypes of operations that could

be performed:

and behavioralunigue
1. Add those structural features of a bat to a human

N
2. Successively :ggﬁﬂggk?%atures to a human while concomitantly
detracting him features, to ultimately transform a human
into a bat.

a. there would be intermédiate points at which there would
be a part human, part bat

b. there would be a terminal point in the operation where
there would be a human-transformed bat.

3. Delete those features unigue to a human
It should be mentioned that if our understanding of neurophysiology
‘and sensation were advanced enough, we should be able to perform
the operations artificially, not necessarily naturally (the prospect
beiAg rather awkward and gory), by instrumenzation,which would
PEFFEEXEFXsimulate to a degree of detail below the threshold of
detection of a difference from the subject, the neurophysiological

basis of another subject in the brain of the first subject.
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It is easy to see that operation 3 could not recreate the
complete bat's experience in the mind of a human. The operation
has the logical form:

1. Given human subject with experience y(x) f

2. Dkete the unique human features xAe~(xN z)

j‘ \
3. Which yields a human subject with just those features 2 3
which are common to both bats and humansg x[)z, and ,3"
the conscious experience y(x{)z) v""o‘

Obviously y(xNz) # y(z), so the operation is unsuccessful. \» L

A more viable possibility is operation 1. Here the recreation\
of the bat experience in the human mind is attempted by addin g all
the features unique to a bat to the human mind. The operation has

the logical form: : ) o (”J?'
1. Given human subject with experience y(x) ){0:; ~’4“':":1.“'J
~ &7 AN (2)
2. Add the unique bat features zA~(x0\z) J‘b"’h ‘t?\buh"
=

3. Which yikelds a bat/human with features x!’z. and conscious
experience y(x() z).

Obviously y(xUz) # y(z), but y(z)< y(xUz). So, in a certain
respect the operation could be successful. It is not clear whether
the bat/human would kaxwe additionally have the features of a bat

and a human, or whether the bat/human would be a product of both

sets of features. Whcih would be the case depends contingently

on how neurophysiological and sensational features combine. So, one
can imagine being this bat/human and navigating through an environmen'
with objects ar ﬁ:é’:iiﬁ;%ﬁ?ﬁe mslmost entirely by vision, and
then switching or focusing into echolocation when steppipg outside
into a field where objects must be perceived at long-range. Or, one

32}‘%3 imagine pereeiving objects in a room or in a field in the same,
variable or invariable manner, by seeing blips rapidly rebound from



objects in the environment, perhaps having fewer but more intense
blips at far-range. In either case, one.can imagine this bat/human
switching, gradually or idstaneously. voluntarily or automatically,
into either bat mode or human mode. It is this possibility whééh®

would make the operation successful. Suppose that the bat/human
has a default human mode. And suppose this bat/human does not
switch to bat mode, until aevggal weeks of convalemense since

switching requires great physical emertion. And further suppose

that this bat/human only switches to bat mode for an instant, and
then returns to default mode, Did the human, i.e., the bat/human
in default mode, experience what it's like to be a bat?

A number of questions arise. Is an instant of what it's like
to be a bat insufficient to know? Must the experience be stored
in long-term memory? If so, must it be stored in the bat, human,
or bat/human memory? What obstructions or abilities wouid the
storage-yypes present? Is there a difference between recalling
what it's like to be a bat, and experiencing what it's like to be
a bat? To answer these questions it is necessary to examine whether
a subject with one identity may experience a subject with another
identity. Before proceeding, we'll consider the plausibility of
operation 2.

Operation 2 has the logical form:

1. Given ak human subject with experience y(x)

2. Add the unique bat feature zA AMxNz)

3. Detract the unique human féature x AMxnz)

4., Repeat 2. and 3. £8xr n times, where n = the average number
of unique bat and unique human features, 6 onad wwned fe-

