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Inner opacity. Nietzsche on Introspection and Agenc

(Mattia Riccardi, MLAG/IF/FLUP, Porto)

To appear innquiry. Special Issue on Nietzsche’'s Moral Psyobgled. by Brian Leiter

1) The Newton of Psychology

In one of his notes, Georg Christoph Lichtenbergeonrote: “Newton was able to
separate the colors. Which name will the psychsldgave who tells us what the causes
of our actions are composed of? Most things, wheg become noticeable to us, are
already too big” (Lichtenberg 1867: 51; see 198ft C 303, 213). It should come as
no surprise that Nietzsche found these words apgeaVe can easily imagine him
seeing himself as the one saddled with the taflecdming the Newton of psychology
envisaged by LichtenbefgBut what does it actually take to accomplish sach
ambitious project? A first point is explicitly madlg Lichtenberg. As Newton showed
that white light decomposes into different pureoes] his counterpam psychologicis

is expected to show how to break down the appam@ty of an action’s cause into its
relevant components. A second point, though ndasimg directly in Lichtenberg’s
note, can be easily appreciated by spelling oustiyggested analogy with the project of
modern physics of which NewtonPrincipia is the crowning work. What | have in
mind is the kind of causal explanation employedrmdern science in contrast to the
teleological one common in the Aristotelian tramiti The naive understanding we have
of ourselves as agents is to a great extent tejaall) as we usually explain our actions
by naming their strived-for goals. Thus, it seeaistb assume that instead of
teleological explanations of this sort, a wouldMNmwton of psychology should
analogously provide an account of action couchezhusal terms. In fact, Nietzsche
offers a theory of action which aims at satisfyihg two desiderata just outlined. On
the one hand, he argues that the drives are tbeargl components into which a certain

! Many thanks to André Itaparica and Brian Leiter for their helpful comments on a previous draft of this
paper.

? Nietzsche partially underscored this passage and marked it with vertical lines on the left margin. His
own copy of the book is now at the Herzogin Anna Amalia Bibliothek, which is part of the Klassik Stiftung
in Weimar. See also Campioni et alia (2003): 354.
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action ultimately breaks down. As Richardson (2()4ee also 35-6) puts it, drives are
the “principal explanatory tokens” which figureNtietzsche’s view of agenéyOn the
other hand, the kind of explanation Nietzsche sffgr appealing to the working of our

drives is causal, rather than teleologital.

The point I would like to focus on in the preseaper, however, emerges only
in the last part of Lichtenberg’'s quoted note. Ehée writes that “most things, when
they become noticeable to us, are already too Wiiat exactly does he mean by this?
Recall that Lichtenberg has just said that the rtesk of psychology is to individuate
the components out of which actions are ultimagedylained. Now, this indicates that
he takes such components to be something whichaacketo discover, for such a task
requires nothing short of a Newton of psychologldo suggests that the “things”
Lichtenberg describes as being “already too bigemwthey “become noticeable to us”
are thecauses of our own action§he sense in which the causes of our own actions,
once we become aware of them, are “already toodsgims to be that they appear to us
as some kind aimpleevents, or states, whereas they in fact resutt ftee interplay
among different causal components—those that psygioal inquiry is supposed to
uncover. Events or states of this kind constitgisaes of willing—what philosophers
usually call volitions. Thus, what Lichtenberg &g is that the experience we have
of episodes of this sort is such that it does ae¢al to us how our own actions are

actually produced.

Nietzsche agrees with Lichtenberg also on thisltbkeptical point about our
self-experience as agents. In aphorism 116 fb@aybreakhe writes that the belief “that
one knows, and knows quite precisely in every dase, human action is brought
about is but a “primeval delusion” (D 116). Importantlis claim is motivated by
appeal to a much broader skepticism which targgtespection as such: In my view,
Nietzsche’s endorsement of it derives from his cament to a much broader
skepticism which targets introspection as such—satijpo he expresses in a note from

1888 as follows:

* The same claim is also put forward by Katsafanas (forthcoming).

* That Nietzsche’s idiom should be understood as causal is argued by Leiter (2002) and Risse (2008). For
disagreement, see Clark, Dudrick (2012). For a general defense of a Nietzschean approach to moral
psychology, see Knobe, Leiter (2008).
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“Actions areneverwhat they appear to us to be! We have expendetlsh
labour on learning that external things are nahayg appear to us to be—very
well! the case is the same with the inner worlaid.)

In a note from 1888, this position is describe@ agrsion of “phenomenalism” about

inner experience:

“We don’t have to look for phenomenalism in the mgglace. Nothing is more
phenomenal, (or more clearly) nothing is more oillasion than this inner world

we observe with the famous ‘inner sense™. (KSA 18[152]

Phenomenalism is usually a theory about the exterodd. It says that epistemic
warrant is confined to what philosophers sometioadisseemingsFor instance,
according to this position, | can be certain thaeemgo me that there is an apple there
on the table, not however that such a fact actwddtgins out in the world. Standard
phenomenalism, however, grants—in fact, presuppetieat we are, in some way or
another, directly aware of (at least some of) oantal states. This, however, is the very
assumption Nietzsche rejects in the quoted notdnave a handy label, | shall refer to
the view he thereby defendslaser Opacity(I0). The remainder of the paper is
dedicated to the spelling-out of this position bgusing, in particular, on how it bears

on Nietzsche’s view of agency.

In section 2, | shall start by briefly introduciijetzsche’s notion of
consciousness. Given that we engage in introspectasciously, this first move will
help us set the stage. In sections 3 and 4, | spall out in more detail his general view
on introspection. The main idea will be that (hujnseif-knowledge has evolved
together with (human) mind-reading capacities, thabur capacity to tell what
somebody else is thinking (feeling, believing etn)short, Nietzsche does not think
that self-knowledge is in some semsenitive or even morémmediatevis-a-visother-
knowledge. Though this view may at first seem byt it just takes a little reflection
to see that something along these lines is indatdiled by (10). (Of course, this hardly
suffices to make the claim more palatable.) Findlshall turn to Nietzsche’s theory of

> See also: “Critique of modern philosophy: erroneous starting point, as if there were ‘facts of
consciousness’ (‘Thatsachen des Bewusstseins’)—and no phenomenalism in self-observation”, N 1887,
2[204]. (This passage appears in a plan for the fifth book of Gay Science. As we shall see in the next
section, the position is indeed put forward in aphorism 354 of this work.) Without explicit use of the
label “phenomenalism” the same thesis is put forward also in N 1888, 15[90].
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agency. | shall start by briefly illustrating histion of drive and the role it plays in the
account he offers of psychological states (sed@jomy building on the theses defended
in the first part of the paper, | shall argue tRa&tzsche sees a fundamental discrepancy
between the linguistically-articulated consciougwades to which we have introspective
access, on the one hand, and the sub-personakpescand states occurring at the
unconscious level of the drives, on the other. \hik general picture set, | shall
consider, in particular, Nietzsche’s view of thevds as the constituents of those
volitional states which typically issue in actigisgction 6). By way of conclusion, |

shall briefly assess the consequences that Nietzselews have for the function of

folk-psychology and the status of conscious atétugsection 7).

