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2 The Mind/Body Problem 

1.1 Introduction 

As 1 begin writing this fìrst chapter 1 can hear the hum of the com
puter in front of me. My cat. perched on a large folded duvet , is 
purring, and when 1 swivel round 1 can see her cleaning herself. 'There 
is a slight ache and stiffness in my right shoulder, and 1 feel slightly 
full , not long having eaten lunch.I pause from writing momentarily 
to visualize my wife, who is visiting her home country、 the Philippines; 
and 1 remember the time when 1 lived there and we went to thc 
mountains for a holiday. 1 also think about picking her up from the 
alfport in a week's time and vaguely wonder whether she will need 
a meal and what 1 should cook. 
IEWhy have I supplied you with this tiny fragment of my life-history? 

e reason ís to remind you of the very obvíous fact that as a human 
being 1 am a conscious, experiencing' subject, and the possessor of 
a variety of mental states - hearing, seeíng, feeling an ache or pain, 
seeing in the mind's eye, remembering, thinking and wondering - to 
mentíon a few instances of states of mind selected from a very long 
possíble lis t. 1 am the centre of a uníverse of experíences - and you 
arc too Animals, birds, ash , insects and possibly even molluscs also 
have mental lives电 however underdeveloped and rudimentary some 
of these mínds might he. 
t-But what.ultimately.isit to have a mind?At (FIle level thh qUCSE 
l~)~ ~s .casy to. answe r. As the hricf cxcursion into my mental history 

which hcgan Ihis chaplcr hclps to ílluslralc , in lalkíng ahollt Ihc mind 
- your own anù olhcr pcop\c、- you arc ùcscrihing Ihc sorls 01' slalc 
or cvcnllhal go 10 makc lIP a milld 一 Ihc Ihou!!o hl刊电 b队bc\沁川c川licl内J才fs趴‘ U川molο川F刘山1 1\υ川】
scnsa川ltion 目凡， inlc山11川lI ions趴， dcsircs 、 pcrccpti υ ns趴、 purposcs t川11川nd so flυ川ll'lh Ih.山11
hclp tωocωompris臼e it. Moreover, in your own case, it scems impossihlc 
~? get closer ~? yo~r own states of mínd than you already a~e， since 
these states literally comprise the stuff of your experience, your 
mental life, without which you, as a person, would not exist. 
ιAs far as it goes, this characterization of what 1 shall generally call 
mental phenomena' is satisfactory. But , in the end , it f;ils to s~tisfy， 

because it seems to give us ve可 little idea, if any, of the nature of 
mental states-By contrast.consider physical phenomena.Ihere are 
well丁developed theories about the n~tu're ancÌ behavio~-r of physical 
bodie队 processes and even阻 as exemplifìed in sciences such a挝5

The Mind/Body Problem 3 

example弓 scientifìc investigation is uncovering morc and morc ahout 
the processes that take placc in our hodies and hrains, and although 
our understanding is far from complete, we do at least havc a good 
idea of what further kinds of detail we need to discover and how to 
set about this task. 

By contrast, gaining an understanding of the nature of mental 
states does not seem to bear comparison with what is entaíled in 
reaching a better understanding of physical states. Thus, while we all 
know what it is líke to ponder over an intellectual problem ‘ such as 
solving an algebraíc equation，时， at the other extreme, to feel a pain , 
our experience seems to provide no clue regarding the intrinsic 
nature of what takes place within us when we think, or when a part 
of our body hurts. Admittedly, active engagement in teasing out the 
solution to a problem in mathematícs, on the one hand, and the 
passive experíence of a painful sensation, on the other, are extremely 
different sorts of mental phenomena, so disparate, in fact , that one 
almost hesitates to mentíon them in the same breath. But neverthe
less, very unlike in character though they are , both thinking and 
feeling a paín belong on the mental, as opposed to the physical, side 
of the fe~ce. That said , however, we are stíllleft with the question of 
what precisely ís goíng on ín us when either of these two sorts of 
mental event' occur. 1; what kind of medium , one wants to ask , do 
thc thinking and the expericnce 01' the pain take place? 

It is this -kind of puz~lc that leads to, and helps to constitute, the 
mind/hody prohlcn-i. Th rcc qucstions, 1 suggest , insislently pres~ 
Ihcmsc\vcs upon lIS. Firslly啕 whal is lhc naturc of the mind. of mental 
stalcs and CVl.' llts gCllcrally'! Whal 啕 10 put il more grandly, is their 
l1lodc 01' hcing'! '-111is is 'whal philosophcrs call the ontological 
qucslion aholll Ihc slalus 0 1' Ihc mind. Thc word 'ontology ‘ is derived 
frum lhc Grcck wurd υt/ tiu which means 'things that exisf. In asking 
what thc ontology of mental statesis, philosophers want to know 
what mental stat~s consist in , what actual\y constitutes them. Are 
they ultimately physical in nature, like the processes involved i肌
say, photosynthêsi~， or are they totally immaterial in character啕
sharing notÍlÎng in common with the physical wor~d 啕 likc souls or 
spirits as these arc traditionally concelvcd?Alternatively, should thc 
dilemma, either physical or non-physical , which 
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troversialJ-If we are prepared to grant, at least for thc time being, 
that experiences must have owners, we are led naturallv to wonder 
what the nature is of the possessors of mental states - those persons, 
as well as animals, whose sets of experiences comprise various 
sorts of mental phenomena. Should these subjects be c~nceived of as 
exísting over and above the experiences themselves, or as somehow 
constmtcd out of them, as a jigsaw puzzle is nothing over aM above 
the pieces that go to make it up? Òn the other ha;d, if subjects of 
expenences are different in kind from the experiences themselves, 
and are not reducible to them, are such sub}ects non-physical or 
physical in character? Various answers to these questions are 
returned by the five different theories of the mind/body relation that 
comprise chapters 2-6. 

~irdly， implicit in the issues raised by the last two questions is the 
puzzle of how mental states and subject~ relate to the physical wor1d. 
Can mental phenomena exist independently of physical phenomena, 
or do they depe斗d upon them for their existence'? If physical states 
do indeed give rise to mental states, how can this o~cti'r. since the 
mental andphysicalseem sodiffemtfromeachother?IEisproblem 
was brought home to me with special force a few years ago.I was 
teaching a philosophy of mind èourse to adult students at Rewley 
House in Oxford, and I said that I would like, if possible, to be able 
to show a real human brain to thc class.I had.of course.seen brains 
in photographs and in scicnce muscum凡 but 1 was intrigued to know 
what ltwould klike tohave onc to inspect a创t close qua阳s.1刊ne
lJ n叫ivc川y a川川Il川u川1
ιdcl才livcr a h、r阳a山in ， hut it ha(叫d b币ccn p币汀)ft阳cscrvcd in such a way t山h:川1I Y叭o】旧u 
ω uld a趴川川u比川c山:咒tua l1 y ha川ndl户 i t 川d p，川ISS il around. It ω rlainly gavc thc 山ISS 
mcmbcrs and mysclf a wcird' scnsation 10 think that what wc wcrc so 
c.asual1~ h~?dling had oncc becn in a living person's skull. Atthc same 
time.a feeling of Intense wonder was provoked by the rcn巳ction: how 
on earthc?ulqthispiece ofpallId whitish-grey matteMven ifit were 
fully functioni吨 and connected up to the rest of a living human 
b?mg, bc responsible for the amazing technicolour drcameoat ofcon, 

SCIOusness?How could this thing be the embodiment of a person's 
hopes and dreams, fears、 beliefs， intentions, memories and tlÎoughts? 
There did not me均 seem to b 
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could visit its inside. What would wc fìnd therc'! askcd Lcitmiz. 
Answer: ‘ Nothing but parts which push and movc cach othcr. and 
never anything which could explain perccption.寸 Thc machinc 
Leibniz had in mind was, of course, the brain. What modern scicntists 
find when they investigate its workings are electro-chemical physical 
events, the equivalents of Leibniz's ‘parts which push and move each 
other'. But if neurology cannot be invoked to explain perception and 
consciousness, what can? 

The answer , according to the dualist (whose arguments form the 
first major theory of the mind/body relation , which 1 wíll expand 
on and evaluate in chapter 匀， is that the machinery of the brain 
can never in principle explain the existence of mental states. Instead, 
each of us has to be thought of as a non-physical entity, a soul, 
whose immaterial states comprise our mental lives. The soul is 
capable of existing in its own right in complete independence of any
thing else. During life it is somehow attached to the body, affecting, 
and being affected by, it , but at death it wíll separate. Although 
dualism can be traced back at least as far as the ancient Greeks, René 
Descartes (1596一1650) gave a distinctive new shape to the doctrine, 
and original, powerful arguments in its favour. Consequently, the 
theory is often referred to and discussed under the title ‘Cartesian 
dualism' (Cartesian is the adjective formed from the proper name 
Descartes ). 

Thc strict materialist dismisses the notion of the soul as nonsense. 
insisting robustly that thc mind is nothing but the functioning 
brain. Menlal slatcs do not exist over and above physical processes: 
thcy urr physical proccssc5.antinothing but physical processes-In 
explaining how thc brain works wc are啕 in effcct , explaining what con
sciousncss is. becausc consciousness is identical with brain processes. 
Therc is no problcm of how thc mind is related to the physical wor1d; 
it is merely'one aspect or subset of material events. ~i~ ~~c~unt of 
the mind, ã second 'theory of the mindlbody problem., ~hich is _known 
as the mindlbrain identity theory、 forms the topic of chapter 3. 

However, both dualisfn and 'the mind/brain identity theory arc 
equally and oppositely wrong, according to a third t.hc<?ry, logi~a~ 
or análytical behavio~rism. The mind is not a ghostly immatcrial 
thing, b'ut nor is it the gross material brain. Thc most _fruilfu~ wa~ 
10 construe the mind 
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Chapter 5 brings us to a fourth theory, functionalism , which 
evolved , largely independently, from analytical behaviourism, on the 
one hand , and computational theories of the mind , on the other. 
Functionalism has been the most recent and fashionable major 
attempt to account for the mind , although there are now signs that 
its popularity is waning. According to the functionalist , the mind is 
strictly neither mental nor physical , but should be conceived more 
abstractly as a function or program , run on the hardware of the brain, 
which transforms sensory inputs into behavioural outputs. 

Finding none of the theories above satisfactory, my own preferred 
option, a fìfth theory of the mind/body relation - non-reductive 
monism - forms the subject of chapter 6. 1 side with the materialists 
in their rejection of the mind as a non-physical soul , but in OppOS1-
tion to them 1 fìnd the mind/brain identity theory, analytical behav
iourism and functionalism fundamentally and crucially defìcient in 
their stubborn refusal to acknowledge, and to seek to explain, the 
existence of consciousness as a featun; of reality that is not exhausted 
by physical theory. Oespite some of the very considerable problems 
that non-reductive materialism brings in its wake , it has at least the 
virtue of taking consciousness seriously. 

Apart from the five major theories of the mind, to which 1 confine 
myself for reasons of space and because this is an introductory book啕
thcre arc some important issucs outstanding which reqUlfe an 
cxtended and scparatc lreatment in their own righ l. The lirst of these吨
which forms thc- subjcct of chaptcr 7, concerns lhc issuc of how lhe 
mind can affcct lhc body whcn il appcars 目Oιdi让ffcr阳en川1t in n】 alur刊c f仕romn 1 

il. How can somclhing as secmingly non-physical as an cmbarrassmg 
lhoughl makc mc blush 、t'or cxamplc'? ln an atlcmpt 10 a11日wcr thís 
and rclaled problcm日， I conccnlralc largcly on a discussion 0 1' Donakl 
Oavidson's complex theory of anomalous monism. 

In chapter 8, 1 turn from metaphysical questions about the nature 
of the mind to epistemological issues concerning its knowability. 00 
we have special knowledge of the existence and nature of our own 
mental states which we lack in the case of others? Can we, in facl , 
ever know of the existence of mental states other than our own, or 
are we doomed to eternal scepticism about such matters? 

Finally, in chapt 

I he Mmdl白。ay r-rODlem 

part of the body, the brain'? Altcrnativcly, is nonc 0 1' thcsc answcrs 
correct'? Is it，刚her， the c∞on川tim川u川I

: however achieved , t由ha剖t is crucial t仙tο) S帕omeonc b￥ C山mg onc anl叫d thc s吗U圳4悦川ar盯me
person now as he or she was then? Trying to get clear about thi川s吗; ISSUl人
as well as of being of great interest and fascination in it日 own 吨ht，
is essential to gaining a better understanding of the naturc of the 
experienci吨 subject or sel f. 

1.2 Approaching the mind/body problem 

In section 1.1, 1 sketched fìve major theories which are cont~.~ders 
for the solution to the mind/bódy problem. Which one, if any, 
is correct and by what measures or criteria arc we to assess the 
adequacics and inadequacies of the compcting theories?A possible 
way to begin setting about this task is to try to discover what features 
of the mind and its relation to thc body a successful theory mus1bp 
able to explain and accommodate.Ihe emphasis in this arst stage, It 
must be stressed, is largely on description, rather than on evaluation 
Detailed assessment of each of the competing theories of mind and 
b;d;';iîl ~;k~;;î~~~~' i~'s~b~~q~~e~ï-chapiers， o~ce the key features of 
m巳~tal states have been charàcterized in more detai l. 

1.3 Characteristics of mental states 

Thc sorls of qucslions lhal need 10 be pursued in lhis and lhe next 
few sections arc as follows: 

1 What are the distinctive features of mental states? 
2 Ä;;~;;;~t~ïØh~~~~~~; ~li-alike or are there crucial differences 

between them? 
3 Is it possible t卢 spell out the es臼ntial fealures of various lypcs of 

mental state? 

To get started, wtneed to collecta good range of RamplCN Of 
different sorts of mental state-so bcfortJ reading any fLINt1盯. look at 
Exercise 1.1. 

;二i;;乙::Ji二二 liJ;JUtf?记etizt;工i;二?刀&ercise 1.1 

greatly help if you do this exercise with twO or 由r惧。ther people. 
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How did you do? A preliminary trawl might have yielded the 
fo lIowing: 

Pains, itches, dreaming, thinking, ha lIucinating, seeing, hearing, 
jealousy, hoping, depression , joy, believi吨， wanting， remember
ing, consciousness, indignation, understanding, acting, intending, 

conceívíng, fear , wishing, regretting, imagining, tickles、 throbs，
tptmg， adcs， smelli吨、 seeing in the mind's eye, touching, hap
pmess，甲lsery， envy, anger, seel吨 after-images， trying, anticipat
mg, gnet, enJoyment , tingles, knowing, reasoning. 

Let us now try a slightly harder task , as set in Exercise 1.2. 

Look through the examples of mental states given above and see if you can 
fìnd ways of classifying them into di仔erent groupings. For example. some name 
sensations. such as pains and itches. whilst others name emotions and yet 
出hers are more intellectual. such as thinking and understanding. Again. do 
this exercise with two or three other people and then compare your results 
with mine. 

1 have classified the mental states under six headings: 

Se llSations - pains, aches, tickles、 itches， throhs, tinglcs 
C仰nition.\' - bc沁cI i

thinking, rcasoning 
EmotioflS - fcar , jcalo山y. cnvy, anger瓦、 gr伊r川i比cf，‘ in肌ndi咆g阴n阳t川on

cnJμ()哼ym】 cnt

且叶'rc{ψ'fJ t川J斤础tl川』

υllaωs川嘻ì/-刊t卜叮-pt厅附e旷，节r阮cψt削llal sυ阳tωuωteωs - drωmi吨， imagining, sccing in thc 
mind、吕 eye， ha lIucinating, seeing aftcr-images 

ConattVE States -acting, trying, wanting, intending, wishing 

An inspection of胁 list reveals SOme impo阳1t differences between 
the items on it , outlined in the remaínder of thís section. 

1.3.1 Bodily location 

Sensations have a more or less deanite bodily location, whereas all 
the other States do n?t.It makes sense to say that you have a pain in 
your sid?or an ache In your shoulders, but no sense to say that your 
belief is-Just above your rightpar, your jealousy in your little anger 
or your mtentton to vmit Pans m your toe.However, even in the case 

I ne IYllnC/DOCY rroDlt:: rn 罗

of sensations, it has to be remembered that their hodily localion 
cannot be understood in the same way in which wc talk ahout thc 
location of physical objects. If a person says that they have a pain in 
their little finger and we then open it up to look inside, we won't fìnd 
a thing, not even a mysterious sort of thing calIed a pain. Pains havc 
a location only in the sense that they are wherever the person who 
feels the pain truthfulIy reports it as being. 

