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The article examines the viability of so-called 'the knowledge argu­
ment' that was designed to prove the irreducibility of the subjective, 
phenomenal aspect of experience to the physical. It is argued that this 
argument can successfully be  defended against its criticism. Its critics 
are represented here by  two physicalist approaches: the mode of pre­
sentation hypothesis (here Paul Churchland), and the ability hypothesis 
(here David Lewis and Laurence Nemirow). The defense of the gene­
ral soundness of the knowledge argument is based on some important 
insights on the issue m question of Frank Jackson and Howard 
Robinson. It is argued that the physicalist counterarguments to the 
knowledge argument seem inadequate. The article concludes that it 
appears that the knowledge argument has still kept a significant 
amount of its initial force. 

1. Introduction 
There are some serious problems for materialism. The existence of conscious­
ness is one of them and it poses a very serious challenge to the materialist 
ambition to reduce the mental to the physical. Some non-materialists have 

pointed out to the existence qualia - information that is by its very nature 
non-physical. So called 'the knowledge argument' is an ingenious device 
designed to demonstrate their existence and so also to prove the irreducibility 
of the subjective, phenomenal aspect of experience1. Since presented the 
argument has attracted a significant attention as among its opponents so 

among its defenders. 
In this essay I would like to examine the question of whether the know­

ledge argument can successfully b e  defended against its criticism, and so also 
to examine its strength against physicalism. In doing so, I will proceed 
through the following steps. First, I will sketch Frank Jackson's version of the 
argument. Second, I will describe various important physicalist objections 

1 Philosophers differ with regard to the status (plausibility) of mental experiments in philosophy, 
and in the philosophy of mind in particular Silvia Gáhková in her illuminative article provides 
several arguments for the relevance of mental experiments showing the variety of ways philoso­
pher may benefit f rom them ([2], 92-93) 

ORGANON F 11 (2004), No  2. 128-142 
Copyright © Filozofický ústav SAV, Bratislava 



THE KNOWLEDGE ARGUMENT. 129 

that w e r e  supposed to s h o w  that physical i sm can accommodate the intuition 
f r o m  which the argument der ives  its appeal ing force.  I h a v e  chosen t w o  phy-
sicalist  approaches, one that m a y  b e  label led a s  the m o d e  o f  presentation 
hypothesis  and represented here  b y  Paul Churchland; the other g o e s  under the  
heading o f  the ability hypothesis  and w a s  produced b y  David  L e w i s  and Lau ­

r e n c e  N e m i r o w .  Final ly ,  I will  d e f e n d  t h e  genera l  soundness  o f  t h e  k n o w l e d ­

g e  a r g u m e n t  u s ing  s o m e  impor tan t  ins ights  o n  t h e  i ssue  i n  ques t ion  o f  F r a n k  

J a c k s o n  a n d  H o w a r d  Rob inson .  I will sugges t  that t h e  physical is t  coun te r ­

a rgumen t s  t o  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  s e e m  inadequate .  1 will  c o n c l u d e  tha t  it 

appea r s  that  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  h a s  still k e p t  a s ignif icant  a m o u n t  o f  its 

initial fo rce .  

2. Mary before and Mary after - the Knowledge Argument for Qualia 
F r a n k  J a c k s o n ' s  vers ion o f  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  w a s  deve loped  t o  d e ­

mons t r a t e  that  phys ica l i sm i s  fa lse ,  f o r ,  a s  h e  p u t s  it, ' t he re  a r e  certain f ea tu ­

r e s  o f  t h e  bod i ly  sensat ions ... w h i c h  n o  a m o u n t  o f  pure ly  physical  i n fo rma­

t ion  inc ludes '  ([3],  469) .  H e  uses  t h e  e x a m p l e  o f  M a r y  - a scientist  (a  neuro-

physio logis t )  invest igat ing t h e  wor ld  f r o m  a b lack  & whi te  r o o m  exc lus ive ly  

v ia  b l a c k  & w h i t e  T V  set. S h e  is a p e r s o n  w h o  acqui red  all phys ica l  

in format ion  a b o u t  t h e  wor ld  s o  tha t  s h e  k n o w s  w h a t  is phys ica l ly  go ing  o n  i n  

h u m a n  b e i n g s  w h e n  they  s e e  s o m e  par t icular  co lour .  J a c k s o n ' s  crucial  c l a i m  

i s  tha t  a f t e r  h e r  re lease  f r o m  h e r  b l a c k  & w h i t e  env i ronment  M a r y  learns  

some th ing  n e w  a n d  s o  addit ional .  T h i s  e n a b l e s  h i m  t o  c o n c l u d e  tha t  if th i s  i s  

s o  then  phys ica l i sm (that a s s u m e s  that  sc ient i f ic  p ic ture  cap tures  all t h e  

poss ib le  in fo rmat ion  o f  t h e  wor ld )  is f a l s e  ( [3] ,  471) .  H i s  a rgumen t  r u n s  a s  
fo l lows :  

1. Phys ica l i sm c l a ims  tha t  all (correct)  in fo rmat ion  i s  physica l  in format ion .  

2 .  O n e  (e.g.  M a r y )  w h o  h a v e  all t he  phys ica l  in format ion  c a n  learn s o m e ­
th ing  m o r e  a b o u t  t he  wor ld .  

3 .  T h e r e  is s o m e  (correct)  in fo rmat ion  tha t  i s  non-phys ica l .  

4 .  A l l  t h e  physical  in fo rmat ion  d o e s  n o t  su f f i c e  t o  p rov ide  a c o m p l e t e  
p ic ture  o f  t h e  world .  

5 .  . ' .Physica l ism is false.  

N o w ,  it i s  c lea r  that  if this  a r g u m e n t  i s  val id  a n d  sound  it m a y  h a v e  a 

devas ta t ing  e f f e c t  o n  t he  physical is t  ambi t ion  t o  accoun t  f o r  all the re  i s  t o  

k n o w  re ly ing  exclus ive ly  o n  a m e a n s  m a d e  ava i l ab le  b y  phys ica l  sc ience  a n d  

expressed  in i ts  vocabulary .  S o m e  physical is ts  be ing  a w a r e  o f  this  h a v e  spen t  

a s ignif icant  e f f o r t  t o  s h o w  that  t he re  m u s t  b e  someth ing  wrong  with t h e  

a rgumen t .  B e f o r e  I look m o r e  c lose ly  a t  s o m e  o f  t hem,  in t h e  next  sect ion,  it 
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i s  noteworthy, f o r  instance, that Jackson ' s  argument a s s u m e s  (in his f i r s t  
premise) s o m e  particular definition of  physical i sm . Moreover,  a s  the discus ­

s ion  o v e r  t he  a rgumen t  h a s  p r o v e n  p remises  o f  th i s  a r g u m e n t  c a n  b e  r ead  (and 

s o  d isputed)  i n  m o r e  t h a n  o n e  way .  T h o u g h  the re  m a y  b e  a n  impress ion  tha t  

J a c k s o n ' s  crit ics h a v e  cha l lenged  t h e  a rgumen t  conclus ive ly ,  I be l ieve  tha t  

a f t e r  s o m e  clar i f icat ion t h e  oppos i t e  migh t  b e  t h e  case .  T h a t  t h e  latter is t h e  

c a s e  ra ther  than  t h e  f o r m e r  I will  t r y  t o  demons t ra t e  i n  w h a t  fo l lows .  

