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I.Preamble
A. Abbott and Costello: “Who’s on First?”

II.Intro
A. Explanatory gap

1. Between
a. Private, subjective, inexorably 1st-person qualitative phenomenological character 

of conscious experience—
b. Public, objective, detached, 3rd-person character of empirical science (from 

physics and neuroscience to cognitive science to scientific psychology).
2. Hard problem (“what it is like”)

a. Basically first; but “hard” because of relation to the second.
b. How to bridge ‘is’ and ‘what it is like’

B. Discussion
1. Most agree (phenomenologists and scientists)

a. Nothing in our current scientific picture of the world explains—sheds the remotest 
light on—the essentially private, qualitative, “awake” character of what it is like to 
be a conscious subject (get Nagel quote).

b. Extant scientific picture of the world is somehow inimical (ontologically and/or 
epistemically) to an adequate naturalistic account of the “phenomenal” character 
of first-person conscious experience.

2. Disagreement
a. Some (≡“optimists”) view gap as temporary—merely reflecting an inadequacy in 

the progress of science, which should be repaired.
i. Many neuroscientists; also scientifically-minded philosophers
ii. Expect it to be explained in ordinary scientific terms—on model of neurotrans-

mission or digestion
b. Some (≡”pessimists,” Nagel, new mysterians) view conflict as intrinsic, leading 

them to propose desperate measures: pan-psychism, neo-dualism, new mysteri-
ans, etc.).
i. Public/empirical realm, private/transcendental realm, essentially incommensu-

rable
ii. Chalmers

c. Intermediates: gap can be crossed, but only with radical adjustments to our con-
ception of the physical world (Penrose, Gregg)
i. Also: quantum mechanics (quantum microtubules), etc.

C. Me
1. All wrong

a. Optimists, pessimists, and intermediates
2. Instead, will argue three contrary views
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a. Familiar first-person, phenomenological character of conscious experience, far 
from being independent of physics, is virtually a direct consequence of it (of a 
rather abstract property) of physical law—implying that any embodied creature 
must be conscious, if it has a sufficiently robust sense of the world around it.

b. No new resources, physical or metaphysical, needed to explain it—though our 
meta-theoretic understanding of the nature of scientific knowledge will come in for 
serious adjustment;  and1

c. “Bridging the gap,” from physics to consciousness, is almost simple, if only one 
looks at the problem correctly.

3. Rabid physicalist?
a. Depends
b. Nothing like traditionalists
c. Rather, an especially rigorous form of what I call radical physicalism, assuming no 

more than (an intuitive version of) elementary field theory, gives rise, from a third-
person, empirical perspective
i. “From the outside” (or “sideways-on,” to use McDowell’s phrase

d. …to a picture of consciousness
i. Far more like that developed from a first-person perspective (“from the 

inside”), as for example in ordinary contemplative reflection, or in the phenom-
enological tradition

ii. Than like the pictures of mind one normally encounters in neuroscience or an-
alytic philosophy of mind.

4. Discussion
a. May seem a stretch

i. From (quantum) field theory
ii. To originary self-reference of pre-reflexive intuition.

b. By the time we are done, hope to make it seem like not much of a stretch at all.
III.Strategy

A. Intro
1. Explanatory gap (1st-person/3rd-person) based on use-mention confusion

a. What is third-person is our understanding of the physical world
b. What must be 1st-person, to understand consciousness,  is physical world there2 -

by understood
2. Leads to two tasks

a. Ontological
i. Develop an objective, presumptively 3rd-person,  scientific account of how 3
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That is: I will argue for relatively radical revisions in how we understand (all) scientific knowledge, rather than 1

claiming that the character of scientific knowledge itself has to be adjusted in order to understand conscious-
ness. Consciousness, I will claim, can be understood in essentially the same scientific way as we have “always 
already” understood other material phenomena.

I.e., what needs to sustain or “subvene” first-person content, in order for consciousness to be naturalised.2

Whether objective, scientific accounts are really “third-person” is questioned in §■■.3
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subjective, 1st-person (and 2nd and 3rd) content can arise in—or supervene 
on—the (seemingly impersonal) physical plenum.

ii. Two parts, in turn
a. First person is easy 
b. Then: how 3rd person arises (what it takes)

b. Epistemological: integrate
i. Our 1st-person, subjective awareness of our own (1st-person) consciousness
ii. With (allegedly) 3rd-personal objective scientific understanding of the physical 

world
3. Summary

a. specific facts about the nature of the physical world entail that (at least inchoate 
versions of) first and second person content are relatively “easy.” It is third-person 
content, often assumed to be the default, that turns out to be difficult.

b. It is a substantial trick, given the nature of physical law, for a physically embodied 
agent to achieve anything like a genuinely third-person perspective on the world 
around it.

c. Developing such a perspective, I will argue, requires no less than the attainment 
of objectivity—not only in order to count as third-person, but also, perhaps more 
significantly, in order to count as a perspective on the world

——————————————•• ——————————————
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