SAMAN UV ORANSN L wn) %.( IR S S VT
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At 3n, the subject would have features,3/4 human and 1/4 bat-like,
at 3/4n the subject would supposedly experience y(1/4xU 3/4z), and
at the terminus, y(¢ xUz)= y(z). Theoretécally, the operation is
reversible; given a bat subject y(z), it can proceed teward y(xf in
like manner. At any intermediary i)oint. ike where 0<n<1, the
subject is a part-bat/part-human, who, presumadbly, can experience

itself as part-bat/part-human. We can imagine being in an intermedia
avian stage, where, having received wings, but not a well-functioning

sonar, we would flit about by vision. The questioh of mode would

be applicable here, whether we could experience our human-part as
distinct ffom our bat-part, and thereby have, say, 1/4 of a bat-
experience (know 1/4 what it iaAto be a bat) as a 3/4 human (knowing
3/4 what it is to be a human). Interestingly, if such a quantificati
of identity is possible, at the 1/2bat-1/2-human point, the linguisti
convention r experiences p as r, would be arbitrary:s A experiences
y@%) as y§§)==3 experiences y(1/2x) as y(1/2z). It should be obvious
that the terminus would not be particularly interesting, as the ex-
perience of a human-completely-transformed bat would be identical to

a bat experiencing itself.

To answer whether a default-mode bat/human experiencing bat
mode for an instant, and later recalling the instant, is the same
as a human experiencing what it is to be A bat.‘gggé :ge question
of how recall of conscious experience is the same as conscious ex-
perience. The question of whether experiencing what it is to be
another for an instant is, in any sense, what it is to be another,

and the question of whether knowing a fraction of what it is to
be a bat as knowing a fraction of what it is to be a human m——

is possible, leads to questions on the tempora® continuity o id-

entity, and the divisibility of consciousness.
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Operation 1. is the only operation that could allow
y(x) to experience what it is to be y(z) as y(x). But, for
such to be the case, four conditions, minimally, would have
to obtain.

1. Foremost, y(x) would have to experience y(z) as part
of himself. This could be designated y(x(y(z))).

2. The experience of what it is to be x and what it is to
be z would have to be simultaneous.
3. Continuity over time. Some duration of 1. and 2. would

have to obtain.

4. Minimal identity network. For there to be something it

is to be v for an instant, a minimal complex of mental phenom-

ena would have to be present. There may be nothing it is like

to be a single memory, bﬁt identity may correspond to the total-

ity of memories of an indivdual, or some signficant fraction thereof.
The absence of any one of these conditions would make

viewpoint adoption impossible. Of course, two minds, having

the minimal identity network to know what it is like to be them-

selves, both doing so at the same time, for an extneded duration

would never experience each other, since their identities are

entirely separate (-1.). In the bat/human case, if there were

no retention of the memory of having been a bat in human memory,

then, there would be nothing more than a bat experiencing itself,
and then a human experiencing itself in the same brain (-2.).

In the bat/human case, there would be two minds experiencing them-

selves, at the same time, over extended duration, and never knowing

t ; the same braip_ knqwi no more of eachother
“h hSnosher hil T‘&"'o-.?}-&?ﬁn lgnows O? remY in 38!\%0!‘ .
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This would be, rather, like a neighbor, who has lived next

door for twenty some odd years, and who), due to keeping peculiar
hours, one has never met, nor has the least idea what is like.
Of course, if a form rushed past one's window, from the neigh-
b&f‘s door, the experience would be simultasous, but too in-
stantaneous to ever surmise whether it was the neighbor seen.

In like fashion, insufficient duration would make adoption of

viewpoints impossible (-3.). Of course, the guy down at the meat
shop could be my myseterious neighbor. But, if all I knew of this

guy was that he cut meat, and I didn't know his name, or address,
or type of car, I could never surmise that he was my next-door

neighbor, i.e., less than minimal identity network.
The success of operation 1., depends on condition 1. What

is meant that one subject can experience what it is like to be
another person as himself? This odd notion demands elucidation.

The concept of experiencing parts of oneself certainly is common.
To think a certain thought, or recall a certain memory, is to ex-
perience a part of oneself. In fact the whole of our oonscious
experience could be summarazed as experiencing parts of ourselfes
at different times. Never do we experience all of ourself at one
time, As the Freudians put it, ‘consciousness is an eye in the sea
of the subconscious.' ‘he difference is that none of these things

we experience are themselves experiencing. If by recalling a
memory, the recaller became the subject from whose viewpoint the

experience is a memory of, while simultaneously recognizing that
he is not the memory, but just recalling the memory, one subject's

viewpoint could simultaneously adopt another subject's viewpoint.



But, then, this account assumes that memories are not
identical with viewpoints, i.e., there is nothing it is like

to be a memory or even a memory complex. But, if this is the .
case, memory transfers cannot transfer viewpoints. But, then,

if viewpoints are memories they can be transfered, but there

never could be a simultaneity of viewpoints. The only possible
exit from this dilemma is that viewpoints are not memories, but
can be transferred. But, this movew us into a terra incognita.

