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ABSTRACT

A STUDY ON MCGINN’S MYSTERIANISM

Isikgil, Sena
M.A., Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Barisg Parkan

June 2016, 82 pages

This thesis discusses in detail McGinn’s mysterianism with respect to the mind-body
problem. McGinn calls his hypothesis, which is formulated for the solution of this
problem, ‘transcendental naturalism’. There are some objections to McGinn’s
transcendental naturalism, and they will be analyzed in this thesis in detail. While
McGinn’s hypothesis seems to be consistent and reasonable to some extent with
respect to its replies to these criticisms; it has some problematic aspects as well. And
this thesis will be written to show both the reasonable and the problematic sides of

McGinn’s mysterianism.

Keywords: The mind-body problem, Mysterianism, Cognitive closure, Colin
McGinn
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MCGINN’IN GIZEMCILIGI UZERINE BIR CALISMA

Isikgil, Sena
Yiiksek Lisans, Felsefe Bolimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. Baris Parkan

Haziran 2016, 82 sayfa

Bu ¢alisma beden-zihin problemi agisindan McGinn gizemciligini ayrintili olarak ele
almaktadir. McGinn, beden-zihin probleminin ¢6zliimii iizerine gelistirdigi hipotezini
‘transandantal natiiralizm’ olarak tanimlar. Transandantal natiiralizm hipotezine bir
takim itirazlar bulunmaktadir ve bu ¢alismada s6z konusu itirazlar ayrintili bir
bicimde ele alinip incelenecektir. McGinn’in hipotezi bir yandan bu elestirilere
verdigi cevaplar agisindan bir dereceye kadar tutarli ve akla yatkin goriiniirken, diger
yandan onun da problemli oldugu yanlar bulunmaktadir. Ve bu tez McGinn’in
gizemciliginin hem akla yatkin, hem de problemli yanlarmmi agik¢a gostermek

amactyla yapilmis bir caligmadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Beden-Zihin Problemi, Gizemcilik, Bilisel Kapanim, Colin
McGinn
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Consciousness is the most important aspect of our minds, and it leads to the most
perplexing problems in the philosophy of mind. However, Chalmers thinks that some
problems that stem from consciousness are easier to solve than others; and for this
reason, in his study he makes a distinction between the ‘easy problems’ and the ‘hard
problems’ of consciousness (2010, p: 4). According to him, easy problems of
consciousness are concerned with phenomena such as: “the ability to discriminate”,
“categorize, and react to environmental stimuli”, “the integration of information by a
cognitive system”, “the reportability of mental states”, “the ability of a system to
access its own internal states”, “the focus of attention”, “the deliberate control of
behavior” or “the difference between wakefulness and sleep” (2010, p: 4). These
phenomena reflect the ability for, or the performance of certain behaviours, and they
are taken to be signs of consciousness. Chalmers identifies such problems as ‘easy’
for the reason that even if we do not have a full explanation of these mental states
yet, we have an idea about how we can attain an explanation of them by using the
methods of cognitive science. For instance, we can comprehend the integration of
information by specifying the mechanism in which we piece the information
together; or we can explain the difference between wakefulness and sleep by
observing the neurophysical process that leads to the contrasting behaviours of being
in these phenomenal states. Or we can explain the reportability of mental states by
specifying the mechanism through which we report the information about our own
internal states. (2010, p: 4-5).



On the other hand, Chalmers argues that we can make an effective distinction
between ‘easy’ and ‘hard’ problems of consciousness because while methods of
neuroscience and cognitive science give us a chance to solve the ‘easy problems’ of
consciousness, they are not adequate to be able to solve the ‘hard problem’ of
consciousness. Chalmers defines the ‘hard problem’ of consciousness as the

‘problem of experience’ with the following explanation:

When we think and perceive, there is a whir of information-processing, but there is
also a subjective aspect...When we see, for example, we experience visual
sensations: the felt quality of redness, the experience of dark and light, the quality of
depth in a visual field. Other experiences go along with perception in different
modalities: the sound of a clarinet, the smell of mothballs. Then there are bodily
sensations, from pains to orgasms; mental images that are conjured up internally; the
felt quality of emotion, and the experience of a stream of conscious thought. What
unites all of these states is that there is something it is like to be in them. All of them
are states of experience. (2010, p: 5)

As seen in the quotation Chalmers insists on the subjectivity of conscious
experiences as a hard problem because even though our empirical researches give an
explanation for some of our behaviours and mechanic mental functions; they fail to
give a satisfactory explanation of the subjective aspects of conscious experience,
qualia, up to now. When we perceive something red there is an empirical neural
process explaining this perception; but this process is not adequate to explain the
subjective experience of the organism -what it is like to have the redness-.

By using the distinction of Chalmers we can say that although not all phenomena of
consciousness seem to be complex and mysterious, for some philosophers there is
something quite mysterious about consciousness, and we can identify this problem of
consciousness as the mind-body problem or consciousness-brain problem. The mind-
body problem is the problem trying to answer the questions of how the mind can be
related with the physical body, how mental states emerge from the physical brain, or
how neuro-chemical processes in the brain lead to the organism’s subjective
conscious experiences (Kim, 2011, p: 301). This problem is important both for
scientific practices and for philosophy of mind, and there are lots of attempts to find

an answer such questions.



This thesis covers a study on McGinn's hypothesis which he suggests for the mind-
body problem — a hard problem of consciousness — and calls Transcendental
Naturalism. Several approaches related to the solution of this problem have been
presented until today. It is possible to analyze these approaches under two different
general headings: the dualist one, which claims that body and mind are basically two
different substances and are independent of each other, and the monistic materialistic
one, which is based on brain and reduces mental conditions to neurological
processes. Nevertheless, none of these approaches have been able to clear up the
problem for years.

Recently, a movement called Neo-Mysterianism — or commonly just mysterianism —
has brought a new perspective to the area. The principal argument of this movement
is the fact that the mind-body problem, which is considered to be the difficult
problem of philosophy of mind, cannot be solved by human being although it
actually has a natural and a quite simple solution. For some who support
mysterianism, given their current cognitive and technological restrictions human
beings are not able to come up with a solution; however, owing to improvements in
science and technology the solution of this problem may be comprehensible in the
future. On the other hand, Collin McGinn, who is regarded as the pioneer of
mysterianism, contends that human beings will never manage to find out a key to this
issue because of their cognitive capacity even though in fact a natural and simple
solution exists. McGinn's emphasis on the fact that the body-mind problem will
never be solved by human beings is a notably serious claim, which many
philosophers find difficult to accept, especially given the amount of time and labor
put into searching for a solution to this question. Thus, there have been various
objections to his hypothesis. McGinn's hypothesis is a successfully built one as it
enables answers in itself; yet, this does not mean that it has no problematic sides.
And this thesis paper has been written in order to both justify that McGinn's claim,
which he bravely presents, is able to respond to dissenting opinions and to clearly

discuss its problematic sides.



The next chapter of this thesis will mainly be devoted to the explanation of
hypothesis of McGinn about the mind-body problem. McGinn claims that mental
states cannot be reduced to the brain states. While mental states don’t have any
feature of space like spatiality, solidity or dimension, brain states have all of these
features. And, it is quite problematic how something that does not have any features
of the physical emerges from the physical thing. About this issue, by his thesis —
transcendental naturalism- McGinn argues that there is a naturalistic and constructive
solution to the mind-body problem; however, we as human beings are not capable of
attaining this solution in principle. According to him, there is a property of the brain,
P, which provides the link between the mind and the brain, and there is a theory, T,
which explains this property and the mind-brain link. On the other hand, we as
human beings have innate limitations with respect to our cognitive faculties; for this
reason according to McGinn we are cognitively closed to the solution of the mind-
body problem, just as monkeys are cognitively closed to trigonometry because of
their innate limitations. Human beings have two distinct concept-forming faculties —
introspection and perception- for comprehending the world. By introspection human
beings obtain their internal conscious states, and form the concepts of consciousness;
by perception human beings make an empirical investigation about the brain and
form the concepts of brain; but, neither by introspection nor by perception can we
achieve the property providing the link between the mind and the brain. The property
of brain providing the nexus is not a spatial thing in the sense of having the ordinary
spatial properties of the brain because the ordinary spatial properties of the brain are
not adequate to explain the emergence of non-spatial mental phenomena. This
property is non-spatial according to McGinn; to mediate between the mind and brain
it must be neither phenomenal nor physical. For all of these reasons, McGinn claims
that the solution of mind-body problem is not an ontological but an epistemological
for human beings and in the next chapter his mysterianism will be analyzed in depth.
Besides these, the similarities and differences between Levine’s explanatory gap and

McGinn’s idea of cognitive closure will be discussed clearly in that chapter.

In the third chapter, | will argue for the possibility of human cognitive closure with

respect to the mind-brain problem by discussing the arguments of Dennett and
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Kriegel. In their studies Dennett and Kriegel argue against the possibility of
cognitive closure by denying the analogy argument of McGinn. McGinn claims that
we are also “biological products” like animals. There is an analogy between animals
and human beings; and just as animals have cognitive closure with respect to
somethings, human beings have cognitive closure about some realities of the world.
On the other hand, according to Dennett and Kriegel we cannot make an analogy
between animals and human beings about the possibility of cognitive closure because
while animals are cognitively closed to some properties because of their language
inability, human beings have language faculty. Because animals don’t understand the
questions about some properties they are cognitively closed to the solutions of these
properties; but, this is not so for human beings because human beings can
comprehend the questions about the mind-body problem. For Dennett and Kriegel it
is implausible to assume that human beings can understand or formulate problems
about some properties, but not understand the solutions of these properties. However,
I think that their arguments against the possibility of cognitive closure are not
successful enough to refute McGinn’s thesis about the mind-body problem and this
will be analyzed in the third chapter in detail.

In the fourth chapter of this thesis I will focus on the nature of McGinn’s property
providing the mind-brain nexus. McGinn asserts that there must a brain property
mediating between the mind and the brain; however, this property must have a non-
spatial character. The non-spatial nature of McGinn’s property seems to be quite
problematic, and there are some arguments about how the non-spatial nature of this
property contradicts with the other arguments of McGinn such as the existence of a
naturalistic solution to the mind-body problem. However, according to me some of
these arguments misinterpret McGinn’s thesis, and in the fourth chapter 1 will
analyze these misinterpretations in detail. | also think that the non-spatial nature of
McGinn’s property creates some problems with respect to the mediating character of
it; because if there is a mediating property, then it must be shared by both kinds of
states. On the other hand, non-spatiality is not the feature that is shared by spatial
brain states. Although McGinn tries to dissolve the mind-body puzzlement, he

creates new problems. In other words, while we try to explain the relation between
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consciousness and the brain; the non-spatial property of the brain creates new
problematic relations like the relation between this non-spatial property and
consciousness or the relation between the non-spatial property and the brain. For this
reason, chapter four will address not only misinterpretations of McGinn’s thesis, but

also problematic aspect of his thesis in depth.

The final chapter of this thesis will be a summary of the other chapters and I will
reach a conclusion about McGinn’s mysterianism by using the argumentations in the
previous chapters. McGinn’s transcendental naturalism seems to be consistent and
reasonable to some extent; however, | think that it has some problematic aspects as
well, and conclusion chapter of this thesis will be written to summarize both the

reasonable and the problematic aspects of McGinn’s mysterianism.



CHAPTER II

MCGINN’S MYSTERIANISM

2.1. Explanation of McGinn’s Mysterianism

Discussions on the question regarding the nature of the link between mind and body
and attempts to explain the nature of consciousness occupy a central place in
philosophy of mind. In this chapter of this thesis, | will extensively analyze
McGinn’s mysterianism with respect to the mind-body relation; but, before
presenting this analysis | will take a look at the relation between consciousness and
spatiality for this relation plays an important role in the emergence of mind-body

puzzlement.

2.1.1. Consciousness and Spatiality

McGinn claims that the brain is the most important organ required for one to have a
mental life. It is like the “seat” or “womb” of consciousness. Brain enables us to have
mental experience, conscious states (1999, pp: 4-5). McGinn asserts that “We
attribute consciousness to the brain not because we can observe it there, or infer it
from what we can observe, but because first person introspection shows that it
changes when the brain is altered. If it were not for introspection, we would have no
reason to attribute consciousness to the brain at all —any more than a rock™ (1996, p:
45). That is, ultimately by introspection we can realize that not heart or any other
organs, but brain is the seat of consciousness, since changes in the brain lead to
changes in the states of consciousness as well. There is a correlation between them;

brain activities are correlated with the happenings in consciousness. For instance,
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when we hit our heads on the wall, this can cause injury of brain and change of brain
activity. Synchronously with this change, we can realise the alteration of our
consciousness by introspection. We can observe the changes in our liver as well; but
ultimately thanks to introspection we can realize that not liver but brain is the home

for our consciousness.

However, although brain is the most important organ for consciousness, according to
McGinn their characters are totally different from each other. McGinn claims that
while brain is a spatial thing, mind is non-spatial. He illustrates this distinction in his
article, “Consciousness and Space.” Let’s suppose that E is the visual experience of
yellow flash and it is correlated with a set of neural structures and events, N. While
N occupies a place back of the head and extends over some area of the cortex, E does
not have any spatial extension and solidity. While N is composed of spatial
properties and it is a citizen of space, E has no shape, volume, spatial dimensionality
or any of other spatial characteristic (1995, p: 1). That is, while spatiality, extension,
solidity and shape are not features that are compatible with consciousness, they are
categories which are attributable to bodily structures like the brain. For instance, |
feel pleasure when I eat soufflé; even though the object of my feeling of pleasure and
complex of neural events in the brain correlated with this feeling are spatial things —
they have spatial properties as dimensions, shape or solidity- my mental experience,
feeling of pleasure itself, does not have spatial properties, it has a non-spatial
character. Or, as another example, if | have claustrophobia, the object of my fear,
closed areas, and the neural process of brain correlated with my fear have spatial
features; but, my conscious state, the experience of fear itself, has none of these

spatial characteristics.

Further, McGinn claims that unlike the brain, conscious states are not perceived. The
non-spatial character of consciousness is related to the other feature of it; that is,

imperceptibility of it (1995, p: 1). McGinn asserts that

We perceive by our various sense organs, a variety of material objects laid out in
space, taking up certain volumes and separated by certain distances. We thus
conceive of these perceptual objects as spatial entities; perception informs us directly



of their spatiality but conscious subjects and their mental states are not in this way
perceptual objects. (1995, p: 1)

That is, by our sense organs -seeing, smelling, touching, hearing or tasting- we can
perceive observable spatial objects in the world; on the other hand, by using these
organs we can achieve neither the perception of our own nor that of another person’s
conscious states. For instance, when I look up at something blue, | can only perceive
the features of that spatial thing, its shape, colour etc; but, I cannot perceive my
experience of the blueness, namely my mental experience itself. In a similar way,
when my friend listens to classical music, | can witness his behaviours at that time;
but I cannot perceive his experience of classical music itself; that is, | cannot witness
his feelings of pleasure by staring at him. Imperceptibility of consciousness is
dependent upon the non-spatial character of it, for spatial objects are perceived by
sense organs by virtue of their spatial features. My visual experience of blueness or
my friend’s experience of the music don’t have any spatial features as form, shape,
size or bulk; for this reason, we cannot perceive conscious states by our bodily
senses. According to McGinn, perception reacts only to spatial characteristics. We
can perceive brain states; but we cannot perceive conscious states, although they are
causally related to the brain. In “Can We Solve the Mind-Body Problem?” McGinn
supports this idea by saying that:

You can stare into living conscious brain, your own or someone else’s, and see there
a wide variety of unstantiated properties —its shape, colour, texture, etc.- but you will
not thereby see what the subject is experiencing, the conscious state itself. Conscious
states are simply not potential objects of perception: they depend on the brain but
they cannot be observed by directing the senses onto the brain. In other words,
consciousness is noumenal with respect to perception of brain. (1989, p: 357)

As presented above, while properties like the neuro-chemical structure of the brain

are spatially located and perceptible, consciousness is not a perceptible and spatial

property of the brain.

However, can someone say that like the brain, consciousness is also spatially located
in the world? Or, more clearly, can we claim that our conscious states have a spatial
location in the brain as associated brain events have? McGinn asserts that “The realm

of mental is just not bound up in the world of objects in space in the way that
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ordinary physical events are so bound up” (1995, p: 2). That is, objects in space are
connected with the spatial world by virtue of their spatial characteristics; on the other
hand, mental states are related with the spatial world only through the medium of
their causal dependence on the brain states. According to McGinn we cannot say that
mental states have location in spatial world precisely, but we can attribute location to
them in a fairly systematic way (1995, p: 2). That is, physical events in the brain
cause changes in our mental states; there is a correlation between one another as we
mentioned above, and we say that mental states are “in vicinity of” those physical
events; but this kind of location doesn’t depend on the fact that we perceive mental
states at that location; rather, it depends on their causal relation with physical events
which are intrinsically located in the spatial world. McGinn claims that “locating
mental events as we do in the actual world is merely “theoretical”, as one might say a
sort of courtesy location” (1995, p: 3). Indeed it can be said that conscious states
don’t have an intrinsic connection with space, they have only derivative one (1999,
pp: 5, 112). In other words, my mental experiences don’t take up a place in the brain
intrinsically; they have only causally based location by virtues of their relation with
non-derivatively located brain states. This kind of location doesn’t harm the intrinsic
non-spatial character of the conscious states, since we still don’t attribute any spatial

feature as solidity, shape, size or dimension to the mental states.

A common wisdom is that two material objects cannot occupy the same place at the
same time; this spatial exclusion is necessary in the nature of space and spatial
objects (1995, p: 3). However, this cannot be thought for conscious states according
to McGinn. That is, asking whether experience of redness can have the same place at
the same time with experience of yellow is a category mistake. Since space exclusion
requires the solidity, and solidity is the feature ascribed to spatial objects, not to
mental states (1999, pp: 100-111). Conscious states don’t have location and any
other spatial characteristic; so they cannot compete for space. McGinn claims that “if
the essential mark of the spatial is competition for space, as the metaphysical

principle records, then the mental lacks that essential feature” (1995, p: 3).
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On the other hand, there is a problem about the emergence and interaction of
consciousness and McGinn says that “the problem arises from the specific clash
between the essence of consciousness and its apparent origin, brain” (1995, p: 5).
That is, although consciousness and brain have radically different characters, there is
an interaction between them; non-spatial consciousness is causally related with the
spatial brain However, how do non-spatial mental states connect with the spatial
brain? How does matter lead to the emergence of non-spatial states? What is the

nature of link between consciousness and brain?