3. Some Physicalist Responses to the Knowledge Argument 
Var ious  counte ra rguments  h a v e  b e e n  p r o d u c e d  against  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgu­
men t .  It i s  par t ly  b e c a u s e  i t  s e e m s  h igh ly  p laus ib le  t o  insist  that eve ry  
physical is t  mus t  d e n y  that o n c e  s o m e o n e  h a s  all t h e  poss ib le  phys ica l  k n o w ­
l e d g e  abou t  t h e  w o r l d  the re  is any th ing  m o r e  s h e  c a n  learn  a b o u t  it. H o w e v e r ,  
this  i s  no t  t o  s a y  tha t  t h e y  m u s t  d e n y  that  that  p e r s o n  m a y  l ea rn  (or  acquire)  
something n ew .  T h e r e  a r e  a t  least  t w o  physical is t  app roaches  t o  this.  Church -
land represents  h e r e  o n e  o f  t h e m  c la iming  that  th i s  some th ing  that  M a r y  
learnt  a f te r  s h e  l e f t  h e r  b l ack  a n d  whi t e  r o o m  w e r e  n o t  n e w  f ac t s  b u t  o l d  f ac t s  
p resen ted  in a n e w  way. T h e  o ther  approach  i s  deve loped  b y  L e w i s  a n d  N e -
m i r o w  w h o  c l a i m  tha t  M a r y  ga ined  s o m e  n e w  k n o w - h o w  a s  a n  ability wh i ch  
is ,  howeve r ,  d i f f e r en t  f r o m  acqui r ing  k n o w l e d g e  o f  s o m e  n e w  f ac t s  abou t  t h e  

wor ld .  

N o w ,  b e f o r e  I s a y  any th ing  substant ive  a b o u t  t h e  f o r c e  o f  t h e s e  physical is t  

cha l lenges  it is impor tan t  t o  h a v e  a c lear  p ic tu re  abou t  w h a t  t h e y  amount ,  to .  

Firs t ,  I will g o  th rough  t h e  m o d e  o f  presenta t ion hypothes i s ,  a n d  a f te r  tha t  I 

touch  t h e  ability hypothes is .  

3.1 The Mode of Presentation Hypothesis (Churchland) 
P a u l  Church land  a rgues  reso lu te ly  against  t h e  a rgumen t s  tha t  a n y  mater ial is­

t i c  neurosc ience  c a n n o t  in principle r educe  qual i ta t ive  f ea tu r e s  o f  o u r  exper i ­

e n c e  t o  ob jec t ive  exp lana to ry  f r a m e w o r k  o f  phys ica l  s c i ence  ([1] ,  8) .  B e f o r e  

h e  dea l s  wi th  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a r g u m e n t  direct ly  h e  d e f e n d s  t h e  v e r y  possibi l i ty  

o f  sc ient i f ic  inter theoret ic  reduct ion .  I n  o rde r  t o  suppor t  h i s  c a s e  h e  e m p h a ­

sizes  t h e  cont ingent  charac ter  o f  any  exis t ing concep tua l  f r a m e w o r k  tha t  i s  

2 It has to be noticed that Jackson is quite careful here as he  realises difficulties in defining 
physicalism. His approach is to illuminate the issue in the course of the exposition of his own 

argument ([3], 469) 
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gradually be ing  replaced b y  new and better f rameworks 3  ([1], 14). Now, if 
this is so, Churchland argues, w e  may  " |c]onsider  ... the possibility o f  learn­
ing to  describe,  conceive,  and  introspectively apprehend t h e  teeming intrica­
cies  o f  our  inner lives within the  conceptual  f r amework  o f  matured neuro-
science"  ([1], 16). This  is t o  suggest that problems with the  reduction o f  
mental  states t o  neurophysiological  states m a y  b e  overcome.  

G iven  these  assumptions Churchland goes  o n  t o  examine  in  detail  Jack­

s o n ' s  anti-reductionist example  o f  Mary .  H i s  object ions  t o  the  example  

proceed as  fol lows.  H e  first  o f fe rs ,  what h e  calls,  a "convenient ly t ightened"  

version o f  J ackson ' s  a rgument  that goes  a s  fo l lows:  
(1) M a r y  k n o w s  everything there  is t o  k n o w  about  brain states and  their 

propert ies.  

(2)  It is not t he  case  that  M a r y  knows  everything there  is t o  k n o w  about  
sensations a n d  their  properties.  

Therefore ,  b y  Le ibn iz ' s  law, 

(3)  Sensat ions and  their  propert ies 4- brain  states a n d  their properties.  

Churchland argues  that  t he  argument  su f fe r s  f r o m  the  intensional fal lacy,  a s  

J ackson ' s  poin t  seems  to  b e  that "knows  about" is transparent a n d  extensional  

context .  However ,  f o r  Churchland this is not t he  case.  H e  lists t w o  m o r e  

' shor tcomings '  o f  J ackson ' s  argument .  
1) "knows  about" ,  even  if transparent in bo th  premises,  it i s  not  univocal 

in bo th  o f  them.  However ,  it is argued unless  they  are  univocal  the  validity o f  
J ackson ' s  a rgument  is  threatened.  This  is because  ' knowledge '  in  the  first  
p remise  (to master  a set o f  proposit ions) is di f ferent  f r o m  'knowledge '  in  t h e  
second premise  ( to  represent  s o m e  property in  s o m e  pre-  o r  sublinguistic 
m e d i u m  of representation) ([1],  23).  Now,  if this is so,  it is possible t o  a rgue  
that t he  d i f fe rence  be tween  these  t w o  kinds  o f  knowledge  is  t o  b e  seen in  " the  
d i f ferent  type o f  knowledge  each has  of exactly the same thing" ([1], 24) .  Th i s  
is t o  say that  t he  very  variety o f  modes  h o w  a thing m a y  b e  k n o w n  should not  
b e  confused  with variety o f  things.  Churchland concludes  that  once  this ambi ­
guity is  r emoved  f r o m  Jackson ' s  a rgument  it does  not  work  against  
material ism anymore 4 .  