The difference between talk about the location of sensations and 
the location of physical objects can be ilIustrated by looking at Exer
cise 1.3, which you should attempt before reading any further. 

If my coins are in my purse , and my purse is in my pocket. does it follow that 
my coins are in my pocket? 

In one sense, my coins are not in my pocket, i.e. not loose in my 
pocket, since they are contained in the purse. But cIearly, if the purse 
is in the space bounded by the sides and bottom of the pocket , and 
the coins are in the space bounded by the material comprising the 
purse, then the coins are in the pocke t. The location of the coins is a 
literal location in space and one 'could reach into the pocket and tak~ 
them out. The same is true, naturaIly, of bodily organs and parts of 
the body. The heart and nerves, for example, cIearIy do have literal 
locations within the body and could be removed from it. 

Now consider Exercise 1.4. 

b噬旷曲~e 1.3 

If my pain is in my foo(, and my foot is in my shoe. does it follow ~at my &er由e 1.4 
pain is in my shoe? This is a much more complicated case than that in 
Exercise 1.3. 

Firstly, my pain is not in my foot in the way in which my coins ~r.e in 
my purse. 1 can take the cO'ins out of my purse, but 1 can't reach iIl:to 
~y foot and remove my pain. My pain is not an obje~t_ I_ike a ~om; 
The pain is in my foot i~ the sen;e 'that my foot hurts. If 1 say that 1 
am in pain and someone then asks me where it hurts, 1 wiII spontan
~ously point to my foo t. But thís is not like giving the. I.iter~l 1ωa
ti.on in 'space of a~ object such as a coin. Pains. are. said to .hav~ a 
phenomênal location -'a location as pointcd out by the expcri~n~!ng 
suhject. People who have had limbs 'amputated often r~por.t fcc~~n~ 
pains and other sensations in non-existent limbs 一 this is callcd 
phantom-limb pain. Thl屿， an amputee wi Il point to a region of cmpty 
space, the spac~ where the limb ~ould have been before it was ampu
tated, and ~eport that that is where the pain is. Although thi~ so.unds 
strange, it mâkes sense once you remember that specifying the loca-
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tion of a pain is not like saying where an object such as a coin is. The 
fact that pains lack spatiallocations、 unlike material objects, supplies 
a further reason for not concluding that a pain exists in your shoe 
whpn your foot Which is hurting is in your shoe Lastly, ifyou were 
to insist that your pain is in your shoe, we would have to remind you 
that thmamounts to saying that your shoe is in pain!Ihis is mani
festly absurd , since shoes, unlike people and anim~ls， are not sentient, 
consclOus, experiencing subjects. 

1.3.2 Sensations and awareness 

The case outlined in Exercise 1.4 can be used to illustrate another 
?rudddifference between sensations and physical objects-Ihc coins 
m your pocket exist whether or not you are aware of them. However, 
lt would be self-contradictory to say that you had a pain in your foot , 
but that you couldn't feel anything unpleasant going on in that part 
of your body.Pains and other sensations exist only when you arc 
aw斗re of th?m.Consciousness or awareness of them is integral to 
their very existence. It is not an optional or bolt-on extra.-' 

1.3.3 Non-sensational states and awareness 

Prime cxamplcs of non性:nsational statcs arc proviucd hy cognitivc 
可atcs， which arc to uo with unucrstanding anu thinki略 and cona. 
tivc statcs (deriving from thc Latin ("(川0(11队 which rncans cffort 
or cndcavour) , which uircctly or indircctly conccrn acting 啕 willing ，
trymg, wanting and intcnuing. 

By contrast with sensations, it is possihlc to havc hclicfs, knowl
edge and understanding, as well as desires and intenti~n~'~f'which 
you are not conscious at a given instant.I11115, I am intending to VISit 
the Czech Repuplic in the su山umme
illu比1st剖trat阳e the po创ínt 1 am making here, 1 did not have the intention at 
tk forefront ofmy mind.Similarly withbeliefs and knowledge-mere 

literally hundreds of thlnp I believe and know.but I am not aware 
ofwhat they are at the moment.Ifsuch beliefs and knowledge are to 
be attributed truly to me, at least it must be possible that I should bc 
ableto king them to mind ifJnd when , the ommn demands-IEis 
is what IS meant by saying that beliefs and knowledge are disposi
tional, rather than、 as in the case of sensations一 occurrent

A sensation such as a pain or tickle exists 江， and-Jiiij if, you are 
ently aware of it, i.e.continuously aware of it.By contrast, a 

ay be said to have a belief or' an intenti;';- ii,J a~d'-~-;'y'if， 

I rl t:: 1' lII lU/DUUl r I UUI 'II:; III 

there are circumstances when he could call it to minu吨 whcn hc woulu 
be prone or disposed to hring it to awareness, not that hc actually is 
calling it to mind. To put this another way, pains anu othcr scnsations 
eXlst only when you are actually aware of them. In the case 0 1' hclicfs 
and intentions and many other non-sensational states, the rcquirc. 
ment is weaker. For beliefs and intentions to be truly attributeu to a 
person, it is sufficient that they are potentially objects of awareness. 
Should there not be any possible circumstances in which a belief 
or íntention could be called to mind and avowed , then it is highly 
unlikely that the belief or intention in question exists. 4 

Emotions and moods are harder to deal with. If you are feeling 
angry at a given time, then it follows that you must be conscious of 
your anger and aware of your feelings. On the other hand , it seems 
possible to be angry with someone without constantly being aware 
that you are. You might stay cross with someone for days, your anger 
existing even during periods of sleep. Th is is because emotions, Iike 
beliefs and intentions, are dispositional in character. 

1.3.4 Qualia and mental states 

ln the case of sensations, there is something that it is like to experi
ence them. Th ink of the itchy feel of a rough woollen blanket ‘ the 
~tinging sensation produced by a nettle, the soothin.g coo.l.ness o~ a 
I?tion for sunhurn ,' the tingling sensation of pins and needles or. the 
throh of a dccayed tooth. -PhiÌosophers talk of the phenome.nol~gy 
0 1" scnsations , that is, thc way things seem to the e.xpe~len~m? 
~~hjcct， cach typc 0 1' scnsation J having a distinctive. q~al!t.~tive ~ee l. 
This sccond w~'Y 0 1' charactcrizing s;nsations has I~d philos?phers 
to invent a spccial technical expression and to describe sensat lOns as 
possessing ‘ qualia' or 'raw feels'. 

By contr;st with sensations, there seems to be no distinctive phe
nomenology associated with beliefs and other cognitive st~tes. ~~c~ 
~s underst~~di~g ~~~I thinki~g.-A belief that the Royal ~~sti~al ,Ha!1 
临 on the South Bank of the Thames has no particular qualita川 look
or feel associated with. it. Of course, when i affirm this helief吨 assocI
ateti memories from frequent visits io itmay stray Into my mind-hut 
these are purely incidental to the belief and play no ~ar~ in, cons, 

tuting it. Even if no memories or associa川tl旧o】汗川ns are cvokt已:u whcn thc J 

F民氏hωe:白叩?盯H叫川t
111臼s on the South Bank 

Un1ike b~ii~f~. -;~d"~ore like sensations, emotions are usually 
accompanied by helings, i.e.they have a distinctive phenomenology 
all of their ow~>Th~~'~~-~p~~k~i suffering pangs of jealousy. of going 
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coldwith anger, of being agitated by gnawing wo町， of a sickening 
feelmg in the pit of onc's stomach and SO forth.Ihere arc also oth 
mental phenomena which resemble thc emotions in possessing a phe-

c ology.For example, wc suffer the pangs of regret or 
hare the thrill of anticipation, indulge ourselves in the mstalg

of bluer and sweet remembrances and feel the desolation of hopes 
th干 have come to nothing. 
-3OIIle combvc states also appear to have a phenomenology 
íated with the白， as when we talk of the firë of desire, the effort 

involved In trylng to accomplish a difacult and dangerous task or 
vhen we fervently wish for something to come true.Others.such as 
ntentIonsJre closefto beliefs andjo adopt an expression 。}iginally

h cd by Ludwig Wlugenstein(1889-1951)about actIOns, seem 
陀、o volume of experience ,, i.e.there isno qualitative content 

that helps to characterize intentions. 

1.3.5 About ‘aboutness' 

Looki吨 through the various types of mental state outlined above, a 
vitallyImportant distinction which emerges is between mental states 
that seem to be ‘about', or directed upoñ, other states of affairs, and 

;22tfzr:23a口号iz;1:73;工t25ttlfZi;口
In.?thcr words, sensations do not represent other possible states of 
dialrs.Wc would bc puzzled if wc were asked what our naifls or 
tickles We川/)0吼叫pposcd t川hat w削 causing them 凭 scnmons
wc would bc IMIned tt!sa弘 just a町'. Thcy arc not about anything, 

jqst asthc table antichalr at which I am working donot rcprescntor 
PICture other possible states Oi-at-t-airs.r 

contrast this with a belief.You cannotjust believe, full stop-mere 
must be somp content to your belief, something it concerns, whether 
or not a町thing act斗ally corresponds to that co;tent out th~re in the 
world.You may belleve that the moon is made of green cheese, for 
example-It isn't, of course, but, nevertheless,‘that the moon is made 
of green cheese,, a non-existent state of affairs, is what your belief 
E叩emahow the-belief represents to you what the moon is like. 
uesues 斗nd mtentIons similarly possess ‘ aboutness'. You cannot just 
want or Intend without specifymg what it is you want to het or aim 

除出挖出日出iJEi卧在jii
about EnterEHomily by the person Whose intention it kIEe philoso-

I he Mm C\/tsoC\y t'roolem I J 

pher John Searle has spokcn in this conncction 0 1' thc 飞Jircction oJ 
fit' of states that exhibit aboutncss. In thc casc 0 1' hclicfs, thc dircc
tion of fìt is from world to mind; what thc world is likc dictatc吕
whether the belief is true or not. Wíth rcgard to intcntions, thc dircc
tion of fit is from mind to worId: the intention is supposcd to nring 
the world into conformity with its requirements. 

Emotions, like beliefs and intentions, must also be directed upon 
a content. If, for example, you are angry, there must be someone with 
whom you are angry, or something about which you are angry. But 
emotions are more complex than beliefs because they presuppose 
beliefs and are not reducible to them. A belief is a component of an 
emotion, not the emotion itself. To illustrate this point, suppose that 
you are angry with someone for betraying a confidence. It follows, 

then, that you must believe the person in question betrayed your 
confidence. In the absence of this belief, or should you discover the 
belief to be false, you wiII not be angry. Philosophers have wanted 
to distinguish between the object of the emotion - what the emotion 
is concemed with or directed upon - and the reason why the emotion 
is felt , the beIief supplying this reason. The philosopher Elizabeth 
Anscombe (1921-2∞1) gives the example of a child who was fright
ened of a piece of red satin left on a stair. Why should he be terrified 
of a piece of cloth? Answer: he believed he had been told that it was 
a bit of Satan. Once the child is disabused of this belief then his fear, 
if it is rational, wiII evaporate. 

Philosophers often speak , using a special technical term , not of 
the ‘ aboutness' of mcntal states such as beliefs, desires, emotions and 
intentions, but of their ‘ intentionality'. Hence, such states are known 
as intentional states by contrast with pains and other sensations that 
are non-intentional in character. The content of such states, what they 
are about, is called the intentional content. A fuller explanation of 
intentionality and how the term came to be coined by medieval 
philosophers will be provided in the next section. 

Actions also exhibit intentionality. AIthough there are things that 
we do for no oarticular reason out of habit or boredom , such as fid
dling with a påperclip or our hair whilst we are talking, actions stand
ardly are undertaken for the fulfilment of purposcs, and in this scnsc 
are dirccted upon an cnd , just Iike intentions. But arc actiοns physi 

… f 
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"-My arm might have rIScn for reasons unconnected with my per-
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ln nature, QMIke bodily 甲ovements which lack any mental aspect. 

perceptIons and quasl-perceptions also exhibit aboutness-By a 

uczr;:之2112ZZJJ口;汇12ifLE27
?rc?nly dmmIIIg, ?rIInagIrung or hallucinating-Iheir dmms, impo 
lllatíons and ha刻allucαínations have a mental content , but , as with tι 
case of fals?b?liefs, thIS content does not represent a really existing 

zfJiZ古sZit:1122222ZJ221:ιtU工
heard must really exISt.IhIS IS a consequence of the conditions that 
perceptual states mu川i

If 1 may t川yb阮eSaI盯id to see some山咆 then not only must that thing 
ENωbe 平en but it mu气t play 斗n appropriate role in bringing about 
my perceptIon of it.If thIS COIld1tIon is not satisacd, then we would 
h a v e t od e s c r i b e m e a s O n内l句忖y阿， se附see1:白的em阳n
am pe仇且H且nap严s imagining i让t or dreaming it. 

It would be tempti吨 to identify the intentional content of the 
:xpcmncc 。f 以l~g an object with the object itself, but this would 
υc a mlstake-I111?15 essentially because a distinction can bc drawn 
between the way ln-which an object appearsto us -the manner.one E i 前 t say, in which it p 阳阳H附scnωn附 i让阳itsel阳tsel阳ωelf h川
斗 }汀川rr肘 ex缸川a叩 pNlkC H c a n h ? l p t o m a lt c t h i H C l e a r -' m c H 1 l n l o o k s ta1 b ο u川t t巾h】c J 
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l川t í附目咔g阳n. Thcn thcrc arc ambiguo山 picturcs 山t cttn k seen in dif
fercnt ways. The p 以ure shown in t句}悟阴g伊u町re 1.1 can bc seen tìrst as a duck 
and then as a rabbit，可 perhaps to some people just some lines on 

g15t挂在巨ifzii313333:143125
ent for e斗ch of us-You sec It as a duck, I as a rabbit.In other words, 
we pcreelve different aspects, the picture itself naturally remaining 
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Figure 1. 1 

it is not difficult to think of the converse possibility in which two 
different things present the same aspect. Rosie and Alice are identi
cal twins whom 1 cannot tell apart. To amuse themselves, the twins 
play a game in which Rosie tells me she is Alice, and Alice tells me 
she is Rosie. It thus frequently seems to me that 1 am speaking to 
Rose when in fact 1 am talking to Alice, and vice versa. The inten
tional content of my perception will be the same in both cases, 
although in reality 1 will have been seeing and speaking to two dif
ferent people. 

The aspectuality of perceptual states is not confined solely to cases 
of 'secing as\or, to put the point more generally, to cases of 'experi
encing as'.刊ere is also 'seeing tha t', to restrict the discussion to just 
one of the senses. Thus, after long acquaintance, 1 finally come to be 
able to tell Rosie apart from Alice, and can no longer be fooled , since 
1 can now see that it is Rosie and not Alice standing before me. 

There is always a temptation to think of the intentional content of 
a perception as if it were a mental object that gets between us and 
the object seen, as if the way an object appears or looks wcre likc a 
membrane which could be peeled off the object and contcmplatcd 
independently of it. If this move is made, thc pcrceptual contcnt is 
then said to represent the object that is bcing pcrccived. 'Ibc problem 
with this way of thinking of perceptual content is that thc contcnt 
becomes a surrogate, a substitution for the object itself, and this sur
rogate then gets between us and the object. We are then left with the 
puzzle of explaining how, if we are only aware of the surrogate that 
represents the object , we can ever know there really is an object out 

幽幽.. 
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mended that the Inten!mal content of perceptions should not bc 
!f俨hh?咐t 干?-白s 叩es臼阳m叫c臼m圳ntlll
II III a certalll manne干 Talk of representing encourages thc mistaken 
belief that !n perceptIOIIwe are really only aware of entities called 
representatIons which come between us and thc object being per
ceived , rather than the object itself. 