We find questions like the ones mentioned above under the title “the mind-body
problem. Now, I will present McGinn’s transcendental naturalism, which is at the

core of his answers to some of those questions.
2.1.2. McGinn’s Hypothesis: Transcendental Naturalism

McGinn’s explanation of transcendental naturalism (TN) starts with Chomsky’s
distinction among questions." That is, he uses Chomsky’s distinction between
problem and mystery?. According to this distinction, a problem is a question of
natural phenomena; but we can find an answer to this question, since we are designed
biologically so, or it is in the limits of our cognitive capacities. A mystery is a
question about the natural phenomena as well; that is these two kinds of question are
alike about the naturalness of their subject-matter; but contrary to problem we cannot
find an answer to this kind of question because such an answer is out of our cognitive
limitations. For this reason, mystery is mystery for us (1993, p: 3). As can be
understood from the distinction explained whether a question is problem or mystery
depends on the epistemic capacity of the subject asking the question. In other words,
a question might be in the class of mystery for one sort of creature; but it may be
intrinsically solvable for other kind of creature, for they are different in terms of their

cognitive capacities. Or, for instance, a question which is merely problem for us

' In the Problems in Philosophy McGinn explains four distinctions of questions as problems,
mysteries, illusion and issues; but, I focused on two of them: problem and mystery.

? For the details of this issue you can see Chomsky’s study (1976) “Problems and Mysteries in the
Study of Human Language”.
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might be mystery for another creature which doesn’t have cognitive capacity we
have, and so although there is no innate change in the ontological status of the entity
of the question, whether it is problem or mystery might vary from one creature to

another because of their epistemic situation.

McGinn claims that according to TN about a certain question Q, the subject-matter
of this question has three properties: reality, naturalness and cognitive inaccessibility
in terms of the subject asking this question (1993, p: 4). Transcendental naturalism
defends a strong form of realism about the nature of things that cognitive beings are
confused about (1993, p: 5). That is, the subject of a certain philosophical question is
an ontologically real thing in the objective world independently from the cognitive
access of the subject in relation with it. He expresses this idea by saying that “for TN
there may exist facts about the world that are inaccessible to thinking creatures such
as ourselves. Reality is under no epistemic constraint” (1993, p: 5). Besides this, a
second property of the subject-matter of the question is that it is intrinsically natural
according to TN. In other words, it is not a magical thing or it doesn’t have miracle
or divine nature innately, rather it has natural explanation as concepts of three-
dimensional space have. However, TN accepts that although there is a natural
explanation of such a question, it is inaccessible in terms of subjects asking this
question because of their cognitive capacities. That is, for McGinn we as human
beings don’t have to be capable of having cognitive access to all features of the
world. Our cognitive structure may be closed to some realities of the world not
because of the ontological nature of these things but because of the structure of our
cognition. For instance, there might be beings that have cognitive deficiency about
the atomic structure of material objects. And when they ask themselves how a
material object can be separated into parts and how it can be compressed, although
these questions have a particular explanation they cannot answer these questions
because they are cognitively closed in terms of the required atomic theory (1993, p:
7). As explained above although these questions are solvable simply for us, with
regards to these beings they are in the class of mystery because of their cognitive
closure. Even though subjects of these questions have reality and natural explanation

in the world, their solutions might not be accessible for some beings. For this reason,
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in TN, cognitive closure is accepted as biological limitations, it is not related with the

ontological structure of the subjects of the questions.

McGinn originally used transcendental naturalism for formulating the mind-body
problem in the Can We Solve the Mind-Body Problem? However, in his more recent
work, Problems in the Philosophy, he theorized this idea by calling it as
‘transcendental naturalism’ to formulate philosophical problems such as the self,
meaning, free will and the a priori as well. According to McGinn philosophical
perplexities derive from inherent constraints in our epistemic faculties; indeed there
are not problems since philosophical questions are about the inherently perplexing,

extraordinary or suspicious entities or facts (1993, p: 2).

There are, roughly, two sorts of approach concerning the nature of philosophical
questions. According to the first, philosophical questions are empirical or scientific.
By doing philosophy we use human faculties like perceptual observation used in
empirical science. According to the second, however, philosophical questions are
conceptual and analytical; that is, subjects-matters of such questions are about
concepts but not the empirical objects of the world. For this reason, in the answer of
philosophical questions we use not the faculty of perception but the faculty of self-
reflection to elucidate the subjects of them (1993, pp: 9-10). On the other hand, as
can be understood from the features of transcendental naturalism presented above,
McGinn partially agrees with these approaches with regards to the nature of
philosophical questions. TN accepts that subjects of philosophical questions are
ontologically real objects of the world as in science. In so far as this claim conforms
to the empirical approach, it disagrees with the conceptual one. On the other side, it
conforms to the conceptual view in that it holds that we cannot use empirical
investigation for solving such questions (1993, pp: 10-11). For him, although they
have real subjects and a natural explanation, since we cannot attain them, we feel as

if there were philosophical perplexities.

For McGinn, the mind-body problem is also among these questions about which we

feel as if there is a philosophical perplexity. He says that “mind-body problem has a
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merely scientific solution, but it seems to us like a peculiarly philosophical problem
because the requisite theory lies outside of our cognitive bounds” (1993, p: 42).
Although in reality there is not a philosophical but a scientific solution of this
question, there are some philosophical doctrines which answer the mind-body
problem with their own ways. And McGinn takes these philosophical positions as

having a DIME shape:

“D” is for domesticating responses. Such responses attempt to persuade us that
consciousness is not more than such-and-such (1993, p: 32). That is, according to
this position consciousness can be reduced to metaphysically unproblematic facts.
For instance, materialism or functionalism is incorporated by domesticating
responses. The reason of this that these positions try to explain conscious states by
reducing them to physical states, neural states or states identified by causal role
(1993, p: 32).

“I”” 1s for irreducibility. According to irreducibility, consciousness cannot be reduced
to such things because of its intrinsic irreducibility. It is a primitive being, but not in
a miraculous way. It is primitive as space and time are (1996, p: 41). This position
claims that the emergence of consciousness from the brain must be accepted without
explanation, since “nothing can be said to explain how this could be: it just is” (1996,
p: 41).

“M” is for miracle thesis. According to such thesis the world does not have merely
intelligible laws or natural forces, it also has ultimate anomalies. And consciousness
has an immaterial, immortal and divine nature; it doesn’t belong to this world. Its

relation with the brain is totally miraculous (1993, p: 34).

“E” is for eliminativism. This position simply denies the existence of consciousness,
and sensations, or emotions. These are the products of pre-scientific nonsense. Only
material brain exists with its neuro-chemical structure. If there were a being as a

consciousness, there would be a miracle thing; but there is no magic in the world so
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there cannot be a being as consciousness (1993, p: 35). For consciousness doesn’t

really exist, there is no mind-body problem according to this position.

McGinn characterises the DIME shape for showing the alternative philosophical
responses to the consciousness puzzlement, and he believes that his hypothesis TN
supplies a better, not refutative, but diagnostic alternative. He says that in terms of
the mind-body relation his approach, unlike E, accepts the full reality of
consciousness. Also unlike M, his hypothesis denies the miraculous nature of
consciousness. Unlike I, TN claims that mind-body relation has a natural
explanation; but, unlike D, believes that our cognitive capacities are too limited to
find this explanation (1996, p: 42).

McGinn claims that although there are unsuccessful approaches like DIME,
according to transcendental naturalism we cannot understand anything which is not

comprehensible in terms of CALM structure.

McGinn develops Chomsky’s speculation about the structure of language itself and
he refers to it as a CALM conjecture -Combinatorial Atomism with Lawlike
Mappings-. As Chomsky claims, McGinn says that the human being has a
biologically innate grammatical structure and language is fitted in this innate
bordered structure. That is, as a faculty of the human being, language is determined
by this innately limited grammatical structure of the human mind. According to
McGinn this grammatical structure of language determines what is accessible and
what is inaccessible to human reason. And this grammar of reason McGinn calls as
CALM. CALM means combining atomic elements on the basis of certain laws and
mapping them onto the facts to be explained (1993, p: 37). In other words, there are
primitive things in the world, and we combine them with each other on the basis of
certain laws and so, more complex things in the world are called as aggregates of
primitive elements. This means that we can explain the properties of aggregates in
terms of properties of primitive simple things combined on the basis of rules.
McGinn says that we use the CALM structure to explain theories of some domains

which are tolerably transparent to us such as geometry, arithmetic, language, physic
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or biology (1994, p: 149). For example, material objects are composed of the
combination of atoms on the basis of physical rules, sentences are the combination of
words on the basis of syntactic rules, or geometrical figures are the combination of

the lines, areas and volumes (1999, p: 56).

However McGinn uses this conjecture to separate what we can make theoretically
intelligible from what we cannot, since he claims that while we can understand the
properties which conform to CALM principles we cannot understand the entities
which don’t conform to them (1994, p: 148-9). For instance, we cannot achieve the
explanation of theories of philosophical problems such as freewill, the self, meaning
etc. by applying the CALM structure. And in a same way according to him CALM
cannot be applied to the case of consciousness and the brain, as conscious states are
not the complexes which consist of neural elements in the brain. Some aspects of the
brain like neurons or other cellular structures conform to CALM schema, but they
are not an effective part of the brain in the emergence of conscious states. To be able
to explain the emergence of mental states that are not CALM products of neural
process that fit the structure of CALM, there must be other aspects of the brain as
well (1994, p: 149). There is a psycho-physical link between the mind and the brain,
but psycho-physical link is not comprehensible by CALM structure; we cannot
combine physical and psychological things with one another on the basis of certain

laws.

2.1.3. McGinn’s Arguments for Mind-Body Problem

McGinn uses TN for formulating the mind-body puzzle as well. If we handle the
questions about how consciousness emerges from the brain or what the nature of the
link between mind and body is, the explanation of McGinn’s hypothesis (TN) to
these questions is that there exist some natural process through which mental
experience arises from the matter; but the nature of this process is cognitively closed
for us. That is, this problem is insoluble for human beings, not because

consciousness is miraculous or nonexistent but because of our cognitive limitations
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(1996, p: 43). In his article, “Can We Solve the Mind-Body Problem?,” McGinn
establishes his hypothesis by arguing details of these three steps:

i. There exists some property of the brain that accounts naturalistically for
consciousness.
ii. We are cognitively closed with respect to that property.
iii. There is no philosophical mind-body problem. (1989, p: 352)

We can also explain his hypothesis more clearly by analyzing these three claims step
by step.

According to McGinn we are aware that there is a causal relation between brain and
consciousness. That is, mental states are caused by brain states and “this causal nexus
must proceed through necessary connections of some kind” (1989, p: 353). He says
that if we don’t accept eliminative materialism about consciousness; that is, if we
don’t believe that conscious states are a fiction of common sense and in fact they do
not exist, then there must be some theory which explains this psycho-physical causal
relation (1989, p: 353). Since according to McGinn even if it is out of our cognitive
limitations there must be natural explanation for each reality in the world; “it is
implausible to take these correlations (psychophysical correlations between mind-
body) as ultimate and inexplicable facts” (1989, p: 353). According to him
consciousness emerges from the brain thanks to some natural property in the brain.
However this emergence cannot be a kind of radical way as emergence of
consciousness from the brain in virtue of the cerebral (1989, p: 353). In other words,
we cannot connect consciousness to the brain with respect to the neurons or brain
cells in the brain; this connection cannot be explicable via neuro-chemical process of
the brain. It is identical with supposing that consciousness emerges from the brain in
a miraculous way, since we cannot obtain even a bit of clue about mental states via

neuro-chemical process of the brain.

McGinn uses the example of the emergence of life from inorganic matter. He claims
that life emerges from inorganic matter; but we cannot suppose it as a miraculous
emergence or its expanding process as inexplicable facts. We think that even if we

cannot know it, there must be some natural explanation of this process and as further
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biological evolution consciousness must have some natural explanation as well

(1989, p: 353). He supports this claim by saying that:

...there exists some property P, instantiated by the brain, in virtue of which the brain
is the basis of consciousness. Equivalently, there exists some theory T, referring to P,
which fully explains the dependence of conscious states on brain states. If we knew
T, then we would have a constructive solution to the mind-body problem. (1989, p:
353)
As can be deduced from this quotation, the problem stemming from the unextended
mind’s dependence on extended brain does indeed has a natural explanation thanks

to property of the brain.

McGinn especially insists on the existence of the naturalistic solution of the mind-
body problem. Of course there may be a belief that consciousness emerges from the
brain in a miraculous way as if Djinn emanates from the lamp, or it can be thought
that consciousness arises from the brain thanks to the divine power of God. However,
McGinn refuses all of these assumptions because he claims that as a part of our
biological structure the brain is not different from our other organs. It is like the
kidney or the liver, but the only differences between them are their physical
structures, and features (Demircioglu, 2016-a, p: 3). For this reason, according to
McGinn just as we do not think that the liver secrets the bile in a miraculous way, we
should accept that the brain secrets consciousness in a natural way as well. If we did
not have the anatomical knowledge of how the liver secrets the bile, then we could
think that bile emerges from the liver in a miraculous way. On the other hand,
because we have the knowledge of this anatomical theory, we do not feel

astonishment about this issue.

However, although there is a naturalistic solution of the mind-body problem, the
most essential question is whether we can ever know theory T explaining this
solution, and grasp nature of the property P. And moving on to (ii), according to
McGinn we can never know theory T, and grasp nature of the property P because of
our cognitive limitations. For being able to solve the mind-body puzzle we try to
achieve the knowledge of mind-body nexus, however, our bafflement about this issue

stems from the limits of our understanding capacity. He claims that in order to fully
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understand why the problem of consciousness is so perplexing, we must examine the
nature of human knowledge (1999, p: 31). Although there is a natural nexus between
the mind and the brain in virtue of property P, we are cognitively closed to the
knowledge of this connection and the nature of the property. We can explain more
clearly what cognitive closure is by using the case of the Humean mind. According
to David Hume, concepts can only be formed in the mind by way of impressions of
senses. That is, for the Humean mind, perception has a critical role in the concept-
forming process. If we have the perception of red, then we can have a concept of red,
if you cannot see it, you cannot have anything about it either. On the other hand,
according to McGinn human beings do not have Humean minds. And such a
Humean mind is not capable of grasping and understanding some scientific theories
or laws of nature (1999, p: 43-44). For instance, a Humean mind cannot comprehend
scientific theories or unobservables like properties of atoms etc.; this means that
scientific theories about unobservable things are cognitively closed to the Humean
mind. In a similar way, we might have, as human beings, a mind that is unable to
grasp some domains of reality of the world, since our concept-forming capacity has
limitations as well. For this reason, similarly we might be cognitively closed to the

knowledge of the mind-body link.

McGinn defines “cognitive closure” as follows: “A type of mind M is cognitively
closed with respect to property P (or theory T) if and only if the concept-forming
procedures at M’s disposal cannot extend to a grasp of P (or an understanding of T)”
(1989, p: 350). According to McGinn, our minds’ concept-forming faculties are
unable to grasp the nature of property making mind-body link possible or understand

theory explaining this link.

We have two distinct faculties and by using them we apprehend the whole empirical
world: introspection and perception. All information obtained from the world is
either introspection-based or perception-based (2003, p: 158). While, we form our
concepts of consciousness by introspecting our own inner mental states; we form our
concept of the brain by observing or perceiving it. For instance; when you cut your

finger, you experience pain. You experience this feeling “from the inside,” and you
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form the concept of pain through examining this inner mental state. On the other
hand, you might also be aware of your brain’s gray walnut looking, or network of
crisscrossing fibers by making observation via technological instruments; that is, by
the way of outer senses (1999, pp: 46-7). While you comprehend consciousness

inwardly and directly, you comprehend the brain outwardly.

According to McGinn although there are only two possible ways —introspection and
perception- to try to arrive at property P, as mentioned above either of them can be
successful for this task. Firstly, we can evaluate introspection in terms of getting to
property P. McGinn asserts that we can grasp P neither through introspection nor by
some conceptual analysis of introspection-based concepts. Introspection means direct
investigation of consciousness, so via this faculty we can acquire direct and
immediate knowledge of only our mental states. That is, as introspection is limited
with merely consciousness; “we have direct cognitive access to one term of the
mind-brain relation, but we do not have such access to the nature of link” (1989, p:
354). For understanding the mind-brain relation, we must arrive at P, and for
grasping P we must have a faculty mediating between mind and brain; but as a
concept forming faculty introspection doesn’t succeed this job, since it can show us
only “vivid nakedness” of conscious states as merely one side of the mind-body

relation.

Beside this, McGinn claims that “neither does it seem feasible to try to extract P
from the concepts of consciousness we now have by some procedure of conceptual
analysis” (1989, p: 354). Introspection gives us what our current mental states are,
but by examining our current mental experiences we cannot obtain any information
about P, since information about this kind of property is not included in the concepts
of consciousness. For instance, we cannot infer how the experience of pain depends
on the brain from an analysis of the concept of pain. According to McGinn trying to
extract P from the analysis of concepts of consciousness is as implausible as trying to
solve the life-matter problem by analysing the concept of life (1989, pp: 354-5).
Therefore, for accessing the mind-body relation by analyzing the concepts of

consciousness is inadequate and “faculty of introspection, as a concept-forming
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capacity is cognitively closed with respect to P (1989, p: 355). If it had not been so,
then there would have not been a puzzle about the mind-body relation because we

would have been able to solve it by introspection simply.

A further point about P and consciousness is related with the limitation of our own
form of consciousness. McGinn claims that “the range of concepts of consciousness
attainable by a mind M is constrained by the specific forms of consciousness
possessed by M” (1989, p: 355). In other words, we can say that we can only form
concepts of conscious states which are experienced by our own. According to
McGinn this claim can be made more intelligible by the following examples: For
instance, we cannot know what it is like to be a bat®. That is, we cannot conceptualise
the bat’s own subjective mental state, because our concepts of consciousness are
formed through our own form of consciousness, and we cannot conceive anything
that transcends our own consciousness. Similarly, if you had never seen red, you
would not understand a certain theory about it. Since for understanding this theory
there must be possession of red experience, but you had never had it (1999, pp: 53-
4). Knowing what it is like to be a bat requires the concept of conscious property we
cannot ever grasp due to inherent limitations of our own form of consciousness as a
human being. Similarly, grasping property P and understanding theory T explaining
mind-body link requires the concept of conscious property we cannot ever have by
virtue of limitation in our consciousness structure. And for P and T transcend these
limitations, they are inaccessible to us.