3 Churchland provides examples in support of his use of the idea of theoretical and perceptual 
change pointing to the figures like astronomer, and wine taster whose discriminatory ability can 
be  in principle improved immensely ([1], 14-5) 
4 Churchland explicitly accuses Jackson of an illegitimate use of this variety of modes of 
knowledge Moreover, he  claims that even if Jackson's argument were sound it would prove too 
murk, for it could be  used against dualism as well ([1], 24) 
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2 )  Jackson ' s  assumption that " e v e n  a Utopian k n o w l e d g e  o f  neuroscience 
must l e a v e  Mary  hopelessly  in the  dark  o f  the subject ive  qualitative nature o f  
sensations not-yet-enjoyed" ([1], 25) .  Churchland reads this a s  the c la im 
about  M a r y ' s  inability to imagine  w h a t  the relevant experience w o u l d  b e  like, 
and adds  that any  plausibil ity o f  such a c laim i s  der ived f r o m  J a c k s o n ' s  
fa i lure  to consider adequately w h a t  to k n o w  everything there i s  to k n o w  a s  f a r  
a s  physical  brain i s  concerned amounts to. 

This  expresses  Churchland's  optimism that s o m e  neuroscientific informa ­

t ion  c a n  p rov ide  M a r y  wi th  k n o w l e d g e  a b o u t  t h e  re levant  qual ia 5 .  T h i s  i s  t o  

c l a i m  "[ i ] f  M a r y  h a s  t h e  re levan t  neurosc ient i f ic  concep ts  f o r  t h e  sensat ional  

s tates  ... b u t  s h e  h a s  neve r  ye t  b e e n  in t ho se  states ,  s h e  m a y  wel l  b e  a b l e  t o  

i m a g i n e  b e i n g  i n  t h e  re levant  cor t ical  s ta te"  ( [1] ,  26) .  C h u r c h l a n d ' s  d i scus ­

s ion  o f  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  l eads  h i m  eventual ly  t o  c o n c l u d e  tha t  

J a c k s o n  either ru les  ou t  th i s  possibi l i ty  i n  a d v a n c e  (wh ich  is ,  h o w e v e r ,  

d i f f i cu l t  t o  s e e  h o w )  or m u s t  a ccep t  tha t  h i s  a rgumen t  fa i ls .  

3.2 The Ability Hypothesis (Lewis, Nemirow) 
L e w i s  a n d  N e m i r o w  e m p l o y  a d i f f e ren t  s t ra tegy t o  e l imina te  t h e  subvers ive  

na tu re  o f  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgument .  T h e y  t ry  t o  demons t ra t e  tha t  i t  i s  pos s ib l e  

t o  start  f r o m  t h e  s o u n d  c o r e  o f  t h e  a r g u m e n t  b u t  a r r ive  a t  conc lus ions  tha t  a r e  

c o m p a t i b l e  wi th  mater ia l i sm.  
D a v i d  L e w i s  acknowledges  tha t  h a v i n g  a n  exper ience  is a v e r y  impor tan t ,  

b u t  d e n i e s  tha t  it i s  t h e  on ly  pos s ib l e  w a y  t o  k n o w  wha t  expe r i ence  i s  l ike 6  

( [5] ,  500) .  B e f o r e  h e  prov ides  h i s  o w n  solut ion  t o  t h e  p r o b l e m  h e  ana lyses  i n  

deta i l  w h a t  h e  ca l ls  t h e  hypothes i s  o f  p h e n o m e n a l  i n fo rma t ion  (HPI ) .  I t  i s  

impor t an t  t o  f i gu re  ou t  w h a t  th i s  label  is m e a n t  t o  represent  a s  it i s  la ter  o n  

con t r aposed  t o  L e w i s ' s  sugges ted  solu t ion  - t h e  abil i ty hypothes is .  

H P I  postula tes  t h e  ex i s t ence  o f  phenomenal information - o n e  tha t  i s  
i r reducib le  t o  physica l  in format ion .  T h e n ,  t h e  o n l y  w a y  t o  ga in  t h e  f o r m e r  is 
t o  h a v e  exper ience .  L e w i s ,  b e i n g  a w a r e  that  if H P I  i s  t rue  t h e n  mate r ia l i sm i s  
fa l se ,  t ake s  p a i n s  t o  s h o w  tha t  i t  i s  poss ib le  tha t  in format ion  a b o u t  expe r i ence  
i s  n o t  p h e n o m e n a l  i n fo rma t ion  (phenomena l  i n  t h e  s e n s e  tha t  w e  c a n  b e  

5 H e  places a significant hope into "the changes in our introspective apprehension of our internal 
states that could follow upon a wholesale revision in our conceptual framework fo r  our internal 
states" ([1], 25) 
6 T h e  impossibility to  transform science lessons into something we gain in experience is for  
Lewis not  necessary but only a contingent truth ([5], 501) 
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informed about it only  b y  h a v i n g  n e w  experience but not v i a  lessons) 7  ([5], 
5 0 5 ,  507).  

W h a t  is  a l so  worth noticing i s  L e w i s '  comment on J a c k s o n ' s  k n o w l e d g e  
argument that it takes  materialism a s  a necessary  truth whereas  materialists 
take  their materialism, according to L e w i s ,  only  a s  a contingent truth and 
claims that "[o]ur minimal Material ism must  b e  a restricted supervenience 
thesis:  within a certain c las s  o f  worlds,  which includes our actual world,  there 
is  no  d i f fe rence  without physical  di f ference.  Within that class,  any t w o  
possibil it ies j u s t  a l ike phys ica l ly  a r e  j u s t  a l ike  simpliciter" ([5], 507-8).  L e w i s  
d o e s  not st ick to the il lusion that o n e  can grant HPI and remain a materialist, 
and s o  b y  pointing to the alternative hypothesis  h e  wants  to p r e s e r v e  his 
physical ist  commitment. If so,  h o w ?  

H e  puts f o r w a r d  t w o  cla ims:  First, HPI i s  more  peculiar  and s o  less  
tempting hypothesis,  and second, the ability hypothesis  d o e s  ju s t ice  to the 
intuition of  indispensability o f  experience f o r  k n o w i n g  what  is  something l i k e  
([5], 509) .  T h e  peculiar character o f  HPI i s  related to the f a c t  that it opposes  
not only  to materialism but  a l so  something di f ferent  f r o m  material ism - f o r  
instance - to parapsychology 8 .  T h i s  is  to  s a y  that " [ i f ]  there i s  such a thing a s  
phenomenal information, it i s n ' t  j u s t  independent of  physical  information. I t ' s  
independent o f  e v e r y  sort o f  information that could b e  se rved  u p  in lessons  
f o r  the inexperienced. For it i s  supposed to eliminate possibil i t ies  that any 
amount o f  lessons  l e a v e  o p e n "  ([5], 511) .  Second peculiar aspect  o f  HPI i s  
according to L e w i s  the fact  that it s e e m s  to b e  a priori imposs ib le  to propose  
any  alternative to phenomenal information. Finally, another source  o f  pecu ­
liarity o f  p h e n o m e n a l  i n fo rma t ion  i s  re la ted  t o  its isolat ion f r o m  var ious  o ther  
k i n d s  o f  in format ion  ([5],  512) .  