1.4 Intentionality 

尘刽O」♂r:Zr:?Ozr?凡飞立:Z;二z;;:?忌::i让:;3:Er1?u: 1τ::U;tt;L山n4品:2ir:
fea阳c臼ωa川tur陀e of 巾 bulk of t山he various types of menωs牛 examined
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ptm He cxpmmis derived from the Latin 附附re wMch 
mcans ‘ to aIIn at'in the sense of stretching a bow in order to arc an 
斗rrowua target (Intendere ad arcumk Thc terms ‘ intentional' and 

it21121lL:1342?口:v巳:;7;二;it;:Zf;3::;
th?action ls amcd.But ‘'in】 t比cn川】
phiωterm whld!I IH lmpo川t not toωniusc with thtJ CVcryday 

i225杰;1312山川sii;133222♂t
Every mental phenomenon is characterised by what the scholastics 
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Table 1.1 Intentional states (propositional attitudes) 

Attitude 

Main clause specifting type of 
intentional state in question by means 
of 0 psycho/ogical verb which describes 
the attitude taken towards 0 content 

1 believe 

Lois Lane imagines 

He wants 

They intend 

He doubts 

Propositional content 

Embedded that-clause or infinitive of 
a verb sþecifting the Propositional 
(representational) content of the 
intentional state - what 由e intentional 
state is about 

that someone in the great somewhere 
cares for me 

that she is kissing Superman 

to visit the Falklands 

to go abroad for their holidays 

that there is a God 

This passage needs some brief commenta可'. The fain t1y obscure term 
‘intentional inexistence' is Brentano's expression for what is now 
called the representative content of an intentional state, the state 
of affairs, real or imaginary, that the state represents. However, as 
Brentano goes on to point out, anticipating Searle (see section 1.3.5), 
not all contents are presented in the same way. A belief, fo~ exampIe, 
asserts that the world is as the belief describes it as being. Desires or 
intentions, on the other hand , specify what the world should become 
like if it is to match the content of the desire or intention in question. 
Ever since the philosopher Bertrand Russell (1 872一1970) invented 
the term, it is n-ow cOITImon to call the mode of presentation of an 
intentional content an ‘attitude', a mental stance, as it were, taken 
towards a given content by a subject and characterized bya psycho
logical verb. The content itself is usually specifìed by a that-cJausc, 

which introduces a proposition or statemcnt , or, altcrnativcly‘ bya 
phrase beginning with the intinitivc of a verb.Hence, lntcntional 
states are ~lso k~own as the propositional attitudcs. TabIc 1.1 hclps 
to make this cJcarer. 

Brcntano was guilty of cxaggcration , howcvcr, whcn hc dain>ed
that every mental phenomenon is characterizcd by rcfcrencc tοa 
content, a direction upon an object , since, as 1 remarked in section 
1.3.5, sensations, unlike beliefs and intentions, do not represcnt statcs 
of affairs extemal to themseIves. Moreover, Brentano's other cJaim , 

I 



namely that intentionality applies exclusively to mental phenomena, 
may be challenged because language also appears to be intentional. 
This book , for in阳nce， is about the nature of the mind. Te盯
Pratchett'56ctIons arc about a mythical non-existent Disc World. 
which moves through space carried on the back of a giant elephant; 
Similar弘 computer programs and printouts, films, photographs, 
maps, dlagrams, paIIItmp, models, sculptures and brass-rubbings also 
represent state?of affam, real or imaginary other than themselves. 

Before readi吨 any further , look at Exe…se 1.5. 

队态rdseIS Can y。u thinkof an 。bjeEtion mthe Elam that things Other than menu| 
states, such as words , exhibit intentionality? Working ~n your own or with 
someone else, write down your objection. 

血.a

me objection you might come up with is that language, considered 
purely .in itself, does not possess original or intrinsic intentionality
humsICintentiona!ityisa feature OnMl抄yofhu山uman (and an川nim
me marks and nomthat go towards comprising language have a 
merely derivatlvc or 15 ir intentionality which is bestowed on them 
bylangu斗ge-users who have minds. Words have meanings and can be 
about tfurlgs only In .relation to persons for whom they have a 
mea-ning and-Who can Interpret them as being about various statesof 
affam.Imaglnc that all conscious life in the universe s1141dGIllv and 
permanently ceased , but that all books and documents remained 
Intact:In themselves.intrinsically-none of these items would possess 
meanmg or rcprcscnt possihIc statcs of affairs outsidc themsc/ 
刊c in吨k nH此叫 Cωom即p严川r川川is川H叮in吨g t山hc 阳削川n旧ltc阳cr川:汀『
S圳ti川11 cx川l~日叫♀刊t ' h u t w i t h t h c d i s a p p c a r a n c e o f a n y o n c t o r e a d a I K l u n d e r -
staM thostJMntcnccs.all mωning would h，川 cvapor;山d. AII thal 
w。uld bttsically cxlst would hc bits of paper with black mttrkings 
the可-Analogously， the documents printed out by a computer mean 
nothí吨 to the computprbclLsince computers, lackingmentalstates, 

汇ZEZ;stt;rzr:2:fizz汇，TJ:2132t2
there are phihsophers who would vigorously contest these claims 
11时 Would VIew the claim that computers cannot possess genuine 
mtent叫1alIty as nomor?than a prejudice which merely rules out the 
possibillty that genuine Intentionality can be found elsewhere other 
than in human and animal minds. 

21325黯t52331如23233也212
how IntentionalIty can be naturalized.Although there is no deamuon 
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of naturalism agreed upon by alI philosophcr凡 hroadly spcaking thc 
idea is that in nãturalizing intcntionality wc do not havc to appcal to 
ghostly non-physical states which are supcrnatural in naturc、 that is, 

outside or above the ordinary physical world ‘ in ordcr to cxplain how 
mental states can be intentional in character. Using conccpts and thc
ories drawn from the sciences, the hope is that intcntionality wi lI hc 
shown to be iust another feature of the natural worId 句 like digcstion 
or the secretion of bile. However, whilst we shalI touch upon some 
issues concerning intentionality in our examination of theories of 
the mind/body rclation, a full-blown examination of it is beyond the 
scope of this book. 

1.5 First- and third-person perspectives and 

the alleged privacy of the mental 

When I describe another person'sphysical features, or indeed my 
own-I do this on the basis of sense-experience, namely through 
seeing, touching, smelling and SO forth.LIkewise , when someone plse 
describes what I am like physically, they arrive at their chamtp?za
tion in fundamentally the same way-Neither of us has anyspeclal or‘ 

In principle, privileged way-of discovering the physical facts about 

;tc出口31vzzlrZL?ZtiL53;γ;n:rk
body-lf I wanted to tind out what was going on in my braIII-for 
exampIc, 1 would have no recourse but to employ‘ or, more Iikely‘ get 
smcomelse to employ on my behalf.essentially thcsamp tech
niques l would have to use to and out what was goIng on ln your 
brain. The most direct method句 of course‘ would be to open your 
skull and dlreedy observe the living brain.I could even ask for this 
to be done in mv own case -patients under local anaesthetic have 
seen theirOwIn 1b;乌卢i归ns during ope削on川sr巾ωd in a suitably pla叫
mirror or on a VIdeo screen.Less radically, events in my own a?u 
Others, brains could be probed by the usc of scanncrs or， altcrnatIVCIF二
by electroencephalographswhich detect and Inca-urc lhcdifkrcnl 
rhythms of the electrical activity of thc brain-WC GIIlHummarlMIhh 
position t问'y川叭ys川sa叫叩a叮yl叩h 川n川O州w圳川毗帆Ict以x咿t
phys引ical nature generally.乒唔 wh>ocver wc arcι ‘ 
person perspective.there being nooIhcr pcrspectivc avaIlahlc tou、
m th号se cases 

The cases 二d川ft仙hra币汀m叨rai剖ins a缸m肌川nd mind盹d出s s附c凶em v陀er叮y diffcωn阳rcn川t. Look a创t Ex 盯
cis臼e 1.6 and think about why t由hi臼s might be so. 
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Is what is true of brains equally true of minds? How do 1 fìnd out what is 
taking place in my mind asopposed towhat 』 s occurring in yoursf Are there 
any obstacles todiscovering what you are thinking and feeling compared with 
my b叫中le to say what 1 myself am thinking and feeli咐 Think about this 
fora few mmutes and if possible discuss it with someone else. 

In relation to my own case, most usually and typically, I do not have 
t0.go through any process of observing myself on television or in a 
mlrror to be able to say, accurately and truly, what I am thinking or 
feeling.In fact , I don't have to go through any pmedurc ofhding 
these thIngs out at all.It seems I am just aware or conscious of my 
thoughts and sensations.But in relation to another person, say you, 
the only way I can and out what your thoughts and feelings arc is on 
the basIs of your conduct, what you say and do, since I seem to lack 
any other more direct way of gaining access to your thoughts and 
feelings. 岛10reover， if you choose to keep your th~~ght~-t;y~~rself， 
perhaps I can never and out what they are.Going further, how can I 
be sure that your behaviour is not a fagade which conceals a bleak 
mem-l emptiness?You are, perhaps, a non-minded zombie-or a non
conscmIS marionette controlled from Mars (to borrow ah example 
from the.philosopher Christopher peacocke} 

IhMIne of though!strongly encourage{the belief that mental 
states arc radically unllke physical states. 岛1ental states are private 
to the individu叫， whereas physical states, by contrast.are hublic 
Fprthermorc, thmprivacy is not like the privacy of the contents of my 
dlary.or the code in which Samuel Pepys concealed his concupiscent 
thoughts-Pepys'scode wassubsequently broken withoutdifticulIY句

:13JZ;口:tpzutiZLBirl:rutJZ;
as a !ogie-l prmcy, a privacy that is logically inviolable, so that no 
one, ln pmvle, can ever get a dmt glimpse of the contents of 
someone else's mind. 

IEus, while there is amnmetryregardingmyaccess and yours to 
physleal states, in that neither of us has a privileged access to those 
states that are denied the other, this is not the case with regard to 
mental sωes.1have an access to my own states of mind which is 
denied to y0.u, just as you have an access to your own mental states 

zitsz:12r;231飞31;， ktriiz;37122J:zz
::i:t削 with the access hé ~r she h~s-t~&;he~~~~t~'~"'~'t~i~d'~i 

This is pictu时 by Ludwig mttgenstein in his metaphor of the 
beetle-in-the-box.I am to be enVIsaged as having a box into Which 
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only 1, in principle , can pccr - <I nd cvcryonc clsc has a similar box. 
We all look in our own box and rcport that itωntains a I币cctlc. but 
we cannot display what is in our box to othcrs. It is possibk that thc 
thing each box conMIns is very dllkrent from thc othus-huIwc will 
never find out since we cannot compare thc bectlcs dircctly. If only 
1 could somehow look in your box, 1 might make thc alarming dis
covery that what you call a beetle, 1 refer to as a sp凹严Fη肌I(由 r. Thc contents 
of each person's experience, the phenomenology or qualia compris
ing his or her mental states, might differ drastically from person to 
person for all we can tell.We have, by the very nature of the case, no 
way of finding out. At the very limit , the box might even be empty, 
and there ar; no qualia, but merely a mental desert. Furthermore, 
since the meanings 'of the words we use are determined by the objects 
to which they are applied, an even more alarmíng consequence 
follows, namely that each of us could be speaking a private languagc, 
the meanings of whose terms could never in principle be fathomcd 
by others.Whether there could be such a language, a logically private 
language as it has been called, and whether the cοntents of cx-

n be radicaIly private in the way described, has been 
kreely contested by Wittgenstein and those philosophers inn-cncd 
by hi~. 1 will retur~ to a -further examination of these quest 
chapter 8. 

1.6 Translucency, incorrigibility and 
final authori句

Histoneally, the doctrine of privacy and privileged access has been 
associated with Descartes as well as with those lnnuenccd by him ln 

t妃'白白eizitc且tti?:2221
ignorant of the existence of his own states of mind. 。r in error-atmuI 
the kinds of mental state they arc.A person-s knowletlgt:ofIhclrpwn 
rncntal states, by COI11rast with thcir knowletlgu ofothur maItur--tH 
not 0内 comple也 but incorrigiblc or infalliblc. i.c. b叩md thc pos
RibiliIy of mistake or corrt:ctIOn-As John HCIl ptJrsPictHFUNly put-11. 
the c1 aim precisely is that ‘ 1 know all and only thc contcnts ()f my 
mind infalliMy and completely.Where p is a propositltpn ascriblng a 
current thought to myself, it is necessarily true both that.if l hlICMJ 
that P, then p is true, and that if p is true, I believe that p.· 叮 Humc.
a Cartesian in this respect. sums up this attitude: ‘Since all actions of 
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the mhd arc known to usby consciousness, they must necessarily 
appear m every particular γhat they are. and be what they appear 咱
TaKIng the translucency thesISeven further, it has often been thought 
t h a t t h e c o p t e n t s o f a p e r s o n ' s m i n d a r e , i n s o m e w a y, s民叫el旺比剧fιμ-i心inti
I曰The叮yp严O剖"山tIve叫V町ely clωa叩白ωou町r tωob忱e noticed, and metaphors to character
ize th15.self-advertl?cmpnt have included thinking of mental items 
aslike Jewels glOWIng ln a case, or as resembling phosphorescent 
seawater. 

R1crpare, however, several challenges that can be made to 
the claIm that a person knows his own mental states infallibly
Consider arstly the case of pain and other sensations.If I am in 
paiMocs!t follow that Ikmty thatI am in pain?Here we must be 
careful.It ls true !hat to feel pain is just to be aware of a pa剖inf
sensation.ITm not10.n of an unfelt pain, a pain of which one had no 
awareness or conFIOusness, is surely a contradiction in terms.In 
tFIhM怡li旧i臼is li 

oec巧???u屹 as we noted in 臼ction 1.3.3, awareness is integral to their 
eXlstence. 

However, to be in pain is one thing, but to be aware that 0时 is in 
pam IS somethi昭 entirely different. The awareness that one is in 
pain involves a judge可ent ， whereas simply being in pain does not. 
To judge that you ar?ln 归tn means that you are ascribing a pain 
to y?ursclt and that ln turn would appear to involve not only pos
scmon of the-concept of p斗in ， but in addition the concept of you卜
self as a-subwct of expcrlcncc.Making judpmcntsusing these 
xmccpts ls csscntially a llngulstic activity and therefore imIMSHitvlc 
hfnon-languagc userftHUCI1:lsdogsand cats-Aminds ctln hc in 
paln , tVIIIit docsnol follow1hat thcy know thit11hcy tlrcm painJ·C
that thcy ean ju哗c that th叮 are in pain. Making a judgemcnt that 
0时 l气 ln paln involves taKIng a furthcr stcp b叮ond the 0，旧 fact of 
exper比阳吨 pain.For thos?who arc unable to take that step, pro· 

:;21:232::21:1;h;;二;J33ttz:1￡:1出43?li
not possible.~ 

1.7 Evaluating the privileged access and 
transttacency doctrines 

How c。nVincing doy。u find the claim that a person has a privileged access 
t。 his 。r her 。wn mental states.and t。 what extent o 。u a ree that a 
pers时 k叫吻。f his 叫er own m叫 states isμ 
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lt would seem that in the casc of at lcast some of my mental states‘ 

1 can ascribe them to myself without having to make any ohserva
tions or having to engage in any proccmof drawing conchHionN iIOm 
more basic states of affairs. Pains and other scnsations afford some 
of the c1earest examples. 1 can report that 1 am in pain without ohscr
vation and inference~Other people, by contrast, can kmwthat l am 
in pain, if they can ever really know at all , only on the basis of what 
1 s~y and do'-I would also appear to be the final authority on what 
mv 二ensations feellike , or whether 1 am genuinely experíencing them 
Providing that 1 know what the word 'pain' means, it seems 1 cannot 
be mist丰en in claiming, sincerely, that the drillíng the dentist is 
carrying out is hurting ;;;e. In a c~se like this, 1 am surely the final 
authority, and it ls difacult to sec how third persons could be in a 
position successfully to deny or correct my sincere claim that I am 
in pain.me same usually applies to my knowledge of my non; 
sen~ational states of mind, sùch as beliefs, desires and intentions. 1 
can normally avow, without fear of contradiction or correction, what 
1 believe or intend to do. 