McGinn claims that if we make an empirical investigation of the brain as the last
avenue to be able to access to the nature of such a property, we don’t reach a
conclusion better than the one we do with introspection. We investigate the structure
of the brain by using perception as our other concept-forming faculty; that is, we
form our concepts of the brain by the way of perception. However, McGinn claims
that we know that there are properties of the brain which are necessarily closed to the
perception of the brain (1989, p: 357). Since, for instance, consciousness as a
property of the brain is closed to perception. As | have explained in the section

“Consciousness and Spatiality” above, consciousness is noumenal in terms of the

® For the details of this example you can see Nagel (1974) “What Is It Like to Be a Bat?”
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perception of the brain; even if we stare into the whole structure of the brain, we
cannot observe the mental states themselves. And McGinn claims that P is also one
of the imperceptible properties of the brain. The argument of perceptual closure for P
begins with the thought that “nothing we can imagine perceiving in the brain would
ever convince us that we have located the intelligible nexus we seek” (1989, p: 357).
In other words, even if we observe all of the properties of the brain, we will always
remain as mystified about how consciousness emerges from the brain. According to
McGinn the reason of our bafflement about this issue contains the fact that “senses
are geared to representing a spatial world; they essentially present things in space
with spatially defined properties” (1989, p: 357). Our sense organs merely reply to
properties having spatial characteristics; but according to McGinn “these properties
are of the wrong sort (the wrong category) to constitute P” (1989, pp: 357-8). He

underlines this claim with these words:

... it is precisely such properties (spatial properties) that seem inherently incapable of
resolving the mind-brain problem: we cannot link consciousness to the brain in
virtue of spatial properties of the brain. There the brain is, an object of perception,
laid out in space, containing spatially distributed process; but consciousness defies
explanation in such terms. Consciousness does not seem made up out of smaller
spatial processes; yet perception of the brain seems limited to revealing such
processes. (1989, p: 357)

Because spatial properties cannot be successful about explaining the psycho-physical

link between consciousness and the brain, P must be a non-spatial property, and for

the reason that P is non-spatial, it cannot be perceived by our senses. As a conclusion

of these claims, P is not only introspectively but also perceptively closed.

On the other hand, McGinn maintains that P has not only introspection and
perception closure, but also conceptual closure on the ground that we cannot
introduce any theoretical concept for getting P by inference from the physical data.
For him “there are reasons for believing that no coherent method of concept
introduction will ever lead us to P (1989, p: 358). And his main reason for this claim
is what he calls the homogeneity principle. It removes the magical emergence of new
concepts because of the fact that according to this principle theoretical concept

formation can only be possible by the way of analogical extension of what we
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observe. For example, “we arrive at the concept of a molecule by taking our
perceptual representations of macroscopic objects and conceiving of smaller scale
objects of the same general kind” (1989, p: 358). However, by this way only
unobservable material objects can be understood as in the example. We cannot grasp
P, since McGinn claims that if observable entities of the brain are unsuitable for
explaining the mind-body relation, then analogical extensions of these original
entities are also inappropriate to arrive at P (1989, p: 359). According to the
homogeneity principle in order to explain observed physical data, we appeal to only
properties and occurrence of the same kind, not to properties of consciousness. P is a
property of the brain as well, but it doesn’t have the characteristics of spatial
properties of the brain, “brain has this property as it has the property of
consciousness” (1989, p: 359). P must be a non-spatial property for explaining mind-
brain relation as mentioned above; and for this reason, no spatial theoretical concept
which is introduced to explain physical data observed in the brain can explain how

consciousness emerges from the brain.

For McGinn, although consciousness is a property of the brain, introspection cannot
give anything about the brain as a physical object; and, in a similar way even though
consciousness originates from the brain, perception, as outer senses, cannot give any
information about the noumenal conscious states (1999, p: 47). And therefore, they
cannot give us any access to how P mediates between them. As presented above,
according to McGinn not only by our concept-forming faculties, but also through the
concepts inferred from these faculties we cannot achieve P, so P is fully cognitively

closed for human beings.

McGinn adds another claim for underlining the puzzle of consciousness. He claims
that a paradigm shift that is a theory revolution, which replaces the earlier claim with
a more effective one cannot be a solution either. There have been paradigm shifts for
explaining some puzzle like conceiving the universe, but in this theoretical shift there
have been only new concepts and theory created with our present faculties. For
explaining the puzzle of consciousness, however, a paradigm shift cannot be

sufficient (2003, p: 160). Because of that, “no amount of paradigm-shifting will teach
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us what it is like to be a bat, or teach a blind what is like to see, since these
deficiencies go deeper than that...we need more than a paradigm shift to solve the
mind-body problem” (2003, p: 160). We need a perspective shift; that is, we need a
new faculty to apprehend the rest of the world. However, we cannot have such a new
faculty, for as human beings we are created with these biological cognitive
limitations. For having a perspective shift, according to McGinn “we need to become
another type of cognitive being altogether” (2003, p: 160). And this means that from
the point of McGinn as we won’t ever know what it is like to be bat, we won’t ever

understand the mind-brain link either.

McGinn is considerably pessimistic about the solvability of the mind-body problem
by human beings. On the other side, according to his third main claim, there is no
philosophical mind-body problem he tries to show his optimism about the removal of
the philosophical perplexity. According to him the emergence of consciousness from
the brain does not have to be inherently miraculous, in order to be noumenal for us.
Indeed the psychophysical nexus between the mind and the brain there is a non-
mysterious and full explanation in a certain science; but this science is cognitively
closed to human beings (1989, p: 361-2). If we accept that consciousness does not
emerge from the brain by the miraculous way in which the Djinn emanates from the
lamb, then there will be no philosophical problem about the mind-brain nexus (1989,
p: 352). Even if we cannot attain it due to the inherent closure of our cognitive
faculties, there is a natural explanation of the mind-body relation: consciousness
emerges from the brain in virtue of a non-spatial property P in the brain in a natural
way. For McGinn we are like the Humean mind in terms of our understanding of the
connection between the mind and body, and we confuse our faculties’ limitations and
objective eeriness with each other. However, the generation of mind from the brain is
not an objectively mysterious phenomenon in reality. McGinn identifies the
explanation of mind-body relation as a kind of mystery as well; but, he explains the
sense of mystery by means of our own cognitive limitations, not by the way of
objective magical process in the world. That is, “the sense of miracle comes from us
not from the world” (1989, p: 363). We can say that the nature of consciousness is

mystery in one sense; but not in other sense and this position is the natural result of a
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sharp separation between the epistemological and ontological dimensions of the
problem. If we look at it epistemologically, it is a mystery in the sense that it is
beyond human beings’ cognitive limitations; but, if we look at it ontologically, it is
not mystery in the sense that it is not inherently miraculous for it has natural and
simple explanation in the reality (1996, p: 42). According to McGinn, because we
cannot solve the mind-body puzzle, we may think that consciousness may be quite a
complex phenomenon; but he mentions that consciousness is not complex; on the
contrary, it is biologically simple. There is no reason to suppose that consciousness is
more complex than digestion or sexual reproduction; but, because our cognitive
limitations are not adequate to achieve the nature of its emergence we tend to believe
that consciousness is extremely complex. In a similar way, if you had experienced
the world in the light of blue, you would have begun to believe that experiencing the
world in shades of red is more puzzling than experiencing it in shades of blue. In
fact, red is not more complex than blue (1999, p: 64). Although there is also simple
natural process between mind and body, we tend to project the bias of our minds
onto nature as if there is an anomaly in nature itself (1999, p: 65). And the problem
itself merely stems from this tendency. In, Can we solve the mind-body problem?,
McGinn gives an answer to this question as both No and Yes (1989, p: 366). He says
“No”, because as mentioned in detail above, we cannot solve the mind-body relation
by the reason of our own inherently cognitive limitations. On the other side, he says
“Yes”, since he thinks that the philosophical problem about this connection is

removed thanks to his hypothesis.

As a conclusion, we can summarize McGinn’s transcendental naturalism as follows.
(1) Consciousness cannot be reduced to brain states. Since when we stare into the
brain we can only see neurons and electro chemical activities which may correlate to
our mental states, but we cannot access the mental experience itself. However, (2)
state of consciousness emerge from the brain. Aristotle claimed that not brain but
heart is the seat of consciousness; but this is wrong. This is because brain’s activities
correlate directly with those of consciousness. When our brain is injured, changes in
the brain lead to change in the states of consciousness. For this reason, as McGinn

says the brain houses consciousness (1999, p: 52). From (1) and (2) we infer that (3)
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we feel as if there is a philosophical problem about the mind-brain connection. Since,
while brain is the spatial thing mental states are non-spatial phenomena, and as
mental states cannot be brain states themselves, we suppose that there is a
philosophical puzzlement about that how matter causes the emergence of non-spatial
phenomena. Indeed, (4) there is a non-spatial property P in the brain and by virtue of
it there is a natural connection between the mind and the brain. However; (5) the
concept-forming faculties of human being have inherent limitations. That is, there are
two basic concept-forming faculties of human beings: introspection and perceptions.
For this reason; there is not a mind body substance dualism; but there is a concept
dualism. Since we can only form a concept of consciousness by introspection and we
can only form a concept of brain by perception. Introspection is limited by
consciousness and perception is limited by observable things. And (6) the nature of P
and hence mind-body causal connection are beyond this limitation. There is no other
faculty we have to form a concept of the unity emerging from the mind-body
relation. When we try to access this connection, we can either analyze consciousness
with introspection or investigate the brain with perception; but, this situation is like
viewing an elephant either from the tail or from the trunk, we can never achieve a
view of the whole elephant (1999, p: 48). And from (4), (5) and (6) we infer that (7)
we can never produce a constructive solution to the mind-body problem, but we can
remove the philosophical problem about it. That is, even if we are cognitively closed
to the mind-body relation, there exists consciousness and a natural process of mind-
body connection in reality. There is a theory T and it explains the mind-body relation
by using no miraculous way than the way in which we explain relation between the
liver and bile (1989, p: 362). T is noumenal for us, but this doesn’t make it
miraculous or less real. For this reason, there is no philosophical problem about the

mind-brain connection.

2.2. Levine’s Explanatory Gap and McGinn’s Cognitive Closure

The explanatory gap is a term that is first used by Joseph Levine in his article:
Materialism and Qualia: The Explanatory Gap. He uses this term to indicate that the

qualitative character of phenomenal state cannot be fully explained by physical
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processes. In other words, in the psycho-physical identity theories there are some
unexplainable crucial points with respect to phenomenal states for human beings and
Levine calls this situation as ‘explanatory gap’ between physical and phenomenal
states. And according to Levine the reason of our inability to grasp the relation

between physical and phenomenal states is the existence of this explanatory gap.

In his article, before explaining the explanatory gap idea Levine mentions Kripke’s
objections to materialist arguments about the mind-body relation. He especially
focuses on Kripke’s argument about that psycho physical identity theories are
metaphysically false. He explains this objection by saying that according to Kripke if
something is true, then it must be necessarily true. And if something is necessarily
true, then there is not a possible world in which it is false (1983, p: 355). To analyze
this argument of Kripke’s Levine uses two identity statements:

“(1) Pain is the firing of C-fibers.”

“(2) Heat is the motion of molecules.” (1983, p: 354)
According to Kripke, the theoretical identity thesis “heat is the motion of molecules”
is necessarily true because there is not a possible world in which heat is experienced
without the motion of molecules (Levine, 1983, p: 355). On the other hand, for him
the psycho-physical identity thesis “pain is the firing of C-fibers is false because if it
is true, then it must be necessarily true, and if it is necessarily true, then there is no
possible world in which pain exists without C-fibers firing. However, according to
him there is a possible world in which pain is experienced without C-fibers firing
(Levine, 1983, p: 355).

Although Levine finds Kripke’s argument to be really important, he does not think
that Kripke’s objection is totally successful. He claims that Kripke’s objection is
related with an epistemological thesis not with an ontological one, and the
epistemological thesis is not sufficient to be able to claim that psycho-physical

identity thesis is ontologically false (1983, p: 354).

Levine emphasizes that theoretical identities and psycho-physical identities are

different from each other; theoretical identities can be fully explained in a theoretical
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way; and for this reason, we can easily understand the identity of heat and the motion
of the molecules. On the other hand, for pain and C-fibers firing there is no such
explanation showing that how pain is identical with the C-fibers firing. We can easily

understand this claim of Levine’s in his following remark:

Statement (2), | want to say, expresses an identity that is fully explanatory, with
nothing crucial left out. On the other hand, [statement (1) does] seem to leave
something crucial unexplained, there is a “gap” in the explanatory import of [this
statement]. It is this explanatory gap, | claim, which is responsible for their
vulnerability to Kripke-type objections. (1983, p: 357)
As can be deduced from the quotation above there is something about the
phenomenal state pain which is not explained by the C-fibers firing. Levine accepts
that of course, C-fibers firing can explain the causal role of the pain. That is, for
instance, when we cut our skin by something sharp, some nerves are damaged and
this situation stimulates the C-fibers which lead to pain as an avoidance mechanism
(1983, p: 357). On the other hand, Levine says that our concept of pain involves
more than its causal role; it has also a qualitative character (1983, p: 357). Its
qualitative character is related with what it is like to feel pain, and when we identify
pain with C-fibers firing this subjective quality of the pain experience still remains a
puzzle for human beings. For Levine, this means that there is an “explanatory gap”
between physical and phenomenal states, but this gap has a merely epistemological
character not an ontological one. As can be seen in the quotation above he thinks that
the reason of Kripke’s argument against the materialist views is this explanatory gap.
As an explanation of this claim Levine says that because we cannot explain how C-
fibers firing has the qualitative character of the pain that is identical with it, or
because we cannot understand what it is like to feel pain by identifying pain with
physical properties of C-fibers firing, pain without C-fibers firing or C-fibers firing
without pain comes to be conceivable for us (1983, p: 359). However, as | said
before unlike Kripke he asserts that this epistemological thesis does not affect the
truth of the ontological thesis, so we cannot reach the conclusion that the psycho-
physical identity thesis is metaphysically false by the ‘explanatory gap’. According
to him, even if psycho-physical identity statements are ontological facts, we cannot
access to the truth or falsity of them epistemologically because of this explanatory

gap (1983, p: 360). Some psycho-physical identity statements may be true, but we
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cannot know which one is true for such statements which have the explanatory gap
(1983, p: 359).

In his thesis McGinn introduces the ‘cognitive closure’ thesis which appears similar
to explanatory gap idea. However, there are some strong differences between
Levine’s ‘explanatory gap’ and McGinn’s ‘cognitive closure’. Firstly, as I explained
before, according to McGinn’s cognitive closure thesis, to be able to explain the
mind-brain link we must have a concept of the property making possible this nexus,
but according to him we can never obtain this concept not because it is ontologically
miraculous, but because we have limited cognitive faculties. For this reason,
according to McGinn this epistemological gap between physical and phenomenal
domains will remain forever for human beings. On the other hand, Levine’s account
of the explanatory gap does not address anything about the persistence of this
explanatory gap. That is, “unlike McGinn, he [Levine] doesn’t go on to make the
further claim that this gap will remain forever for us human being” (Block, Flanagan,

and Giizeldere, 1997, p: xviii).

Secondly, the more important difference between McGinn and Levine is about their
approach to the psycho-physical relation. As I explained above, according to Levine
there is no ontological gap between physical and phenomenal states; he leaves the
door open for the possibility that phenomenal states can be identified with the
physical process ontologically. In other words, he does not seem to be trying to draw
a non-materialist conclusion; on the contrary, he tries to show that the explanatory
gap creates not an ontological, but only an epistemological problem for materialism.
For Levine this problem may bother materialists, but does not show that their theses
about the mind-brain relation are false. On the other hand, McGinn does not think
that phenomenal states can be identified with merely physical states. Of course, he
claims that there is a necessary causal relation between the phenomenal mind and the
physical brain, and that consciousness emerges from some natural properties of the
brain, but he especially insists that phenomenal states cannot be reduced to physical
processes and the properties making possible their relation are not ordinary physical

properties of the brain either. While Levine emphasizes that we cannot claim the
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falsity of materialism, McGinn clearly claims the falsity of materialism with these

words:

Materialism says there is nothing more to the mind than the brain as currently
conceived. The mind is made of meat. It is meat, neither more nor less. A conscious
state such as seeing something red is just a bunch of neurons, brain cells, doing their
physical thing. Living meat, yes, complicated meat, but meat nonetheless. We might
as well call materialism “meatism.” (1999, p: 18)
As can be deduced from the quotation McGinn thinks that phenomenal states are not
only epistemologically but also ontologically something more than merely physical
processes. According to him, pain and C-fibers firing are the names of two
ontologically distinct properties, so we cannot say that pain and C-fibers firing are
identical with each other (1999, p: 20). Unlike Levine, McGinn finds the psycho-

physical identity statement “Pain is C-fibers firing” to be not only epistemologically,

but also ontologically problematic.

McGinn also uses a thought experiment by Frank Jackson to show the problematic
aspect of materialism®. This thought experiment is about a brilliant scientist Mary.
Mary is born in a black and white room and she has never experienced any colours
apart from these for she has not investigated the world by leaving her room.
However, she is also a talented scientist because she knows everything about the
physical processes of the brain thanks to the black and white television monitor in
her room. That is, she knows all the physical processes that take place in the brain
when we see a red tomato or a blue sky etc. She uses the terms “blue” and “red”, but
she has never met with them. Let’s suppose that one day Mary leaves her black and
white room and she meets with the red tomato or the blue sky itself in the real world.
This means that Mary will learn something new; she will have the experience of
“redness” or “blueness” itself. She will have something that she did not know in her
black and white room. When she was in the black and white room, although she
obtains the whole information about the neurophysiology of visual experience, she

cannot have the knowledge of what it is like to have such experience. And by using

* This thought experiment used by McGinn is the knowledge argument of Frank Jackson (we may call
it as Mary’s room), and he uses this argument in his study “Epiphenomenal Qualia” (1982) with
intend to argue against physicalism.
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this important thought experiment of Jackson’s McGinn claims that materialism is
clearly false because complete knowledge of the brain does not come to mean
complete knowledge of the mind (1999, p: 22). According to him, we have the
knowledge of what it is like to have conscious experience via introspection by which
We can access our own conscious states; we cannot acquire it by our physical
knowledge. There is a deep logical gap between the physical and the phenomenal,
and the reason of this gap is not that introspection is inadequate to show the true
nature of the phenomenal states. On the contrary, introspection reveals the fact that
the physical and the phenomenal are distinct states with each other, and mental states
cannot be reduced to physical neurons (1999, p: 23). As | explained before, in his
study Levine also accepts the qualitative character of phenomenal states. However,
according to him there is only an epistemological gap between pain and C-fibers
firing because we cannot explain how C-fibers firing has the qualitative character of
the pain identical with it. In other words, we can say that while for Levine the
epistemological gap does not show that there is an ontological gap between the
physical and the phenomenal, for McGinn this clearly creates an ontological gap and

shows us that materialism is false.