T h e  pecul iar  charac ter  o f  H P I  leads ,  L e w i s  argues ,  n o t  o n l y  mater ia l is ts  t o  

t h e  n e e d  o f  its re ject ion.  H e  be l ieves  tha t  material is ts  c a n  d o  tha t  via u s ing  t h e  

abi l i ty  hypothes i s  ( A H )  ([5] ,  5 1 4 ) .  It asserts  tha t  o n e  a t tending  s o m e  n e w  

exper i ence  d o e s  n o t  ga in  s o m e  n e w  a n d  subjec t ive  f ac t  b u t  r a the r  s h e  ga ins  

abil i t ies - h e r e  abilit ies t o  r e m e m b e r  a n d  imag ine  a l o n g  wi th  a n  abil i ty t o  

r ecogn ize  aga in  t h e  expe r i ence  perce ived  previously.  S o  t h e  abil i ty ga ined  " i s  

a n  abil i ty t o  ga in  in fo rma t ion  if  g iven  o ther  informat ion .  Never the less ,  t h e  

in fo rmat ion  ga ined  i s  no t  p h e n o m e n a l ,  a n d  t h e  abil i ty t o  ga in  in fo rma t ion  is 

7 For Lewis it makes n o  difference if we substitute 'raw feels ' ,  feeling, qualia, intrinsic character 
of experience etc. for  'experience', fo r  the same problems reappears under these heading as well 
([5], 505-6) 
8 Lewis puts emphasis on the fact  that "[o]ur intuitive starting point wasn ' t  just  that physics 
lessons couldn't  help. It was that lessons couldn't  help" ([5], 511). 
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not the same thing as  information i t s e l f '  ([5], 515).  Another ability that i s  
gained i s  " the ability to imagine related experiences that you never had"  ([5], 
516).  Now, all these abilities one can gain  only through experience. However,  
to gain them, f o r  Lewis ,  is not to acquire s o m e  n e w  information, or, in other 
words,  it i s  knowing-how rather than knowing-that. A f t e r  saying this, L e w i s  
does  not find surprising at all the lessons cannot convey what  experience can 
a s  whereas the former concerns information the latter concerns abilities and 
"[k]nowing-that does  not automatically provide know-how" 9  ([5], 516). 

L e w i s  claims that the t w o  hypotheses (HPI and A H )  and mutually exclu­

s ive  a n d  H P I  is n o  m o r e  than a n  illusion, o n e  that  stands in  need  o f  explain­

ing. H i s  explanat ion runs  a s  fol lows:  O u r  usage  o f  t he  word  (knowledge)  is 

ambiguous ,  f o r  there  a r e  two  senses associated t o  it, namely:  o n e  in  t he  sense  

o f  knowing-that  and  the  other  in t he  sense  o f  knowing-how.  Moreover ,  ability 

and  information is  usually gained at t he  s a m e  a n d  p u r e  cases  o f  ei ther  a r e  

rather exceptions.  Th i s  explains ou r  confus ion  w h e n  a n e w  ability is  mista­

kenly taken a s  gaining a n e w  p iece  o f  information.  H o w e v e r ,  Lewis  is  a w a r e  

o f  t he  f ac t  that  defenders  o f  phenomenal  informat ion will not  deny  that  

exper ience is also a means  of gaining the  abilities h e  h a s  identified.  B u t  t h e  

point  o f  d isagreement  is  where  they a rgue  that  "it  is because  w e  gain pheno­

mena l  informat ion that  w e  gain abilities" ([5],  517) .  T h e  fundamenta l  poin t  o f  

d i f fe rence  be tween  the  defender  o f  A H  a n d  t h e  o n e  o f  H P I  is then that  

whereas  t h e  fo rmer  c la ims that  in  exper ience w e  acquire  special phenomenal  

fac ts  t he  latter denies  it. Another  advoca te  o f  A H  is  Lawrence  Nemi row.  O n  the  o n e  hand  h e  
c la ims that  Jackson  is right t o  ob jec t  t o  Fe ig l ' s  p ic ture  o f  the  cognit ive ro le  o f  
acquaintance,  bu t  h e  is mak ing  wrong conclusion f r o m  this  fac t  o n  the  other1 0 .  
J ackson ' s  conclus ion is based,  according t o  Nemi row,  o n  three  philosophical  
errors ,  namely:  first ,  t he  treatment of a n  abili ty a s  a proposit ional knowledge;  
second,  t h e  confus ion  o f  logic and  g rammar ;  f inal ly,  t h e  mischaracterization 
o f  imagining1 1 .  

N e m i r o w ' s  w a y  t o  chal lenge the  knowledge  argument  is t o  at tack its 

inferential  validity. Th i s  is t o  re ject  that it is correct  to  infer f r o m  the  p remise  

9 Lewis does not deny, however, the contribution of information to know-how, his only point is 
that it usually does not  contribute sufficiently ([5], 516) 
10 Herbert Feigl a physicalist for  whom the physicalist framework is essentially objective and can 
account for  the problem of the subjective aspect of experience by denying its plausibility ([6], 
491) 

" Nemirow claims that this is done by "equating the act of imagining the experience of a quality 
with the act of intellectually apprehending the quality i t se l f '  ([6], 492) 

V 
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that physical  theorizing cannot f u l l y  capture 'what  i t ' s  l ike '  the conclusion 
that there is  a special  sort o f  k n o w l e d g e  about  the world.  In doing  s o  it i s  
omitted that " the  vocabulary  of  k n o w l e d g e  a l so  applies to abil it ies"  ([6], 4 9 2 ) .  
Nemirow argues  f o r  the equation between k n o w i n g  w h a t ' s  l ike and k n o w i n g  
h o w  to imagine  a s  a w a y  to re fute  the k n o w l e d g e  argument. His argument 
g o e s  a s  f o l l o w s :  

1. T h e  k n o w l e d g e  argument as sumes  that science cannot convey  w h a t ' s  
l ike to s e e  colour. 

2 .  Science does  not seek  to instil imaginative  abilities. 
3 .  . - .The k n o w l e d g e  argument is  wrong in concluding that physical  

science cannot describe certain information about seeing  red. 
This  is  to s a y  that proponents o f  the k n o w l e d g e  argument are  mistaken in 

treating ' k n o w i n g  w h a t ' s  l ike '  a s  propositional k n o w l e d g e  rather than an abi­

lity. T h i s  a s sumpt ion  m a k e s  their  a rgumen t  inval id  a n d  t he  second  p ropos i ­

t ion  o f  N e m i r o w ' s  o w n  a rgumen t  i s  t o  b e  a r e m e d y  f o r  their  mis take  ([6] ,  

4 9 3 ) .  H e  fu r the r  suppor ts  h is  c a s e  b y  po in t ing  t o  t h e  explana tory  p o w e r  o f  t h e  

abil i ty equat ion 1 2 .  N e m i r o w  c l a ims  that k n o w i n g  'wha t  i t ' s  l i ke '  is  a l inguist i ­

ca l ly  inexpress ib le  abil i ty (e .g.  t o  s e e  a co lour )  that  m a y  b e ,  h o w e v e r ,  

c o m m u n i c a t e d  (e.g.  co lour  c a n  b e  visual ized)  p rov ided  that  t h e  f o l l owing  

th r ee  men ta l  ac t ions  a r e  p e r f o r m e d  ([6],  493 ) :  
1. D i rec t  v isual iz ing t h e  co lour  i tself.  