2) Introspection, Consciousness and Language

Introspection is a capacity which is consciouslgreised. It is therefore helpful to start
our investigation of (10) by taking a look at Nisthe’s view of consciousness.
Interestingly, the only published passage wherexpdicitly uses the label
“phenomenalism” in talking about inner experiens@ia long aphorism where he

provides the most detailed picture of conscioustebg found in his work:

“At bottom, all our actions are incomparably antkdy personal, unique, and
boundlessly individual, there is no doubt; but @srsas we translate them into
consciousnesshey no longer seem to beThis is what consider to be true
phenomenalism and perspectivism: that due to theeafanimal
consciousnesshe world of which we can become conscious isetyex surface-
and sign-world, a world turned into generalitied émereby debased to its lowest
common denominator, [...] that all becoming consciowslves a vast and
thorough corruption, falsification, superficialicat and generalization [...]."

(GS 354)

According to the view Nietzsche introduces heréhas'true phenomenalism” (and
“perspectivism”), the “world” to which we have cansus access is, in some sense,
deeply falsified. Thus, the kind of “phenomenalismquestion turns out to be

primarily motivated by Nietzsche’s further views consciousness—which is the main
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concern of the long aphorism from which the qugiagsage stems. Which features of

consciousness then make (10) true in Nietzsche®yes

To start answering this question, we need to éiostsider which notion of
consciousness Nietzsche is concerned with. Prdyiouthe same aphorism, he claims
that “consciousness in general has developed only uhégsressure of the need to
communicatg so that “the development of language and thesibgpment of
consciousness [...] go hand in hantid.). At first sight, this claim looks quite
puzzling, for most of the senses in which we maylreeonsciousness” would just
render it utterly false. For instance, it surelgres wrong to claim that phenomenal
consciousness is in any sense language-depend@&xpéerience redness one is not
required to be the speaker of a language haviregjaivalent of the English word “red”.
Similarly, it seems wrong to say that conscious@gtion presupposes linguistic
ability, as we can say of a cat that it sees—ahgges more plausibly, smells—the
sausage as Maria takes it out of the fridge. Tdighys, the only plausible candidate
here is self-consciousness, or something very ¢togeFor, contrary to the other
meanings one may attach to the term, self-conseessscan be reasonably said to be
language-dependent in that it requires the capszibglf-refer—a capacity we acquire

by learning how to use the first-person prondéun.

More importantly for our present purpose, in sgytimat consciousness is
intimately related to language and to our communiegractices, Nietzsche arguably
suggests thatnconscious cognition is non-linguistic in nature. @ @recisely, whereas
conscious mental states are linguistically (progpasally) articulated, the kind of
content which is fed to sub-personal processesronguat the unconscious level is not
linguistic (propositionalf. Thus, according to Nietzsche, the mental contéataertain
state gets articulated linguistically (propositityeonly as it becomes conscious.
Crucially, here is where (10) sets in, for Nietzs¢hkes this process of conscious

® In what follows, | rely on a reading of Nietzsche’s view on consciousness | defend in more detail in my
(forthcoming-a).

” The fact that Nietzsche qualifies the kind of consciousness he is concerned with also as “animal” may
seem to speak against my reading of this notion in terms of self-consciousness. However, the real puzzle
is how to make sense of the apparently contradictory claim that the relevant kind of consciousness,
irrespective of how we are to understand it, is qualified as animal and linguistic alike. | shall come back
to this puzzle later in the paper.

® Katsafanas (2005) proposes a similar view. There is, however, an important disagreement between
Katsafanas and me regarding the possibility of unconscious conceptual content, which he rejects and |
allow for. For a detailed discussion, see my (forthcoming-a) as well as Katsafanas’ response in his
contribution to this Special Issue.
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articulation to be responsible for our inner wosltdeing “merely a surface- and sign-
world”, as he puts it. However, several pointd sgled to be addressed in order to
appreciate why he so believes.

To bring to light some of these points, it will belpful to take a closer look at
the story Nietzsche tells about how consciousneslyed out of the fieed to
communicaté He writes that, “as the most endangered anilma[the manheeded
help and protection, he needed his equals; hechexpress his neediness and be able to
make himself understood—and to do so, he first e@etbnsciousness’, i.e. even to
‘know’ what distressed him, to ‘know’ how he fetib, know what he thought” (GS 354).
Suppose we were living in a primitive society, esga to threats of all sorts and with
utterly sparse resources and fragile skills to taeen. The advantages, which in such a
situation derive from one’s belonging to a socr@uyp, are based on the capacity for
mutual communication. In particular, this requibegh that one be able to tell others
what the content of one’s mental states is andathegrs be able to understand what one
is thereby saying. The first requirement can beanét if one is in a position, as
Nietzsche has it, to “know’ what distressed him,;know’ how he felt, to know what
he thought”, i.e. if one has some kind of episteaticess to the contents of one’s mind.
But this, Nietzsche argues, is precisely what iangeto be conscious of them. The
second one is satisfied only if the parties invdliecommunication make usejer
alia, of a shared set of mental teri@rucially, Nietzsche holds that the relevant
psychological categories govern not only our pcactif ascribing mental states to

others, but also the way in which we conceptualimeown inner states.

From this a crucial point follows about the relatizetween the mental
vocabulary we acquire by means of social interactiod the epistemic access we have
to our own mind. For the latter is, according te@tdsche, shaped by the former. This
means that the access we have to ourselves direot, but rathemediatedoy
whatever folk-psychological framework we learn fréme surrounding environment.
Given his endorsement of (10), it should not sweptis that Nietzsche holds the access
we have to our own minds to belirect However, to spell out the details of his view
on introspection, it will be important to undersdaretter how a socially acquired folk-

9 .. . .