In his study, Chalmers also touches on the difference between McGinn’s and
Levine’s approaches to this hard problem by discussing some types of materialist and
non-reductionist views®. Chalmers classifies Levine’s attitude towards the mind-body
problem as ‘Type-B materialism’. He describes this kind of materialism by saying
that according to this type, there is an epistemological gap between physical and
mental states; however, there is no ontological gap between them (2010, p: 115). For
instance, proponents of Type-B materialism would claim concerning the Mary’s
room thought experiment that in the black and white room, Mary is unaware of some
phenomenal truths; but, these phenomenal truths are about physical realities identical

with them. That is, when Mary is released from the room, she has the old facts in a

> In his book “The Character of Consciousness” (2010) Chalmers defines some types of materialist
views: Type-A Materialism, Type-B Materialism and Type-C Materialism. Apart from these, he also
explains some types of non-reductionist view: Type-D Dualism, Type-E Dualism and Type-F
Monism. However, | will not be concerned with the all of these types; among them I will only focus
on Type B Materialism and Type F Monism because each of these two types is related with Levine’s
and McGinn’s approaches.
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different way (2010, p: 115). With this analysis of Mary’s room thought experiment
from the perspective of Type-B materialists, we can conclude that while it can be a
strong argument for McGinn about the falsity of materialism, probably for Levine it
cannot be adequate to argue against the metaphysical truth of the materialist

solutions.

Type-B materialists assert that phenomenal states can be identified with physical
states. And they give H,O-water example as evidence to this claim. They say that
H,O and water are identical with each other in the nature; they refer to the same
thing; however, this does not mean that the concept H,O and the concept water are
similar with each other. These concepts do not have to be translated into each other.
We cannot achieve the identity of H,O and water by conceptual analysis; we can
achieve it empirically because they are same thing in nature (2010, p: 115).
According to this type of materialism in the same way, phenomenal states like pain
and neural states like C-fibers firing can be identical with each other. That is, even
though the concept ‘pain’ and the concept ‘C-fibers firing’ are not synonyms, in
nature, the identity of them can be an ontological fact. On the other hand, McGinn
claims that “[w]hat makes the concept pain different from the concept C-fibers firing
is precisely that the two concepts express distinct properties, so we cannot say that
these properties are identical” (1999, p: 20). From McGinn’s perspective materialists

try to assume different phenomena to be the same fact of nature.

While Chalmers defines Levine as a Type-B materialist, he defines McGinn as a
Type-F monist; and contrary to Type-B materialism, Type-F monism is a non-
reductionist view. Chalmers explains that Type-F monists think that consciousness
arises from the intrinsic properties of the fundamental physical things. According to
this type of monism physics does not show us the intrinsic nature of entities; and for
this reason, there is a puzzle about how phenomenal states can be fitted in the
physical world (2010, p: 133). As | said before although McGinn asserts that
phenomenal states are necessarily causally related to physical states, they cannot be
reduced to physical processes. In his thesis there are some intrinsic properties of

physical entities; thanks to them phenomenal states emerges from the physical. And
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because of these thoughts of McGinn we can define him as Type-F monist as
Chalmers did. There are two possibilities about the intrinsic nature of the things in
this type of monism. According to the first possibility, the intrinsic properties of
physical entities are phenomenal properties themselves. However, according to the
second possibility, they are “protophenomenal” properties apart from the
phenomenal properties themselves (2010, p: 133). Thanks to these two possibilities
physical states and phenomenal states can be fitted in the same natural world. Space
includes the physical things having intrinsic “(proto)phenomenal” qualities; physics
emerges from the causal relations among these physical things and consciousness
emerges from the intrinsic nature of the physical things (2010, p: 133-4). We can see
clearly that McGinn’s thesis is closer to the second possibility, because he claims
that there are some properties of the brain that make possible the emergence of
consciousness from the brain; and these properties are neither physical nor
phenomenal things. Further, according to McGinn even though these properties are
not spatial, they are natural and intrinsic parts of the physical entities. However, we
cannot access these intrinsic properties as other natural parts of space because we can
conceive only the partial structure of objective space (i.e., we can only know
physical aspect of the real space)®. As can be deduced from these, McGinn finds a
place for phenomenal states in the physical world without reducing them to the

physical process themselves.

In a nutshell, as can be deduced from the argumentation above and this successful
analysis by Chalmers, although both Levine and McGinn agree with the explanatory
gap between the physical and the phenomenal, by using this idea they move in the
opposite directions and reach different ontological conclusions about the mind-brain
relation. While Levine accepts the qualitative character of phenomenal states, he
claims that there is only an explanatory gap and this epistemological gap does not
lead to an ontological gap. That is, for Levine identity between the physical and the
mental may be ontological fact in the world. On the other hand, although McGinn
also believes that there is an epistemological gap between the physical and the

mental, this gap emerges from the fact that these two have totally distinct characters

® | will explain this “objective” and “real” space idea of McGinn in the third chapter of this thesis in
more detail
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in the world; and they cannot be one and the same thing. They are ontologically

different properties and the materialist views about this issue are false for him.
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CHAPTER I

ON THE POSSIBILITY OF HUMAN COGNITIVE CLOSURE

As explained in the first chapter in detail according to McGinn’s kind of
mysterianism although the problem of how the mind emerges from the physical brain
has naturalistic solution, we are inadequate to obtain this solution due to an inherent

limitation of our concept-forming faculties. He claims that

We have been trying for a long time to solve the mind-body problem. It has
stubbornly resisted our best efforts. The mystery persists. | think the time has come
to admit candidly that we cannot resolve the mystery. But | also think that this very
insolubility —or the reason for it- removes the philosophical problem. (1989, p: 349)
By these words, McGinn implies that it is time to wave the white flag for
philosophers who think over the mind-body problem in the hope of explaining its
solution clearly, because according to him we human beings are permanently
incapable of having the adequate concepts to be able to explain the mind-brain
nexus. Although there is no ontological mystery as the psychophysical link exists in
the nature unproblematically, there is an epistemological mystery since we cannot
uncover this link in principle. McGinn defends his epistemological mysterianism
about the explanation of the mind-body nexus as a conclusion of his ‘cognitive
closure’ thesis. According to him, human beings are innately cognitively closed to
the properties providing the mind-brain relation and a theory explaining this solution
because of their limited epistemic faculties. In his thesis McGinn tries to form a
strong basis for his cognitive closure idea by using three main steps: Firstly, he
mentions the idea of “realism about reality”, and secondly, he makes an analogy
between human beings and animals. With these two steps he tries to show us the

possibility of cognitive closure for human beings. Finally, he mentions our concept-
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forming faculties — introspection and perception — as two possible avenues to be able
to grasp the property providing psychophysical link; and with this step he transforms
the possibility of cognitive closure for human being to actuality. However, for the
moment at least | will not be concerned with the third step of his argument; 1 will
focus on the first and second stages because there are attacks to the possibility of
human cognitive closure by Dennett and Kriegel; so in this chapter | will argue for

the possibility of cognitive closure for human being’.

3.1. Attitudes of Dennett and Kriegel with respect to Human Cognitive Closure

I define attitudes of Dennett and Kriegel as an “attack” because especially when we
analyze the discussion of Dennett about McGinn’s closure idea we can conclude that
Dennett explicitly refuses the possibility of human cognitive closure. We can see his
insistence on the impossibility of the idea of human cognitive closure idea clearly in

his following sentences:

We certainly cannot rule out the possibility in principle that our minds will be
cognitively closed to some domain or other....[W]e can be certain that there are
realms of no doubt fascinating and important knowledge that our species, in its
actual finitude, will never enter, not because we will butt our heads against some
stone wall of utter incomprehension, but because the Heat Death of the universe will
overtake us before we can get there. This is not, however, a limitation due to the
frailty of our animal brains, a dictate of “naturalism.” (1995, p: 383)

As can be seen in the quotation above although Dennett seems as if he does not deny
the possibility of cognitive closure, he indeed attacks its possibility, since he implies
that our cognitive functions are limitless. We cannot access the knowledge of some
realms of the world, but this is not a consequence of our limited capacity. According
to him human being’s cognitive structure is powerful enough to be able to
comprehend all the realities of the world, because it progressively evolves. The only
reason of our ignorance about some realms of the world will be the end of the world.
That is, according to Dennett human cognitive closure which emerges from the

innate limitation of human’s cognitive faculties is not possible.

"I will discuss third step of McGinn’s cognitive closure thesis in the next chapter.
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Like Dennett, Kriegel also attacks the possibility of human cognitive closure.
However, because of remarks like the followings Kriegel also, like Dennett, seems as

if he does not deny the possibility of cognitive closure:

There can be problems whose solution evades us, but it cannot be a matter of
conceptual poverty. (2003, p: 179, italics mine)

Surely we cannot presume that a biologically evolved mind can be immune to all
forms of principled ignorance....this is what | want to argue: not that humans are
immune to all forms of principled ignorance, but that the reason they are radically
ignorant when they are cannot pertain to missing conceptual powers. (2003, p: 183,
italics mine)

Although Kriegel accepts that human beings cannot be immune to all forms of
ignorance, he refuses the possibility of McGinn’s kind of cognitive closure. As can
be seen in the quotation above, especially in the italicized parts, he thinks that
humans’ ignorance about some realities does not emerge from their innate cognitive
inadequacy; according to him, the reason of temporal ignorance of human being is
only the deficiency of the right empirical discovery.® Even though such remarks of
Kriegel are somewhat confusing, he clearly confirms his attack on the possibility of
human cognitive closure by saying that “my argument against McGinn will target the
very possibility of cognitive closure” (2003, p: 180) and “I wish to present a general
argument against the possibility of cognitive closure” (2003, p: 183).

3.2. McGinn’s Arguments for the Possibility of Human Cognitive Closure

As | mentioned before, in his thesis McGinn gives place to two different ideas to
express the possibility of cognitive closure. Firstly, he tries to show with the
assumption of “realism about reality” that everything real in the world does not have
to be open to the cognitive structure of human beings. In Can We Solve the Mind-

Body Problem? he argues for this claim by offering the following explanations:

® In his article Kriegel makes a distinction between McGinn’s cognitive closure idea and his cognitive
closedness argument: “Cognitive closure which is principled and permanent, cognitive closedness,
which is unprincipled and provisional in character” (2003, p: 181). That is, according to cognitive
closure thesis of McGinn, closure with respect to causal basis of a phenomenon emerges from our
inherent limitations of cognitive capacity, and for this reason, it is permanent. However, according to
cognitive closedness idea of Kriegel our closedness in terms of the causal basis of an event emerge
from our deficient or unsuccessful discoveries about it and it can be eliminated by discovering the
right part of the world; for this reason, closedness can have temporal quality.
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...[C]Jognitive closure with respect to [property] P does not imply irrealism about P.
That P is (as we might say) noumenal for [mind] M does not show that P does occur
in some naturalistic scientific theory T — it shows only that T is not cognitively
accessible to M....Nothing, at least, in the concept of reality shows that everything
real is open to the human concept forming faculty — if, that is, we are realists about
reality. (p: 351)

Only a misplaced idealism about the natural world could warrant the dogmatic claim
that everything is knowable by the human species at this stage of its evolutionary
development... (p: 353)

As McGinn mentioned that while idealism insists on the claim that fundamental
reality is only what is conceived by the human mind, realism makes possible the
existence of somethings independently from our knowledge or perception about
them. | think that realism is a good starting point for the cognitive closure idea
because claiming the real existence of things independently from the human’s mind
makes possible the cognitive closure idea for some domains of the world. And as can
be seen in the quotations above, McGinn plausibly thinks that if realism is true, then
it can provide a ground for the possibility of human being’s cognitive closure with
respect to some realms of the world. That is, realism makes possible the argument
that the existence of the natural psycho-physical link is a reality of the world even
though human beings are not cognitively open to the knowledge of it. About this
issue Demircioglu also says that “..the possibility of cognitive closure simply
follows from realism and some innocuous assumptions about a particular object’s
being independent from some other object’s conceiving it” (2016-a, p: 4). Attack on
the possibility of human cognitive closure seems as if it’s idealistic position;
however, | think that about the limits of human being’s cognitive faculties idealism is
too heroic a standpoint. As Demircioglu said, among all the discussions about
McGinn’s mysterianism, it is hard to find arguments that directly attack the
possibility of cognitive closure for human being (2016-b, p: 2). Even though there
are discussions concerning its actuality, the possibility of human cognitive closure is
generally accepted. | also think that it is quite plausible that there are some realities
of the world we are cognitively closed to for we have biologically limited cognitive
capacities as McGinn said. It is too strong to suppose that our cognitive capacities are

powerful enough to be able to comprehend all the realities of the world.
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Secondly, for showing that cognitive closure is possible for human beings McGinn
reminds us of the analogy between human beings and animals. He claims that like
bodies both animals’ minds and human being’s mind are “biological products” as
well; and for this reason, like bodies minds have “different shapes or size” or they
are more or less adequate for different cognitive functions as well (1989, p: 350).
That is, according to him just as animals like monkeys, rats, bats etc. have limitations
of their own kinds’ mental faculties; we as human beings have limitations of our own
kind’s mental faculty. He exemplifies that “what is closed to the mind of a rat may be
open to the mind of a monkey, and what is open to us may be closed to the monkey”
(1989, p: 350). In other words, he asserts that just as monkeys cannot grasp the
concept of an electron due to their cognitive capacity human beings cannot grasp the
concept of a property making the mind-body nexus possible because of their inherent
cognitive limitations. Each natural evolved system has its own cognitive limitations;
if animals have cognitive closure, similarly, and if we are not supernatural beings
like God, we have cognitive closure to some domains of the world. He supports this

idea with the following words:

...we are natural beings, descended from apes, living in a natural world, and our
capacities are as finite as can be. We can, it is true, do more with our mind than apes
can, but that does not mean that we somehow magically escape the constraints of
biology. We are animals all the way down, or up, not angels. (1999, p: 42)
As can be deduced from the explanations above McGinn makes an inference from
the analogy argument that just as animals have cognitive closure in terms of some
properties, human beings as evolved animals have cognitive closure with respect to

some properties as well.

3.3. Analyzing of Dennett’s and Kriegel’s Common Objection to the Possibility
of Human Cognitive Closure

Dennett and Kriegel argue against the analogy argument of McGinn by claiming that
there is an important dissimilarity between animals and human beings. That is, it is
not a good idea to arrive at the possibility of human cognitive closure by comparing

our minds with those of all other species, because according to them while McGinn
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reminds us of this analogy he ignores the important difference between our minds
and the other species’: Language ability. They think that it is a powerful enough
factor to be able to block making an analogy between human being and other species
about the possibility of cognitive closure. For Dennett and Kriegel, while McGinn
makes an analogy between species’ minds he ignores that animals are cognitively
closed not only to the answer of a problem but also the problem itself owing to the
lack of relevant linguistic skills. We can see these argumentations of them more
clearly in the following remarks respectively:

Monkeys, for instance, can’t grasp the concept of an electron, McGinn reminds us,
but I think we should be unimpressed by the example, for not only can the monkey
not understand the answer about electrons, it can’t understand the question. The
monkey isn’t baffled, not even a little bit. We definitely understand the question
about free will and consciousness well enough to know what we’re baffled by (if we
are), so until...McGinn can provide us with clear cases of animals (or people) who
can baffled by questions whose true answers could not unbaffle them, they have

given us no evidence of the reality or even likelihood of “cognitive closure” in
human beings. (Dennett, 1995, p: 382-3)

In the same way Kriegel argues against McGinn by asserting that:

Rat’s minds do not understand trigonometry. Nobody would want to deny that. But
trigonometric problems do not pose themselves to rats. Indeed, that rats’ minds do
not understand trigonometry is precisely why trigonometric problems do not pose
themselves to rats. For trigonometric problems pose themselves to rats, rats’ minds
would have to understand a great deal of trigonometry. (2003, p: 183)

As seen in the quotations above, according to Dennett and Kriegel, the main reason
of animals’ cognitive closure concerning some features of the world like electron or
trigonometry is their inability to understand questions about these features due to
lacking of language capacity. Monkeys have cognitive closure with respect to the
concept of electron, since they cannot grasp the question of “what is an electron?”.
And in a same way rats cannot grasp trigonometry, since they can understand none of
the problems relevant to trigonometry. If monkeys could understand the question
“what is an electron?”, or rats could grasp questions about trigonometry, there could
be the possibility for animals to answer the questions and grasp the concept of these
features. However, we human beings are not like animals, “we understand the
unanswered question about consciousness” (Dennett, 1991, p: 3). For this reason,

according to Dennett and Kriegel, making an analogy between animals and human
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beings about cognitive closure and coming to the conclusion about the possibility of

human’s cognitive closure by using this analogy is implausible.

3.3.1. Reply to Common Objection of Dennett and Kriegel

From arguments of Dennett and Kriegel, we can come to the conclusion that
according to them the ability of understanding the problem is a necessary condition
for being able to explain or understand the answer pertaining to this problem. That is,
if a being cannot understand, formulate or grasp the problem itself, then there cannot
be cognitive openness in terms of its solution. And according to them, unlike
animals, human beings have this necessary condition for cognitive openness with
respect to unanswered realities of the world; for this reason, the analogy argument of
McGinn can be blocked because of this dissimilarity between animals and human

beings.

If understanding a problem was really a necessary condition for cognitive openness
in terms of its solution, and if the absence of this condition alone led to cognitive
closure with respect to the answer of this question, then Dennett and Kriegel’s
arguments against the analogical inference of McGinn would be successful. In other
words, if the reason of all animal cognitive closure was the absence of the ability to
understand questions, then their attack would harm the analogy argument of McGinn.

However, about this issue Demircioglu claims that:

If some animal cognitive closure has nothing to do with having the capacity to
understand questions, then the analogical inference cannot be blocked by the
observation that humans have the capacity to understand questions. This is because
humans having that capacity can still be vulnerable to cognitive closure just as
animals are if there are some properties such that it is not a necessary condition for
human cognitive openness that humans do understand questions about those
properties. (forthcoming, p: 5)

As can be seen in the quotation above, Demircioglu thinks that Kriegel and Dennett’s
objection cannot block the analogy argument of McGinn because according to him
there are some forms of animal cognitive closure which does not stem from the

inability of understanding questions. For instance, he claims that some colour-blind
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animals are cognitively closed with respect to some properties like “redness”;
however, the reason of this closure is not the animals’ inability of understanding
questions about “redness” itself. Just as animals’ cognitive openness to some
properties like “smells” is not related with their ability to understand questions about
“smells”, their cognitive closure with respect to “redness” is not related with the

inability to understand relevant questions either (forthcoming, p: 5).