2 .  R e m e m b e r i n g  a visual  expe r i ence  o f  co lour .  

3 .  Visua l iz ing  o r  r emember ing  s imilar  co lours  a n d  interpolat ing.  
T h o s e  u n a b l e  t o  p e r f o r m  the se  menta l  opera t ions  ( the  unini t ia ted)  c a n n o t  

b e  told ' w h a t  i t ' s  l i ke '  t o  s e e  a co lour ,  a n d  th i s  accoun t  is t o  b e  t a k e n  a s  

app ly ing  t o  a n y  c a s e  whe re  k n o w i n g  ' w h a t  i t ' s  l ike '  is involved  ([6],  4 9 4 ) .  

N e m i r o w  t h e n  u s e s  h is  abil i ty equa t ion  t o  m o v e  t o  h i s  abil i ty analysis .  I t  is  

a rgued  tha t  o n e ' s  abil i ty t o  visual ize  a co lou r  (e.g.  green)  is t o  b e  t aken  a s  

in te rchangeable  wi th  he r  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e  expe r i ence  o f  see ing  wha t  tha t  

co lour  (e .g.  g reen)  is l ike.  
T h i s  is n o t  t h e  w h o l e  s tory,  h o w e v e r ,  a s  N e m i r o w  unders tands  that  h e  h a s  

t o  exp la in  w h y  t h e  idea  tha t  ' w h a t  i t ' s  l ike '  is i r reducibly  non-phys ica l  in fo r ­

ma t ion  abou t  expe r i ence  i s  intuit ively s o  appeal ing .  H e  proposes  t h e  fo l l ow­

ing t w o  points :  

12 This equation, according to Nemirow, explains why the vocabulary of knowledge is appro­
priate when 'what i t ' s  like' is at stake, why we need to  attribute subjectivity to  the experience, 
and why knowing 'what i t ' s  like' is linguistically inexpressible ([6], 493) 
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1 "Knowing what an experience is like is the same as knowing how to 
imagine having the experience. 

2. It is intuitively appealing, albeit incorrect, to analyze the act of 
imagining an expenence of an instance of a certain universal as the 
intellectual apprehension of the universal i tsel f '  ([6], 495). 

W h e r e a s  1. i s  N e m i r o w ' s  ability equation, 2 .  i s  a dismissal  o f  the idea (illu­
s ion)  tha t  " imagina t ion  grants  d i rec t  access  t o  un iversa l s"  ( [6] ,  495) .  Imag in ­
ing  i s  func t iona l ly  use fu l  a n d  that  expla ins  w h y  w e  a r e  t empted  b y  t h e  
a fo rement ioned  idea .  T h e  t w o  propos i t ions  ( 1 , 2 )  t h e n  e n a b l e  h i m  t o  c o n c l u d e  

that  k n o w i n g  ' w h a t  i t ' s  l ike  ' " i s  a n  abil i ty tha t  i s  appea l ing ly  ana lyzed  a s  
t h e  abil i ty t o  app rehend  a universa l"  ([6],  4 9 6 ) .  F o r  N e m i r o w  t h e  equa t ion  o f  

k n o w l e d g e  o f  w h a t  a n  exper i ence  i s  l ike wi th  t h e  abil i ty t o  i m a g i n e  is t h e  w a y  A 

t o  p a y  d u e  at tent ion t o  t h e  cogni t ive  s ign i f icance  o f  acqua in tance  ([6],  4 9 8 ) .  

T o  s u m  up:  I e x a m i n e d  i n  this  sect ion t w o  poss ib le  w a y s  o f  rep ly ing  t h e  
cha l l enge  p o s e d  b y  J a c k s o n ' s  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t .  B o t h  d e n y  tha t  a s  f a r  a s  
o n e  h a s  al l  t h e  pos s ib l e  physical  k n o w l e d g e  o f  t h e  w o r l d  the re  i s  a n y  
impor tan t  in fo rmat ion  a b o u t  i t  l e f t  ou t .  W h e r e a s  t h e  f i r s t  approach ,  tha t  o f  
Church land ,  sugges t s  tha t  w h a t  m a y  b e  ga ined  i n  expe r i ence  i s  n o t  a n y  n e w  
k n o w l e d g e  bu t  o n l y  a n  access  t o  t h e  o ld  in fo rma t ion  i n  s o m e  n e w  w a y ,  t h e  
second  approach ,  e labora ted  b y  L e w i s  and  N e m i r o w ,  s t resses  tha t  a l though  
someth ing  n e w  i s  ga ined  in exper ience  it i s  no t  a n e w  p i e c e  o f  in fo rmat ion  
b u t  ra ther  s o m e  n e w  abili t ies.  

N o w ,  I be l i eve  it is f undamen ta l  t o  cons ider  w h a t  c a n  b e  a n d  w h a t  h a s  
b e e n  a l ready r e s p o n d e d  t o  this  cr i t ic ism b y  p roponen t s  o f  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  
a rgumen t  such  a s  F r a n k  J ackson  a n d  H o w a r d  Rob inson .  T o  this  i s sue  I n o w  
turn.  

4. Is the Physicalist Response Compelling? 
"I grant that I have no  proof that Mary acquires on her release, as well as 
abilities, factual knowledge about the experiences of others... My claim is that 
the knowledge argument is a valid argument f rom highly plausible, though 
admittedly not demonstrable, premises to the conclusion that physicalism is 
false" Frank Jackson ([4], 295) 

T h e  success  o f  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  aga ins t  i ts m a i n  r ival  - t he  phys i ­

calist  accoun t  o f  m i n d  d e p e n d s  heavi ly  o n  t h e  abil i ty o f  i ts  de fende r s  t o  

f o r m u l a t e  conv inc ing  responses  t o  physical is t  ob jec t ions .  S o ,  w h a t  is o n  t h e  

a g e n d a ?  
D e f e n d e r s  o f  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  m u s t  s h o w  n o t  o n l y  tha t  t hose  

physical is t  ob jec t ions  d o  no t  app ly  t o  t he  a rgumen t ,  b u t  they  a lso  h a v e  t o  
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demonstrate that the argument does  help  in establ ishing the conclusion that 
physical ism i s  f a l s e 1 3 .  So, they h a v e  to s h o w  that: 

i. it does  not misrepresent physicalism, 
ii. experience provides  us  with something m o r e  that a n e w  mode  o f  pre ­

sentat ion o f  t h e  o ld  fac ts ,  

iii. w h a t  is c ruc ia l  abou t  exper ience  is no t  tha t  i t  p rov ides  u s  with s o m e  
n e w  abili t ies.  

