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Emergentism proposes an account of physical to mental transition without explanation. Supervenience provides an explanation for physical to mental transition, in generalist terms. Unique identity proposal first brackets the relevance of the physical in order to embrace phenomenal intentionality as a departure. It then concentrates upon the phenomenology to intentionality transition, criticizing foundational phenomenology to intentionality accounts and finally embracing the unique identity proposal, of particularist nature. Instantiation accounts get thereby questioned.

1. The Emergentist Promise.

Emergentism proposes an account of physical to mental transition without explanation.
 This is for the case of application to philosophy of mind. But the emergentist proposal in its basis is much broader. Emergentists
 are naturalists, so they believe in a natural underlying basis, upon which, once as it achieves sufficient complexity, new qualities emerge. Take this ant and observe its behavior. You can notice several things. But once as many ants come together, their behavior changes; the ant colony gets new qualities and properties that were not there for individual ants. The flood of ants may be threatening, and crossing a small river several ants may sacrifice themselves so that the rest of population can advance. The ant colony shows several properties that are not there for individual ants. Similarly it goes for people, each of which, taken individually, has certain properties. But as several or many people come together, there is a crowd, and this crowd certainly has new quality of properties that are not there for each individual. Take also a physical element with the properties that it has. Now put several of these together and make them connected. If you assemble these properly, envisaging some constraints, you may finish up with a computer that certainly exhibits a much more complex behavior as any of the parts that enter into its construction. New properties have emerged upon the complex gathering of constituents that did not individually posses these properties, but each had their own set of properties quite different from that belonging to the complex. One last example illustrating emergentist naturalism may be taken from chemistry. Hydrogen and oxygen are two kinds of gases, each of which is forthcoming with some specific properties. But as they come together in such a way that their chemical formula may be written as H2O, quite new and different properties emerge, the properties of the liquid water, which were not there for any of the constituents. In a similar manner, one can see that mental qualities can emerge upon the basis of natural qualities of quite some complexity, such as coming together of neurons in a brain.


Emergentists are naturalists, as they believe in the facts accounted for by science that come into the basis, the appropriate complex assemblage of which produces new qualities. But emergentists do not have any explanation about how these new qualities emerge upon the naturalist underlying basis. Their overall trust is that the emergence of new qualities should be acknowledged by a due piety. For the case of emergence of the Mental upon the Physical basis, emergentists do not provide any explanation either. 


As there is no explanation provided by emergentism about how complex qualities emerge upon the coming together of ingredients upon the underlying level, one can label emergentism as a kind of mysterianism. For the area of philosophy of mind, emergentism thus provides an account of the  Physical to the Mental transition, without any explanation though:


Physical → Mental (no explanation).

Even without explanation, emergentism offers a promise of tackling the problem how the mental results from the natural basis.

2. Supervenience as Generalist Explanation.

The summary presentation of emergentism showed that it is a broad natural qualities to complex and perhaps non-natural qualities account that may be applied to the question how the mental may emerge upon the natural basis. The explanation of this transition though was not forthcoming with emergentism. Here enters the supervenience proposal. 


Supervenience first came into being with a trial to account for appearance of moral or non-natural properties on the basis of natural properties.
 The account was explanatory though in that a counterfactual generalization was moved into the picture, along the following lines: Take it that Hare's behavior is moral in this instance. If this is indeed the case, then it might be said that, for any circumstance including an identical natural basis, figuring also a counterfactual Hare's twin, it just could not be the case that we would not have to do with that twin's moral behavior as well. Notice that by this token, a generalist counterfactual account was introduced into the story.


The same counterfactual generalist move may be now used for the explanation of the presumed non-natural mental upon the natural properties in the mental emerging upon the physical case.
 If complex mental properties are forthcoming upon this natural basis, then, for any case of such a natural underlying basis, it just cannot be that such properties would not be forthcoming in that instance too. If Donald has a thought T given the physical constitution of his brain, then for any duplicate Donald1 in the physically equally constituted world W1, it just could not be the case that that twin would not have the same duplicate thought T1.


Notice that supervenience related counterfactual conditional has provided a generalist explanation that was not there for the emergentist approach. What is an explanation anyway? Take that there is some event, such as a loud bang occurring somewhere outside our dwelling. We are then interested to know what it is. The answer will be provided once as we have subsumed this unique event under a general law, in fact, such as “For any case of that-and-that quality of bang, a car has exploded”.  Given such generalist explanation, then we know that the instance of mysterious bang is in fact a car explosion. Subsuming an event under general law has provided an explanation. Of course there is no general natural law forthcoming in this empirical case, but the underlying thing is the general law form such as schematically rendered by the formula


(Vx) (Fx → Gx).