As we shall see, this is not entirely correct, for Nietzsche argues that there are also non-verbal means
by which one can communicate one’s own states, like expressions or gestures. This also motivates the
“inter alia” qualification.



THIS IS A DRAFT. PLEASE DO NOT QUOTE WITHOUT PERMISSION.

psychological framework is supposed to impact dhlkseowledge. As it will turn out,
Nietzsche thinks that the same set of cognitivacgies enables both introspective
self-knowledge and outward-directed mind-readinghk following two sections, |

shall investigate how he substantiates this gemtaah. | shall start by considering

how minimal forms of self-knowledge and mind-reagao-emerge in the animal realm.
Then, | shall address the role Nietzsche ascribésguage in order to explain the
peculiar human form of these capacities. In bo#esal shall focus in particular,
though not exclusively, on some aphorisms fidaybreak where, as it seems to me,

some of the views expounded in GS 354 are antmipat

3) Animal Mirrorings

Aphorism 26 fromDaybreak whose title is “Animals and Morality”, starts bgting

that “[t]he practices demanded in polite sociegretul avoidance of the ridiculous, the
offensive, the presumptuous, the suppression ds srtues as well as of one’s
strongest inclinations, self-adaptation, self-degti®n, submission to orders of rank—
all this is to be found as social morality” (D 26pr instance, “the animals learn to
master themselves and alter their form, so thatynfan example, adapt to the coloring
of their surroundings [...], pretend to be dead cua®e the forms and colors of another
animal or of sand, leaves, lichen, fungus (whatliEhgesearchers designate
‘mimicry’)” (ibid.). The point of comparing phenomena of chromatimitiy with the
social practices described at the very beginnintp@faphorism is that of highlighting
how both constitute cases of adaptation to therenment. However, this way of
putting things may easily obscure one of Nietzsslgehtral claims. What | have in
mind is the thesis—partially revealed by his memtig the animals’ need to “master
themselves’—that some of those cognitive abilitidsch co-evolved together with
culture are already prefigured in the animal redinparticular, and crucially, Nietzsche
refers to the capacity of self-knowledge. As heeg;ithe animal “assesses the effect it
produces upon the perceptions of other animaldrand this learns to look back upon
itself, to take itself ‘objectively’, it too hassidegree of self-knowledgeb(d.). At the
same time, the animal confronting other animalpldis some rudimentary form of

mind-reading. For it not only “assesses the movémeits friends and foes”, “learns
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their peculiarities by heart”, but “can likewisesie from the way their approach that

certain kind of animals have peaceful and conaliaintentions” (bid.).

First, note that this helps us solving the puzalsed by Nietzsche’s
qualification of consciousness amfmal’ in GS 354'° As you might recall, many of
the features he ascribes to consciousness inghatiam indicate that the notion he has
in mind is that of self-consciousness. In particuNietzsche claims that consciousness
bears some intimate relation to language. Why,,teas he refer to this kind of

consciousness aafiimal'?

The picture sketched in D 26 suggests that elemefdems of self-
knowledge—perhaps, one should better say, selfeaaveas—are already present in the
animal realm in consequence of a certain animalgbeonfronted with other animals—
either conspecific or not. Arguably, such effeat$ only are stronger in species whose
individual members live in groups, but also grogdther with the increasing
complexity of the social interactions within sudiogps. Now, in GS 354, Nietzsche
seems to argue that this last process depends ahleast is immensely facilitated by,
practices of non-verbal communication. As he ndtest, only language serves as a
bridge between persons, but also look, touch astige’ (GS 354! Thus, he seems to
suggest that the development of proprietary hunaaguage-dependent, forms of self-
consciousness builds on communication skills alyeade observed among animals:
“only as a social animal did man learn to becomescmus of himself’ipid.).

Therefore, in qualifyingpur consciousness as animal Nietzsche highlightsitestral
provenance. Of course, this is not to deny thaethergence of language determines
quite an astounding qualitative gap between theiwaghich we are conscious of
ourselves and the way in which animals are. Ind8eztzsche holds that what most

characterizes our way of being (self-)conscioyzégisely its linguistic nature.

More relevant is how the picture Nietzsche propasé 26 suggests that mind-
reading and self-knowledge relate. There he arthatghe individual animdirst
learns to attribute mental states—perceptioniereikample—to other individuals and
then“from this learns to look back upon itself’. Thisglf-knowledge is not prior to

other-knowledge. Rather, it is arrived at only afire has learned to turn on oneself

1% See also footnote 7 on this.
' On the relation between gesture and language, see already HUH 216.
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whatever mind-reading abilities one usually emplaysterpret the behavior of other

individuals*? But how does this happen?

Once again, recall that according to Nietzscheptbheess by which
consciousness evolved is tied to theéd to communicdteThis suggests that more
primitive forms of consciousness correlate with enprimitive forms of
communication. As we have just seen, gestures—Hsasgvéacial expressions—may
well play the relevant role here. However, to de@ive, communication also
presupposes the possibility of mutual understandufngch in turn requires one to be in
a position to correctly “read” the behavior of atihedividuals. For instance, to make
sense of your pointing at that cup of coffee ohere on the kitchen table, | need to be
able to interpret your movements as realizing yotantion of drawing my attention to
the relevant object. In his work from the so-calheididle period, Nietzsche sometimes
appeals to imitation as the mechanism performirgydbgnitive task. In an aphorism on

the topic of “EmpathyNlitempfindung’, he writes for instance:

“To understand another person, that igmdate his feelings in ourselvese do
indeed often go back to timeasonfor his feeling thus or thus and ask for
examplewhyis he troubled? — so as then for the same reasbadome

troubled to ourselves; but it is much more usuartot to do this and instead to
produce the feeling in ourselves after éfiectsit exerts and displays on the other
person by imitating with our own body the expressib his eyes, his voice, his

walk, his bearing (or even their reflection in wopitture, music).” (D 142)