I will touch  e a c h  o f  these  t h r ee  impor tant  i s sues  i n  wha t  fo l lows .  

4 .1  The Nature of Physicalism Revisited 
T h e  ques t ion  o f  h o w  phys ica l i sm i s  t o  b e  under s tood  a s  wel l  as  wha t  sor t  o f  

truth it is supposed  t o  b e  h a s  p r o v e n  a s  a f undamen ta l  one .  T h e  po in t  is 

re la ted  t o  t h e  f i rs t  p r emise  o f  t h e  J a c k s o n ' s  a rgumen t  w h e r e  it is s ta ted that  

M a r y  h a s  al l  t he  physical  in format ion  t he re  is t o  k n o w  a b o u t  the  wor ld  a n d  

s h e  c a n  still l earn  someth ing  m o r e  abou t  it w h e n  re leased f r o m  he r  b lack  & 

w h i t e  env i ronment .  It is impor tan t  t o  b e  c lea r  abou t  wha t  it m e a n s  t o  ' k n o w  

all t h e  phys ica l  in fo rmat ion  the re  is t o  k n o w ' .  W e  h a v e  seen  J a c k s o n ' s  c a u ­

t iousness  i n  us ing  th i s  controvers ia l  label .  W e  h a v e  a l so  seen  C h u r c h l a n d ' s  

accusa t ion  tha t  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a r g u m e n t ' s  adheren t s  d o  not  t ake  ser iously  

e n o u g h  t h e  p r o m i s e  o f  s o m e  s ignif icant ly  improved  conceptua l  f r a m e w o r k  o f  

ma tu red  neurosc ience  a s  f a r  a s  o u r  menta l  s ta tes  a r e  concerned .  

For tunate ly ,  w e  h a v e  at o u r  d isposa l  J a c k s o n ' s  v i e w  o n  t he  ques t ion  h o w  
c o m p l e t e  i s  t h e  c o m p l e t e  phys ica l  k n o w l e d g e  o f  M a r y .  H e  says  he r  physica l  
k n o w l e d g e  i s  phys ica l  in  a w i d e  sense  o f  t h e  w o r d  a n d  it " inc ludes  every th ing  
in  completed phys ics ,  chemis t ry ,  a n d  neurophys io logy ,  a n d  all the re  i s  t o  
k n o w  a b o u t  t h e  causa l  a n d  relat ional  f ac t s  consequen t  u p o n  all this,  inc lud ing  
o f  c o u r s e  func t iona l  r o l e s "  ( [4] ,  291) .  T h i s  s e e m s  t o  cha l lenge  s t rongly  
C h u r c h l a n d ' s  h o p e  i n  s o m e  bet te r ,  f u t u r e  a n d  comple t ed  science.  F o r  J a c k ­
s o n ' s  poin t  is no t  o n l y  tha t  current s c i ence  f a c e s  a n  i m m e n s e  d i f f icu l ty  in 
cap tur ing  t h e  sub jec t ive  aspec t  o f  exper ience ,  r a the r  h i s  c l a i m  is that  any, 
h o w e v e r  i m p r o v e d ,  phys ica l  sc ience  fa i l s  t o  accoun t  f o r  this aspect1 4 .  T h e n  

13 This is an obviously a more moderate claim than to suggest that the argument itself is to  lead to 
this conclusion, for  as Howard Robinson rightly asserts "the knowledge argument itself is not a 
complete refutation of physicalism . [but it shows] that a reductive physicalist is forced to 
adopt a hard-line behaviouristic view of experience" ([7], 182) H e  holds that that in order to 
complete the argument an independent refutation of behaviourism is required with no appeal to 
this argument ([7], 182). 
14 Jackson reiterates that physicalism does not claim that our world is largely but that it is entirely 
physical ([4], 291) 
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again, if physicalism w e r e  right Mary could not learn anything new there is to 
know. Moreover, a s  this is highly counterintuitive it is plausible to claim that 
physicalism appears false.  

4.2 The Inadequacy of the New Mode of Presentation Hypothesis 
That experience contributes to our knowledge  of  the world in something that 
is more than the presentation o f  the old facts  in some new w a y  is another 
important task f o r  non-physicalist. Churchland's argument i s  their natural 
target a s  he  tries to prove the opposite. Now, let m e  touch here Jackson's  
clarifications of  his position against the charges mounted against it b y  
Churchland. First, Jackson argues that Churchland misunderstands the 
argument when he  reads it a s  M a r y ' s  inability to imagine what i t ' s  l ike  to s e e  
a colour. Jackson's  point is not about her power  of  imagination, but her 
inability to know that. This inability counts against the truth of  physicalism. 
Second, the nature and not intensionality o f  M a r y ' s  knowledge  i s  not what  is 
at stake. Jackson's  emphasizes that proper fo l lowing  all the logical rules 
would not s a v e  her f r o m  lacking the information s h e  acquires in experience. 
Finally, M a r y ' s  information deficit about the experiences o f  others is more 
disquieting point than it is the lack of  her o w n  experience. A f t e r  she  i s  
released she  realizes " h o w  impoverished her conception of  the mental l i f e  o f  
others has  been  all along" ([4], 292).  

Moreover, Jackson replies Churchland's three objections 1 5 .  
1. Though he  accepts that the Churchland's version of  the argument 

involves  a dubious use  of  the Leibniz l a w  (see 3.1), he  strongly re fuses  to 
subscribe to it and points to its inaccuracy. Jackson o f f e r s  the fo l lowing  
formulation of  the argument: 

" ( l ) ' M a r y  (before her release) k n o w s  everything physical there i s  to V 
k n o w  about other people. 

(2) '  Mary  (before her release) does not k n o w  everything physical there i s  
to k n o w  about other people (because s h e  learns something about 
them on her release). 

Therefore, 

(3) '  There are truths about other people (and herself) which escape  the 
physicalist s tory"  ([4], 293).  

1 5  I talk here only about the reply to the first two objections as the last one is relevant for the 
subsequent section. 



THE KNOWLEDGE ARGUMENT 139 

This  reformulation s h o w s  that b e f o r e  her release she  k n o w s  everything  
physical  there is  to k n o w  and a f ter  release s h e  learns something more. If this 
is  so,  to k n o w  everything  physical  i s  not to k n o w  everything  there i s  to know.  
S o  what  matters here, according to Jackson, i s  not the mode  in which 
k n o w l e d g e  is  presented but  it i s  its v e r y  content ([4], 293) .  