However. where intentional states are concerned , it is some tJ mes 
much less c二rtain that I know beIter than others what I am thinking 
and feclino-Whilst I may be the hal authority on whether the shoe 
ninches ofnot-I am manifestly not the anal authority on whether l 
Understand, say, some complex mathematical theorem Were I to 
claim that l know on the basis of a scrutiny of my inner mental land
mpe , that ImallL do understand the theorem, I would be laughed 
quite 吗htly， to…rrIWhat will show whether l do understand it or 
not will bc revealed by things such as whether I can explain the 
tl1430rcm ln my own way to someone else.whether I could draw corol
laries from ittOr point out other thcomm that it contrad比比 Again.
sometimes I amhot the best pcmon to make an assessment oI my 
own emotional state.It is a stock-in-trade of romantic 6ctiQn,'c.g
Mills and Boon , that the ve町 last people to realize they are 叩ove
with each othci are the hero and heroine An incapacity to know 
one-s own mind is well illustrated in Proust-s A larrchfrt-hr ilu Irmpz 
perdu.Bloch, a visitor at the narrator-s grandparcnt凡 hears thc grand
mother, whom hc has ncvcr met bcfore-complainoI fcclingslightly 
unwell.Bloch hursts into tcars as a rcSUM-drawing irom lhcgrand-
mother latcr the commc 
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not pretending to feel an emotion when in fact he felt nothing, 
nevertheless, 

[O]ur early impulsive 巳motions have but little inftuence over our later 
actions and th巳 conduct of our lives; and that regard for moral obli
gations, loyalty to our friends , obedience to the rule of life, have a surer 
foundation in habits solidly formed and blindly followed than in these 
momentary transports, ardent but sterik 10 

Other varieties of self-deception also provide rich instances of how 
we may deliberately fail to understand ourselves, ln Joseph Conrad's 
Lord Jim , the eponymous hero manages to convince himself that the 
reason he did not go to the rescue of two men swept overboard was 
that he was taken unawares by the storm , rather than that he was 
paralysed by fear and cowardice. Later, he avoids having to confront 
his jealousy of the boy who did effect the rescue, by labelling the 
laUer's account of his deeds ‘a pitiful display of vanity'. And he eve~ 
manages to persuade himself that by not góing to the rescue he had 
‘enlarged his knowledge more than' those who had done the wo~k' 
and achieved somethiÌÍg greater than the rescuers, although at the 
same time, in his heart , he knows perfectly well it is not so." 

John Heil, in The Nature 01 True Minds , mentions yet other íntn
guing possihilities.' 2 1 might hold the second-order belief, the belí~~ 
that 1 helieve some prop(~sition ， p. But this second-order belief coul? 
bc mistaken in at leãst thrce ways. Firstly, 1 might not believe p at all: 
in othcr words, 1 helieve falscly that 1 hold thc hclief that p. Secondly, 
whilst 1 have adoptcd somc propositional attitudc towards p、 1 could 
hc mistakcn ahout what thisattitudc is. Pcrhaps 1 don't rca l\y helicve 
that p咱 hut fcar that p , or want that p , or suspcct that p , instcad. ~n 
thc facc of thcsc compar3tivcly fcw'cxamplc's, it sccms implausihl~ 
10 maintain that 1 posscss a pri'vilcged , inc~，)ffigihlc knowlcdgc ofall 
the different kinds of mental statel might conceivably be in. Whilst 
my sincere avowal is sufficient to guarantee the truth of the report 
of what 1 am experiencing in the case of a dentaI drilling, ít can 
sometimes be our behaviour, and the context in which it occurs, that 
se凹es as the criterion, the measure, against which the ascription of 
an intentional mental state to me, even by myself, is assessable for 
ltS correctness. 

1.8 First- and third-person perspectives and 
the search for a unitary account of the mind 

We are now in a better position to distinguish first-person and third
person perspectives from each other. In the case -of knowledge of 

I ne 1?lInaJ Couy r , vu,t:;‘ 

what hap阳s in and to my h()(叭)(吻t
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I do, and basing myLc削on ofmy mental state on that EXternal 
basis, rather than on an unreliable (in this instance)IIrst-person 

叫::that mental s阳 may be ascribed i川o fundamen灿
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behaviourism which attempts to reduce mental states to patterns of 
actual and possible external pub1ic behaviour. But how can a glven 
mental state possess such entirely disparate natures? We seem to be 
forced to choose between one option and the other , since the for
mation of a unitary concept of the mental appears to be ruIed out. 
Yet c1eaving entirely to just one of these perspectives leads to a dis
torted view of the nature of the mind. 

A possible strategy, McGinn suggests、 would be to take each type 
of mental state on its own terms and then try to determine which per
spective yields the better account of the state in question. Some 
mental states, like understanding a theory, wiII have their applicabil
ity governed largely from a behaviourist perspective. Others, like sen
sations, wiII be more amenable to a Cartesian stance. An extenslOn 
of this approach, in line with McGinn、 recommendations， would be 
to treat one perspective as primary in relation to the other, and then 
try to find a plausible way of connecting the primary use of the 
concept with its secondary aspect. 

Thus, for example, WittgerÏsteinians have argued that although it 
is true that we do not ascribe pains to ourselves on the basis of 
observing our behaviour, our self-ascriptions are only possible 
because there are behavioural signs available to third persons against 
which our fìrst-person ascriptions can be assessed for their correct
ncss or incorrcctncss. 1 n this casc , thc third-person perspective has 
bccn assumcd to bc of primary importancc in rcaching a proper 
undc刊tanding 0 1' thc mcntal phenomcnon in l\lIcstion. 

It has to bc said , howcvcr ‘ that this accountis much Icss plausiblc 
in the case 0 1' sensation凡 bccallse ， as we havc alrcady noled , il seems 
that thesc <l re self-ascrined on Ihe nasis 0 1' an inner, private awan:
ncs日. and not in conncction with onservalio l1s o f, or reference 10. 
behaviour. That is why Galen Strawson , in his nook Menwl Relllity , 

argues: ‘The word "pain" is just a word for a certain kind of unpleas
ant sensation, considered lndependently of any of its behaviour~! 
or other publicly observable causes and effects' (my emphasis).J吨
Similarly, James Hopkins has remarked that ‘ private objects possess 
determinate natures waiting to be recognised' ,15 a claim that has been 
convincingly fteshed-out by Howard Robinson in his book , Percep
tion. 1ó Robinson wants to maintain 

I ne I""lInofouuy rlvu''''''' 
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satisfying conception of the mind\19 曰1c same problem， fortunately『
doesmt arise in the case ofmaterial objects and eventsjimc knowl-

1.9 The holistic character of intentional 
states and their relation toconsetousness 
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havlng a tingling sensation in 'your feet aRwell as an achcm your 

UJZ:IEs:3;12;121;:;rl:;二iJUU:AU
iifjjt;11:1i括:1:jji辈子15liE;2332
sensation, so in this sense sensations can exist loosely and scparatcly 

apart from each other. 
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But now think of a non-sensational , intentional state, such as the 
intention to cancel a cheque. By contrast with sensations, this state of 
mind does have implicaÌions for the existence of other intentional 
states. For instance, the intention wi11 imply a11 sorts of beliefs on my 
part 一 the existence of a currency system and of banks, of the insti
tution of promising, that there is a good reason why the cheque ought 
to be cancelled on- this occasion , and so forth. By contrast with what 
is true for non-intentional sensations, it would make no sense to 
suppose that my intention to cancel a cheque could exist in isolation 
from a vast network of other intentional states. An intentional state 
may be compared to a piece of a jigsaw puzzle. The piece owes .its 
identity as a -piece to the other pieces to which it relates. If a11 th~ 
other pieces ôf the jigsaw were dêstroyed , the individual piece woul~ 
have Îost its identity, for it could - no longer play the role of 
constituting part of the puzzle. The piece would have become merely 
a strange-shãped piece -of coloured- card. Similarly, the notion of an 
isolated intentional state all on its own is incoherent, because any 
individual state, by its very natu凡 must presuppose tl盯Xl阳lce of 
many other related states. Intentional states are like the pieces 01 
jigsaw in other important respects. It is of the nature of the piec~s 
t11at they may be fìùed togethër to form a coherent whole , but equally 
it is possible that a mistake might be made in attempting to p~t 
a piecc ín a gap it wi l1 not fi t. Attempting to force the piece Jll 

would merely bucklc or distort thc rest of thc jigsaw. The capacity for 
intentional slates to fit together 10 form a harmonious who\e, or t~ 
be inconsistent with cach ~~)Ihcr， as wc l1 as to prcsupposc and cnlail 
thc cxistcncc of othcr inlcntional statc剖， is what philosophcr吕 rdcr to 
as thcir holistiιcharactc r. 

Consciousncss plays a vitally important rolc in thc formation of a 
cohcrcnt set of propositional attitudcs. In rclation to thesc attitudes, 

consciousness stric t1y means self-consciousness, the ability to recog~ 
nize that one has cértain beliefs, together with other proposition~~ 
attitudes such as desires. The crucial point is that unless -people could 
become aware of their own beliefs, i.e. can know that they have them 
and can reftect upon them, they would be unable to spot logicallin~s 
as well as inconsistencies between them. But without being able 
to 

I ne .'"'mlu/DUul I I v'"'".....…_. 

available makes It reasonable to hold them.WhaIall thls i-IMII111ng 

SAJZio:zs:44213flLJtJZ:; 已℃;:11J出
would not be possible 

IEis isaniLcm向 and 叫汀ising result which helps 川川m
stratc the evolutionary advantage that self-consciousness brings.Self
consciousness makes 川onal时 possible， a仙t is 0向阳刚Jhe
exercise of rationality that human beings have been able to under
stand and explain why things arc the way thcy are.With thls know , 

155;1455拮黯川Hj
asteroid about to strike the carth and threaten cxtInctIOILnon」 Jlman
animals could do nothing about it.By contrast, not only are we aware 
of thc threat and why it exists, but our scientlac understanding of this 
matter is close to providing us with the capability to diminish or avert 

飞江飞re im叫m即por此rtan
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which mark off the human from 1由th1c animal world, as Aristotle saw 

so long ago: 
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therefore serves to declare what is just and what lsunJ-一

1.10 Is there a mark of the mental? 

ion comprisi 内g this chapte「·doyou think 

l罩在黯甜苦器扭扭;
mental and then r回d my discussion below. 
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Firstly, physical things, and perhaps abstract entities such as numbers, 
can exist whether anyone is aware of them or not. By contrast, sen
sations such as pains and itches exist if, and only if, a person or being 
is currently conscious of them. To illustrate the point , a physical object 
like a tree can exist whether or not anyone sees or touches it , but 
a pain of which no one is aware is surely a contradiction in terms. 
The importance of consciousness for the mental cannot be over
estimatêd. Even non-sensational intentional states such as beliefs 
and desires, which can exist temporarily in the absence of consclOUS
ness, must ultimately be accessible to consciousness if they are gen
uinely to be attributable to a person. 

Consciousness is also vitally important for ensuring coherenc与
among the propositional attitudes which comprise non-sensatl?~al 
intentTonal ~tat~s， because unless a person can becomes aware of ~~e 
propositional attitudes to which th~y subscribe, they will not be abl.e 
to detect and eliminate any inconsist"encies between them. Unless~~is 
kind of adjustment can b~ made, rationalíty would not be possible. 
In short , the conclusion to which these observations point ís that Co?
sciousness, and its higher manifestation self-consciousness, ar~， .~n 
their different ways, absolutely integral to the existence of the fully 
fledged human mind. 

Seco毗y， it is difficult to understand how inten山nal states ωld 
turn out to be purely physical in nature. How can physical states, suc~ 
as neurophysiologicaÌ events in thc brain , be directed upon a cont~nt 
which in' so"mc ca~cs corresponds to nothing in thc worid outside the 
mind'! Morcovcr、 intcntionaI 吕 tatcs arc csscntia l\y holistic, but there 
appcars to hc no countcrpart of Ihis fcalurc in purcly physical slatcS 
0 1" affairs. 

Thirdly, physical phcnomcna arc acccssiblc only fro l11 a third~ 
pcrson perspectivc, whcreas mcntal stH ω cHn b咒e a以川仙cαω;l

ascribed, from both first-person - 'inner' - and third-person -‘outer 
- viewpoints. Taking this iurther, people 's access to, and knowledge.ot 
their o.wn states of mind would sêem' to be privileged ín the sense that 
they can say without observation or inference what they are thinking 
or feeling , and are very often the final authority on their mental sta~es. 
By contrast , one person is able to ascribe mental states to another 
solely on the basis of inferences made on the basis of observation of 
that person's outward , publ 
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tωo whether mental sta创te创s literally cannot be given a spatial loutlon 
and , on that basis alonr are not identiaable with any physical states 
of affairs, will be postp二ned until chapter 3, s臼e创ωctωt

;二::::τ:::iZJtf叨:71:l民 diffe阿nce between intrinsic i川n川1刊t
ω na州a刻甜lity and deri附v昭edd| 。「 ‘ a挝s if' i ntentlo 时ty? Can t由hi陆s di肌s沉tin阳Cαt
maintained? 

3 Are mental states private? 
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7rk;ible川roduωwate呻t deflnition of the mental which can 

be used todistinguish it fmm the physicalf 

Suggestions for further reading 
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2.1 Substance dualism 

The basic claim of the dualist is that a human being is a compositc of 
~wo disparate entities: a non-physical soul or mind and a physical 
body. The person - the possess~r of consciousness and expericnces in 
~eneral - is identical with the soul, not the body. Th roughout lifc, thc 
body and soul are somehow linked together s~ that cãch can affect 
the other, but at death this link is severed. The body then suffers dis
solution, but the 叫 continues to exist independently of the body in 
lts own righ t. Because it provides for the continued existence of post-

;l!)'~"擅
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mortem persons IF a non-physical disembodied form.dualism has 
seemed an ?ttractmdoctrine to many people啕 especiaIIy those who 
foIIowa 叫Igm ofsomsort Physical death isnot the cndofU川S
pure consc10115nesscawe continue to exist in a world beyond this 
present om.Ihere isthen no reason ultin川ely to fear death because 
f does not amount to annihilation啕 but me叫 marks a transition 
lrom one state of being to another. 

Conceived of asa gepuine entity、 which can exist in its own right 

uzzzzu22life士:JL;::JLtitJUtaJf口;二
Stance 9when IIrst encountered in a philosophical context, is apt to 
mislead, and to understand what philosophers mean by it, you must 
arst clear your mind of such usages as arc illustrated in an utterance 
like ‘ What kind of substance is that i~ ~~-u~.~~~~.-;~b~?~' I~'thi;~;;~;e~ 
subs1anccs are thought of as some kind of stuffor material, such a5 

231;41ZJ2:22白白:12:古已让:izrz
lOWIng llrles from T.s.Eliot's poem，‘岛10rning at the Window': 

TEcbrown waves offog toss up to me 
IWISted faces from the bottom of the strEEt 电
And tear from a passEFby with muddy skirts 

An aimless smilE that hovers in theair 
And vanishes along the Ievel of the roofs.' 
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substances can exist in theír own ríght by contrast with what is said 
旷 them ， or is in them. The distínction betwcen bcing 'in ‘ and 'said 0/ ‘ 

may be explained as follows. Smiles qualify as ‘ particulars\that is, as 
individual items. For instance, there can be John 's smilc, Mary 's smilc 
and so forth , and are 'in' subjects. Smilcs owe thcir identitics and 
eXIstence to the substances they are in: they arc 10gicaIIy depcndcnt 
particulars. Unlike a smile, the colour of a face - red , say - does not 
qualify as a particular. Instead , it is a universal or property, i.e. a com
pletely general feature which can be true of many individual things 
or substances: the red-faced local butcher, for instance, or my rubi
cund uncIe Arthur. Properties contrast with substances. Properties 
are possessed by substances and cannot exist loose and separate on 
their own. You could not find an instance of red floating around inde
pendently on its own: rather, someone, or something, must possess 
the property of being red. 

The distinction between substances and properties enabIes us to 
understand how there can be a weaker variant of dualism , namely 
property dualism.3 Property dualism eschews the notion of imma
terial soul substances and maintains instead that the brain , a com
posite physical thing, possesses two fundamentally different sorts of 
property - mental features and consciousness in particular 一 that are 
non-physical in nature, as well as familiar physical properties such as 
mass, colour and texture. 1 shall have considerably more to say about 
property dualism in chapter 6. 

2.2 Platonic dualism 

T?e Greek philosopher Plato (c.427-347 BC) was a major exponent 
of dualism. Whilst he did not invent the theory吨 he was the firs t. as far 
as we know, to present wrÎ tten arguments in its favour. Plato believed 
not only in the survival of death by the soul , but also in its prc
existence before birth. In that state it was supposedly acquaintcd with 
the Forms - perfect, timeless, immutable cssences or archctypcs 
which , according to Plato, wcrc the original pattcrns or tcmplatc剖 of
things. Thcsc exist in thcir own rcaJm abovc thc world of thc scn川、
and are only apprehendablc by the inteIlect aftcr a 时O川
III mathematics and philosophy. 