2 In his comments on a previous draft of this paper, André Itaparica questions my reading of this
passage from D 26. As he rightly stresses, the aphorism is not primarily concerned with self-knowledge,
but rather with other-knowledge. Given this broad context, Nietzsche’s remark on self-knowledge could
be interpreted as the claim that only a certain kind of self-knowledge depends on outer-directed mind-
reading capacities. In particular, according to this alternative proposal, Nietzsche would simply be
arguing that an animal learns to behave prudentially by taking into account how other animals reacted
to its own previous behavior and that this capacity enables it to adopt an “objective stance” toward
itself. This, however, is fully compatible with the existence of other forms of immediate or, at least,
more basic self-knowledge which does not depend on such a capacity. It seems to me, however, that
Nietzsche’s text favors my reading, as he writes that the animal in question has “its degree of self-
knowledge” (D 26) in that it displays precisely the mind-reading skills just described. Thus, he seems to
be saying that this, and only this, is the kind of self-knowledge available to it. To this, one could reply
that it seems highly implausible that an animal could know that its leg hurts only once it has developed
some—however minimal—mind-reading ability. There is something true to this objection, but | think
that the issue turns on the notion of “self-knowledge” we are concerned with. One can surely allow that
an animal has some kind of nonconceptual self-awareness of bodily states like pain which is
independent from outer-directed mind-reading, and still contend, as Nietzsche does, that genuine self-
knowledge requires one to engage in communicative practices and social interactions.
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Here, Nietzsche distinguishes two different ways/ich imitation may occur. The

first one looks like an instance of simulation eadrout reflexively. The second
corresponds to a case of what is nowadays calledi@mal mirroring or contagioi,—

a phenomenon usually taken to occur unconsciolghereas the latter is widespread in
the animal realm as well, the former constitutésiiaman-specific mind-reading

capacity.

Nietzsche accounts for “how we become so fluetihénimitation of feelings”
by appeal to our “subtle and fragile nature” aslhaslto our timidity”, which
constitutes what positively acts as the “instruatathat empathy, that quick
understanding of the feelings of another (and ahats)” (D 142). This is the same
picture he will later provide in GS 354, wherewashave seen, the human being is
depicted as “the mosndangerednimal”. Whereas this feature explains why our
hominid ancestors joined into primitive societithg&g social pressures thereby
established determined the development of ever mmrglex mind-reading skills, like
e.g. the kind of reflexive simulation describedtie passage just quot&tin
Nietzsche’s eyes, the parallel emergence of evee saphisticated forms of self-
knowledge is a by-product of this process. Hergydwer, is where language enters the

scene.

4) The Linguistic Shape of the Inner

To fully appreciate the role Nietzsche ascribesmguage in shaping the access we
have to our own mind, it is again helpful to lodkDaybreak There, he argues that
“[llanguage and the prejudices upon which languadmsed are a manifold hindrance
to us when we want to explain inner processes amdsd because of the fact, for
example, that words really exist only &uperlativeslegrees of those processes and
drives” (M 115). Nietzsche names instances of Sectremestates” as “[a]nger,
hatred, love, pity, desire, knowledge, joy, pagctually, he goes on, “even the most
moderateconsciougpleasure or displeasure, while eating food orihga note, is

perhaps, rightly understood, an extreme outbuisidl.j. From this, he concludes that

 The two terms are used, for instance, by Hurley, Chater (2005: 41).
' See Carruthers 2012: 211 for a similar story

10
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“[w]e are none of uthat which we appear to be in accordance with thies for which

alone we have consciousness and words, and comsoise and blameikid.).*

Three points are worth noting. First, we alreadd here the basic idea of (10),
namely, that one is not the way one “appears” &seli in introspection. Second, this
fact is said to directly depend on the linguisiure of the conscious access we have to
our own mind. As Nietzsche has it, we become awhtieose states “for which alone
we have consciousness and words”. Third, he ariashe states picked out by the
mental vocabulary at our disposal aexttemestates” or Superlativesiegrees” of
processes which—as implicitly assumed in the quptsgage—remain for the most
part unconscious. Clearly, Nietzsche takes thisttashow that our mental vocabulary
Is, in some deep sense, inadequate. However, thmgimight well agree with him on
this point, the reasoning offered so far falls slebisubstantiating such a strong claim

as (I0). More needs to be said here.

First, some support for Nietzsche’s claim comemfreflection on the richness
of our mental life. This point is nicely captureg blames Sully, an English psychologist
who lived in the second half of the"™ @entury and with whose work Nietzsche was
acquainted. In particular, in a passage Nietzsebms to have redd Sully notes that
“a state of consciousness at any moment is an dixagg complex thing. It is made up
of a mass of feelings and active impulses whicarotombine and blend it on a most
inextricable way” (1882: 196). Moreover, “many bete ingredients are exceedingly
shadowy, belonging to that obscure region of sulscimusness which it is so hard to
penetrate with the light of discriminative attenti§197).

Sully’s picture seems quite right. Now, accordiadNietzsche the way in which
one’s folk-psychological vocabulary constrains @natrospective exercises is, at least
in part, responsible for our failing to attend lbe richness and complexity of our mental
life. As he argues, “where words are lacking, weearcustomed to abandon exact
observation because exact thinking there becomefiffigM 115). Once one has

> See also: “Words present in us.—We always express our thoughts with the words that lie to hand. Or,
to express my whole suspicion: we have at any moment only the thought for which we have to hands
the words” (D 257).

oA copy of the French translation of Sully’s lllusions is to be found in Nietzsche’s library (see Sully 1883).
In particular, it seems that he read the chapter entitled “lllusions of Introspection”, from which the
following quotes are taken. See Campioni et alia (2003): 582. Interestingly, Sully’s book was
anonymously translated by Henri Bergson.