2 .  Jackson also d ismisses  Churchland's  second objection that there must  
b e  something w r o n g  with the argument a s  it proves  too much, namely it can 
b e  used  e f fec t ive ly  against  dual i sm a s  wel l .  Jackson does  not s e e  his o w n  
argument f l a w e d ,  f o r  the premise  o f  the k n o w l e d g e  argument expres ses  
physical ist  conviction that it i s  poss ib le  to h a v e  everything  there i s  to k n o w  
b e f o r e  M a r y ' s  release,  which if  attributed analogously  to dual ism is  implausi­

b l e  ( [4] ,  295) .  

4.3 The Inadequacy of the Ability Hypothesis 
C a n  the re  b e  sa id  anyth ing  t o  t h e  m o d e r a t e  c l a im  that  though  exper ience  

g ives  u s  s o m e  n e w  k n o w l e d g e  t h e  po in t  o f  any th ing  wha t  is rea l ly  n e w  i n  it i s  

s o m e  abi l i ty? T h e r e  are,  I be l ieve ,  t w o  w a y s ,  o f  dea l ing  wi th  t h e  abil i ty h y p o ­

thesis .  A s  w e  h a v e  seen  b e f o r e ,  this  pos i t ion  s e e m s  t o  b e  re la t ively c lo se  t o  

t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  a s  it a cknowledges  tha t  m exper i ence  s o m e  new 

knowledge is  acquired .  T h e  po in t  o f  d i f f e r ence  is that  whe rea s  t h e  adherents  

o f  A H  st ick t o  t h e  v i ew  that  t h e  crucia l  pa r t  o f  this  k n o w l e d g e  is j u s t  k n o w -

how ( s o m e  imagina t ive  abil i ty)  t h e  de fende r s  o f  t he  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t s  

be l i eve  tha t  w h a t  is crucial  f o r  M a r y  a f t e r  h e r  re lease  a r e  n o t  n e w  abil i t ies b u t  

s o m e  knowledge- í/ íaí  (factual knowledge)  she  w a s  previously  deprived o f 1 6 .  
T h e  f i r s t  possibil i ty i s  to attend to detail o f  the hypothesis  and t ry  to s h o w  that 
it can b e  resisted. T h e  second approach is  to reject  it altogether a s  irrelevant. 
W h e r e a s  the latter is  done b y  Jackson, the former  is  o n e  pursued b y  Howard  
Robinson 1 7 .  

N o w ,  Jackson ' s  s imple  reply  to the ability hypothesis  objection to the 
k n o w l e d g e  argument i s  to point to the implausibility o f  the suggest ion that all 
M a r y  acquire af ter  her re lease  are  s o m e  abilit ies [4], 

Robinson ' s  discussion o f  the objections is  much more  detailed than that o f  
Jackson.  H e  approaches the  problem, f irst ,  v i a  demonstrating the validity o f  

1 6  This is exactly Jackson's point ([4], 294). 
1 7  Howard Robison presents his own example of a deaf scientist that can, however, for the 
purpose of this paper be seen as interchangeable with Mary - a scientist deprived of her 
chromatic visual experience ([7], 1993) 
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the argument ([7], 160-2). A f t e r  doing this h e  g o e s  on to examine  its sound­

ness .  H e  concent ra tes  o n  t he  second  p r e m i s e  o f  h i s  fo rma l i zed  a rgumen t  tha t  

s tates  tha t  " 2 .  U n l i k e  t hose  w h o  c a n  hear ,  DS [a d e a f  scientist]  d o e s  n o t  k n o w  

the  p h e n o m e n a l  na tu re  o f  s o u n d "  ([7] ,  160).  F o r  this  p r e m i s e  i s  o n e  e v e r y  

physical is t  m u s t  re jec t .  B u t  h e  o r  s h e  m u s t  accep t  tha t  D S l acks  s o m e  

k n o w l e d g e  a n d  a t  t h e  s a m e  t i m e  t o  re jec t  tha t  th i s  someth ing  i s  a n  object o f  

knowledge ,  a n d  ra the r  t o  c l a i m  tha t  s / he  l acked  a mode o f  k n o w i n g  ([7],  164). 

N o w  t h e  abil i ty hypothes i s  i s  o n e  poss ib le  deve lopmen t  o f  this .  R o b i n s o n  

accep t s  that  i n  th i s  w a y  " t h e  a rgumen t  is n e u t e r e d "  b u t  some th ing  impor tan t  

is lost  a s  t h e  d r iv ing  f o r c e  o f  t h e  a rgumen t  w a s  that  hav ing  a n  exper ience  i s  

a n  oppor tuni ty  t o  learn  someth ing  abou t  h o w  th ings  empi r ica l ly  a r e  a n d  

cannot  b e  r educed  t o  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  how. T h i s  is ,  f o r  Rob inson ,  j u s t  a f o r m  o f  

behav iour i sm ([7] ,  164).  H e  a l so  c l a ims  tha t  physica l i s t  s o m e h o w  canno t  

avoid  ta lk ing a b o u t  D5"  s in format ion  de f ic i t  i n  t e r m s  o f  t h e  abil i ty hypothes is  

([7],  172). T h e n ,  L e w i s '  a rgument ,  f o r  ins tance,  i s  j u s t  a funct ional is t  impro ­

vemen t  o n  behav iour i sm,  w h i c h  is ,  h o w e v e r ,  func t iona l i sm that  is 

"still a very behaviouristic theory, because the psychological value of a 
functional state consists entirely in its potential for modifying behaviour, even 
if only indirectly, through other functional states. This is not importantly 
different f rom allowing that a disposition is modified by  the presence of 
another disposition ([7], 173). 

H o w e v e r ,  a s  R o b i n s o n  emphas izes ,  that  behaviour is t ic  theor ies  o f  m i n d  c a n  
b e  seriously cha l l enged  (ibid.) .  O n e  such  a n  approach ,  n a m e l y  R o b i n s o n ' s  
o w n ,  is t o  say  tha t  "behaviour is t ic  approaches  a r e  v ic iously  third-personal ;  

... t hey  present  a th i rd  pe rsona l  perspec t ive  o n  s o m e t h i n g  tha t  i s  essent ia l ly  
f i rs t -personal ,  n a m e l y ,  t h e  v iewpoin t  o f  consc ious  s u b j e c t "  ( [7] ,  174). T h i s  
enables  h i m  t o  c o n c l u d e  later  o n  that  a n y  phys ica l i s t  a c c o u n t  o f  t h e  i s sue  i n  
ques t ion  i s  e i ther  r educ t ive  o r  behaviouris t ic .  H o w e v e r ,  s ince  bo th  fa i l  t h e  
physical is t  c a n n o t  r e f u t e  success fu l ly  t he  a fo remen t ioned  second  p r e m i s e  o f  
t he  a rgument  ( [7] ,  181-2).  