Demircioglu explains this idea more clearly by distinguishing between “linguistic
cognitive closure” and “non-linguistic cognitive closure”. While he calls cognitive
closure which emerges from the inability to understand questions as ‘linguistic
cognitive closure’, he calls cognitive closure which is not related with the capacity to
understand questions as ‘non-linguistic cognitive closure’ (2016-b, p: 10-1). And he
exemplifies that dogs are linguistically cognitively closed with respect to the
property “being Tuesday” because if they have the ability to understand questions
about it, they can be cognitively open to this property; on the contrary dogs’
cognitive openness to the properties like colours does not require understanding
relevant questions; for this reason, they are non-linguistically cognitive closedness
with respect to certain colours (2016-b, p: 11). By making this distinction
Demircioglu shows us that not all cognitive closure of animals emerges from their
incapacity to understand problems®. Dennett and Kriegel assert that there cannot be
an analogy between animals and humans because the reason of animal cognitive
closure is the inability to formulate questions due to the absence of the faculty of
language. However, Demircioglu shows us that not all cognitive closure of animals is
linguistic cognitive closure, there is also some non-linguistic cognitive closure; for

this reason, their objection to the analogy argument does not work. It can be fairly

® There might be an objection to the Demircioglu’s idea of non-linguistic cognitive closure in animals.
He mentions this objection in his article as well. Some might believe that all animal cognitive closure
stems from linguistic inability, since according to these people “language is the mark of the
cognition”. That is, when animals are perceptually open to something, this does not mean that they are
cognitively open with respect to these properties. However, Demircioglu replies to this objection and
he claims that Dennett and Kriegel cannot raise such an objection because they presuppose the
possibility of cognitive closure by quoting McGinn’s monkey example about animal’s cognitive
closure. In addition to this, in his study Dennett also mentions a claim showing us existence of
cognitive skills before language, and this can be evidence for the claim that language is not the mark
of cognition. Demircioglu also claims that perception might be thought as “low-level intelligence” and
it might be separated from “high-level cognitive phenomena like conscious belief”’, but still it is a
cognitive phenomenon (2016-b, p: 12-3).
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plausible to claim that animals have non-linguistic cognitive closure, and since
human beings are similar to animals, this analogy can lead to the possibility of
human cognitive closure. As a conclusion, Dennett and Kriegel think that McGinn
makes an analogy argument; but he fails to notice the linguistic dissimilarity between
animals and human beings. In response to this, we can say that Dennett and Kriegel
try to block the analogy argument about cognitive closure by claiming that unlike
human beings, animals don’t have linguistic capacity; but they fail to notice the non-
linguistic cognitive closure of animals. If there was only linguistic closure for
animals, their argument would be effective; on the other hand, as Demircioglu said
“what D&K [Dennett and Kriegel] have to say does not block the move from animal
non-linguistic cognitive closure to the possibility of human cognitive closure” (2016-

b, p: 12).

3.4. Kriegel’s Objection to McGinn’s Mysterianism

Apart from the analogy argument, in his article Kriegel continues to argue against the
possibility of cognitive closure for human beings by using similar claims. Kriegel
asserts that “there is a conceptual connection between understanding a problem and
understanding its possible solution(s)” (2003, p: 184). According to him, we grasp a
problem itself, and this requires having an opinion about its possible solutions, even
if we do not know its exact solution. Or we cannot understand a problem itself; for
this reason, we cannot grasp its solution either. However, it is implausible to assume
that we can never understand the solution of a problem we can fully understand
(Kriegel, 2009, p: 455). That is, formulating a problem itself involves formulating
the possible solutions of the problem as well. Kriegel explains this claim more

clearly by analyzing the relation between everyday questions and answers as follows:

Just as a person cannot be said (truly) to understand the meaning of the sentence
“John loves Mary” if she does not understand the meaning of the sentence ‘“Mary
loves John” or “John does not love Mary,” it seems impossible that someone should
be able to understand the meaning of “does John love Mary?” without being able to
understand the meaning of both “John loves Mary” and “John does not love Mary” —
and these two exhaust the possible answers. This is not only so for yes/no questions.
One cannot be said to understand the question “What is John’s weight?” if one does
not understand the meaning of “John weighs 150 pounds.”(2003, p: 184)
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As can be deduced from the quotation above, Kriegel thinks that McGinn’s cognitive
closure idea fails because McGinn claims that we cannot understand the solution of
the mind-body problem although we can “formulate” or “recognize” this problem.
However, according to Kriegel “understanding a question is...necessarily coupled
with understanding its possible answer” (2003, p: 184); for this reason, formulating
the mind-body problem necessitates its possible answers as well, and for him this
blocks the possibility of human cognitive closure with respect to mind-body
problem. If organism’s concept-forming faculties are powerful enough to be able to
frame a problem itself, then it can be powerful enough to be able to achieve its

possible solution according to Kriegel.

3.4.1. Reply to Kriegel’s Objection

We can deny the claim that understanding a question necessitates understanding its
possible solutions, and because of this reason we can say that this claim cannot rule
out to the possibility of cognitive closure for human being. Kriegel insists on the
conceptual connection between questions and their possible answers, and he defends
this claim by using yes/no question as an example. When we focus on the yes/no
question in the quotation above, his claim seems as true. However, Demircioglu
claims that in Kriegel’s example, the conceptual connection between the question
and its possible answers depends on the special character of his example
(forthcoming, p: 8). That is, conceptual connection argument seems plausible for
yes/no questions, but when we generalize this claim for other types of question, we
can see that it fails. Demircioglu analyzes the example of Kriegel about “what”
questions and he shows us that the conceptual connection argument does not work
for them. As can be seen in the quotation above Kriegel asserts that understanding
“What is John’s weight?” requires understanding its possible answer “John weighs
150 pounds”. On the other hand, Demircioglu claims that one who does not know
number 150 (for instance he may know numbers only up to 10), or a person who
does not have the concept of “pound” (the only measure he has for calculating the
weight may be kilogram) does not understand the answer “John weighs 150 pounds”,

but there is no reason to suppose that this person cannot understand the problem
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“What is John’s weight?” (forthcoming, p: 8). If one does not have the concept of
pound and number 150, this situation leads to his incapability in terms of

understanding relevant answer; but does not block understanding its question.

Besides this, there are also effective examples showing us that we can formulate
questions without understanding their possible answers; and we don’t have to be
open to the solution of the problem we formulate. For instance, Demircioglu claims
that for being able to understand a question “What is an F?” we need a particular
concept F; however, for being able to understand its possible answer “An F is a G.”
we need to another particular concept G (forthcoming, p: 7). As can be deduced from
this example a person formulating the question does not have to be able to formulate
its solution; since the organism’s concept forming faculties can be powerful enough
to be able to form the concept of the problem, but it may not be powerful enough to
be able to grasp the concept of its possible solutions. Moreover, there are other
effective examples of Demircioglu showing us that we don’t have to be cognitively
open to the solutions of problems we understand. To illustrate, he claims that the
colour-blind person is not open to the answer of question “what it is like to have red
experiences?”, even though he understands this question; and in the same way we
can understand the question “what it is like to have batty experiences”; however, it
does not seem that the solution of this question is open to us (forthcoming, p: 7). As
can be deduced from these examples, Kriegel’s argument against the possibility of
human cognitive closure can be refused because understanding a question does not
necessarily involve understanding its possible solutions. About this issue McGinn

also says that:

The incapacity to explain certain phenomena does not carry with it a lack of
recognition of the theoretical problems the phenomena pose. You might be able to
appreciate a problem without being able to formulate (even in principle) the solution
to that problem (I suppose human children are often in this position, at least for a
while). (1989, p: 351-2)

We cannot understand the possible solutions of the problems we formulate, if we
cannot adequately grasp concepts of these solutions. That is, contrary to Kriegel’s

claim, if we can understand a question, this does not mean that we are cognitively

open to the solution of this question as seen in the examples above.
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In a nutshell, in his thesis McGinn claims that we human beings are cognitively
closed to the solution of the mind-body problem. He claims “if we are realists about
reality”, then human cognitive closure with respect to the psycho-physical link can
be possible, and he reminds us of an analogy between animals and human beings. He
says that we are “biological products” like animals and just as they are cognitively
closed to some properties, we are cognitively closed to some realities of the world as
well. McGinn’s analogical argument corroborates the possibility of cognitive closure
for human beings. On the other hand, Dennett and Kriegel argue against the
possibility of human cognitive closure by discussing the dissimilarity between
animals and human beings. According to them while animals are cognitively closed
to some properties because of their language inability, since human beings have
language ability, they can understand the questions about these properties. For this
reason, according to them McGinn cannot move from the animals’ cognitive closure
to the possibility of human cognitive closure. However, their argument against the
possibility of cognitive closure does not work because they ignore the non-linguistic
cognitive closure of animals. Not all animal cognitive closure stems from linguistic
inability; some of them are not related with the ability to understand questions. And
this makes possible the move from non-linguistic cognitive closure to the possibility
of human cognitive closure. Apart from these, Kriegel also argues against the
possibility of human cognitive closure by saying that there is a conceptual
connection between problems and their possible solution. According to him
understanding a problem contains understanding its possible solutions. However,
there are some counter examples showing us that we can understand the problem
without understanding its possible solutions. We don’t have to be cognitively open to
the possible solutions of the problems we can formulate. For these reason, none of
these argument can rule out McGinn’s claim about the possibility of human cognitive

closure with respect to the mind-body problem.
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CHAPTER IV

ON THE NATURE OF PROPERTY EXPLAINING THE MIND-
BRAIN LINK

In the previous chapter | discussed the possibility of cognitive closure for human
beings, and in this chapter I will focus on the final step of McGinn’s cognitive
closure idea. I would like to remind that in the final step of his cognitive closure idea
McGinn mentions our concept-forming faculties — introspection and perception — as
two possible avenues to be able to comprehend the property providing the mind-body

relation.

4.1. Non-Spatiality of Brain Property Providing the Link between the Mind and
the Brain

As | explained in detail before McGinn claims that even if we cannot access it, there
is a natural link between the mind and brain. He asserts that there is a natural
property P, instantiated by the brain, in virtue of which consciousness states can
naturalistically emerge from brain. However, because we have two possible avenues
for being able to achieve this property, we cannot grasp it. We can make a
formulation of this final step of McGinn’s cognitive closure idea in short as follows:

i. By direct investigation of the mind —introspection- we cannot get to P.

ii. By empirical study of the brain —perception- we cannot get to P.

iii.  For these reasons, we cannot get to P in principle.
In this chapter I will only concern myself with the second stage of this formulation
because the main issue | want to discuss is the nature of the property which makes
possible the nexus between the mind and the brain and a theory fully explaining the
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dependence of states of consciousness to brain states'®. And when we focus on the
second stage of this formulation, we can understand more clearly the nature
identified by McGinn for the property providing the mind-brain relation. There are
some serious criticisms that the non-spatial nature of this property is inconsistent
with other claims of McGinn about the solution of the mind-body problem™. I also
think that in McGinn’s thesis there are some problems that emerge from the non-
spatial nature attributed to this property. However, before I mention these problems, I
want to focus on some criticisms emerging from some misinterpretations of

McGinn’s claims.

In the second stage of the formulation above McGinn argues that P is perceptually
closed for human beings. Just as conscious states are imperceptible P has also
imperceptible for us. As we cannot see conscious state itself even if we stare into the
brain, we cannot get to P when we do empirical study on the brain. The reason of the

imperceptibility of P is the non-spatial nature of it. Objects of perception are spatial

1% There are also argumentations about the third stage of this formulation. That is, there are some
discussions on the question of whether two possible avenues — introspection and perception — are
adequate to transform the possibility of human cognitive closure to actuality or not. For instance, you
can see Kirk (1991), Hanson (1993), Sacks (1994), Kukla (1995), Megill (2005); they mention this
question briefly in their articles. However, in my thesis | will not discuss this question because
criticisms concerning the third stage of this formulation are generally on the view that there may be a
third route for the investigation of a property P apart from introspection and perception. For instance;
in his article Hanson asserts that there may be a third route through which we can try to access the
property P. That is, we can try to grasp the property through indirect investigation of consciousness by
way of third person observation of behaviour and associated reasonings (1993, p: 583). According to
Hanson “fine-grained behavioural studies may have much to teach us about the structure and scope of
the capacities for consciousness of various species and individuals” (1993, p584). In a similar way,
Kirk also thinks that if we study on introspection and perception simultaneously, we might access the
mind-brain link. In other words, for an adequate investigation, we must appeal to the partnership of
introspection and the observation of the individual’s brain (1991, p: 22). About this issue, Megill
follows Kirk as well and in his article he claims that “if one stimulates an agent’s brain while the
agent describes his experiences, this might enable us to understand the mind brain link” (2005, p:
122). As can be seen in this quotation, he focuses on the verbal behaviour as a third route for the
investigation about P. However, | think that these are weak objections to McGinn because observable
behaviours or appealing to introspection and perception simultaneously by using verbal behaviour
seem to belong to the realm of perception as well; and as | explained in the second chapter of this
thesis in his argument McGinn presents the inadequacy of perception in detail.

1 There are limited criticisms about the nature of the property McGinn uses for making possible the
mind-brain link. For instance, you can see Whiteley (1990), Hanson (1993), Garvey (1997), Worley
(2000), Brueckner and Beroukhim (2003), and Demircioglu (2016). I will appeal to some of them to
be able to construct my thesis about the nature of the property leading to the mind-brain link.
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things and according to McGinn P must be non-spatial because of the following
reason:

...nothing we can imagine perceiving in the brain would ever convince us that we
have located the intelligible nexus we seek. (1989, p: 357)

...sense are geared to representing a spatial world; they essentially present things in
space with spatially defined properties. ...such properties that seem inherently
incapable of resolving the mind-body problem... (1989, p: 357)

...no spatial property will ever deliver a satisfying answer to the mind-body problem.
We simply do not understand the idea that consciousness states might intelligibly
arise from spatial configuration of the kind disclosed by perception of the world.
(1989, p: 358)

As mentioned in the quotations above McGinn claims that spatial properties of the
brain cannot explain the causal relation between mind and body. For this reason, just
as conscious states have a non-spatial character; P must have a non-spatial character
as well to make possible the psycho-physical link.

However, about this issue Garvey claims that the perceptual closure of human
being’s with respect to property explaining the mind-brain nexus depends on a weak
reason. As | mentioned above McGinn describes the reason of the imperceptibility of
P as its non-spatial character. And in his article, Garvey argues that according to
McGinn “...P cannot be spatial because we cannot imagine and cannot understand
how a spatial property could underwrite consciousness. This is an alarmingly weak
reason...” (1997, p: 199). Since according to Garvey the propositions that “earth is
round” and ‘“‘earth moves” were once unintelligible and unimaginable for human
beings; however, now these are commonplace propositions for us (1997, p: 199). In a
similar way, for the possibility of the spatial property explaining the mind-brain link
he claims that:

Perhaps, at the moment, we cannot imagine locating a spatial property of the brain
that explains the mind-body connection, maybe we cannot now understand how
conscious states might arise from spatial configurations. But these failings give us no
reason to think that there is no spatial property of the brain that explains
consciousness or that conscious states do not arise from spatial configurations.
(1997, p: 199)

49



On the other hand, this assumption of Garvey is implausible. | think that the
proposition “earth is round” is not a good example for making comparison with the
mind-body problem, since Garvey’s examples “earth is round” or “earth moves” was
unintelligible due to the deficiency of our empirical research. However, mind-body
problem is not a problem which emerges from the deficient empirical research,
because although brain is an object of the empirical observation consciousness is not
an object of empirical investigation. McGinn claims that the consciousness problem
emerges from our inherent cognitive limitations not from the deficient empirical
research. In his thesis McGinn claims that we, human beings, have two distinct
faculties: by perception we access to brain states and by introspection we access
consciousness states;*? and because of our cognitive limitations we comprehend the
mind and body as totally distinct things. However, even if we cannot access it
because of our cognitive deficiency there is a property which is neither physical nor
phenomenological; and it provides the mind-brain link in an unproblematic way
according to McGinn. | think that for him this property must not be spatial for the
reason that a spatial property does not share the nature of consciousness properties
and hence it cannot perform the mediating role between the mind and the brain.™* We
can see clearly McGinn’s idea about the property explaining the mind-brain link in

the following remark:

Neither phenomenological nor physical, this mediating level would not (by
definition) be fashioned on the model of either side of the divide, and hence would
not find itself unable to reach out to the other side....The operative properties would
be neither at the phenomenal surface nor right down there with the physical
hardware; they would be genuinely deep and yet they would not simply coincide
with physical properties of the brain....it is my unhappy conviction that these
properties are radically unknowable by us; they are not reachable from the kinds of
concept-forming capacities we possess. (1991, p: 103-4)

As can be deduced from the quotation above McGinn does not merely make a

baseless claim that this property cannot be spatial for the reason that we cannot

12 | explained this claim of McGinn in detail in the several parts of this thesis especially in the second
chapter; in the part of “McGinn’s Arguments for Mind-Body Puzzlement”.

31 don’t defend McGinn with respect to nature of the property he uses in his thesis because I think
that there is an incompatibility between the non-spatial character of property and its mediating
character, and | will focus on this problem in the following pages of this paper. | only argue against
Garvey about his possibility of spatial property idea which emerges from his misinterpretation of
McGinn’s thesis.

50



imagine how spatial property does this job; he asserts this on the grounds that
something spatial cannot perform such a mediating role for being able to explain the
mind-brain connection. Therefore, Garvey’s persistence about the possibility of a
spatial property is implausible. In her article Worley also argues against Garvey by
saying that the fact that we cannot understand how consciousness emerges from the
spatial shows us that the property making possible the mind-brain link cannot itself
be brain’s physical property; it must be a mediating property. “If it were spatial, then
it could not play its mediating role, since precisely what we don’t understand is how

spatial properties give rise to consciousness” (2000, p: 61).

As McGinn nevertheless identifies his thesis as naturalistic and constructs the
property which explains the mind-brain connection as a natural property of the brain;
there are some criticisms about his naturalism and the non-spatial character of his

property.