Plato c1aimed it was by their participation in thc Forms that the 
ordina呵， imperfect、 changing and perishing things which we sec 
around us are made to be -the kinds of item they are. As well as the 
many individual things that exhibit beauty, for exampIe, there is sup-



posed to pe the Fom of the Beautiful, Beauty itself， b忡yv叽lr口tu山e of f 
which the im甲pe盯rfect t由hings of the worId of the senses are made b忱ea剧u
i 江山ul. The sou川1 ， a挝cc∞or凶din吨g tωo P凹lat肌 resembles 山 Forms in being 
dIVIne, 1mmortal, intelligible, uniform, indissoluble, UIlvarying and 

constant in relation to itself' .4 This description of the soul is taken 
from 巾 Phaedo， a work in which Plato presents a variety of argu
ments m an attempt to demonstrate the soul ‘s existence. Throughout 
~a.~y of t~ese arguments it is reasonably cIear that Plato conceives 
of the soul as a non--physical entity, and the person is identiaed with 
thpsoul.But Plato is not always consistent regarding the various 
tf11ngs he says about the soul.For example, ln one place in his dia
logue the Republic, he speaks of thc soul as ‘ the principle of life', 
roughly as that whkh makes living things alM.In this sense of the 
word, anything that is alive has a s~ul ， by definition , because ‘ souI' is 
merely synonymous with ‘ being alive'. As such, the soul cannot be 
thought of as an entIty, an individual person or agent, contrary to 
wh号t.Plato?ays elsewhere-In thepjiaedo, Plato also saysthattheonly 
actIV1ty intnnsic to the soul, and inseparable from it, is nure reason
ing. This alone wiII 产urvive when the soul sepa削es fro卢he bodyat 
death.However, it IS not clear that the survival of the intellect means 
the survival of the person. 

Plato had several arguments in support ot substance dualism嘈
but I will choose only one-which is taken from his dialopuc, thE 
AKibiadmIf for examination.My reason for choomoto examine 

H 吨umcn川t 1臼s t由ha创 it cmh阳M、引"lO(οα】K山t

common error who吕ccxpο8川u盯rc wiII save us f行ro】)m numcrous other mIβs
tak 咛 wc mi哈ght make whcn philosophizing é川ut the 削u盯川r阳t ο川{ 由
mm(也u』

h Before l give details of thc particular argument in qucs1iοn. 
owcycr, it will bc necessary to say a little mom about what an argll' 

rnent ls, and how arguments may be evaluated for their soundness Of 
lack of it.ITIere are two mts of argument discussed in this book, 
induct!ve and deductiv?·Since inductive arguments are discussed m 

EEEiiiiFZZttAIJfL:12;133% 
In ?veryday!ife、 the word ‘argument' usuaIIy means having a roW. 

engagmg 山 ad叩u~e:.of~en heated. The prese~t sense of the -word is 
not like 出1S EssentiallyJn philosophy, anaqument consists in trying 
to move 飞ationally， or logically. 'fr~m certain--~t~;;~~-~ts we C 
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contradict yoursel f. Contradicting onescJ f is a waste of time and to 
be avoided. It would he like giving moncy to somcone with thc right 
hand and taking it back with the left - nothing is accomplishcd. '1'0 

make cIearer what comprises a vaIid deductive argument ‘ consider 
the following simple example: 

Premise 1: all women are mammals; 
Premise 2: al1 mammals are warm-blooded; 
Conc1usion: therefore, all women are warm-blooded. 

If you put forward (1) and (2) , you must accept that the conclusion 
fOllows, on pain of contradicting yourself. It is, however, very i D1po~t
ant to realize that validity has nothing whatsoever to do with the 
truth or falsity of the premIScs and conchiSlotbut depends enurely 
upon the str~cture oi the argument. The argument above has the 
structure: 

Premise 1: a l1 A are B; 
Premise 2: all B are C; 
Conclusion: therefore, all A are C. 

Clearly, in this representation of the argument stru~t.ure、 we cannot 
say whether the premises or conclusion are !rue or fa~se啕 because we 
ha"ve not said what A. B and C are. Th is helps to make it c1ear that 
vaIidity depends solely upon the form of the a.rg~me~t. .~ot wh~t it 
actualíy co~cerns. It hãppens in the first example that both premlses 
and conclusion are true. But consider: 

Premise 1: alI pigs have wings; 
Premise 2: no creatures with wings can fly; 
Conclusion: therefore, no pigs can fly. 

ITmargument is valid.I11e conclusion really does follow from thc 
premises. But whilst the conclusion is true. both premises happcn to 
be false.IEe 『Emblem is that arguments where cithcr orle- 。r all.of 
the pr~-mis-~~ ;;e- f~i;~-， cannot pr~vidc any g川nds for thir巾ng thcír 
con~lusions are true. cven wh~re those arguments arc va Jid. 

There is only one reliable way in which. just by examining the argument. you 
can be qu…sure that conclusion has to be true. What conditions. do you 
think, have to be met? 

There are two conditions. You can tell the concIusion is true if. and 
only if: 

a 

b唰划"且'

'因

J 
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1 The argument is valid. 
2 A11 the premises are true. 

Arguments can have more than two premises.An argument could 
have a thousand , or a million , even. But it only succ~eds in estab
lishing its conclusion if it is valid and if a11 its premises, wi阳ut excep
hon, are true. What 1 have said so far may not appear to amount to 
very much, but in fact it places an extremely powerful tool in our 
hands. If someone uses a deductive argument i~ their work, and we 
can extract it and set it out forma11y in the form of premises and a 
~O~c~uslOn ， we are then in a position to assess whether it succeeds by 
looking to see if, in the first- instance, it is valid and. in the second, 
wheth巳r al1 i ts premises are true. If th巳 argument fails either or both 
of these tests, then it has failed to establish its conclusion. This need 

{ ~~;_~ece~sarily mean that t.he conclusion is false: there may be other 
i~dependent grounds for thinking it to be true. But whether this is 
thc cp?or not, wc can still say that the argument does not prow 
~~at. it is suppos~d to be proving - and that is a pretty devastating 
attack on anyone's argument! 

1 ne arguments 1 have outlined all concern classes of things‘ and 
this p斗tter~.of a.~g~~ent ， whích was invented by Aristotle, is ca11ed a 
sy11ogi.sm. Not a11 deductíve arguments take this" form , but there is not 
enough space to gointo the details herc (interested re卢ders can inves
tigate the topic for themselve吟， though in suhsequent chapters 1 
do ask you to evaluate some cxamplesof non-syllogistic deductive 
argumcnts. 

It can often bc quite difticult to extract argumentsfrom Philo
sophical texts and to state them formally-In thc wdior1which follows
I begin by dcSCThing informally the argument Plato givcs in his dia
logue Alcibiades I for the existence of the soul， aM气hen provide a 
formal statement of it which I invite you to asscss for yourself, using 
the guidelines I have provided above.(When evaluating the argue 
me时， look back at the details of how to do this:my own discussion 
follows the formal statement of the argument.)Ihis kind of merelse, 

?S you will see, occurs throughout the book, and should get you think
íng for yoursclf. 

2.3 A Platonic argument in favour of dualism 

The argument goes like this: Socrates asks Alcíbiades whether he uses 
speech in talking. to which the latte~-~-;~dil;-~~;;~~' 'S~~~;'t~~- tl;en 
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runs through a numhcr ()f othcr exampks which arc d山igncd 10 

estat、 lish thc mnclusion that thc user 0 1' a thing. for instancc a sl l<>c
makcr, and thc thing hc uscs, aιutting tool say. arc numcrically lI if
fcrent from each other. Again , Alcihiadcs willingly acccdcs. Socralcs 
then points out that a man uses not only his hands, hut his whoIc hody. 
and that therefore, just as a person is distinct from a tωI hc usc抖。r
an mstrument he plays, so it follows that he must hc distinct from his 
body. The argument may be stated more formally and runs hricny 
thus: 

1 The user of a thing and the thing used are two numerically dif
ferent and distinct things, i.e. two logical substances. 

2 A person uses his or her body. 
3 Therefore a person must be num巳rically different and distinct 

from his or her own body. 
ßut if a person is different from his or her hody, hc or shc must hc a 
non-hodily logical substance, i.e. a sou l. 

Before reading on , look at Exercise 2.2. 

What criticisms can you make of the argument above? Working alone. write 
them down. and then discuss the issue with someone else. 

The first premise can certainly and obviously be accepted as true if 
the thing used is a utensil such as a knife ‘ or a musical instrument 
such as a harp or a piano. But. despite the fact that we speak of people 
using their limbs and bodies电 do they use these things in the same 
sense in which thev use a utensil or an instrument? 飞，Ve may well 
Suspect a play on the word 'use' here. After al l. someone may be told 
not to be so lazy but to use their mind 一 i.e. to apply their intelligence 
to a problem. But should this usage be taken to establish that a person 
is entirely different from their mind? Even a dualist is going to be 
stuck for an answer to this question if thc pcrson cannot hc idcnti
ficd with their mind or 80U\. 

1 suggcs\ wc nccd to ask whcther pcoplc 叫and in thc .,amc rcla. 
tion to thcir hody and lim hs. as \hcy do to a tool thcy u川. or an m、tru
rncnt thcy play. Onc rcason to think that this cannot hc thc ca、c run、
as follows. Whcn 1 usc a chiscl I do 川 hy pîckin!! ít up and ~川、P"l/!
it in mv hand. But whcn I usc mv hand. I do not h川'c \0 rick i\ ur 
and hold it - 1 simply move it. T(> put thi写 anothcr way. I can movc 
my hand without havìng to do anything else fir悦， 1 canno t. hy con. 
trast , just move a t∞I directly. 1 have to do this by doing somethmg 
else - grasping it in my hand or mouth. blowing on it. thumping on 

b幽t始e 2.2 
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thc table until the vibrations cause the tool to roIl off, and so forth. 1 
cannot movc thc tool in the way 1 can move my own limbs. Th is 
strongly suggcsts that 1 do not stand in the same relation to mv own 
limbs and body as 1 do to a tool which 1 use. 

Continuing this line of thought, if, in the course of using a chisel , 
I make a slip and gouge my hand, we would ordinarily descrIbc what 
has hppcned by saying that I have hurt mysclE His is because mv 
hand IS a part of-me, by contrast with thc chisel whlch plainly iwi 
A dedicated duallst, by contrast, would have to insist that this ordin
arY ,way ?f. describing what has happened is mistaken. The dualist's 
preferred description of what occurred has to be that an injury was 
caused to my body, but n?t to me, because I am really an incorporeal 
soul-Moreover, mn?hPICal things such as the soulcannot bc injured 
by physical objects such aschisels.However, the dualishinsistence 
on I山his characl比阳C盯r巾ation of what took place can be seen merely to be 
bcgging thc qucstlon in favour of dualism from the outset.IEe cIaim 

11;11:JLttJJt;;1:24tuzZJZ口
rong with Plato's argument once we reaJize that it contains, in 

cffcct. a pun or 叫uivocation on the word ‘ use\In its Iiteral use , the 
user of a thi吨 aM thc thing uscdareNodiffemt things-Butunless 
the truth of dualism IS assumed from the beginning, a person and his 

her body arc no!two different entities.ConsequentlyJ do not use 
my hands or body In the same sense in Which I use a tool.ITm move
mcn!ofa t?ol is the result ofsomethingelse I dotint-but the actions 
conslstt吨 In themOVCHmtsofmyhand and bodywhEn I movethem 
arc noI the results of some prior actions which I perform-Of course. 
t is harmless to describe someone as using their limbs and body, just 

as long as we dOI11los?sight of the point that this represents a 
metaphorIcal , and not a llteral employment of the word ‘ use'. 

What underlies Plato's argument in the Alcibiades I is the fact that 
thcr?arc all kinds of ways of speaking in which a contrast of some 
sortIS drawn between a person and their body, and these locutions 
?n maltC 1:appearthat the Momustbcdiffcmt and dismdthings
a or pxamPEe-we say that a person has a strong body, not that he or 
she is a strong hody‘ and from this We might be tempted to argue that 
hωausc lhcrc arc ca?CS in which Ihc possessorofa thlngand the thing 
posscsscd 斗rc gcnumcly two separate things.as illustrated by the 
U呻Jtat川 has a powuful ctso the possmorofa strong body 

ust 
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instead as bcing physically 日trong， and this for l1l of worùs carrics 110 
suggcslion whatcvcr that thc pcrson is an clltity ùistincl fro ll1 hi抖。『

hcr hody. Likcwise, to borrow an cxamplc from Anthony Fkw. 10 
describe someone as ftogging their protesting boùy υva Ihc linc to 
win the race does not mean that the pcrson in qucslion must be a 
soul , literally wielding an incorporeal lash by mcans of which hc or 
she urges a weakening body on to greater efforls. Such a dcscription 
is merely a picturesque way of saying that the winner of the racc 
made a great effort of wil l. 

As Gilbert Ryle (1900-76) pointed out in The Concepl o[ Mimt 
we should not be driven to draw from the ‘absurdity of such col
locations' the conclusion that a person is to be described as an 
association between a body and a non-body_ηle examples paraùcd 
above would enable us to reach that conclusion only if wc wcrc 
prepared to accept that the foIlowing argument establishcd its 
condusion: 

Expressions that refer to persons and expressions that rcfcr to 
people's bodies are not equivalent in meaning. 

2 Whën one expression has a different meaning from anothcr 
expression , this can only be because those expressions refer to‘ or 
name, different and distinct logical substances-

3 Therefore, persons must be logical substances, which are different 
and distinct from their bodies. 

Now attempt Exercise 2.3 before reading my discussion of this 
argumen l. 

Are both the premises in the argument true or can 创ther or both be 叫ected! &er由e 2.3 
Remember: given that the argument is valid (as 由is one is)，由e conclusion 
cannot be established if at least one of i巴 premises is false. Decide whether 
由e premises are true or 创se and write down your reasons. Then discuss 
the issue with someone else. before reading on. 

Since the anwment is valid , if wc wish to rcjcct thc condusion wc 
musl show th ，~t eithcr. or hoth , prcmisωare fa/sc. I thi础 wc can 
acccpt that the first prcmisc is truc , a日 thc variou骂 cxampks alrcady 
givc~ dcmonstratc: thcrc arc numerous cascs in which lalk about a 
pcrson and taJk ahout his or hcr hody are not cquivaknt ín mcan lOg 
So if Iherc is anv fau /t with the argun>cn t. it must lic with thc sccond 
premise.Ihis hasilv shown to bc falsE.and onc 叫， in which this 
might done is as follows.Consider the folIowing:the expmSion·thE 
Morning Star, has a different meanmg from 1he Evening Star-.but 
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nevertheless these two expressions refer to one and the same Cnutv 
namely the pla阳 Velll盹 a时川 tωO 阳 di江fferen旧1t 10吨咿】港g目i比ωalsu归bhs"taIn1cC;
A f?俨i江旺f征f盯叭m叫d of example t出h削atω1 also be used to expose the error 

nuer examIIIat101115 provided by the statement tsaw Patrick last 
night,, which clearly has a different meaning from ‘ 1 saw Patrick's 
body last night ,.Ihe latter usage implies, as the former does not, thqt 
I saw Patrick dead But again, this cannot pombly entail that L 
-wing Paulck's corpse I must therefore have be 
问M伽ent and distir比tfrom Patrick himself dz;2321it 
alive 1 see a 1川

Pa创tric牛k dead, I .merely sec the same organism which has ceased to 
fun山on. The乓 IS nothing in these ordinary ways of speaking thatω1 
stablish duallsm , or even make it plausible.It ls true, of course, that 

mmonly speak of dead people as having departed, as having 
deserted their bodies which ow empty shells. But these ways of 
speaking arc merely aglires of speech, and will On时ly seem to lend 
:己::巳:斗t?口2 d山阳u阳a剖lism i证f one i臼sa剖Iready归川CωO时m圳n阳川IV

一In aavance. 