11
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conceptualized the mental state one is in as @oépiof “anger”, “joy”, or whatever,
the task of self-knowledge is usually taken to hiaen accomplished successfully.
Furthermore, as argued by Eric Schwitzgebel, we lgaNte an insecure grip on the
psychological notions we employ on day-to-day basigvell as to the kind of

phenomenology associated to the relevant statesutAbe first aspect, he notes:

“I don’t know what emotion is, exactly. Neither gou, I'd guess. Is surprise an
emotion? Comfort? Irritability? Is it more of a ghing, or a cognitive thing?
Assuming cognition isn’t totally irrelevant, howitanvolved? Does cognition
relate to emotion merely as cause and effect, ibs@nehow, partly,
constitutive? I'm not sure there’s a single righsaer to these questions.”
(Schwitzgebel 2008: 249)

Things are hardly better with regard to phenomegolo

“You've had emotional experiences, and you've thdwpout them, reflected on
how they feel as they’ve been ongoing or in thdinganoments as they fade. If
such experiences are introspectible, and if ineo8pn is the diamond clockwork
often supposed, then you have some insight. Sm&llAre emotional states like
joy, anger, and fear always felt phenomenally—i$fiads part of one’s stream of
conscious experience—or only sometimes? Is th&npimenology, their
experiential character, always more or less theesamdoes it differ widely from
case to case? For example, is joy sometimes ihaghd, sometimes more visceral,
sometimes a thrill, sometimes an expansivenessisigead, does joy have a
single, consistent core, a distinctive, identifgghinique experiential character?”
(ibid.)*’

Nonetheless, we typically feel the urge neithgoucsue laborious phenomenological
investigations about our own inner states, noritacally assess the serviceability of the
mental categories we make use of. We just swiftlyyathem to whatever state we
introspectively attend to. Though considerable ficatadvantages arguably derive

from this, we now start to appreciate why Nietzstthieks that the peculiar linguistic

v Schwitzgebel’s list of complex questions about emotional phenomenology goes on, but his point
should be clear by now.

12
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form under which mental content becomes introspelstiaccessible belongs to “merely

a surface- and sign-world” (GS 354).

Second, a more far-ranging consequence arisestherommunicative
purposes underlying the emergence of the sharetamertabulary we adopt to
conceptualize our own inner experience. What Nattzshas in mind we might call
inner one-sidednesas he notes in an aphorism which is closely egldb GS 354,
“[u]sing the same words is not enough to get petplenderstand each other: they have
to use the same words for the same species of @xpariences too; ultimately, people
have to have the same experiehasé (BGE 268). Here, the problem addressed is
similar to that usually discussed in contempordmjosophy under the label of “private
language”. In order for communication to be possibite language a speaker utilizes
cannot be “private”. Rather, the meaning of thedsarttered by a speaker has to be
publicly graspable. But how is that possible insiacases where the word purports to
refer to an inner state? Nietzsche’s answer topitublem is that people belonging to a
certain social group can successfully communidae bwn inner states only in virtue
of their coming to have states of the same fype.turn, this kind of psychological
attunement among the members of a given commuialized within the very
communicative practices they undertake. In pariGuds cognitive anthropologist
Michael Tomasello has recently argued, it seemsthanong the “basic motives” to be
individuated behind the evolution of human commatien—*“sharing attitudes and
emotions” is the one playing the relevant “groupntity function” (Tomasello 2008:
210-11). As he illustrates the point, “my goal kpeessing my enthusiasm is not, as in
the case of informatives, to provide you with imi@tion that you want or need, but
rather to elicit from you an expression of attitukdat aligns with mine. When we feel
the same about some common experience, this makkeglypsychologically closer”
(211).

18 Schwitzgebel claims that the questions he raises “challenge us not simply because we struggle for the
words that best attach to a patently obvious phenomenology” (2008: 250). The point is, rather, that “in
the case of emotion the very phenomenology itself [...] is not entirely evident” (ibid.). Therefore, “[ilt’s
not just language that fails us [...], but introspection itself” (ibid.). Though Nietzsche seems to see a
closer relation between the poverty of our psychological vocabulary and phenomenological inaccuracy,
he too thinks—as we shall see—that there is more to introspection’s failure than just this.

¥ That the problem Nietzsche is concerned with here is that of “private language” has already been
noted by Danto (2005: 102-5). However, | do not agree with Danto that Nietzsche’s solution to this
problem is, like that of mid-20" century analytical philosophers, to merely endorse a version of semantic
externalism.
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This process has, of course, a clear evolutiondvgiatage, as it enormously
facilitates the mutual understanding between imlligls belonging to the same group.
According to Nietzsche, however, it also has aifgant drawback on self-knowledge.
Recall that according to his view self-knowledgeleks the same kind of folk-
psychological framework which guides our mind-regdcapacity. This means that the
mental categories underlying the way in which weagptualize our own inner states
are precisely the same as those governing our-adwiptions of mental states. Thus,
given that the relevant framework is shared bynieenbers of a certain community,
their mental life will tend to become uniform anehsistent with one another. As
Nietzsche puts it, we are “continually as it wetgvotedand translated back into the
herd perspective” (GSA 354).

So far, Nietzsche has provided two main pointsuppert of (I0) which are both
related to the fact that we conceptualize our ovemtal states according to a given
folk-psychological vocabulary. First, such a vodabyis highly inaccurate as it does
not reflect the phenomenological richness and cerityl of our inner life. Second, the
way in which each member of a certain communityceptualizes her own states tends
to conform to the shared folk-psychological vocalyl Thus, the space left for
something like genuine individuality is minimal. & helevant question, however, is
whether these two points suffice to substantia®d.(To my lights, it is fair to be in
doubt about this. Nietzsche’s case becomes mongraang only once we factor in the
explanatory role he reserves to the drives. Thikadopic | shall now turn to.

5) Introducing the Drives

According to Lichtenberg’s note quoted at the vaeginning of this paper, the main
task for the future Newton of psychology is thatrafividuating “what the causes of

our actions are composed of”. As | anticipatedacti®n 1, Nietzsche’s attempt to
satisfy this desideratum consists in positing theed as the basic explanatory tokens to

figure in a genuine account of how actions are pced. But what is exactly a drive?

Nietzsche’s notion of drive has been amply disedss recent literature. Clark
and Dudrick (2012) have proposed a homuncularasting inspired by the work of
Daniel Dennett. Richardson (2004) and Katsafarathfoming) argue that
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Nietzschean drives are best understood in dispasiist terms. As this is not the
proper place to go into the details of the deldatball simply assume that Nietzsche
holds two quite general theses about the dri%es.

First, | assume that drives can be suitably desdrib broadlyfunctionalterms.
Two main reasons speak in favor of this claim. €gib with, it is suggested by some
of the scanty descriptions Nietzsche offers ofdhees. Furthermore, as it seems to me,
it should be agreed upon by the proponents of th&tlhomuncularist approach as well
as the dispositional one. On the one hand—to tadéatter view first—in saying that
drives are dispositions typically issuing in actasf a certain kind one is offering a
functional characterization of them. On the othemdy Dennett’s brand of
homuncularism is explicitly committed to functiorsah about the relevant cognitive
systems.