For each case where there is a F, there is a G as well. This generalist form provides an explanation.


Now, if there is such an explanation forthcoming for the Physical to Mental relation as well, our interest will be in explanation. Here is the supervenience general schema thus: 


Physical → Mental (explanation).

One such explanation will be that of causal efficiency and of causal links forthcoming between the Physical and the Mental, and about their analysis. If there is transition between mental states M1 and M2, is there an underlying physical basis for each of these needed, such as P1 and P2, or is there some other causal connection forthcoming, such as the one between P1 to M2, making some things in the overall schema causally redundant or epiphenomenal? This is a sort of question that a philosopher of mind appropriating supervenience as his approach will be inclined to ask. Supervenience provides an important rationalist strategy in explanation of phenomena, such as the Mental phenomena, and of the relation between M and P, and similar qualities. There is subvenient basis recognized, and supervenient qualities forthcoming over it. There are several varieties of how to construe supervenient relation, of which one may mention local supervenience (where just the immediate local environment is responsible for supervenient property to occur), or again global supervenience (here the whole – possible – world is needed for supervenient property to occur). 


Some questions may arise about supervenience generality. How about instantiation or realization of a certain mental property M, in a range of cases? If we take multiple realizability, there are several events. What law exactly covers these events? The law in question may be a general one, but they will still be events. 

3. Unique Identity Particularism.

Unique identity proposal first brackets the relevance of the physical in order to embrace phenomenal intentionality as a departure. It then concentrates upon the phenomenology to intentionality transition, criticizing foundational phenomenology to intentionality accounts and finally embracing the unique identity proposal, of particularist nature. Instantiation accounts get thereby questioned.


We tried to follow the relation between the Physical and the Mental as it is accounted for by emergentism and then by supervenience. While emergentism simply states that the Mental quality emerges upon a complex Physical basis, supervenience tries to provide an explanation of their relation, in generalist counterfactual terms. But one may ask whether the Mental is appropriately explained or accounted for in this manner. Here is one observation, taken from the theory of meaning or of reference. Causal explanation of why “cat” means cat will point out external causal relation existing between the usages of the term and between perceptual and other kinds of links. Teleological explanation of the same fact will point out the evolutionary survival value of these matters. But such externalist explanations prove to be of rather limited and wrong nature as to the referential, and in our more specific case, mental reality. Therefore one may propose narrow and not wide perspectives to account for mental reality, such as brain in a vat scenarios. What do these scenarios do? They put into question the external links supporting the mental, and thereby also put the stress upon the qualitative phenomenological dimension that is important for them. Following this path, one comes to phenomenal intentionality as grounding the investigation of the nature of the mental. What has happened thereby? A big shift from the Physical to the Mental investigation towards the Phenomenal to the Intentional investigation, both of these forthcoming in the realm of the Mental. The bracketing of the Physical ingredient or relatum has thereby taken place.
 And the Phenomenology to Intentionality link came in the center of investigation.


(i) [Physical] → Mental: bracketing; (ii) Phenomenology → Intentionality

The procedure (ii) was enabled by the procedure (i). Once as this is achieved though, one may ask more precisely about the relation between Phenomenology and Intentionality.


Obviously, Phenomenology has come as a central matter upon the stage, following the shift to the phenomenal intentionality, from the former Physical to Mental relation research. Therefore, one may quite naturally propose Phenomenology to be grounding for Intentionality
, i.e.



P → I

But here is a second thought. If Phenomenology is really grounding, then one may be tempted by a thin account of the situation. I see phenomenal qualities, such as surfaces, colors, and nothing more. So I do not perceive a person or a bottle. But this may be criticized, for it seems that at the time as I perceive the enumerated thin qualities, I also somehow perceive personhood and bottle-hood. But if this is true, then intentionality is also constitutively and in a grounding manner present in the relation, which results in a double grounding schema:



P ↔ I

The following second thought comes now. If this is a grounding relation, then we just have grounding from both sides, from the I side besides to the P side. Also, all this may still keep us with the multiple realization project that we inherited from the former supervenience phase. Notice though that this is not so easily forthcoming now with the Phenomenology, or again with Intentionality, as the presumed subvenient bases. 