2.4 Cartesian dualism 

Aftcr Plato‘ the most f;j υ川 I川a川1mοu山l比s exponent of dualism w… D 已 d
D阮C川H町阳削叩Cαωωa盯1汀眈r

lhta1 t J : 51::: :叮3U:出tr ;z;; :::;:口C:川11:r叮C3tt:; t2;t tι:口口::!飞1?1V1J: ;口;;?口Jti
!:::: ;r::3?;;?;f7 z芷;立;t? ?ω?巾巾h队阳ta1 : J;:儿】?飞?飞nJrt
(川shedit1lb;1a川hUeZZJ?(p出;;;二:J7612MrfjItptl
-Cartesian dualISII1 , .like thePlatonic Variety, afarmsthat p 

and t由he s姐a缸扭rr阳I

叫??sta叩nce devoid of a11 featurωf mate叫 bodies叫 m阳i比cu时l盯
z:r-J归圳二拥圳ns川s

V叫J」iJ4;3;口 ι???i::?;:z拉;Zzt2;ι22;;:二μ:二泣i丰:川::rt?川h白:川川fι♂ttr:r士旦m咔?t i 
;::牛;口:3:7.C MV刷l问 of 山叫 has been 山ed as a叫cged
c叫兀ayintpr224:ttundsthat only those 恤p川t仕由h

E山旦:汇汇出!5i:::5; 汪芷巳川::5:5iFF于;;门!飞乌:以:尘川;出:让均:且1叩?3::z:r:巳山口川:2Uu >13i? ; 
儿1editαtiοns he sDell 一 a res cogUar凡IS￥飞吨 a thinking thing. In the 

se spe s out more fully what he means by this: 

Thinking is another attribute of the soul; and here I discovcr whal 
properly belongs to myself. Th is alone is inseparable from mc. I am -
1 exis t: this i吕 certain; but how often? As often as I thínk; for pcrhaps 
it would even happen 吨 if 1 should wholly cease to think. lhat I should 
at the same time altogether cease to be. 1 now admit nothíng that is 
not n巳cessarily true: 1 am therefore. precisely speaking吨 only a think
ing thing.H 

As this passage makes clear, thinking is not merely a feature the soul 
Just happens to have, but its essential characteristic, or essence, a 
feature that is indispensable to it and makes it the kind of thing it is. 
Thus the soul cannot lose its essence without thereby ceasing to exist, 
which is why Descartes was prepared to embrace the extravagant 
claim that the human soul is always thinking, even in the womb.9 

When Descartes speaks of thinking, he is using the term in a delib
erately extended way to inc\ude not merely intellectual activities such 
as cogitation and reasoning, but even the experience of sensations 
of various kinds, as we11 as emotional states such as anger and jeal
ousy. Descartes also mentions doubting, understanding, affirming, 
denying, being wi\ling or unwilling, imagining and all forms of sense
perception as examples of thinking. Moreover, and crucially、 the hall
mark of the mental for Descartes is consciousness, and this means he 
would have regarded the very idea of unconscÎous or non-conscious 
mental states as a contradiction in terms. Descartes' emphasis on con
sciousness as the essential characteristic of mind is to be found in the 
following remark from his The Princip/白。fPhi/osοphy: 'By the noun 
""thought" 1 mcan evcrything that takes place in us so that wc are con
scíous of it. in so far as it is an object of consciousness. ‘ 10 

By contrast with thc sou l. the boòy is res extensa. a thing whose 
csscncc、 in common with other material things. is extension in space. 
lhc boòy is a complex, non-conscious machine噜 capable、 unlike the 
soul, of divisibility into parts. Arrangements of matter, however 
ιomplex， are incapable of thought and awareness. Only minds, con
ceived of as inc()rporeal non-physical souls, can possess mental 
features. The proce-sses which take place inside the body can be 
explained in sêientific, mechanical terms, and in viewing the body in 
this way, Descartes was laying the foundations for a scientiflc account 
of what makes living things alive 
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mystery and makes the functioning of livi吨 things in principle explic
able In terms of chemstry and physics.IEc corolla可 of Descartes' 
approach is that the body does not die because the soul departs, as 
Plato thought, but rather that the soul takes its leave because the 
body has stopped functioning. 11 

10 su甲marizc:for Descartes the soul is conscious, but incapable 
f cMemoI1, whems the body, and matter in general, is extended 

but intrinsically Incapable of consciousness and mentality 

2.5 Animals and machines 

Only human beings have souls, Descartes maintained, and thus 
animals have neither thopght nor consciousness.Animals, or the 
brutes, as Descartes sOIneumes referred to them.should be regarded 
as automata, albeit machines that are ‘ i时ompar动ly betterariLlroc , 
?nd adequate to movements more admirable than isalrv machin币。f
human invcptiotl2IEC last part of this remark makesiit clear that 
Des削es 由1由 that it is impossible that we should be in f1ictin2: suf
ten吨 on ani甲alswhen we kill and cat them, because we w012d be 
doing thcsc ttungs merely to non-conscious machines, and hence we 
would be no more guilty of innicting ill-treatment than we arc when 
we send a car to the scrapheap. 

2.5.1 Descartes' two tests for the presence of the soul 

Dcs孔叫cartcs b予c1 icvcd th;川It thc ;川Ih币lscn】cc ()>f thc so>1I川11 in ;刊川lIl i川11川ma沾Ils CIο】uld h币孔cJ 
U山川叫比ta巾bli以shcd by 
Melhο叫d. Firstly: 

i引起引:iE:;jjEiU引出EEiEEjj
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recognizes that true language-possession involves the ability to 
both understand and generate an indefinite variety of prcviously 
unencountered sentences and to be able to respond linguisticaIly 
in an apposite manner across a whole range of novel situations. 
Thus, although you had doubtless never come across the sentences 
'Perfume of embraces a11 him assailed. With hungered f1esh obscurely, 
he mutely craved to adore' until you encountered them in James 
Joyce's Ulysses , you understood more or less instantly what they 
mean t. Human linguistic response is not limited to a few set routines 
which might be reproduced in an unvarying way in entirely inappro
priate circumstances, as when parrots which have been taught to 
swear utter obscenities with no comprehension of the meaning of the 
words they reproduce. This distinctive and unique human ability is, 

Descartes believed , one of those operations ‘ that depend on con
sciousness' and which ‘are alone proper to us as men'.14 Since 
Descartes is prepared to attribute consciousness only to the soul , it 
comes as no surprise that he thinks that only the presence of the soul 
can account for human linguistic ability. 

Descartes' second test closely resembles the first , but appears to 
be designed to apply to non-linguistic behaviour instead. Human 
beings demonstrate an adaptability and creativity in their responses 
to new situations which is much diminished in the case of animals. 

Descartes thus defies us to explain how it is that human beings can 
pass his two tests、 whereas animals and machines cannot, unless 
dualism is true. Dcscartes would seem to be claiming that we will 
ncver be ablc to build a machine that can genuinely construct and 
undcrstand scntcnccs. PurcIy matcrial beings, whatever their degree 
()f sophistication and compIcxity, can ncver, in principle, be language
uscrH kind cngagu in gtintIinc conversation and discourse generally. 
FantasitJH of conversing computers and robots arc just that:if 
Descartes is correct, and similarly, if any cognitive scientist is t可mg
to build a machine which can engage in genuine discourse, then he is 
wasting his time and efforts as far as Descartes is concemed. 

Before reading any further, look at Exercise 2.4. 

How convincing do you fìnd Descartes' two tests to establish dualism? Is 
there any reason. d。归u think. to suppose that human linguistic ability 中d
range and adaptability of behavioural output and response. can 0 
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limitst01he powers ofthc body-thati队 no-one has as yet bee川aught
by expCHence what the body can accomplish solely by the laws of 
.aturc, in SO far as she is regarded as cxtcnsIon-旧 What Spinoza says 
l entirely reasonable.Its implication is that perhaps one day 
look forward to an explanation of how language-acquisition and use 
r-made possible, which will dispense with the need to invoke mySE 
nous non讪pical processes.In congruence with this hope, Noam 

chOmskY POSItcd that each of us contains a LAD -a language acqui
sition deVIce7and this presumably would consist of minute, highly 

mplcx physleal structures and circuits in the brain.Ihc challenge 
!o describe such a system, let alone explicate its mode ofopcmoR 

e that still faces us today, howeve;. But. in the f~~e ~f this diffi
cplt"。 throw in the towel and conclude thaithc vehicle ofourcapa
C盯 to use lang-agc must somehow be irmmated in the ghostly 
paramechanical lnnatds of the soul is not at all helpful.Souls, if they 
-xi tcq , w?uld by tlmr very nature lie beyond the scope ofcmpkical 
nvc tIgatIOI1, and to assert that processes in the recesses of the soul 

alone can be invoked to explain language acquisition seems merely 
to mark a retreat Into mystery-

2.6 The mind/body relation 

Thc wor叫ds on t由hc VOU in f仕f<ο>n川lt 0ωf mc as I typc t由hi臼s paSS<1ge are 
a叩ppca盯川ring h予

dcs川Irc to p予汗r口o(叫ducc thc 吕C w(ο)rds is hclping to n、ηr门ing t巾h】cm an ο u川1ι.lòisH 

ccrtai山i忖inly I(ο)(川oks likc a caus川al cxplana川It lO n: a sté川川Itc (υ}叫f mind , mv dc川川R叮irc ，
a以Il比cω:

; : γ 川mo 吨 4υ川}川thc阳C盯r帅gs趴圳H凡川、，t由hc ph 川I1 ll10vcme 川fmy 问C 川n 
C Cys as an memedmkstage on thc way to the production oithc 

words on the screen.In thls case, causality runs from mind to world. 
But, e月ually， the words on thc screen arc causing me to sec them. 
Light is comi吨 from the words, entering my eye ;nd~ti~u-l;ting my 
叩咛 and optic nerve, leadi吨 to a mental state consisting in my 
Vlsua且 awareness of the words. The chain of causes and-etf~~t~ in thts 
case runs from world to mind.Unless we arc prepared to der. , that 
!hc mind can affect the physical world-and in turn be iducιd bv 
lt , some way ofexplaininghow this is pomible must be found Sine; 
for Descartes mental states belong to the incorporeal soul, he has to 
and some way of cxplaming how the soul can bring about bodily 
sit-口JJ?happenings iund 川
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Descartes' solution was to conjecture that the soul opcratcs 
through the pineal gland which is to be found in the limbic system in 
the middle of the brain. The soul supposedly gives the pineal gland a 
tiny push which is magnified by a chain of physical causes and effects, 
eventuating in a bodily movement, an action, such as my typing these 
words. Descartes conjectured that the nerves are like fine tubes 
containing what he called ‘ animal spirits'. These are not the non
physical ghosts of departed animals, but completely physical in 
nature, consisting supposedly of highly rarefied blood. 

Why did Descartes choose the pineal gland as the scat of the soul? 
There were two principal reasons:Firstly, Descartes observed that the 
pineal gland is very light and mobile-Ihis made it a suitably scr151tIve 
instrunÎent which 'wo'iild be responsive to the minute pushes of the 
soul. 

Secondly, Descartes believed that in ordinary perception we do not 
perceive external physical objects but images in the head to which 
these give risc.IEc two images coming from the eyes arc supposedly 
fused together, and project~d upon the surface of the pineal 户口d ，
much as if one had a miniature TV or film screen m one 's bram. 
Seeing consists in the soul attending to the image projected upon the 
screen afforded by the pineal gland. 

Before proceeding a~y further, look at Exercise 2.5. 

Descartes exercises considerable ingenuity in describing a mechanism by E赠仪总e 2.5 
means of which the non-extended, non-physical soul can affect the extended 
physical body.and be affected by it in turn.But can you see a problem with 
his account?'Think about this o~ your own and then discuss it with another 
person. 

Ihc diiliculty that may have occurred to you is this:how can the 
ul , lacking all physical dimensions, possibly affect , and be affected 

by, thc extended body?His would appear to bc a dimulty in 
principle which no amount of neurophysiological ingenuity can 

lr口rLh MCd呻ditatio臼I
psycho-physical causation.IEis attempt had Its roots in DescarteH 
dissatisfaction with the pineal gland as the single point of contact 
through whICh the soul supposedly acts-Even if wc grant, forthe sakc 
of argument that interaction could occur through the pineal gl斗nd ，
the resultant, model of how a person relates to his or hcr body lsat 
odds with our experience, as Descartes realmd.when wpfepl pa-. 
forexample,or the sensation ofhunger, we feel the sensatml ln que?
tion in the hurt limb or in the pit of our s 
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were, merely perceive it detachedly and intellectually from a distance. 
An analogy makes this clearer. My car may be bumped and damaged 
as 1 am driving along, but 1 do not personally feel anything in the 
place where the damage occurs, although 1 may be able to see from 
my position inside the car that the wing, say, has been damaged. 
Similarly, if the water in the radiator runs low, it is not like the thirst 
1 experience when 1 become dehydrated. 1 know 1 am dehydrated 
because 1 experience a sensation of thirst, but 1 only know the car is 
low on water when a red light on the instrument panel lights up or 
when 1 see steam rising from the bonnet of the ca r. If the soul inter
acted solely through the pineal gland, then it seems that my percep
tion of damage to my body, or the fact that 1 am thirsty, would have 
to be like what happens when 1 see my car has been damaged by a 
bump or when 1 see the red warning light come on to tell me that the 
water level in the radiator is low. This is why Descartes, using a similar 
analogy to the car, says: 

\1 am not present in my body merely as a pilot is present in a ship; 1 am 
most tightly bound to it, and as it were mixed up with it, so that 1 and 
it form a uni t. Otherwise. when the body is hurt, 1, who am simply a 
conscious being. would not feel pain on that account ‘ but would per
ceive the injury by a pure act of understanding, as the pilot perceives 
by sight any breakages there may be in the ship; and when the body 
needs food or drink. 1 should explicitly understand the fact. and not 
havc confused sensations of hunger and thirs t. 1h 

To ovcrcomc thc prohlcm
‘ Dcscartcs proposcd that bodily scnsation日

likc pain 啕 hungt: r and thirst , which hc calls confust:d modcs of CO/l-

sc\( lUsncsS、日hould hc cxplaincd as arising from 'thc mind's bcing 
unitcd to, and 出 it wt:rc

‘
mixeu up with , thc hody'.17 

'Il1 is allcged intcrmingling 0 1' the soul and thc hody creates what 
Descartes called a ‘substantial union' , and is essential to our human 
nature: 

[H]uman bei吨s are made up of body and soul, not by the mere pres
ence or proximity of one to another, but by a true substantial union 
. . If a human being is considered in itself, as a whole, it is an essen

tial union 吨 because the union which joins a human body and a soul to 
~ach ot?er is not accidental to a human being but essential , since a 
human being without it is not a human being.liï 

What this means is that there is not the sharp division between the 
mind and the body which Descartes' early 

-
statement of dualism 

implies. Sensations seem to form a hybrid cla'ss intermediate between 
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the pure acts of intellection of the soul, and the physical occurrences 
within the body. Both the physical and non-physical features of sen
sations are supposed somehow to be seamlessly integrated , and in 
this manner c-omprise the substantial union of mínd and body of 
which Descartes speaks. 

Now look at Exercise 2.6 before proceeding any further. 

Can you see a problem with Descartes' s咄回tion that the substantial union 加梅毒u
between the soul and the body is constituted by the soul being, 'as it were, 
mixed up with, the body'? Work alone or in discussion with someone else 
and write down your answer before reading on. 

It should be plain that there is a serious obstacle to what Descartes 

is claiming. lÎow can the soul, lacking all dimensions, be inte飞mingled
with an extended body? Contrast the intermingling of butter in a cake 

mix. What happens is that particles of butter become scattered 

throughout the mix and stick to the particles comprising it But both 

the particles of butter and the mix all a volume of space, hence there 

is no dimeulty in understanding how they -may be intermingled

Ultimately th;n , Descartes' atte~pt to explain how mind and body 

interact a~d together form a unioñ , must be reckoned a failure. 