Second, | assume that drives are mental in tlegtahe—perhaps in some
minimal sense—intentional. In other words, theydirected towards certain aspects of
reality and can consequently impact our experi@fice For instance, as Katsafanas
(forthcoming) suggests, drives can make a detetmileature of reality become
perceptually salient by directing my attentionttt'iAgain, it seems to me that this is a

claim we can uncontroversially ascribe to Nietzsche

Given this sketch of Nietzsche’s conception ofdhges, let us now turn to a
point which is more germane to our present coné@nce again, it nicely emerges from
what Nietzsche writes in aphorism 1150Hybreak As you might recall, there he
writes that “[l[Janguage and the prejudices uponclvhanguage is based are a manifold
hindrance to us when we wantewplaininner processes and drives” (D 115, my
italics). This time, | would like to focus more nawly on Nietzsche’s claim that our
use of folk-psychological terms prevents us frommfolating suitablexplanationsof
our “inner processes” and “drives”—that is why therd “explain” appeared italicized
in this last rehearsal of the passage. In my vidtzsche is thereby pointing out a kind

of substantiatliscrepancybetween the mental states picked out by our cumemtal

) say something more—still quite sketchy, though—on Nietzsche’s notion of drive in my (forthcoming-
b).

*L A similar view is put forward also by Clark, Dudrick (2012: 145-46). See, however, Richardson (2004:
36), who denies that drives are mental.
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vocabulary and those states and processes thdtsiothe contrary appear in genuine

psychological explanations. This needs some unpgcki

Nietzsche argues that the members of a given contyriend to conceptualize
their conscious states in conformity to the folkgislogical vocabulary they acquire
through social interaction. Such vocabulary isagfly quite impoverished, as it allows
us to conceptualize, and consequently become peaobisely aware of, onlyeéxtreme”
and ‘superlativé inner states. However, folk-psychology’s consitaion self-
knowledge are not confined to its providing us witbntal categories which are meager
and phenomenologically inadequate. For we alsoiexqget of beliefabout theole
each of the relevant state-type typically playthmoverall economy of one’s mind, in
particular with regard to the causation of onesoms. At a general level, we learn, for
instance, how beliefs, desires and emotions anecs@al to interact to form intentions
and how these usually issue in actions. At a miaeedrained level, we learn how to
see a certain type of behavior as caused by arceyfe of mental states—one’s
tapping on the desk as caused by one’s being ngreowne’s refraining from eating a
certain sort of food from one’s holding a certahgious belief. Note that for Nietzsche
this is reflected in the way in which we are coossiof ourselves. On the one hand, the
mental states we are conscious of are the kinthgdilstically (propositionally)
articulated states postulated by folk-psychologgré/specifically, according to him the
Jamesian “stream of consciousness” we are intrtspgcaware of is a succession of
discreteand linguistically (propositionally) articulatethges. On the other hand, we
naively conceive of the relations obtaining betwtenstates we introspectively access
in accordance to what our socially-acquired thexdrhe mind tells us about their

specific role.

Contrary to the picture suggested by self-expegaehNietzsche maintains that
what actually goes on is tlwentinuoudnterplay between our drives occurring at the

unconscious level. His position is exemplified Imharism 333 ofsay Science

“What knowing means-Non ridere, non lugere, neque detestari, sed iigteié!
says Spinoza as simply and sublimely as in his woettin the final analysis
what is thigntelligere other than the way we become sensihilalbar) of the
other three? A result of the different and conitigtdrives to laugh, lament, and
curse? Before knowledge is possible, each of timegelses must first have

16



THIS IS A DRAFT. PLEASE DO NOT QUOTE WITHOUT PERMISSION.

presented its one-sided view of the thing or evifxgin comes the fight between
these one-sided views, and occasionally out ohiean, an appeasement, a
concession to all three sides, a kind of justia® @ntract [...]. Since only the
ultimate reconciliation scenes and final accouhtis long process rise to
consciousness, we suppose thalligere must be something conciliatory, just,
and good, something essentially opposed to theslrivhen in fadt is only a
certain behavior of the drives towards one anoth@sS 333)

In this passage, Nietzsche focuses on a singke stanind, namely knowledd@.He

starts by considering Spinoza’s view according aclv one’s knowing something
requires one to suspend certain affective attittoards that thing and then argues
that this view is wrong. First, he maintains—indeguite to the contrary—that rather
than being independent from the drives indicate@piynoza, the psychological state we
refer to as “knowledge” is in faconstitutedby a certain relation among them. Second,
he argues that we take that state to be “oppostutttdrives” as a consequence of our
becoming aware “only [of] the ultimate reconcil@tiscenes and final accounts of this
long process”. Therefore, we falsely conceive afwledge as a purely cognitive and
discrete mental state, whereas it results instead the continuous and affective-loaded

interplay between certain drives.

The picture Nietzsche offers of the specific cafsknowledge generalizes, |
submit, if not to the entirety of our mental statesleast to the linguistically
(propositionally) articulated attitudes, as beljefssires, emotions—for such are the
states which are (self-)conscious in the Nietzselsease of the term. Therefore, when
he writes elsewhere that “thinkin@€nken is only a relation between [the] drives”
(BGE 36), we should understand “thinking” as a gahierm which is intended to
cover, at least, all attitudes of this kind.

As our main concern is how drives contribute totkBehe’s account of action,
this is the issue to which | shall turn next. Arpontant point will be the discrepancy
between the causal role the drives display in deteng our actions and the kind of
experience we have of ourselves as agents. Ircpkatj to appreciate how (10) applies

to agency, it will be helpful to focus on his viefwolitional states.