Garvey claims that we can take the property providing the explanation of the mind-
brain problem as an ordinary property of the brain (as any other spatial property of
the brain) and according to him if so, then McGinn’s claim that empirical study of
brain (perception) cannot show us P does not work. We can see clearly this claim of

Garvey in the following explanation:

But has he nevertheless established (A) that we are cognitively closed with respect to
the brain property, P, in virtue of which the brain is the basis of consciousness? How
we answer this question depends largely on what McGinn means by property P, and
it is difficult to say just what he means. If we take him for the naturalist he purports
to be and construe P as a natural property of the brain, then premiss (iv) seems
obviously false. If P is a straightforward, physical property of the brain, then of
course we can identify P by studying the brain. We have no reason to suppose that
any given natural property should remain hidden. Surely if we slice up enough brains
and poke around with enough scanners we are bound to bump into it.** (1997, p:
198)

As can be deduced from the quotation above Garvey thinks that there are not any
reasons to believe that there can be a hidden structure of the brain and he thinks that

P is one of the ordinary physical properties of the brain; for this reason, McGinn

 Premise (iv) is “Emprical study of the brain (perception) cannot identify P.” (1997, p: 198)
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cannot claim that empirical study of the brain cannot describe P. We can access the
property by making sufficient observations on the brain according to Garvey.*®

On the other hand, in his thesis McGinn especially emphasizes that the property
explaining the mind-brain relation cannot be spatial. Even though McGinn claims
that nothing spatial can be successful in the solution of the puzzlement that how
spatial thing can lead to consciousness, since consciousness has totally distinct
features from the spatial things; Garvey still implausibly insists on the assumption of
a spatial property as the property providing the solution of this puzzlement. In his
article Worley also asserts that Garvey takes the property which is responsible for
consciousness as an ordinary physical property of the brain which is accessible by
our usual methods of discovery; however, this is problematic for “...McGinn
explicitly denies that P is an ordinary physical property, of the sort which can be

discovered by ‘slicing and dicing’” (2000, p: 59).
4.2. McGinn’s Non-Spatial Property and Cartesian Dualism

In his article Demircioglu claims that if the property which explains the mind-brain
relation in McGinn’s thesis has a non-spatial character, then there is no naturalist
solution of mind-body relation (2016-a, p: 10). He defends this idea by comparing
McGinn’s thesis with the supernatural character of Cartesian dualism. As mentioned
before McGinn claims that something spatial cannot explain mind-body puzzlement;
for this reason, the property providing the explanation of the mind-brain problem
must be non-spatial. According to Cartesian dualism, the solution of mind-body
problem can be possible only if mental states are taken as states of the non-spatial
substance (2016-a, p: 8). That is, according to dualism mental states cannot be states
of spatial stuff (brain), so something spatial cannot be responsible for consciousness.
And according to Demircioglu why we assume that Cartesian dualism is non-
naturalistic is not that it is a form of substance dualism; we assume it as super-

naturalistic because one of its substances is non-spatial (2016-a, p: 8, n: 6). For the

1> Garvey insists on the spatiality of the property for McGinn defines it as a natural property of brain.
It appears that he associates naturalism with the physicalism or materialism. However, McGinn does
not think so, and in his thesis he claims that there can be non-spatial natural properties of the brain
even though we cannot access them, since we are cognitively closed to the real nature of the spatial
things. I will explain this idea of McGinn in detail in the following part of this chapter.
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same reason we can assume that McGinn’s solution is not naturalistic as well for

him. Demircioglu’s remark about this issue is as follows

...the reason why we do not classify Cartesian dualism as a naturalist solution is that
it is committed to the thesis that nothing spatial could do the job of solving the mind-
body problem. Now, if this is so, then by parity of reasons, McGinn’s mysterianism
that holds that nothing spatial could do the job is also committed to the thesis that
there can be no naturalist solution of the mind-body problem. (2016-a, p: 8)
I think that this is a strong and serious criticism for McGinn’s claim about
naturalistic solution. And not only Demircioglu but also Brueckner and Beroukhim

insist on this issue in their article. They claim that:

...what becomes of McGinn’s claim to have given a naturalistic solution to the mind-
body problem, a solution that is preferable to Cartesianism? ... P is inaccessible to
our best possible physicists’ minds is one thing, but to say that P (along with
consciousness) is non-spatial is another. If P is non-spatial in character, then it is
hard to see what its being a natural property comes to, if not just being a real
property of things. According to the Cartesian, properties of non-physical mental
states and substances are natural in that sense. (2003, p: 404)

On the other hand, in his thesis McGinn gives some details about naturalism of his

non-spatial property. And | think that with these assertions he may save his thesis

from the accusation of being non-naturalistic.

As | explained before McGinn claims that the problem of how consciousness
emerges from the mind arises from the clash between the nature of mind and brain.
In other words, while consciousness is non-spatial; it doesn’t have solidity, physical-
dimension or perceptibility, the brain is spatial -it has solidity, three-dimension,
perceptibility and the other spatial features- and the problem arises from their totally
distinct character, since we don’t find an answer to the question of how something
that is not spatially located in space emerges from the spatially located thing.*® If we
could give place to consciousness in space, then a naturalist solution of this problem
would be possible. On the other hand, according to McGinn this is possible because
“..we are deeply wrong about what space is really like” (1999, p: 123). That is, he

asserts that we have a concept of ‘space’, but our concept does not represent what

16| explained distinct natures of two different kinds in detail in the second chapter, in the part of
“Consciousness and Spatiality”.
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objective space is. We describe space as if merely three-dimensional, solid things can
be fitted in it; however, according to McGinn, real, objective space includes non-
spatial things'’ as well. We can clearly find this claim of McGinn in the following

explanation of him:

It is not that consciousness is nonspatial, after all; rather, space is quite other than we
think, and consciousness fits comfortably into the nature of space as it really is. So
when | repeated that the mind has no spatial properties, | must be taken to have
meant that it does not have the spatial properties we attribute to space, which is
consistent with saying that it has the properties that space objectively has. (1999, p:
123)

As can be deduced from the quotation according to McGinn we only have partial
knowledge of objective space; for this reason, consciousness or other non-spatial
properties of spatial brain seems as if they are not the denizen of space. However,
although consciousness or other non-spatial properties don’t have any dimension as
length, height or depth and solidity, they can be fitted into the space because

objective space has also “non-spatial dimension™*®.

McGinn mentions that the non-spatial character of the mind is related with our
ignorance of space. He exemplifies that there are unobservable spatial objects in
space and since we know the conceptual framework of the space, even though we
don’t perceive them, we know that how the existence of unobservable objects are
possible. However, suppose that there are beings that perceive only physical objects
in the world, but have ignorance of the conceptual framework of space. These beings
can only understand the existence of perceivable objects, but they cannot understand

how unobservable objects are possible. They may think that in reality unobservable

7 Due to our partial knowledge of space they are described as non-spatial things.

¥ McGinn arrives at the idea of objective space by making a distinction between pre-Big Bang and
post Big Bang universe. He claims that if cosmologists are right there is not a spatial universe before
the Big Bang since matter emerged after the Big Bang. According to McGinn this means that the
cause of the spatial was not spatial itself and spatial emerged from the non-spatial or pre-spatial.
However, with the emergence of the physical, the non-spatial —earlier state of the universe- was not
entirely eradicated; for instance, the non-spatial dimension is preserved in some forms like
consciousness in the brain after the Big Bang. Although the pre-Big Bang universe became extinct,
remains of it are generally preserved by human and animal minds in the post-Big Bang universe
(1999, p: 119-22). As can be deduced from the sayings of McGinn in reality objective space includes
not only spatial things but also earlier state of the universe, even if we cannot perceive such real space
because of our limited cognitive faculties.
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objects exist, but they don’t have the concept needed to achieve this reality. For this
reason, these beings will find themselves in the philosophical puzzlement about how
unobservables exist (2004, p: 65-6). This bafflement of them emerges from their
cognitive closure with respect to the framework of the space. In a similar way, if our
concept of space had included only two dimensions, then we would have had
problems about three-dimensional objects, because we would have had bafflement
about how three-dimensional things such as an apple are fitted into the two-
dimensional space. On the other hand, if this is so, this does not mean that an apple is
non-spatial thing in itself, it only seems as if it is out of the space even though it is
included by objective space (1999, p: 125). As can be deduced from these examples,
things described by us as non-spatial like consciousness or some other properties of
the brain are not outside space; they can be fitted into the objective space in a natural
way although we don’t have the knowledge of real space because of our cognitive
limitations. “We experience space in a certain way, by means of our senses, and
think about it in that way, but that may not represent what space is really like in
itself” (McGinn, 1999, p:124).

As seen in the claim of McGinn explained above the non-spatial character of the
property providing solution to the mind-brain problem does not affect the naturalistic
character of this solution. | think that by claiming that objective space contains non-
spatial things in itself as well McGinn blocks the criticism about the incompatibility
between non-spatial property and a naturalistic solution. He claims that non-spatial
consciousness itself is an ontologically natural thing fitted in the space, and there are
non-spatial but natural properties of the brain, as denizens of real space, explaining
relation between the mind and the body in a simple way. According to him the brain
can generate consciousness because it is not just how we conceive to be; it contains
itself some hidden aspects (1995, p: 6). There are not ontologically supernatural or
miraculous things in the world, but because we are cognitively closed to the real
nature of space we are cognitively closed to the non-spatial properties of brain as
well. For this reason, there are only epistemologically mysterious things for human
beings. We can easily say that McGinn does not associate naturalism with the

physical or spatial things because physical or spatial comprises merely one part of
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the real space. | also agree with McGinn about his claim that space may not be
composed of merely spatial entities; they can form only one part of the real space and
by our limited epistemological faculties we achieve only that part of the real space.

About this issue Whiteley also claims that:

... [physical] description [of space] cannot be complete, though it does seem to be
sufficient for the purpose of causally accounting for what happens in material world,
including (there is reason to believe) human nervous systems. Nothing can be
completely described by its spatial properties only; what moves must be something
of some sort. (1990, p: 289)

Therefore, | think that with McGinn’s non-spatial property there can be naturalistic

solution of mind-body problem unproblematically™.

On the other hand, it may be said that if McGinn’s non-spatial property is
naturalistic, then non-spatial substance of Cartesian dualism can be naturalistic in the
same way, and we cannot classify dualism as a super-naturalist solution either®. |
think that this is a plausible criticism because non-spatial substance and mental states
of dualism can be fitted into the objective space as well. However, despite the
objective space idea McGinn himself still insists on the supernaturalism of dualism

in his studies. We can see his claim about dualism in his following remark:

The other form [of the solutions to the mind-brain problem], which has been
historically dominant, frankly admits that nothing merely natural could do the job,
and suggests instead that we invoke supernatural entities or divine interventions.
Thus we have Cartesian dualism and Leibnizian pre-established harmony. (1989, p:
350)

As can be deduced from the quotation above McGinn classifies dualism as
supernatural solution because it admits that nothing merely natural could do the job.
However, by saying that “nothing merely natural could do the job”, McGinn does not

imply that according to dualism nothing spatial could do the job, for this reason it is

supernatural solution. Rather by saying that “nothing merely natural could do the

%1 don’t mean that McGinn’s non-spatial property is successful for the solution of mind-body
problem. | also think that its non-spatial character creates problems for the solution of this
puzzlement; but | only tried to show that this nature is not incompatible with the naturalistic character
of the solution.

2% | would like to thank Erhan Demircioglu for pressing on this issue.
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job”, he implies that according to dualism “no brain property” could do the job; for
this reason, it invokes supernatural entities. According to him “The dualists are right
to doubt that the brain as currently conceived can explain the mind, but they are
wrong to infer that no brain property can do the job” (1999, p: 29). That is, McGinn
agrees with dualism about the claim that the spatial properties of the brain as
currently conceived brain cannot solve the mind-brain problem; but he claims that
according to dualism our current conception are enough to be able to grasp the nature
of the mind-brain nexus (1999, p: 29). And although unknowable natural brain
properties are responsible for consciousness, dualism assumes that none of the brain
properties can do this job. Because for dualism not some natural brain properties but
a “quite different agency” like God is responsible for the existence of the mind
(1999, p: 118), according to McGinn dualism is supernatural attempt. Although
McGinn’s property is non-spatial as Cartesian non-spatial substance -that is, it is not
located in the spatial world- differently from Cartesian non-spatial substance, it is

fitted into the real space naturally.

For these reasons, the non-spatial nature of the McGinn’s property seems to be
harmless for the naturalistic solution of the mind-brain problem. However, is non-

spatial nature really suitable for the property mediating between mind and brain?

4.3. The Problematic Aspect of McGinn’s Hypothesis

As | explained before McGinn claims that the property which mediates between the
mind and the brain cannot be spatial; a spatial property cannot do this job because
conscious states are not made up of any spatial process. | also agree with McGinn
since | think that if there is a property providing the solution of the mind-body
problem, then it must have a mediating character to be able to connect two distinct
states. However, for there to be a mediating character of this property, this property
must be shared by both kinds of states; that is, it must have sufficiently common
features of both kinds of states. In other words, the problem emerges from the totally
opposite nature of the both kinds of states, and this problem can only be removed by

a property sufficiently shared by both states. McGinn asserts that spatial nature
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cannot be shared by the non-spatial properties of consciousness, but I think that non-
spatial nature of property is also problematic. If we return to the features of
McGinn’s property P, they are the following:
i. P is the property of brain like consciousness.?

ii. P isnon-spatial like conscious states.

iii. P isimperceptible like conscious states.
As can be seen in these steps P assumed by McGinn shares the features of conscious
states. That is, while constituting the P, McGinn seems to be invoking the principle
that “causes must be sufficiently like their effects”; for this reason, as a cause of
consciousness, P itself must also be non-spatial like its non-spatial effect,
consciousness (Hanson, 1993, p: 582). However, under these circumstances it does
not share any feature with the spatial properties of brain states, and | think that this
property cannot be successful for removing the problem emerging from the totally

opposite character of the two states. About this issue Whiteley also asserts that:

If we cannot make sense of a causal relation between heterogeneous entities, then to
allay our disquiet P has to be sufficiently homogeneous with the physical to be
plausible effect of physical cause, and sufficiently homogeneous with consciousness
to be plausible cause of conscious effects. (1990, p: 289)
As seen in the quotation above Whiteley thinks that for there to be a solution of the
mind-brain problem, there must be a property sufficiently homogeneous with both
kinds of states. On the other hand, he also thinks that McGinn’s non-spatial property
cannot solve this problem, because non-spatial P is not sufficiently homogenous with
respect to two different kinds (1990, p: 289). Non-spatial P is totally independent
from the feature of spatial properties, and it cannot play its mediating role for solving
mind-brain puzzlement. McGinn thinks that as a cause of conscious states P must be
non-spatial like conscious states themselves, but he fails to notice that under this
circumstance P should have had common feature with its causes — spatial brain

properties —.

2l McGinn identifies consciousness as noumenal property of brain. According to him this situation
shows us that “..there are properties of the brain that are necessarily closed to perception of the
brain...” and for him P is one of such properties of brain (1989, p: 357).
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About this issue Demircioglu also claims that the non-spatial nature of the property is
incompatible with the existence of constructive solution about the mind-body
problem. He claims that “a necessary condition for a constructive solution appears to
be there being at least one common property shared by different kinds of states”
(2016-a, p: 9). However, McGinn assumes that the property explaining the mind-
brain nexus has a non-spatial character; and according to Demircioglu “...if P is non-
spatial, then it is not clear that there is any feature that it shares with spatial
properties of the brain...”; for this reason, non-spatial feature of property excludes the
possibility of constructive solution (2016-a, p: 9). And as an alternative solution
Demircioglu assumes that if there was a spatial property, but only we conceived it as
non-spatial, then constructive solution would be possible (2016-a, p: 10). While
Demircioglu offers this alternative, he assumes that conscious states are spatial
things as well, but we conceive them as non-spatial. For this reason, he claims that
by this alternative solution property providing the psychophysical link would share
common feature with both conscious states and brain states.

Besides these, the non-spatial nature of McGinn’s property not only prevents from
performing its mediating function, but also leads to two other unintelligible
connections apart from the consciousness-brain relation. For being able to dissolve
the problem about unintelligible connection between non-spatial consciousness and
the spatial brain McGinn suggests a non-spatial epistemologically mysterious
property; however, this situation leads to two different unintelligible relations: the
relation between the mysterious non-spatial properties of brain and spatial properties
of it, and the relation between mysterious P and consciousness. About this issue |

agree with Hanson because he plausibly asserts that:

By postulating P in [non-spatial character] threatens a regress. McGinn has in effects
merely replaced one unintelligible connection with two: first the unintelligible
connection between the spatial properties of the brain and P, and second, the
unintelligible connection between the mysterious P and conscioushess. Shall we
introduce further unknown properties Q and R to mediate between these? (1993, p:
583)

As can be seen in the quotation above, McGinn’s non-spatial P creates new problems

because while we try to explain mind-body relation, we encounter with their
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unintelligible connections with P in virtue of the non-spatial and unknowable

character of P.

As a conclusion, we can say that McGinn claims that there must be a mediating
property to be able to explain the mind-brain relation. However, the nature of this
property must not be spatial; it is not suitable for performing a mediating function
because consciousness does not include any feature of spatial space. It has to be non-
spatial like its effect, consciousness. The non-spatial character of P supports the
cognitive closure thesis of McGinn because human beings cannot arrive at it by
perception. And by using the objective space idea McGinn can also place non-spatial
things into the space naturalistically. Since according to this idea, space is not
merely what we conceive it to be, it cannot be described only by its spatial properties
in reality. And brain as a spatial thing does not include only spatial properties; there
are also its natural non-spatial properties as a hidden structure of it. By using this
explanation | think that McGinn supports his claim that there is natural solution of
the mind-body problem and blocks the criticism about this issue. However, although
McGinn postulates mediating property for there being a solution to the mind-brain
relation, the non-spatial character of his property creates some problems. For there is
a mediating property, this property has to be shared by both kinds of states. On the
other hand, the non-spatial property as an unknowable natural property of the brain
does not have any common features with the spatial properties of the brain. Besides
these, while McGinn tries to dissolve the mind-body problem, he creates new
problems because as Hanson says thanks to non-spatial property of McGinn we
encounter with the two different unintelligible connections: relation between spatial
properties of brain and P, and relation between P and noumenal consciousness. As |
mentioned before the problem between mind and brain stems from their
heterogeneous characters, and to be able to solve this problem it requires that there
must be at least one property having sufficiently common feature with both kind of
states. On the other hand, as | analyzed above neither spatial nor non-spatial property
can be successful about having sufficiently common feature with these two
heterogeneous states. For this reason, | am not sure about whether we can identify a

property which provides the condition of sharing adequately common features with
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both kinds of states; but at least it is certain that McGinn’s non-spatial property

cannot be suitable for the solution of the mind-body problem.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

In this thesis I studied McGinn’s mysterianism about the mind-body problem. The
mind-body problem is the problem of explaining how mental states connect with the
brain states or how the brain leads to the emergence of conscious states. McGinn
identifies the origin of this problem by emphasizing the difference between the
nature of consciousness and the nature of brain. Even though consciousness and the
brain have radically different features from each other, thanks to introspection we are
aware of the causal interaction between them. On the other hand, we don’t find the
solution of questions such as how a spatial thing gives rise to the non-spatial
phenomena or what the nature of the nexus between non-spatial conscious states and
spatial brain states is; and this clash in their nature creates the mysterious mind-body

problem for human beings according to McGinn.