2.6.1 Other attempts to account for the 

mind/body relation 

IWo wcll-known atump15tocireLIEnvcnIthc problem of mind/body 

inkraction wcrCRuggCHIcd by Nicholas Malebranche (1638一1715) ， to 

whom wc owc thc d~)ctrine of occasionalism、 and by Leibniz (1646一
171的， whoproposed the theory of psycho , physical parallellism-

According to the paralleli矶 the soul and the body are like two 

clocks wound up and synchronized by God so that approprlate cor

relations occur between mental and bodily events-for example, that 

injury to the body is accompanied by pain.But body does not affect 

mind, normind body:there is only the appearance and not the rqlity 

of interaction.Figure 2.1neatly iHustrates the theory.However, SInce 

God, t00, is conceived of as a soul, how is he supposed to set the cor

relations up in tl叫mplace?ItwiHnotdotoreplyblandlythtGod
is omnipotent and can do anything:the problem of how even a umnc 

non-extended substance could conceivably have an effect on thc 

e飞出32泣lJ;1331:e iI…ntion of God and 川us
open to the same objection as parallelism.But it is a less elegant 
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Earlier一一一步 later

MI M2 M3 问4 (e.g. wanting to type these words) 

PI P2 P3 P4 (e.g. the action of typing these words) 

问ental events (M) correspond to physical events (町， but there is no causal 
link between them 

Figure 2.1 Leibniz's psycho-physical parallelism 

theory, as God is represented as having to be present on each and 
every separate occasion to ensure that the right correspondences 
occur between mental and physical events. He is thus doomed to be 
an eternal busybody, unlike Leibniz's God , who merely winds up and 
synchronizes the mental and physical clocks at one go, and then 
retires, leaving things to take care of themselves. 

2.7 Descartes' other arguments for dualism 

One argumcnt in support of dualism has already bcen discusscd and 
dismisscd , namcly that thc capacity to understand and usc language 
is incxplicablc in mcchanícalοr scicntifìc tcrms, rcquiring instcad 
the ghostly paramechanical activitics of thc incorporcal sou l. But 
Dcscartc吕 has thrcc othcr principal argumcnts. cach of which will bc 
cxamincd in this scction. Thc argumcnts arc: 

The argumcnt from doub t. 
2 The argument from clear and distinct perception. 
3 The argument from divisibility. 

The thrust of the first two arguments is something like this. 1 can call 
into question , or somehow imagine away, the existence of all my 
physical features. These features can thus in principle be separated 
from me , and cannot therefore be essential to what 1 am. Hence 1 can 
genuincly cxist without them. But 1 cannot similarly call into ques
tion thc fact that 1 am thinking and conscious, because as soon as 1 
endcavour to do this, the very attempt will be self-nullifying, since 
questioning my own existence presupposcs that 1 must exist and be 
conscious in order to engage in this activity. 
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2.7.1 The argument from doubt 

UUIIrst argument, which may bc labelled thc argumcnt fromsp
tematic doubt, is easily dismissed, aswc shall shortly sec.IEisargu
ment results from Descartes , programme of trying to call everything 
into doubt in an attempt to discover what is certain and hen?eqn 

s the rock-solid foundations of knowledge. At the be唔咿gm叩nr口叩11川lIn
of the M企edit，阳atioωns， Descartes resolves to reject not only all pr陀ev川10US
beliefs t由ha剖t arc fadll55臼e巳阜 but also any t由ha川t admit of the slightest doubt 
Bu川t wh山i比c}h1beliefscaIibccalledintodoubt?Descartesmogluesthat
Hwould bc an endless task to examine all of his bellefsone by one, 
and proposesinstead to examine the foundations of what he has 
taken for knowledge.If these foundations arc discovered to be 
wanting, then their rejection will mean the abandonment of all thc 

beliefs depending upon them.··led 
Descartes begins by noting that the.senses have 

ttzf;;1173s:;1123::3J;2i:nir;二;ezuizzr
bserves that surely there are many beliefs derived from the senhs 

which it is impossible to doubt such that he is presently seated ln 
front of a fire wearing a dress吁gown But has hc notdmmedthat 

O seated when in fact hc was sound asleep In bed?ISIt n?t 
possible that life could bc nothing but a gigantic and sy阳Ilate
dream?Notice that if that were to bc the case you could not ev U 

!rt 川h 川。山dab怕bodω呻】叫d句削y
c咄吕ωand fc(阳ωcαω叫二x兀对CI才I mi呻i地gl悼h川1

:?旦a飞咋骂旦号?:V;守宁:号tt2证5丘;i2丑汪引:♀♀引i巳汪i::日♀h;t巳:巳;f:ζιι;ιιJιt川;;t
known for c∞ert肌飞;::争〉卢cωcan
matte盯rs引?Could it not be, Descartes supposes.that there H 

Ilitely powerful and cunning demon who causes him to bc mistaken 

even 巾川咿川iths?Descartesdocsruti:;llLTi乙:川;
istence of s~ch a malignant spiri t: thc dιοn t to DCNCartu ‘ 

imaginative device to lend forcc and persuaslvcncss l 

scczi;213:35idcrswhc阳阳C might ut;:r4iu:1: 
lce It 一… 1m • ossible to doubt and who cau :ho; g ;J L ; iS P i n g B u w q u i 州 adds, it ís川川5引u町肌川川Jf肌盯H民叫CI忡}附s引圳川州.♀归归悦叫♀卡扑凶叫s叮，刊4什íh忧lc that 

his thoughts, including the idea of God arc.in HUInc-s phrase-pro
duced by the energy of the mind itself 二 in othcr wo础;， it is mercly 
Descartes himself giving rISC to his thoughts and not an ind p 
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dently existing divine being. But if that is so, then at least it follows 
that he, Descartes, must be something. Now it cannot be that he is to 
be identiacd witp a human body, because previously he had called 
into doubt the eXIStence of an external world , including hls own limbs 
and body But if it is possible thatjor all hc can tell, he has no body 
and that Its exIStence ismerely an illusion, should he not be per-
511aded that he does not exist?However, to be persuaded that he does 
not exist , he must first exist in order to be so persuaded! Thus 
Descartes arrives tentatively at the first formulation of his famous 
principle cogito ergo sum , ‘1 think therefore 1 am'. Even if there i 
malignant demon using all his power to deceive Descartes into 
believing there is an external world, including his own body, when 
there is no such thing, there is at least one thing he cannot deceive 
Descartes about, namely his own existence, because for Descartes to 
be deceived he must exis t: 

Doubtless, then , 1 exist, since 1 am deceived; and let him deceive me 
as hE may, he can never bring it about that I am nothing, SO long as I 
shall be conscious that 1 am somethi吨 So that it m则， in fine , be main
tained , alI things being maturely and carefully c~~~'id~;~d，' that this 
proposition 1 a几 1 exist, is n.ece~~arily true each time it is expressed 
by me, or conceived in my mind. 19 

~t i.s. ~r~e :hat .ifpescartes is thinking, then he must exist in order so 
to think.But it isimportaruto bc clear exactly what can and cannot 
bc established by rcnection on this truIt1.For a sIar1 , it iR not neces
sarily true thMDescartesexists, since hc rnighInot have cxiRud-Nor
even ifIhere issuch a pcrson as Dcsctwus.doCHIhisouarantecIhaI 
hc i比s t巾h山linl时州l叶』

Dc创目c.川C山S I川stt巾hin此kin吨g， tt

for any山ng to oc ín any statc whats创vcr， this mcans that thc气hing
In questlon mustarst exist.In stating that Descartes is thinkim th二
口附mofthe subject ofthis statement ispmupposed, so togoon 
to say that if Descartes is thinking then it follows that he exists 
amounts toa kind ofrepeution or tautology-Butlogical truths ofthis 
type do n?t tell us a町thi吨 about the world, and: a fortiori , in this 
parular mtan吨 anything about the nature of what is doing the 
thí阳19. As A.J. Ayer (191ι-89) observed: 

If I start WIth the fact that I am d?ubting, I can validly draw thE con
CIllslon that I think and that I EXISt.IEat is to say, if therE IS such a 
PErs?n as mySElf-then thpre is such a person as myself, and if I think, 
1 thi咔.NEIther dOES thls apply ?nly to me.It is Obviously true of 
anyone at all that if he exists hC EXISts and if he thinks he thinks.What 
Descartes thought he had shown was that statements that he was con-
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scious, and that he existed. were somehow privileged. that. for him at 
least吨 they were evidently true in a way which distinguished them from 
any other statements of fac t. His argument does not prove that he or 
anyone, knows anything. It simply makes the logical point that one sort 
of statement follows from another. 20 

Neither can reftections on the peculíaritíes of certain first-person 
thoughts or utterances establish anything about the nature of the 
person who gives vent to them. It is true that if 1 manage to utter, or 
to think ,‘1 exis t', then clearly 1 must exist to have this thought , so that 
ít would be incoherent for me then to suppose that, having succeeded 
in uttering or thinking '1 exis t', it could turn out to be false at the time 
at which 1 express it publicly to others or prívately to myself. And, 
conversely, if 1 utter or think,‘1 do not exist' , then plainly this state
ment must be false, since the very condition of its being made by me 
ís that 1 am there to make ít. But these features of first-person state
ments whereby if they succeed in gettíng made means they must be 
true at the time they are made, and which must be false if denied at 
the same time by the person who makes them , cannot possibly estab
lish anything about the nature of the agents who produce them. The 
student who calls out ‘Absent' when the regíster is called, or the 
person who replies ‘Yes!' to the questions ‘Are you asleep?' or ‘Are 
you dead?' must be both be saying somethíng false, but this obvíously 
cannot establish that the persons ín questíon must be non-physícal 
substances. 

Having supposedly cstablíshed thc truth of '1 think therefore 1 am ‘ 

as the first prínciplc of the philosophy hc was seeking, Descartes went 
on to say: 

1 then considcrcd attentively what 1 was: and 1 saw that while 1 could 
feign I had no body, that there was no worId, and no place existed for 
me to be in , 1 could not feign that 1 was not: on the contrary‘ from the 
mere fact that 1 thought of doubting about other truths it evidently 
and certainly followed that 1 existed . . . From this 1 recognised that 1 
was a substance whose whole essence or nature is to be conscious and 
whose being requires no place and depends on no material thing. Th us 
this se!f, thãt is to say the'soul by which 1 am what 1 am , is cntirely dis. 
tinct from the body, and is even more easily known: and c~cn if the 
body were not there at all , the soul would be just what it is:' 

Th is argument may be formally set out as follow曰:

1 1 can doubt that my body exists. 
2 1 cannot doubt that 1 exist. 
3 Therefore 1 must be dífferent and dístínct from my body. 
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Having supposedly established the conclusion (3) ‘ Descartes then 
argues, firstl予 that ifheMiHcmt and distlnctfmn his bodyjmlust 
bc non-bodily In nature, l.c.something lacking extension and conse
quently a11 physical features; and , secondly、 because he cannot coher
cntly call Into doubt or deny that hc is conscious, the onc true 
prope句 which insepa的ly belongs to him as an incorporeal sub
stance is thought or consciousness. 

However, can the argument establish in the first olace that 
D叩artes is a川川y distinct from his body? The 吨UIIleJirclmon
?prInciple which later came to bc known as Lelbniz's Law.Accord
lng to Leibniz's Law, ifa tDingA and a thing B are one and thc same 

2:z331lJZs:;22飞f1232ιttZZZJltzz
one property or feature which A and B do noI share, then A and B 
must bc numerically different things.For example, if it is true that thc 
building 1 am now 归叫ing in is in Oxford , arÎd if it is also true that 
口:uL;42fml IS In London, then I cannot bc standing m st 

In the argument above for thc distinction between mind and body, 
Descartes has supposedly es盹lished that it is P055iblc to doubt that 
onc has a bod耳 because thc exmcncc of one-s body could bc an illu
sion.But ln trylng to doubt whether onc exists，。nc must exist in order 
to doubt啕 whi-ch meanssuch doubt is not possible.wc thus havesome
ttung which IS true of one-sbody-namely that its existence mau bc 
doub 叫 which is 川 truc of T 鸣 。阳cl f. Sincc onc's oodv a川川川In1 ti1 ‘ l' . 

;:: :::;川;且儿飞耳川C♂1川川J♂♂ι:::::川川川;认汇山UC口口?巳:2口川肌:rU口肌川r巳汇几川川;ιμ川:LμnJ♂♂♂mm:巳川川川川:咒叮虹川川t古tr川:lf吓‘!1l? 川:t巳U川?:川1t川忐l巳川t
La川 t川t 日川Cω川C

idcnti 户ωtI with t山hc 0<币引1()(ο山叫)dy、 out 盯ffil川 o、飞c di汀ffe阳C盯:r阳止C盯ωJ汀n川lta川I川 dis叫灿川ti川in川1(
B扣ct才forc continu川I川川Ir川ng with this ιdis圳叫cussio川】汀川n ， lo】阳ιO】ka川lt Excrcis札沁i讯c 2.7. 

Does Descartes, argument from systematic doubt succeedf Can you con
struct a parallel argument in which although one thingA can be doubted and 
another Ehing B cannot be doubted, nevertheless it is clear that A and B are 
one and the samef lf such an argument can be produced, it can be used t。
7ml?flawLin Descartes, thinking Workon thison yourown and then 
GESCUSSEt with someone else, bebre reading on. , 

-Ihere-arc certain exceptions to Leibniz-s Law.In the nresent 
mstance it ne咄川e recωO咿gr伊归n旧阳li

!γ旧na叫1m巳n刚附削11山11alωa川l verbs such ?白s ‘、轨'bel忱belì町啕\' ‘吐doubt\ ‘玄know'\， ‘ H盯mal
G阳m嘈 and so forIh! 
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recalled (see chapter 1, section 1.3.5) , exhibit thc fcaturc ()f 'aoout
ness' , that is, they possess a representational conten t. Morcovcr吨 this
representational content is aspectual, in that one and the samc statc 
of affairs can be represented under different aspccts. Whcn Oedipus 
married his mother, he did not recognize that she was his mother. He 
knew her only as the Queen of Thebes. Similarly, to adapt an examplc 
from Daniel Dennett , 1 might be known to all and sundry as an 
innocuous philosophy teacher, and not as the Mad Strangler. But 
nevertheless, 1 could still turn out to be the Mad Strangler. With these 
observations in mind, it is easy to formulate a parallel argument to 
Descartes' which plainly fails. Consider the argument: 

1 Lois Lane knows that the reporter with whom she works is Clark 
Ken t. 

2 She does not know that the reporter with whom she works is 
Superman. 

3 Therefore Clark Kent cannot be Superman. 

Plainly something has gone wrong here, because an integral aspect of 
the Superman stories is that Superman is one and the same person 
as the superficially inept and unassuming Clark Ken t. Why Leibn日's
Law fails' to hold is easlly appreciated. Just because someone - in this 
case Superman/Clark Kent 一 ìs known under one descrìption by Lo邸，
it does ~ot follow that she will know him under alternative descrip
tions. In knowing thc man of stcel under thc aspect of Superman, it 
docs not follow t~hat Lois Lanc will rccognize this same man when he 
has cast off his capc and donncd hìs owlish glasses. But the fact that 
shc oelicvcs‘ mistakcnly, that Clark Kent is not Superman , cannot 
cstaolish that Clark Kc'nt and Supcrman are not one and the same 
individua l. 

By this pattern of argument, then, Descartes cannot establish that 
he ~ust b~ a non-bodily substance distinct from his body. Because, 
however. he believes he -has established it, and thus managed to think 
away all his bodily features, leaving behind the sole attribute of think. 
in l!. or conscious~ess. he concludes not merely that he is a thinking 
出吨 -a co川Jsion that may be allowed 一 but that he is only a 问ink.
ing thing, i.e. a thing whose whole essence or naturc conSISIS Jn 

noflting bttI consciousness-Since I am now conscious asI wrik thIR· 
011 • ness is a fcature it follows that 1 am a conscious entlty, I.e. consclOusnc;~~ 

of me. But it does not follow that all there is to me IS conSCIOusness, 

that this feature totally exhausts my nature.It might bc that in order 
t~'-th'i~k Ì-h~-;; t~ -be

J 

embodied a~d that certain complex physical 
processes need to go on inside Inc.Hobbes.a contemporary of 

/ 
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Descartes, made the essential criticism of this argument when he 
wrote: ‘ lt may be that the thing that is conscious is the subject of a 

j mind, reason , or intellect , and so it may be somethI吨 corporeal; the 
contrary is assumed, not proved. ,zz Descartes' argument from doubt 
cannot show otherwise. 