2 Here, Nietzsche does not seem to be interested in knowledge as an epistemic state, but rather as a
merely psychological one. This seems fair to Spinoza’s own definition.
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6) The Introspecting Agent

Nietzsche thinks that the drives are the primaplaxatory tokens we should appeal to
in accounting for our actions. More specificallg, elieves that the volitional states
which usually issue in actions—willings as | shalll them—are constituted by a
certain interplay between one’s drives. The kindetdition he takes to hold between the

drives is one of command and obedience, as sugblegtine following note:

“Each thought, each feeling, each willingi(le) is not born out of one
determinate drive, but is rather a total st&eqamtzustandthe overall surface
of the whole consciousness, and results from theembary power-arrangement
(Macht-Feststellungof all drives which constitute ourselves—justlod
dominant drive and of those obeying and disputiradike.” (KSA 12: 26)

Again, note that the model on offer applies to ps}ogical states of quite a different
sort. However, here Nietzsche also explicitly nanagional states. Two features of
his characterization of such states are most retéeeour discussion. We are told that a
willing is to be conceived of, first, as a “totaéate” resulting from the specific “power
arrangement of all drives” and, second, as occuyplyia “overall surface of the whole
consciousness¥Vhat Nietzsche means by this is far from clear. Myppsal is that he

is offering a model according to which a consciailBng, though it actually results
from the interplay between one’s unconscious driigesxperienced by the subject as if
it were a simple—in the sense of uncomposed—dtétecover, his saying that such a
willing occupies the “overall surface of the whalensciousness” conveys the idea that
it is, at that moment, the only element of our imlife we are consciously aware of.
Thus, what becomes conscious are not the drivesds but rather the “total” state
constituted by their current arrangement. Thisypestthough crucial to the issue of

agentive introspection, is in need of further edation??

In the previous section, | argued that for Nietesthe folk-psychological
framework we acquire through social interaction aeis in two fundamental ways on
self-knowledge. First, the access we have to our mwd is constrained by the

reservoir of mental terms provided by the framew@&#cond, one assumes that one’s

> A third important feature of Nietzsche’s characterization is the claim that the arrangement between
one’s drives which constitutes a certain willing has some drive dominating the other ones. As this point
has no bearing on the problem being discussed in this paper, | shall simply ignore it. This aspect of
Nietzsche’s view has recently received a thorough treatment by Clark, Dudrick (2012).
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(conscious) mental states play the role whichpscglly ascribed to them by the
relevant framework—both at a general and a moedirained level. This, of course,

applies to willings as well.

The folk-psychological role we conceive willingstasving is obviously tightly
related to action. Suppose | get up, go to thg&idnd take a beer out of it. Were | to
explain my action, | would say that | acted the wadid because | wanted to drink a
beer—whereby my wanting to do such-and-such canssitthe relevant state of
willing. This is to say that willings are the foplsychological explanatory tokens we
usually appeal to when asked to account for our agtions. In short, we naively

conceive of willings as the proximehusesof our own actions.

First, Nietzsche argues that the will, or, morecimely, a case of willing, is a
“multifarious thing that people have only one wéod (BGE 19). Contrary to what is
suggested by our undifferentiated way of talking niaintains that actual willing is
“somethingcomplicated as it both involves mental elements of a différeort and
results from the interplay between one’s drives-Netzsche writes in thHachlass
passage quoted above, it is a “total statélowever, given that the conscious
experience of our own willings is shaped by ougliistic practice, their real nature
remains introspectively inaccessible. In other wgomie simply fail to see that our
willings are constituted by the complex and cormimsiinterplay between our
(unconscious) drives, and take them to be insteaples and discrete (conscious) states.
In this sense, the fact that we become aware oYalitional states only in a
linguistically-mediated way is but an instancelaf general fact that the reach of
consciousness goes hand in hand with that of layjeguses Nietzsche argues in D 115
and GS 354.

Second, and more relevantly in the way in whichaneeconscious of our
volitional states is embedded a wrong picture af loar actions are caused. Here we
finally come to the Lichtenbergian point | starteih. As Lichtenberg puts it, the cause
of a certain action is already “too big” when webtme aware of it. What appears to
one as the cause of one’s action is a consciolisgyil.e., according to Nietzsche, a

(linguistically) propositionally articulated voldhal state. His way of putting

**In BGE 19, Nietzsche offers a view of the will which aims at capturing this complexity. For two
alternative readings see Leiter (2007) and Clark, Dudrick (2012).
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Lichtenberg’s point, thus, is that self-experierme presenting states of this sort as the
causef our actions, does not reveal those elementshwdmie in fact causally
efficacious. Such elements, as it should now barchere the drives operating at the

unconscious level.

One could argue that this view does not take actmunt the fact that at least
some of our willingappearto us to be in fact “somethirmpmplicated, as they are
arrived at only through a laborious process of ¢cayus) deliberation. In those cases,
we try to figure out the possible outcomes of theraative actions we could perform,
to weigh the situation we are in by taking diffdrpoints of view on it, etc. Thus, we
may have a picture of our coming to want to do saletk-such as a process which
involves conflictingconscious motivesurthermore, such motives may be seen as the
relevant explanatory tokens to which one may aptoe@l accounting for one’s actions.
On this basis, one could claim that the consci@esss we have to the processes
constituting an instance of deliberation providesuith a reliable clue as to the nature
of both the involved explanatory tokens—consciowsives—and of the transactions
between them. Were this true, we would be left wiblreal motivation for any
substantive (10) claim, as the way things appeastm introspection would indeed

offer an accurate enough picture of what a voldimtate is and how it gets formed.

Nietzsche, however, thinks that thisist true. He holds that the transactions
between our drives are quite different from thosetake to obtain between conscious
motives. In an aphorism froDaybreak he clearly separates theohsequencesf
various acts” which “step into our reflexive cormesness” as we deliberate and which
thus constitute theonsciousmotives of our actions from the “different speadés
motives” by which our actions are “often enoughed®iined” (D 129). This second
class ofcausally efficaciousnotives includedgnter alia, “the way we habitually expend
our energy”, “some slight instigation from a persamom we fear of honor or love”,
“our indolence”, “an excitation of our imaginatibnought about by some immediate,
very trivial event”, or just “incalculable physiciafluences” as well as “caprice and
waywardness”ibid.). Crucially, as tve are accustome excludeall these
unconscious processes from the accounting [of cliwres] and to reflect on the
preparation for an act only to the extent thas itonscious”, we also fail “to learn which
motive has therewith actually proved victoriousdiq.). This suggests that those

conscious states we usually take to be the motivesr actions in fact lack the relevant
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causal power. On the contrary, the causally effmactokens that should figure in a
genuine explanation of our actions are the prosesitigated at the unconscious levels.
Crucially, the “struggle itself” which takes plabetween such goings-on remains
“hidden from me” {bid.)—which is just the kind of picture Nietzsche susfgevhen he

argues that willings result from the unconsciousrplay between one’s drives.