I n  ove rv iew:  in th i s  sect ion I h a v e  touched  t h e  ques t ion  o f  viabil i ty o f  t h e  

physical is t  r e sponse  t o  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t .  I ident i f ied  a n d  examined  

th ree  impor tan t  i s sues  t h e  de fende r s  o f  t h e  a r g u m e n t  h a v e  taken  ser iously,  

namely ,  f i rs t ,  t h e  na tu r e  o f  phys ica l i sm;  second ,  t h e  m o d e  o f  presenta t ion 

hypothes is ;  a n d  f ina l ly ,  t h e  abil i ty hypothes is .  I h a v e  u s e d  t h e  a rguments  o f  

F r a n k  J ackson  a n d  H o w a r d  R o b i n s o n  in o rde r  t o  c l a i m  tha t  t h e  advoca tes  o f  

t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a r g u m e n t  d o  not  misrepresent  t h e  na tu r e  o f  phys ica l i sm,  a n d  

they  h a v e  resources  success fu l ly  t o  r e spond  t o  t h e  b o t h  a fo rement ioned  

hypotheses .  Firs t ,  it w a s  rei terated that t h e  c r i t ique  o f  phys ica l i sm is n o t  
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directed only  against  current physical  science, b u t  it wi l l  apply  to any poss ib le  
future  science. Second, it has  been argued that even  though Mary  has  all the  
physical  k n o w l e d g e  there is  to know,  s h e  still learns something a f ter  her 
re lease  that d o e s  e scape  to the  physicalist  picture. This  something cannot b e  
reduced to m e r e  a mode  o f  presentation, f o r  it i s  its content that is crucial f o r  
the respect ive  experience. Finally, whereas  Jackson dismisses  the abil i ty  
hypothesis  a s  implausible  Robinson u s e s  his  o w n  example  o f  a deaf  scientist  
to demonstrate, f i rs t ,  the validity o f  the k n o w l e d g e  argument;  and second, the  
soundness  o f  its premises.  T h e  latter further  a r g u e s  that s o m e  formulations o f  
the ability hypothesis  are nothing more  than a functionalist  improvement on 
behaviourism, and s o  what  is  more  it shares  the v e r y  shortcomings o f  beha ­

v iour i sm.  A n  impor tan t  o n e  is t he  fac t  tha t  it appl ies  thi rd-personal  pe r spec ­

t ive  t o  s o m e t h i n g  essent ial ly first-personal. I t  s e e m s  that  these  a rgumen t s  

h a v e  s igni f icant ly  depr ived  t h e  physical is t  t heses  o f  thei r  initial plausibi l i ty  

against  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgument .  

5. Conclusion 
I s tar ted this  e s say  sugges t ing  tha t  consc iousness  i s  a se r ious  p r o b l e m  f o r  t h e  

reduc t ive  a m b i t i o n  o f  mater ia l ism.  T h e  k n o w l e d g e  a r g u m e n t  that  he lps  t o  

m a k e  t h e  c a s e  f o r  t h e  ex i s t ence  o f  qual ia  w a s  e x a m i n e d  h e r e  a s  f r o m  t h e  

pe rspec t ive  o f  its cri t ics  s o  f r o m  t h e  o n e  o f  i ts  de fende r s .  I n  m y  examina t ion  

o f  this  a r g u m e n t  I w e n t  th rough  t h e  fo l l owing  steps.  Firs t ,  I ske tched  J a c k ­

s o n ' s  ve rs ion  o f  it. Second ,  I descr ibed  var ious  impor tan t  physical is t  o b j e c ­

t ions  tha t  w e r e  supposed  t o  s h o w  that  phys ica l i sm c a n  a c c o m m o d a t e  t h e  

intui t ion f r o m  w h i c h  t he  a rgumen t  de r ives  i ts  appea l ing  fo rce .  I dea l t  wi th  

t w o  physica l i s t  approaches ,  namely ,  t h e  m o d e  o f  presenta t ion  hypothes i s  b y  

Church land ;  a n d  t h e  abil i ty hypothes is  b y  L e w i s  and  N e m i r o w .  B o t h  

app roaches  d e n i e d  tha t  a s  f a r  a s  o n e  h a s  all t h e  poss ib le  physical  k n o w l e d g e  

a b o u t  t h e  w o r l d  t he re  is a n y  impor tant  in fo rmat ion  abou t  it lef t .  Chu rch l and  

main ta ined  tha t  w h a t  m a y  b e  ga ined  in expe r i ence  is n o t  a n y  n e w  k n o w l e d g e  

bu t  o n l y  a n  access  t o  t h e  o ld  in fo rmat ion  i n  s o m e  n e w  way .  L e w i s  a n d  

N e m i r o w  d e v e l o p e d  a thes is  accord ing  t o  w h i c h  i n  spi te  o f  t h e  f a c t  tha t  

someth ing  n e w  is ga ined  i n  exper ience  it is  n o t  a n e w  p i e c e  o f  in fo rmat ion  

b u t  ra ther  s o m e  n e w  abilities.  Final ly ,  I e n g a g e d  i n  a d e f e n c e  o f  t h e  k n o w ­

l e d g e  a r g u m e n t  v ia  t h e  examina t ion  o f  t h e  viabi l i ty  o f  t h e  physical is t  r e s p o n s e  

t o  it. I scrut inized three  issues,  name ly ,  f i rs t ,  t h e  na tu re  o f  phys ica l i sm;  

second ,  t h e  m o d e  o f  presenta t ion hypothes is ;  a n d  f ina l ly ,  t h e  abil i ty hypo the ­

sis. J a c k s o n ' s  a n d  R o b i n s o n ' s  a rguments  w e r e  used  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a rgumen t  

d o e s  n o t  s u f f e r  f r o m  misrepresent ing phys ica l i sm,  a n d  t h e  bo th  a f o r e m e n ­
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t i o n e d  h y p o t h e s e s  c a n  b e  r e s p o n d e d  a s  w e l l .  It  h a s  b e e n  a r g u e d  t h a t  

s o m e t h i n g  M a r y  l e a r n s  a f t e r  h e r  r e l e a s e  i s  n e i t h e r  r e d u c i b l e  t o  m e r e  a m o d e  o f  

p r e s e n t a t i o n  n o r  a n e w  a b i l i t y .  I a l s o  t o u c h e d  R o b i n s o n ' s  c a s e  f o r  t h e  v a l i d i t y  

a n d  s o u n d n e s s  o f  t h e  a r g u m e n t .  H e  h e l d  t h a t  t h e  a b i l i t y  h y p o t h e s i s  d e p e n d s  

o n ,  a n d  s h a r e s  t h e  p r o b l e m s  o f  b e h a v i o u r i s m .  A l l  t h i s  s e e m s  t o  i n d i c a t e  s o m e  

i n a d e q u a c y  i n  t h e  p h y s i c a l i s t  c o u n t e r a r g u m e n t s  t o  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a r g u m e n t .  

T h i s  e n a b l e s  m e  t o  c o n c l u d e  t h a t  i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  a r g u m e n t  h a s  

s t i l l  k e p t  a s i g n i f i c a n t  a m o u n t  o f  i t s  i n i t i a l  f o r c e .  
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