As I explained in the second chapter before McGinn’s mysterianism thesis about the
mind-body problem is in brief as follows:

e There is a property of the brain P providing the link between the mind and the
brain, and a theory T including P and explaining the link between the mind
and the brain in a natural way.

e Although there is a naturalistic solution to the mind-body problem, since we
as human beings have limited cognitive faculties, we are cognitively closed to
the natural solution of this problem in principle.

e However, the philosophical mind-body problem is removed because there is
not an ontological problem. There is an ontologically simple solution of the
mind-body relation just as the relation between the liver and bile. There is
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merely an epistemological mystery about the solution of this problem because

of human beings’ inherent limitations.

There are argumentations against some parts of McGinn’s mysterianism. However,
in this thesis I argued that McGinn’s hypothesis is in a position that can reply to
these discussions; for this reason, they don’t become a threat for McGinn’s

mysterianism.

Dennett and Kriegel argue against the possibility of cognitive closure idea by
denying McGinn’s analogy argument. They claim that it is not plausible to arrive at
the possibility of human cognitive closure by making an analogy between animals
and human beings, since the reason of animals’ cognitive closure with respect to
something is their linguistic inability. On the other hand, as analyzed in the third
chapter of this thesis not all forms of cognitive closure of animals stem from their
linguistic inability, there are also non-linguistic animal cognitive closure such as
dogs’ cognitive closure with respect to certain colours. For this reason, making an
analogy between animals and human beings does not seem to be implausible. This
means that their argument against the analogy argument of McGinn does not work

effectively.

Kriegel discusses the possibility of McGinn’s cognitive closure idea by claiming that
understanding problems requires understanding the possible answers to them as well.
According to him McGinn’s cognitive closure idea fails because McGinn assumes
that human beings can formulate the mind-body problem without comprehending its
solution. However, as analyzed by the effective examples of Demircioglu in the third
chapter of this thesis, understanding a problem does not necessarily contain
understanding its possible solutions. This means that Kriegel’s argument against

McGinn’s mysterianism is not successful enough.

There are also argumentations against the nature of McGinn’s property which makes
the mind-brain nexus possible. Garvey insists that the brain property providing the
relation between the mind and the brain is spatial; however, as discussed in the fourth
chapter of this thesis Garvey misinterprets McGinn’s position with respect to mind-
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body problem. McGinn especially emphasizes the non-spatial character of the
property explaining mind-body nexus because the problem itself emerges from the
spatial-non-spatial clash between the mind and the body. For this reason, McGinn’s
thesis reasonably claims that for mediating between the mind and the brain this

property must be neither phenomenal nor physical.

Demircioglu, Brueckner and Beroukhim argue against McGinn’s mysterianism by
claiming that just as we assume that Cartesian dualism is non-naturalistic because of
the non-spatial character of one of its substances, we can assume that McGinn’s
solution to the mind-body problem is also non-naturalistic due to the non-spatial
character of its property. On the other hand, as explained in detail in the fourth
chapter of this thesis, thanks to McGinn’s objective space idea a non-spatial property
can fit into space in a natural way, because according to the idea of ‘objective space’
space is not as what we conceive it to be like; it includes something different from
ordinary spatial propertics. McGinn’s ‘Objective space’ definition supports his
argument about offering a naturalistic solution to the mind-body problem and blocks

the criticism about this issue.

Although I believe that some of the arguments against McGinn’s mysterianism stem
from misinterpretation of his thesis about the mind-body problem and it is successful
enough to reply to these criticisms, this is not to say that there are no problematic

aspects of McGinn’s mysterianism.

I also think that McGinn’s mysterianisSm seems to be problematic with respect to the
nature of the property providing the link between the mind and the brain. McGinn
thinks that there must be neither phenomenal nor physical property for mediating
between consciousness and brain; | agree with this idea of his as well. However, |
think that for being a mediating property, it has to be shared by both kinds of states.
And according to me McGinn’s property cannot be shared by both kinds of states
because of its non-spatial character. Just as a spatial property does not involve any

common feature with the non-spatial states, a non-spatial property does not have any
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characteristics in common with the spatial states. For this reason, I don’t think that
McGinn is successful enough to create a property mediating between mind and brain.
Beside this, while McGinn tries to dissolve the problem about the relation between
the mind and the brain for human beings, he confronts us with the two more
problematic relations because of the non-spatial nature of the property P. Before
McGinn’s thesis there was only one problematic relation for us — the relation
between consciousness and brain-, but owing to McGinn’s thesis about this problem
now there are two more problematic relations: (1) Relation between non-spatial P
and consciousness, (2) Relation between non-spatial P and spatial brain.

As seen in the entirety of this thesis although McGinn’s mysterianism is successful to
some extent with respect to its replies to some criticisms, however, for being able to
claim that there is a solution of mind-body problem there must be a property which
shares sufficiently common feature with both kinds of states. On the other hand, I am
not sure about whether we can identify a property which fulfils the requirement of
having sufficiently common features with both kinds of states or not; but | am sure
that McGinn’s property is not successful enough to be able to claim that there is a

solution of the mind-body problem.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A. TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu tezde McGinn’in beden-zihin problemi iizerine ortaya koydugu ve ‘transandantal
natiiralizm’ olarak adlandirdig1 hipotezi lizerine bir ¢alisma yapilmistir. Beden-zihin
problemi olarak adlandirilan, zihin ile bedenin nasil bir etkilesim iginde oldugu,
uzamsal olmayan zihnin nasil olup da fiziksel bir bedenden ortaya ¢iktigi, zihnin
bedenin bir pargasi olan beyin ile ayni sey olup olmadigr sorular1 zihin felsefesinde

cevap aranan en temel problemlerden biridir.

Gilinlimiize kadar bu sorunun ¢6ziimii ile ilgili alternatif yaklagimlar 6ne stiriilmiistiir.
Getirilen yaklasimlar; temelde zihin ve bedenin birbirinden bagimsiz iki farkli t6z
oldugunu iddia eden diialist yaklasim ile merkeze beyni alan ve zihinsel durumlari
beyindeki norolojik siireglere indirgeyen monist materyalist yaklasim olmak tizere iki
farkli genel bashik altinda toplanabilir. Ancak yillardir bu yaklagimlarin higbiri
beden-zihin probleminin ¢6éziimii olamamistir. Son yillarda ‘yeni gizemcilik’ adi ile
anilan akim beden-zihin problemine yepyeni bir perspektif agmistir. Bu akimin temel
sav1, zihin felsefesinin zor problemi olarak kabul edilen zihin probleminin gercekte
dogal ve oldukga basit bir ¢6ziimii olmasina ragmen insanoglu tarafindan ¢oziime
kavusturulamayacagi dogrultusundadir. Yeni gizemcilik akiminin kimi savunucular
i¢in insanoglu su an i¢inde bulundugu bilissel ve teknolojik sartlar itibari ile bu
problemin ¢6ziimiinii elde edemez, ancak bilim ve teknolojideki gelismeler sayesinde
gelecekte bu problemin ¢oziimii insanoglu icin kavranabilir durumda olabilir. Diger
yandan yeni gizemcilik akiminin 6nciisti kabul edilen Colin McGinn ise beden-zihin
probleminin gercekte dogal ve basit bir ¢éziimii olmasina ragmen insanoglunun
biligsel kapasitesi sebebiyle bu ¢oziimiin hi¢bir zaman insanlar tarafindan ortaya

cikarilamayacagini iddia etmektedir. McGinn’in beden-zihin probleminin insanlar
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tarafindan asla ¢oziilemeyecek bir sorun oldugunu vurgulamasi zihin felsefesinde
yillardir siiregelen ¢6ziim arayislar1 géz oniinde bulunduruldugunda oldukga ciddi ve
bir¢ok filozof tarafindan hazmedilmesi zor bir iddiadir. Nitekim McGinn’in bu
problem iizerine ortaya koydugu hipotezine farkli agilardan itirazlar olmustur.
McGinn’in hipotezi bu itirazlarin birgoguna kendi igerisinde cevap verebilecek kadar
basarili kurgulanmistir, ancak elbette ki bu onun tezinin sorunlu bir yan1 bulunmadigi
anlamin1 tasimamaktadir. Bu tez ise; zihin felsefesinin en temel sorunu sayilabilecek
olan beden-zihin problemi iizerine McGinn’in cesurca ortaya koydugu iddiasinin
kendisine yapilan bir¢ok karsi ¢ikiga cevap verebilecek pozisyonda oldugu gercegini
gerekcgeleriyle sunmak, diger yandan da sorunlu yanlarimi agikca ortaya koymak

amaciyla yazilmistir.

McGinn tezine oncelikle sunu ortaya koyarak baslar: Beyin ile zihin arasinda zorunlu
bir baglant1 vardir. Zihin beyinden rastgele ortaya c¢ikmis bir sey degildir. Zihin
durumlarinin kaynagini kalp, karaciger ya da herhangi baska bir organimiz degil de
beyin olarak isaret etmemizin de bir sebebi vardir. Beyinde gerceklesen tiim
degisiklerin insanoglunun zihinsel durumlarinda es zamanh degisiklikler meydana
getirmesi beyin ile zihin arasinda zorunlu bir baglant1 oldugunu kanitlar niteliktedir.

McGinn beden-zihin probleminin ¢dziimiine dair olan hipotezini li¢ ana asamada
bizlere sunar. Oncelikle, beyin ile zihin arasindaki baglantinin beynin dogal bir
ozelligi tarafindan saglandigini iddia eder ve beynin bu 6zelligini kisaca “P” ile ifade
eder. Ikinci asamada ise, beynin bu &zelligi sayesinde beden-zihin probleminin
dogalc1 ¢Ozliimii saglanirken bizim insanoglu olarak biligsel becerimizin sinirlari
sebebiyle bu ¢oziime hi¢bir zaman kavusamayacagimi One siirer. Son olarak ise,
insan olarak bizler beden zihin-probleminin bilimsel ¢6ziimiine higbir zaman
ulasamayacak olsak da bdyle dogalci bir ¢oziimiin gergekte var olmasinin felsefi bir

problemi ortadan kaldirmak i¢in yeterli oldugunu iddia eder.

McGinn tezinin ilk asamasim bizlere su sekilde agiklar: Eger zihnin ve zihin
durumlarimin varligini inkar etmiyorsak, zihin durumlarinin beyinden mucizevi bir
sekilde ya da ilahi bir gili¢c yardimiyla ortaya ¢ikarildigina inanmiyorsak, o halde sunu

kabul etmeliyiz ki beyin ile zihin arasinda tipki karaciger ile safranin arasinda oldugu
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kadar dogal ve basit bir iligki vardir. Nasil ki karacigerin safra salgilamasinin dogal,
biyolojik ve bilimsel bir agiklamasi varsa ayni sekilde beynin de zihinsel durumlari
ortaya ¢ikarmasinin bilimsel ve dogal bir agiklamasi ger¢cekte mevcuttur. Beyin ve
zihin arasindaki bu basit baglant1 beynin dogal bir 6zelligi tarafindan saglanmaktadir,
ancak McGinn bu 06zelligin, néronlar gibi beynin siradan fiziksel 6zelliklerinden
farkli oldugunu sdylemekte ve ne oldugunu hicbir zaman tanimlayamayacagimizi
sOyledigi bu 6zelligi P olarak adlandirmaktadir. P kavraminmi agiklayan ve boylece
zihin ile bedenin arasindaki baglantinin ne menem bir sey oldugunu gostererek bu
problemin ¢6ziimiinii ortaya koyan bir teori gercekte mevcuttur, ancak insanoglu
kavram olusturma yeteneginin sinirlarindan dolay1 bu teoriye biligsel olarak kapali

durumdadir.

Ancak tezinin ikinci agamasinda McGinn biligsel kapanim iddiasin1 ortaya atar ve
beynin beden-zihin baglantisini saglayan 6zelliginin ger¢ekte var olmasina ragmen
ve bu baglantiy1 agiklayan bir teori olmasina ragmen insan olarak bizler bilissel
kapasitemizin dogustan gelen smirlarindan dolayr bunlara kapaliyiz der.
Transandantal natiiralizm hipotezinde McGinn biligsel kapanim iddiasini iki asamada
ortaya koyar. Ilk asamada bizlere insanoglu igin bilissel kapanimin olasilik
durumunu gosterirken ikinci asamada ise olasiliktan Gteye gegerek zihin-beden
problemi agisindan bilissel kapaliligi insanoglu icin gergekte mevcut hale getirir.
McGinn ig¢in realizm insanoglu i¢in evrenin bazi gergekleri agisindan bilissel
kapanimin olasiligini giiclendiren bir durumdur. Eger tek gercekligin insanoglunun
algiladig ile sinirli oldugunu diistinen bir idealist degilsek o halde realizmin de iddia
ettigi gibi evrende insanin algisindan bagimsiz bir takim gerceklikler bulundugu
diisiincesi hi¢ de tuhaf gelmeyecektir. Realizmin evrende insanin bilgisinden ve
algisindan bagimsiz gerceklikler bulundugu iddiasi beden-zihin probleminin
¢Ozlimiiniin de insanin bilgisinden ve algisindan bagimsiz dogada var oldugu savini
desteklemektedir. Bu noktada insanoglu sinirli bir varlik olarak evrendeki tiim
gergekliklere vakif olmak zorunda degildir, baz1 gercekliklere biligsel olarak kapali

olma durumu hi¢ de yadirganacak bir durum degildir.
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Bunun yani sira McGinn biligsel kapanimin insanoglu i¢in olasiligini giliglendirmek
adina bizlere insanlar ve hayvanlar arasindaki benzerligi hatirlatir. Insanlar da
hayvanlar gibi biyolojik bir makinedir der ve nasil hayvanlar evrenin bazi
gerceklilerine bilissel olarak kapali durumda iseler ayn1 sekilde insanlarin da evrende
kapali durumda olduklari gerceklikler mevcuttur ve McGinn i¢in beden-zihin
probleminin ¢6ziimii de bunlardan biridir.

Evrendeki bazi gerceklikler agisindan biligsel kapalilik durumunun olasiligini ortaya
koyduktan sonra McGinn bunun bir adim daha 6tesine gegerek insanoglunun beden-
zihin problemi agisindan biligsel kapalilik durumunu kanitlama yoluna gider. Zihin
ve beyin arasindaki baglanti acindan bilissel kapalilik durumumuzu kavram
olusturma yetilerimizin sinirlarina baglar ve temelde insanoglunun iki ayr1 karam
olusturma yetisi oldugunu iddia eder: Bunlardan biri i¢e bakis (introspection) iken
digeri ise algilamadir (perception). Ice bakis yontemi ile sadece kendi zihin
durumlarimiza ulastigimizi ve zihin kavramlarmi olusturdugumuzu agiklayan
McGinn algilama yolu ile de yalnizca beyni gézlemledigimizi ve beyin durumlari ile
ilgili kavramlar1 olusturdugumuzu ileri siirer. Ancak McGinn ne i¢ gézlem yoluyla
ne de algilama yoluyla beyindeki beden ve zihin baglantisini saglayan ozellige
ulagamayacagimiza vurgu yapar. Ciinkii i¢ gozlem yoluyla yalnizca kendi kendimize
deneyimledigimiz ve sahip olabildigimiz zihinsel durumlar i¢in kavramlar
iiretebiliriz. Ornegin yarasa olmanin ne menem bir sey oldugu ile ilgili bir kavram
iiretebilmemiz miimkiin goériinmemektedir, ¢iinkii daha dnce yarasa olmanin zihinsel
durumuna insan olarak hi¢ sahip olamadik. Ayni sekilde biligsel kapasitemizin
sinirlar1 beynin zihin ve beden arasindaki baglanttyr mimkiin kilan 6zelligini
deneyimlememize engel oldugundan onun i¢in de ice bakis yoluyla bir kavram
iretemeyiz. Algilama yoluyla da beynin bu 6zelligine ulasamayiz ¢iinkii alginin
nesneleri uzamsal olmak zorundadir oysa zihin ve beden arasindaki baglantiy1
saglayan beyin 6zelligi beynin diger siradan 6zellikleri gibi uzamsal bir dogaya sahip
degildir. Bu nedenle beyni gozlemlemek bu 6zelligine ulagsmak agisindan faydasiz
olacaktir. McGinn’in iddias1 birbirinden bagimsiz iki ayr1 kavram olusturma yetimiz
oldugu tizerinedir ve beden-zihin baglantist a¢isindan her bir yetimiz bu baglantinin

yalnizca tek bir yanini bizlere sunmaktadir.
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Son olarak her ne kadar bizler insanoglu olarak biligsel yetimizin sinirlarindan dolay1
kapali durumda olsak da beden zihin probleminin ¢oziimiinii saglayan beyin 6zelligi
ontolojik olarak mevcuttur ve bu durum bu problemin ontolojik gizemini ortadan
kaldirarak McGinn’e gore onu bir felsefe sorunu olmaktan ¢ikarmistir. Beden-zihin
problemi insanoglu i¢in ontolojik bir gizem degildir ve bu konunun felsefi
sorgulamasini yapmak yersizdir. Biligsel kapasitemizin sinirlarindan dolayr beden-
zihin probleminin ¢6zlimii bizler i¢in yalnizca epistemolojik bir gizemdir ve biligsel
kapasitemiz lizerine aragtirmalar yapmak da biligsel bilimin alanidir.

McGinn’in bu hipotezine ¢esitli agilardan kimi kars1 ¢ikiglar bulunmaktadir. Bu tezde
bu kars1 ¢ikislar iizerine ¢alisilmis, itirazlarda ortaya konulan kimi noktalar basarili
bulunurken kimilerinin ise McGinn’in hipotezini ¢iiriitmek i¢in yeterince basarili

olmadig1 tartisilmistir.