There are reasons to believe that viewpoints, there being

something it is like to be x, are, in part, independent of

memories. If I recall }sand getting into the brownies, because
it's a windy morning.on the beach,' what is it like to be !sand

fetting into the brownies...?' Now, it may be objected that
there is nothing it is like to be a single memory, but there is

something it is like to be all of the memories of a person of
his life to any point in time. Undoubtedly ,I am, in large

et S o
part the totality of my memory complexes. But, in principle,

if there is nothing it is like to be a single memory, then there
is only much less something it is like to be any sum or product: -
o£ those memories. Unless 'what it is like to be' is a myster-
iously emergent property. The stronger case for the non-identity
of viewpointedness and memory complexes are the implications ;f
Penfield's exploratopy neurosurgery. 3 wnile electro-stimulating
specific loci of memory ocortex, and thereby eliciting specific
memory coneatenations in the subject, the patient could report
back to Penfield what he(she) was re-experiencing, while re-
experiencing. The patient was simultaneously conscious of being

at the site of the recollection and of being in the operating room,

3 Wilder Penfield, Mystery of the Mind, 1979
J )
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know, and we canno' even imagine, where xXhmxamimakx observable

fac's abou' the animal differ significanily from our own, what

i* is like *o be ha: animal. If pxen by mema artificial

transplan*a“ion I were riven all *he mental a’tribu es of

a ba® bu* his viewpoint®, and ano*her were ¢iven all 'he same,

I would know no more what i* is like ‘o be you “hinkin; how

I might navirate through -hose stal‘i.es, while I, myself,

were *hinking how I mizh navigate *hrourh “hose s'alasti.es,

*han I would know how an abject on a ‘abke looked from where

you were sitiing, were I shacked forever, in a differen’ posi‘ion.
Onee can imagine this penultima’e experimmn: (*he uliimate

would be ‘o pene'rate another's viepoin®’) where subjec*s one

“hrough nine are “ransmi*‘ed subjec* ~en-s"NéX§§§*§“:il of “heir

lives. “hen, one day, subjec* seven meets subjec® eight. Under

*his in“erpre“a’ion ‘here would not jus* be ‘wo bodies iee‘ing

i‘self. There would be *wo perspec*ives In *he former in'erpre.s

a'ia there were jus‘ 'en bodies correspondins ‘o ‘he mind of

subject ‘en. 'ha 1is was like to be subjec' seven was iden'ical

“o wha' it was like ‘o be subjec” eifht. Bu“, in .his in" erpee’'a on,

there would be ‘en perspeci.ves on .hexsame ideniical men'al ex-

perience. If ‘he subjec's “‘hourhts and mo.or abili ies were no

under ‘ransmi. er con‘rol, i* mifh’ be apparent 'hat wha i was’

for subjec ive seven *o have men*al ne*work x for “ime *, was no’

what i° wag for subjec* eijyht o have men al ne‘work x a‘ *ime 1.

If we knew everyihing abou* men‘*al phenomena o:her “han consciousnecs,

and we knew, from our Exp subjec*ive experience “ha' our consc’ous=
ness
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So, consciousness, narrowly construed as that which it is

to be a shbject undergoing mental processes, as recalling, poses
serious difficulties for reduction. Even if we assume that .

mental phenomena, in the only form in which they are naturally
preserved, memdries, are transferable by some advanced science
from one subject to another, so that their exchange is as public
as currency, it remains difficult to see how viewpoints on those
memories could also be exbhanged. It may be that viewpoints{

by their nature, are non-transferable. 1In any act where one

subject adopted another's viewpoint, the original subject would
Just become a creature anew, experiencing itself. Viewpoints,

like identities, could be as hoptlessly unitary as products of
multiplying unities. No number of operations or combination
of unities could, by definition, ever yield a product greater than

one.
Not just reduction, but any objective characterization of

a viewpoint seems impossible. Theoretic reductions depend on
theories. Theories are abstractions based on observations of
many subjects, from as many viewpoints as possible. A more
objective characterization can be given of an object on a aable
view from one subject on each side, than can be abstracted from -
one subject who cannot see two side-views, and the back of the
object. If a viewpoint is knowable only from its own viewpoint,

it can never be objectively characterized, much less reduced.
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