Let us take stock. In section 2, | spelled outfiwo points in favor of (10), both
regarding how the psychological vocabulary we aggthirough socialization underlies
the way we conceptualize our mental states. Inquéat, Nietzsche argues that our use
of such vocabulary prevents phenomenological acguaad something like genuine
individuality. These two points, | argued, hardliffsce to substantiate (10). However,
as soon as we factor in Nietzsche’s view aboutlithees, a wider range of reasons
emerge in support of his phenomenalist take oospiction. First, we appreciate
that—in addition to the previous two points—the vilyvhich we folk-psychologically
conceptualize the states we are in is such tlcainipletely obscures themature As
Nietzsche’s paradigmatic treatment of states ofiltedge illustrates, we take such
states to be possible only once detachment frorts ainizes and affects obtains. Quite
to the contrary, however, one’s state of knowingpsthing is constituted by a certain
overall orientation of (some of) one’s drives affécts towards that thing. Second, the
folk-psychological framework we defer to also pass us with (typically) wrong
beliefs about theole played by each type of mental state. For instawegake that
willings are caused by conscious motives which gones—i.e., in presence of
conflicting motives—are weighed within a procesgofiscious and rational
deliberation. Instead, Nietzsche argues that vgfliare constituted by a certain
arrangement of our drives and that the transacbhehseen members of this “different
species of motives” do not mirror the kind of rata patterns of practical inference we
take to obtain between conscious motives. What goes, rather, a “struggle” which

remains hidden from us.

If it is true that introspection affords us awagss neither of the reahture nor
of the rearole of our psychological states—and, in particularthafse states which are
involved in the production of our own actions—iesss fair to say that (10) is
vindicated. In point of fact, as Lichtenberg hasir willings—those volitional states
which usually issue in action—are already “too bigien they become “noticeable to

us”.
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7) The Fate of Conscious Attitudes

Nietzsche argues that there is a substantial giaoy between conscious
psychological states and what goes on at the uomrsslevel of the drives. At the
conscious level we find states which are concepe@laccording to the folk-
psychological framework we learn through interceussth the other members of our
community. This includes both a certain psycholabiocabulary as well as a set of
beliefs about the role each type of state is sugphts play. At the unconscious level,
we find states and processes which result fronintieeplay between the drives. At this
point, we should therefore ask what, accordingitt2dche, we are to make of

conscious attitudes.

To address this question, it is helpful to stgrfdcusing on the status of folk-
psychology. According to Nietzsche, the kind ofsoeral-level mental states postulated
by folk-psychology ar@ot the explanatory tokens that should figure in augesn
account of how our actions are produced. The reketekens are, on the contrary, the
processes and states occurring at the sub-peigsweabf the drives. Nor—due to the
discrepancy between these two levels—are ther@rspects of providing a
successful mapping between conscious attitudesiac@hscious goings-on. This
means that accounts couched in terms of folk-pdggital conscious attitudes do not
offer any genuine explanation of one’s actionsstates of this kind simply lack the

causal efficacy we naively take them to possess.

The first point which seems to flow from this cents thefunctionof folk-
psychology. As Nietzsche insists, phylogenetic ettoh and ontogenetic acquisition of
a certain folk-psychological framework are intimgteslated to one’s communication-
mediated intercourse with other individuals. THo#s-psychology has emerged as a
tool which facilitates the mutual understanding amnthe members of a given society.
Its success, however, does not depend on its eadpignand predictive power. Rather,
Nietzsche takes the adoption of a shared folk-pslpciical framework to determine
that “[i]n all souls an equal number of frequerngurring experiences have gained an
upper hand over ones that occur less frequentlEER68). This, in turn, considerably
bears on the kind aformativeattitudes one is likely to adopt, for “[w]hat gmof

sensations in a soul will be the first to wake stpyt speaking, and making demands is
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decisive for the whole rank of its values, and witimately determine its table of
goods” (bid.). Thus, rather than aiming at offering accuratgl@xations and
predictions of actions, folk-psychology works asi@chanism by which the members of

a certain society come ioternalizeshared normative attitudés.
A similar line of reasoning has been recentlyfputvard by Tadeusz Zawidski:

“Human beings are distinguished from other mamrhoglgheir extreme sociality.
Because of this, solving problems of coordinatiathwur fellows is our most
pressing ecological task. Many lines of evidencergfly suggest that folk
psychological practices like mental state ascnpptay an important role in this.”
(Zawidski 2008: 198)

However, as Zawidski notes, the way in which su@tiices satisfy this role is
primarily by “molding human behavior” and not byctarately describing its causes so
as to correctly predict it” (199). In short, he gagts that the function of folk-
psychology is not (merely) “mind-reading”, but ratfimind-shaping i.e. the setting

up of “regulative ideals” (194) bound to sociallypeoved forms of conduct. If we
assume this to be correct, it should come as nwisarthat the attitudes typically
posited by folk-psychology should not figure as élxplanatory tokens in a genuine

account of our actions.

A second point concerns te&atusof the folk-psychological posits. As we have
just seen, Nietzsche maintains that they lack tveep to causally determine one’s
behavior. Furthermore, recall that in his view cnoss states are conceptualized in
conformity with the psychological framework we hdgarnt to apply in order to make
sense of others’ behavior. Ultimately, therefohe, only form of self-knowledge
available to us is ahterpretivenature. This is, indeed, the core view underlyhrey
kind of phenomenalism about self-experience whiataptured by (10). Now, should
we then conclude that Nietzsche defends some veo$iepiphenomenalism or even
eliminativism about conscious attitudes? Eliminiativ strikes me as too strong a thesis.

After all, Nietzsche still thinks that, however teisding the picture they give us of our

* The view that folk-psychology’s primary function is not explanatory has also been defended by some
contemporary philosophers and psychologists. See, for instance, Hutto (2004). The fact that the way in
which folk-psychological concepts are used is sensible to the moral feature of the context seems to
support the view that one’s adoption of a certain folk-psychological framework bears on one’s
normative attitudes. See Knobe (2007) on the morally-loaded aspects of folk-psychology.
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mind’s working and however confused we might beultoeir nature and role,
conscious states nonetheless qualify as actuatiyring mental events.Rather, his
main concern is with their lack of explanatory pow&onsequently, some version of
epiphenomenalism seems a more appropriate candidase however, is material for

another papef’
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