Ornegin Dennett ve Kriegel caligmalarinda McGinn’in insanoglu icin bilissel
kapanim iddiasina kars1 ¢ikmislardir. Daha 6nce de bahsedildigi gibi McGinn bilissel
kapanimin olasiligini ortaya koymak i¢in hayvanlar ve insanlar arasindaki benzerligi
bizlere hatirlatmistir. Nasil ki maymunlar elektron kavramina biligsel olarak kapali
durumdalarsa ya da farelerde trigonometri agisindan biligsel kapanim s6z konusu ise
ayni sekilde insanlar da beden-zihin probleminin ¢dziimiine zihinsel olarak kapali
durumdadirlar. Ancak Kriegel ve Dennett dil yetisinin hayvanlar ve insanlar
arasindaki en onemli farklilig1 ortaya koydugunu ileri siirerek McGinn’in benzerlik
arglimanma karst ¢ikmuslardir. Dennett ve Kriegel’e gore hayvanlarin bazi
problemlerin ¢6ziimlerine kapali olmalarmin sebebi onlarin dil konusundaki
yetersizlikleridir. Yani eger hayvanlar problemlerin kendisini anlayabiliyor olsalardi
bu problemlerin ¢dziimlerine de biligsel olarak agik pozisyonda olurlardi. Ornegin,
maymunlar “elektron nedir?” sorusunun cevabina biligsel olarak kapali
durumdadirlar ¢iinkii onlar zaten bu sorunun kendisini kavrayamaz ve anlayamazlar.
Ayni sekilde fareler trigonometrik sorularin cevaplarina zihinsel olarak kapali
durumdadirlar ¢iinkii trigonometrik sorular, dilsel yetersizliklerinden dolay1 fareler
icin higbir anlam ifade etmezler. Eger dilsel kapasiteleri bu sorular1 anlayabilecek
kadar yeterli durumda olsaydi, hayvanlar bu sorularin cevaplarini1 da anlayabilecek

pozisyonda olurlardi. Ancak hayvanlardan farkli olarak insanlar dilsel kabiliyetleri
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sayesinde heniliz cevaplanmamis sorulari kavrayabilir durumdadir. Ve McGinn
beden-zihin  problemine  dair olan sorulart  bi¢imlendirebildigimizi ve
kavrayabildigimizi iddia eder. Dennett ve Kriegel i¢in anlayabildigimiz bir sorunun
cevabini kavrayabilmemiz asamasinda herhangi bir sikinti goriinmemektedir. Bu
yiizden onlara gére McGinn’in yaptig1 gibi dilsel farkliliklar1 goz ardi ederek insanlar

ve hayvanlar arasinda biligsel bir benzerlik kurmak akillica bir yaklasim degildir.

Ancak bana gore Dennett ve Kriegel’in McGinn’e yapmis olduklar1 bu itiraz amacina
ulasmamis ve sandiklart gibi McGinn’in bilissel kapanim iddiasina zarar
vermemistir. Dennett ve Kriegel’in itirazlarinin amacia ulasabilmesi igin
hayvanlarin biligsel kapalilik durumlarinin tamaminin kaynagi onlarin dilsel
yetersizlikleri olmalidir. Ancak Demircioglu calismasinda hayvanlar ig¢in dilsel
kaynakli olmayan biligsel kapanim tiirliniin de oldugunu bizlere gostermistir.
Demircioglu hayvanlar acisindan biligsel kapanim tiirlerini ikiye ayirir: Birinci tiir
dilsel kaynakli biligsel kapanim, ikinci tiir ise dilsel kaynakli olmayan biligsel
kapanimdir. Ornegin kopekler bugiin giinlerden sali olmasi durumuna dilsel
yetersizliklerinden dolayr zihinsel olarak kapali durumdayken onlarin bazi renkler
acisindan bilissel kapalilik gostermesi dilsel kaynakli olmayan bir biligsel kapanim
tiriidiir. Nasil ki kopeklerin bazi renklere zihinsel olarak agik durumda olmalarinin
sebebi onlarin bu renkler ile ilgili sorular1 kavrayabilmeleri ile baglantili degil ise,
ayn1 sekilde onlarin kimi renklere biligsel olarak kapali durumda olmalar1 bu renkler
hakkindaki sorular1 dilsel yetersizliklerinden dolayr anlayamamalarindan kaynakli
degildir. Dennett ve Kriegel hayvanlarin biligsel kapalilik durumlarinin yalnizca
onlarin dilsel yetersizlikleriyle ilgili oldugunu, bu nedenle dilsel yetkinlikleri olan
insan tiirii ile bu konuda eksik olan hayvan tiirii arasinda bilissel kapalilik durumu ile
ilgili kiyas yapilmamasi gerektigini savunmuslardir. Dolayisiyla hayvanlarin bilissel
kapalilik durumlarindan yola ¢ikarak insanoglu i¢in biligsel kapanimin olasiligina
varmak onlar i¢in akil kar1 bir sonu¢ degildir. Ancak Demircioglu’nun ¢alismasinda
bizlere gosterdigi lizere hayvanlar icin dilsel kaynakli olmayan biligsel kapanim
durumlart da miimkiindiir ve bu durumun varligr Dennett ve Kriegel’in McGinn’in
iddiasina olan itirazlarin1 ¢alismaz duruma getirir. Ciinkii McGinn’in hayvanlarin

dilsel kaynakli olmayan bilissel kapanim durumlarindan yola ¢ikarak ayni sekilde
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insanlar i¢in de bazi konularda zihinsel kapaliligin miimkiin olabilecegini iddia

etmesi hi¢ de mantiksiz goriinmemektedir.

Bunun yani sira Kriegel calismasinda McGinn’in biligsel kapanim iddiasina
itirazlarda bulunmaya devam eder ve bir problemi anlayabilmenin baslica
gerekliliginin o problemin ¢dziimlerini anlamak oldugunu iddia eder. Bu sebeple ona
gore McGinn’in insanoglu agisindan biligsel kapanim iddias1 hatalidir, ¢iinkii
McGinn insanlarin beden zihin problemi hakkindaki tiim sorulari anlayabildigini
varsayarken bu sorularin cevaplarina ulasabilecek zihinsel yetilere sahip olmasi
durumunu reddetmistir, Kriegel i¢inse bu olanaksizdir. Ancak Kriegel’in McGinn’e
olan bu itiraz1 bana gére McGinn’in hipotezine hi¢bir zarar vermemektedir. Ciinkii
bana gore bir problemi anlamak i¢in Oncelikle o problemin ¢oziimlerini
kavrayabiliyor olmak gibi bir zorunluluk yoktur ve bu iddia Demircioglu’nun bu
konudaki etkili drnekleriyle desteklenebilir: “F nedir?” sorusunu ele aldigimizda bu
soruyu kavrayabilmemiz i¢in gerekli olan sey  “F” kavramina sahip olup
olmadigimiz durumu ile ilgilidir. Eger “F” kavraminin ne oldugunu biliyorsak, o
halde “F nedir?” sorusunu kavrayabilmek bizim i¢in bir problem halin
dontismeyecektir. Ancak “F nedir?” sorusunun cevabi olarak kabul ettigimiz “F,
G’dir” ciimlesini ele alalim. Bu climleyi kavrayabilmemiz i¢in ise gerekli olan sey
F’den bagimsiz bir baska kavram olan “G” kavramina sahip olmamizdir. Goriildigi
tizere bir soruyu anlamak ve onun cevabi olarak varsaydigimiz ciimleyi anlayabilmek
birbirlerinden bagimsiz durumlardir, ¢linkii her birini anlamak birbirinden farkli
kavramlara sahip olmay1 gerektirir ve bu durum da bizlere cevabini anlayamadigimiz
bir sorunun kendisini kavrayabilmemiz noktasinda oniimiizde herhangi bir engel
olmadigin1 gostermektedir. Demircioglu’nun bir diger 6rnegi de bizi bu konuda ikna
eder pozisyondadir. Ornegin, “Yarasa olmak ne menem bir seydir?” sorusu
soruldugunda bizler bu soruyu anlayabildigimizi, kavrayabildigimizi sdyleyebiliriz.
Ancak bu sorunun cevabini bildigimizi ya da anlayabilecegimizi séylememiz ¢ok da
inandiric1 gériinmemektedir. Clinkii ‘yarasa olmak’ deneyimine biz insanlar olarak
daha once hig¢ sahip olmadik, dolayisiyla da daha 6nce hi¢ deneyimlemedigimiz bir

durumu bilebilecegimizi sdylemek yanlis olacaktir. Bu 6rnek de bizlere gosterir ki
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bir soruyu anlayabilmenin 6n kosulu o sorunun olasi cevaplarini kavrayabilmekten

geememektedir.

Bunlarin disinda, McGinn’in hipotezinde, beden-zihin problemini sagladigini iddia
ettigi beyin 6zelliginin dogas1 acisindan da cesitli itirazlar bulunmaktadir. Ornegin,
Garvey beden ile zihin arasindaki baglantiyr sagladigi iddia edilen beyin 6zelligine
algisal olarak kapali durumda olmamizin McGinn tarafindan ¢ok giigsiiz bir nedene
dayandirildigini diigiiniir. McGinn’in tezinde ‘P’ olarak adlandirdig1 beyin 6zelliginin
insanlar tarafindan algilanamaz olmasinin nedeni onun uzamsal olmayan dogasidir.
Garvey, McGinn’in beyin ve zihin arasindaki baglantiyr saglayan P’nin uzamsal
olmamasi1 konusunda 1srarct olmasinin sebebini uzamsal bir beyin 6zelliginin bu
baglantiyr nasil saglayacagini hayal edemememiz oldugunu diisiiniir. Yani ona gore
McGinn uzamsal bir beyin 6zelliginin bu baglantiyr saglamasi durumunu anlagilmaz
buldugu icin, kolaya kagmis ve uzamsal olmayan bir ‘P’ ilan etmistir. Ancak
diinyanin yuvarlak olmasi ya da kendi ekseni etrafinda donmesi de bizim i¢in
zamaninda anlasilmaz ve hayal edilemez seylerdi, dolayisiyla Garvey’in bu
orneklerle demek istedigi sey su an nasil oldugu anlasilamasa da nigin beynin
uzamsal, siradan bir 6zelligi beden-zihin arasindaki baglantinin sebebi olmasin?
Ancak diinyanin donmesi ya da yuvarlak olmasinin zamaninda insanlar tarafindan
bilinemez durumlar oldugunu 6rnekleyerek bunlari beden zihin probleminin ¢6ziimii
ile kiyaslamasinin dogru bir yaklagim olmadigr kanisindayim. Ciinkii diinyanin
donmesinin zamaninda insanlar tarafindan bilinemez ya da hayal edilemez olmasinin
temel sebebi bu konudaki ampirik arastirmalarin ve gézlemlerin eksikligidir. Ancak
diger yandan, beden-zihin probleminin ¢6ziimiinii ele aldigimizda bu ikili arasindaki
baglantiyr saglayan beyin oOzelligine ulasamamizin sebebi bu konudaki ampirik
aragtirmalarin eksikligi degildir. Yillardir beynin uzamsal 6zelikleri olan nérolojik
slirecler iizerine gozlemler incelemeler yapilmis, ancak uzamsal 6zellikler kisilerin
Oznel zihinsel deneyimlerini agiklamada yetersizlikler gostermistir. McGinn bu
nedenle beynin bu baglantiy1 saglayan beyin 6zelliginin uzamsal olmamasi gerektigi
konusunda 1srarc1 davranmigtir. Sorun zaten uzamsal bir beyin ve uzamsal olmayan
zihin arasindaki baglantinin nasil saglandig1 sorunudur, dolayisiyla olmasi gereken

birbirinden tamamu ile zit 6zellikleri tagiyan beyin ve zihin arasinda arabulucuk
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edecek oOzelliklere sahip olan bir beyin 6zelliginin varligidir. Uzamsal bir beyin

0zelligi ise bu sart1 yerine getirememektedir.

Bunun yani sira Demircioglu, Brueckner ve Beroukhim de ¢alismalarinda McGinn’in
iddia ettigi beyin Ozelliginin dogasina iliskin itirazlarda bulunmuglardir. Onlarin
itirazlar1 ise P’nin uzamsal olmayan dogasinin McGinn’in hipotezinin dogalci
pozisyonuyla ¢elistigi iizerine olmustur. Yani daha agik olmak gerekirse, bizim
Kartezyen diializmi dogaiistii olarak tanimlamamizin sebebi diializmin tanimladigi
iki tozden birinin uzamsal olmayan yapisidir. Ve onlara gore bu sartlar altinda
McGinn’in beden-zihin probleminin ¢6ziimiine dair gercekte var oldugunu iddia
ettigi dogalc1 ¢dziimii P’nin uzamsal olmayan dogasindan dolay1 dogaiistii olarak
tanimlamak hi¢ de tuhaf olmayacaktir. Ancak McGinn’in hipotezi bana gore onlarin
bu itirazlarina kendi igerisinde cevap verebilecek sekilde kurgulanmistir. Ciinki
gozden kagirilan nokta sudur ki: McGinn beden-zihin probleminin asil sebebini
bizim uzam/mekan kavramini nasil acgikladigimizla iligkilendirmistir. Bizim uzam
kavramimiz gergekte olan objektif uzam kavramini yansitmamaktadir. Bizim uzam
kavramimizin igerisine yalnizca mekansal olan objeler girerken aslinda mekansal
olmayan, boyut, hacim gibi fiziksel 6zellikler tasimayan seyler de gercek uzamda
kendilerine yer bulabilmektedir. Bu nedenle McGinn’in su an kavradigimiz sekliyle
uzamsal olmayan P’si ger¢cek uzamda sorunsuzca var olabilmektedir. Bdylece
McGinn’in ‘ger¢ek uzam’ iddias1 bir yandan onun beden-zihin problemini agisindan
dogalct ¢oziimiinii desteklerken diger yandan da bu konuda kendisine yoneltilen

elestirilere bir cevap niteligi tagimaktadir.

Yukarida aktarildigi gibi McGinn’e yoneltilen bazi itirazlarin onun hipotezinin yanlis
ya da eksi anlagilmasindan kaynaklandigini iddia etmem ve bunlarin
clirtitiilebilecegini diisinmem McGinn’in tezinin hig¢bir sorunlu yan1 yoktur anlamina

gelmemektedir.

Beden ve zihin arasindaki baglantiyr saglayan beyin 6zelliginin uzamsal olmayan
dogas1 acisindan bakildiginda McGinn’in tezinin problemli gorlindiigiine ben de

katilmaktayim. McGinn bu beyin 6zelliginin beden ve zihin arasinda arabuluculuk
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gorevini yerine getirebilmesi i¢in ne fiziksel ne de fenomenal olmamasi gerektigini
vurgulamaktadir. Bu vurguyu yapmaktaki amaci beynin bu 6zelliginin hem uzamsal
beyin 6zellikleri hem de uzamsal olmayan zihin 6zellikleri ile yeterli l¢iide ortak
Ozellige sahip bir beyin 0Ozelligi arayisinda olmasidir. Ben de McGinn’in bu
diisiincesine katilmaktayim, eger beden ve zihin arasinda arabuluculuk edecek bir
beyin 06zelligi varsa bu Ozellik hem uzamsal beyin durumlari hem de uzamsal
olmayan zihin durumlar1 ile homojen durumda olmalidir. Ancak McGinn’in uzamsal
olmayan P’si bu gerekliligi yerine getirmemektedir. Ciinkii nasil beynin siradan
uzamsal ozellikleri uzamsal olmayan zihin durumlari ile homojen durumda degil ise
ve bu ylizden zihin durumlarn ile baglantisi bizler tarafindan anlasilamiyorsa, ayni
sekilde uzamsal olmayan P de beynin diger siradan uzamsal 6zellikleri ile ortak
noktalar tasimamaktadir. Ve bu durum P ile beynin siradan uzamsal ozellikleri
arasindaki baglanti konusunda problem ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. iki heterojen durum
arasindaki — beyin ve zihin arasindaki — baglantinin sorunsuzca gergeklesmesi i¢in bu
iki durum ile esit sekilde homojen en az bir arabulucuya ihtiyag vardir. Ancak
McGinn’in tezinde bizlere beden zihin probleminin ¢6ziimii i¢in isaret ettigi beyin

0zelliginin dogas1 bu ihtiyaci karsilayamamaktadir.

McGinn beden ve zihin arasindaki iliskiden dogan problemi ortadan kaldirmaya
calisirken aslinda farkinda olmadan 1 olan gizemli iliski sayisini bizler i¢in 3’e
¢cikarmistir. McGinn’in hipotezinden 6nce cevap bulmaya ¢alistigimiz iliski yalnizca
beyin ve zihin arasindaki baglanti idi. Ancak McGinn bu hipotezi ortaya atarak
bunlara iki yenisini daha eklemis oldu. Bunlardan ilki; uzamsal olan beyin ve onun
sonucu olan uzamsal olmayan P. Ikincisi ise; uzamsal olmayan P ve onun sonucu
olan zihin. McGinn tezinde ‘nedenler sonuglari ile benzer 6zellikler tagimali’ ilkesine
bagl kalmis ve bu yiizden P’nin kendisinin sonucu olan zihin ile benzer 6zellikler
gosterdigini varsaymistir. Ama bu noktada gozden kacan sey P’nin de kendisinin

nedeni olan beyin ile hi¢bir ortak noktasinin bulunmadigi gergegidir.

Sonug olarak, bu tezin biitiiniinde gostermeye calistigim: McGinn’in gizemcilik
yaklagimi kendisine yoneltilen kimi elestirilere cevap vermek acisindan bir dereceye

kadar basarili olmasina ragmen, hipotezinde beden zihin probleminin ¢déziimiini
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sagladigin1 iddia ettigi beyin Ozelliginin ise yararlifi bu problemin ¢éziimi i¢in
gerekli kosullar géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda yeterince ikna edici degildir. Ciinkii
nasil ki uzamsal olan bir beyin 6zelligi uzamsal olmayan durumlarla yeterli miktarda
ortak Ozellik tasimiyorsa ayni sekilde uzamsal olmayan bir beyin 6zelligi siradan
uzamsal beyin Ozellikleriyle yeterli miktarda ortak Ozellik tasiyamaz. Her iki
heterojen durum ile esit olarak homojen olan bir beyin 6zelliginin varligr ve
tanimlanabilmesi konusunda her ne kadar siiphelerim olsa da bu tezin sonunda emin
oldugum sey sudur ki: McGinn’in uzamsal olmayan beyin ozelligi beden-zihin

probleminin ¢dziimiiniin saglanabilmesi i¢in uygun karakterde degildir.
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APPENDIX B. TEZ FOTOKOPISIi iZiN FORMU
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TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) : A Study on McGinn’s Mysterianism

TEZIN TURU : Yiiksek Lisans - Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. -

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir -
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) yil siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLiM TARIHI:

82