Supervenience has provided a quite strong explanatory link between Physical and Mental. But is such a link appropriate for Phenomenology to Intentionality transition as well? The answer is that in the new realm of Phenomenology to Intentionality we may now aim for a stronger relation. Identity would be a case in point. A quick view upon identity theories shows that they proposed type-type
 forms, and then token-token
 identities. Type-type identity claims that types of Mental are identical to the types of Physical. But this encounters the chauvinism objection: why would just the type of Physical human brain processes be an appropriate candidate for the identity with the types of the Mental processes, excluding thus Martians with their presumably green substance Physical type of stuff  as the possible candidates for rational beings? A way out is the restriction to the token-token identity, where the requirement is just that each Mental event will be realized in/identical to some kind of Physical event.


Notice now that all of the just reported discussion involves the Physical and the Mental.
 But we now wish to have identity between Phenomenology and Intentionality. Is such a thing possible? We claim that it is even actual, in that each of occurrences of the Intentional in the world is also identical to an occurrence of Phenomenology: if Intentional event is in the world, so this is identical to Phenomenology event being in the world. This gives us then Phenomenology-Intentionality unique identity:



P = I

Such an identity is unique in that each occurrence of an Intentional event, as a thought about the cat, is unique, proper just to that occurrence. But what about the realization of the same intentional content in several instances of its occurrence, such as my cat-thought, your cat-thought, and her cat-thought? Each of these forthcoming as a unique identity does not leave them with any general type. Rather, the type may be recognized just as an abstraction upon these several occurrences, and not wrongly as ontological realization of an abstract type or token, as it was formerly hinted at.


Unique identity between Phenomenology and Intentionality does not leave us with bunch of atomistic events, as one may fret. Exactly the opposite is the case. Physical to Mental were leaning in direction of atomism. This new identity approach though has holism as its departure. It namely starts with the view that just a rich enough and complex enough experiential world is the one where the Intentionality or Phenomenology can come into place. On the other hand, it also believes that externalist approches, such as these characteristic for causal or teleological theories of meaning, are just unable to relate to the world. And that's an important insight.


One may ask on what counts the unique identity proposal is better as the former ones. It introduces a whole new paradigm of Mental research, where the relation to the Physical world is bracketed, as it should be.
 Brain in a vat model steps into the foreground. The physical/phenomenological sharpness in the world, non-vague, by properties, is not just allowed, but recommended. This is a consequence of the possibility of the vague content in a non-vague world thesis, which is extensively defended at other place. Unique identity is much tighter relation than that of supervenience. As the external relations get bracketed, we end up with compatibility to brain in a vat scenarios, repelling thus zombies, with their multiple realization strategies, and inviting phenomenology/consciousness account of the Intentional. Unique identity being particularist, as each occurrence of P=I is unique – doesn't this leave generality out of the picture entirely? No, we can still generalize, in abstraction terms. The important thing is that we have got rid of the wrong ontological presumptions, such as that realization is the right ontological relation. No, unique identity is the right relation. In the world, each event is unique, but there is no generality that Davidson tried to move in by generalist ontology based strategies. The ontology link is misguided here. In the world, there is no instantiation of generalizations. But one can still abstract, vaguely that is, upon the bunch of unique identity matters in the world, the matters that are non-vague.


Notice that unique identity is much tighter relation than is realizability. It is also particularist, a whole new relation, as compared to emergence, supervenience It is inspired by phenomenal intentionality as its departure. 

�	This paper grew out of a larger and perhaps differently accentuated project that I discussed with Terry Horgan. The current form is a trial to develop one main idea, of unique phenomenology to intentionality identity, a relation that is much tighter than that of supervenience. Particularist proposal owes to my continuing collaboration with Vojko Strahovnik. I am indebted to my students and to the support of Matjaž Rebolj who not just video registered my lectures in the 2009/2010 term but also followed them with interest.


�	British emergentists, approximately a century ago. 


�	Hare introduced supervenience into moral theory.


�	This move of introducing supervenience into philosophy of mind was proposed by Davidson.


�	Bracketing of the empirical and of the external world is a procedure proposed by Husserl, proceeding at various levels.


�	Notice that P now designates Phenomenology and not anymore the Physical, and that the mental M is not occurring anymore, whereas there is the intentional I. 


�	U.T. Place as originator of identity theory proposed type-type approach.


�	Functionalist approaches, such as that of Davidson, preferred token-token way to go; already people such as Armstrong embraced this, allowing them to escape chauvinistic objection.


�	Restriction to the Physical and Mental relation leaves one without Phenomenology, and so these approaches are zombie approaches.


�	This is still compatible with naturalism and even physicalism, thus not excluding the former emergence and supervenience claims. However, the realization and generalities lurking in these may be questioned.
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