2 .7.2 The argument from clear and distinct perception 

However, in the Sixth Meditation Descartes had another argument 
for the distinctness of mind and body and the possibility of their sep
aration , which is much harder to quash. The argument runs as follows: 

1 know that whatever 1 clearly and distinctly understand can be made 
by God just as I understand it: so my ability to understand one thing 
clearly and distinctly apart from one another is enough to assure me 
that they are distinct, because God at least can separate them . . . Now 
1 know that 1 exist, and at the same time 1 observe absolutely nothing 
else as belonging to my nature or essence except the mere fact that 1 
am a conscious being; and from just this 1 can validly infer that my 
essence consists simply in the fact that 1 am a conscious being. It is 
indeed possible . . . that 1 have a body closely bound up with myself; 
but at the same time 1 have , on the one hand. a clear and distinct idea 
of myself taken simply as a conscious, not an extended , being; and on 
the other, a distinct idea of body, taken simply as an extended, not a 
conscious, being; so it is certain that f am really distinct from my body. 
and could exist without it户

This argumcnt rcquircs sornc cxtcndcd commcn t. As Anthony 
Kcnny rcmarks, it was pointcd oul at thc timc by critics tha t. 

it docs not follow from thc fact that thc human mind reflccting on itself 
does not perceive itself to be other than a thing which thinks, that its 
nature or essence consists only in its being a thing which thinks, in the 
sense that this word only excludes all other things which might also be 
supposed to pertain to the nature of the soul.24 

This is reminiscent of Hobbes's remark quoted earlier. Kenny also 
points out that it is fataIly easy to confuse the following two statements: 

1 1 do not notice anything else belongs to my nature or essence 
except thinking. 

2 1 notice that nothing else does belong to my nature or essence 
except thinking. 
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2LJ;飞ttnl;工atL::tZxCZ;旦旦，22飞:?;二nt::
nothing else does so belong.Statement 2does not follow from state
IIlentL but it is statement 2that Descartes needs-in order to estab-

1233工;:123212ZElZZ币2233ZZZ
and thus establishing that hc can indeed exist separately and inde-

135丘吉;JEAZUZ旦出口;吼g to a 

1 1 have a clear and distinct understanding of myself as a consclOus, 

but not extended thing. 
2I have a clear and distinct understanding of my body as an 

tended, but not a conscious thing. 
3Iherefore I can clearly and dlmrIdly understand myself as a 

on-巳Xtended conscious thing apart from the extended body, 

d 1can clearly and distinctly understand my body a?an 
extended non-conscious thing apart from myself as a C 

4 :讯;阳且昂乱c盯叩V冈阳c盯川r 1 c臼叫a
about by God (as I undent-nd it)· 

5 1刊be忧阳町e盯盯r阳e伽e God can bring it about 削 I i Zd: J :273 32 
extended thing.can exist apart from my ex，一

6 ::;!t艺忠肌:2忠肌::μi可d can川忡巾ωb忖M￥w巾r忖叫i忖『
7:::113tihzziz:132:;口号 and c川泊γr;二;22

I can continuetoexist asa non-physical COIlscI 

cn句 of all my bodi刷刷utbe 出ential to my existence 

:23:口;比::::sc::;l叫non-bodily thi叩'hich ís ess仕
non-extended thing, a res cogltans. tiallya consclOUS, nun-CA 

When you have studied this argument, look at Exercisc 2.8 bcforc 

reading any furthe r. 

了3422212rtsx;253报告:igii 时辑
::t;73:吕立 32;二Uwn川e)
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As I have suggested in Exuci平 2.8 ， a problem with the argument 
bovc is that thc third premISCIS ambiguous.As M.DWIlson sug

gests, Descartes could be claiming:~5 

a I can distinctly conceive of my rrlInd and body MportJuly from 
ch other. 

b I can distinctly conceIve of my mind and body as being rpurate 
from each other. 

Descartes does not sce thc difference between (a)and (b)and could 
be claiming cither;he needs to establish the truth of (b) 吨 not (a). (a) 
.ld bc true independently of (bk but (a)is too weak and will not 

gIVe him the conclusion he wants, namely that thc mind c 
independently of thc body.To appreciate this, consider the following 

xpansion of (a): 

al 1 can form a conception of my mind, that is think about or reflect 
upon my mental features, without at the same time thinking 
about my physical features.For example, I could describe my沪』
:=坦:f!fa挝s er日mo
These are all psychological f岛ea剖tu盯re臼s which make no mention of 
my physical characteristics.Equally.I could mention several of 
my-physical .features short, heardcd, blue-eyed , fat without 
uylngapythlng at all dout mymcnullside-In this sense thcIwo 
conccptHJIlS can bc 1'0川t川F汀刑川r口rm町mu山la川tc叽叫:d inl叫dl山归Il忙问问c叫叩J斗pcn叫dcn川叫tl忖Y 0 1' ca以ch
B讪u川1川t this ca川1町1lI川川IHοJt s叶4什hο wt山ha川t 1 cou川1川Id cx川i冉川t I11Cω11川11仁a J/忖y apart fr υ 111 111 Y 
physical fcalurcs. 

IbttITPrutJiitIUIhis-COINIMru1hu cxltJIIHion alul Hlullkf tFIJl body-l 
ω11 t:斗Ilk ab古川川4υ}川ut t巾h心 cxt比tcnωn叮叩川4υ)11 withou川t r刊心川山fc阳CI川J汀rl川川CI川J汀n山 to, ()川r a川l 山 一 Ii ci认k川ιClt1 
…川Cω月叩叩川tlO山川川口ω川of. i川la帆f
tU1OnmImng Its extension.In that sense, the shape and thc extension can 
te thoughtaboutormm叫 i附pe毗ntly of叫10阳 But it 
uy no mean?follows that the objects of these conceptions can be con
ceived to cxISt separately from each other.wc soon realize this when 
:c 阳rerr阳I

a→lOW附eV町附:rr CdIhh1咀叩a咿a拍ble ， and t由ha剖tw附ha剖t has a shape must possess 削en
slon. The not 

V川IC臼e v町ersa，比s incoheren t. Neve叫ele战 the logical impossibility of 
there being shape without extenslon or extension without shape need 
not prevent 山 from talking about extension wi阳Jt mak 吨 any
;21凡吹出工f帆。r 毗ing about shape without 口plicit
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If Descartes is to stand any chance at all of establishing duaJism 
by this argument吨 what he needs to serve as premise 3 is not mcrcly 
that he can clearly and distinctiy conceive mental features apart from 
physical features - that is, each conception can be held apart from , or 
independently of, the other - but rather that the objects of these con
ceptions, what the conceptions are about - in this case the mind and 
the body rather than the conceptions themselves - can be conceived 
to exist separately and independentiy of each other. In other words, 

instead of (al) , what Descartes needs is 

b2 1 can clearly and distinctly conceive of my mind as existing inde
pendentiy of、 and separate from , my body. 

This claim was attacked by one of Descartes's contemporaries, the 
philosopher Antoine Arnauld (1612-94). The essence of Arnauld's 
objectiõn was that Descartes might believe that he can clearly 
and distinctly conceive of himself as a pure subject of consciousness 
capable of existing apart from thc physical body, but actually hc 
cannot form this conception. Suppose Descartes had argued instead 
that he could clearly - and distinctly conceive that a Euclidean 
triangle had thc property of being right-angled, without thereby 
clearly and distinctly conceiving that it obeyed Pythagoras's theorem句
and that therefore it was possible for there to be right-angled 
trIanglesto which Pythagoras-s theorem did not apply.Ihis con
clusiõn is unacccptablc. since we know, and can easily show啕 that
thc propcrty of hCing a right-anglcd trianglc and the property of 
satist'yi~g Pythagoras\ thc;Jrcm arc logically conncctcd. ln a case 
likc íhis~' licsca~tcs wouJd bc forccd to concludc that he could 
not dcarly and distinctly conccivc what he originally thought he 
could. What appcars to- bc conccivable at first glance turns out 
after further e~a'mination not to be conceivable at all , and hence not 
possible 

Descartes was not moved by Arnauld's objection. In his repl弘 he
introduced_ and made use 0[, the distinction between complete and 
incompUJibeings Descartes asks usto consider a moving bodywith 
a certain agtire or shape.IEc distinction between motion and tigurc 
is a fonnal one, and it is possible to form a conception ofmotion 
without thinking of aglire-and vice versa.SimHarly, it ls p058iblcIO 
form a conception of a triangle without thinking of it as obcyíng 
Pythagoras's theorem.By contrast, it is not possible to form a CωO时m
plet忧e conception of motion apart from a t由hing t巾ha剖t i臼s moving啕 and.
likewise there cannot bc a complete conception ofa trlangle towhiph 
Pythagoras's theorem does nõt apply. Hence, motion cannot eXlst 
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apart from a movíng thing, and a right-angled triangle that does not 
exemplify Pythagoras's theorem cannot exist. 

However, in the case of body and mínd none of this applies, 
Descartes maintains, because it is possible to form conceptions of 
body and soul as complete beings, or, at least, conceptions of body 
and soul which , if not totally complete, are at least sufficient抄 com
plete, to guarantee that it is possible for the one to exist apart from 
the other. 

Descartes writes: 

But 1 completely understand what a body is merely by thinking of it 
as extended, figured , mobile, etc. 吨 and denying of it all those things 
which pertain to the mind; and vice versa 1 understand the mind to be 
a complete thing, that doubts, understands, wills and so forth , although 
1 deny that any of those things contained in the idea of a body are 
in it. 26 

In other words, what Descartes is asserting is that 1 can form a dis
tinct and sufficiently cJear and complete concept of myself as a think
ing thing without extension, and , equally, 1 can form a distinct and 
sufficiently cJear and complete concept of my body as an extended 
thing without thought. The objects of these two conceptions - that is, 
what the conceptions are about or concern as opposed to the con
ceptions themselves - really do seem to be distinct and sufficiently 
complete in themselves. In conceiving of physical processcs, 1 am 
thinking of events that are spatially located and occupy an area or 
volume of space. In the case 0 1' hrain activity. hrain scans can show 
t币lood-tlows and neurological activity taking placc in spccitìc arcas in 
the hrain. Thc 吕hapc and volumc of the area 0 1" thc hrain involved in 
neural activity can be measured, as can the frequency of nerve 
impulses down the nerves. Th is characterization of what goes on in 
the brain appears to be sufficiently complete for the state of affairs 
to exist just as it is described, with no further additions to it. On the 
other hand , we seem to be able to reach a sufficiently cJear concep
tion of the nature of mental features existing in their own right in 
complete independence of physical features. 

But if my mind and body can be conceived of as complete things 
in themselves, that is, as including or borrowing no features from each 
other, then it is possible that these states of affairs can exist apart 
from each other; and since God can bring it about that what 1 cJearly 
and distinctly conceive is possible, my mind and body really can exist 
apart from each other. 

Thus Descartes writes: 

Mind can be perceived clearly and distinctly啕 or sufficiently, so for it to 
be considered a complete thing啕 without any of those forms or at
t r i b u t e s b y w h l c h w e m o g n i ZE t h a t b o d y i s a s叭川呻u山归l巾bs剑归ta阳ar阳 f b o dy i 1 
understood d15tinctly as a complctc thing WIthout thosclfcaturesj 
which pertain to mindP 

1322t:11t:11:JJJ:注:23Ltrz:;173t22
conscious 俨irienωand awareness in ge阳al ， this does not 蚀e
account of 品at one fails to notice, and itωId be that 由ese over
looked features are physical and are just as essential to one'SCXISta 
ence. But Descartes bas his reply ready: 

Surely where 1 hav巳 proved that God exists .who can do all thaiI 
clearly and distinctly know to bepossible.For although much EXISts In 
me which I do not yct notice [at thcpartICI归rstag?of the MEdlta-

rrazctts 二FritztUZJif1:131?:22l;
as conscious Zingl I am certain 削 I could hayc ?en created by 
God without 0阳 [att仙I民s] which 1 do not not1ce 

口;L12J1222;1:2;&1咒21725;;221:21
22旦531755;$1:212点s熙二;!
bility of mind and body coming apart in the way he envisages.IfUIS 
genuinely conceivahlc that mental states should exist independently 

u122:?泣如ZZU:?fZi立IC232:zt
reduce mind to matter must ulumptcly fail 

However, if Descartes, conchISIon that the mind can cxISt scpar-
atcly from the body is to bcresisted then it seems that we must have 
陀course once againto anobsemti二n made earlier, namely thatωn-

22ZZtrz:123;22121:;1113212 
capable of existing separately from a physical body.He can appara 
cntly reach a clear and distinct conception of himself asa nona 
physical subject of consciousness, but only because he isignorant of 

hY注:222Mwearenott叫 but n叫hysical mi仙 Descartes
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time, the nature of sound was not transparent to us. No one knew that 
sound consisted of waves and that these required a medium in which 
they could be propagated. Only after experiments were done, such as 
evacuating the air inside a container in which a bell was ringing and 
observing that the sound gradually died away and ceased to exist 
when a vacuum was achieved , was it realized that it is of the very 
nature of sound to consist in waves in a medium such as air. Like
wise, although at present we haven't the faintest idea of how con
sciousness might be identical with or depend on brain processes for 
its existence, it cannot be ruled out in advance that it is of the very 
nature of consciousness to have physical processes at its heart. Con
scious entities, wherever they exist in the universe, might necessarily 
be physical arrangements of some sort or another, a1though at pre
sent we totally lack any plausible set of concepts or theories that 
might be employed to render transparent the identity of the mental 
with the physical, or, alternatively, its dependency upon the physica l. 

In his book on Descartes, John Cottingham makes a similar 
response: 

neutral between the two. Functions, it was allowed , might be instan
tiated in the ethereal hardware of immaterial substances and not only 
in material sets of arrangements. There may thus be possible worlds 
in which , even if functionalism turned out to give a true but incom
plete picture of mentality, minds turn out to be immaterial after al l. 
But, to return to the point made earlier, if it is possible that minds 
can sometimes exist independent1y of physical arrangements, a 
thoroughgoing reductionist materialism is going to be false. 

2.7.3 The argument from divisibility 

This argument may be briefty and formally laid out as follows: 

1 The body is divisible into parts. 
2 The mind is not divisible into parts. 
3 Therefore the mind must be of entirely different nature from the 

body, i.e. it must be essentially non-physica l. 

[I] t seems plausible to argue that although the concept of thought is 
quite distinct from the concept of hrain-activity. thought is nonetheless 
a functional process. which cannot operate without some sort of hard
ware (either a hrain or something analogous). Software engineers. to 
he surc. uesign thcir programs in purely ahstract terms. without any 
rcfcrence to the physical worlu: hut they know that for thcir programs 
actually to operate. thcy must he physically cmhouicu (e.g. on a haru 
uisk). For therc to he an operating so f!ware program in Ihe ahsence 0 1' 
a physical substralc is. ullimately. a l\ incoherenl noli川1: il is nol jusl 
Ihal il uocs 1101 occur in our universe hUllhallhcre ìs no possihlc world 
in which il is founu (anymore Ihan thcrc is a possihlc world in which 
thcre arc functioning uigestivc processes ìn the ahsence 0 1' somc kinu 
of physical organs capable of doing the job). If thìs is right , then 
however plausible it might appear at first sight to suppose it is logi
cally possìble for there to be minds existìng apart from bodies‘ the 
notion tu'!ls out ultimately to be incoherent, and Descartes' argument 
thus fails.L" 

When Descartes considers his own mental states - for example, 
when he is in pain , or feeling angry or thinking about what he will 
have for dinn~r - he says that he can distinguish no parts within 
himself. But that should come as no surprise. Considered as the states 
of a subject , experiences cannot be split into halves or quarters, 
because it mak~s no sense to speak of states, whether mental or 
physica l, as being composed 0 1' parts. (、onsider a non-mental example , 

a chemieal compoum.i, say nitro-glycerine. which is in a stable state. 
What this means is that' its condition is such that it is not liable 
to explode without warning. Now the nitro-glycerine itself can be 
divid~d - various nortions 01' it could be poured into different con
tainers - but what 且could it possibly mean to describe its state of sta
bility as being divisible?States are not divisible, but not for thc reason 
that they arc peculiar, simple, indivisible things, but rather because 
they arc not things, not logical substances,at all.(We must guard here 
against the error I warned of earlier, thc mistake of interpretingall 
nouns as if they acquired their meanings by naming substances.scc 
section 2.1.)Umsame is true of capacities.Nitrotlyccrine has thc 
apacity to explode, but what sense could it make to speak of Hharlng 

out portions of this capacity, as opposed to thc nitro-glycerinc itself,? 

Similarly, it for example, a person possesses strength.or the ability 
V 可 fast， wc cannot speak of cutting their running ability or 

their capacity to li仇 heavy objects in half, as we might speak of 
dividing a piece of paper in two by using scissors or a paper-knife.Of 

lia 
--

Cottingham's argument, however, assumes the truth of functionalism , 
the view that the mind is like a program run on the hardware of the 
brain , and , as we shall see in chapter 5, functionalism is deeply ftawed 
as a theory of the mind. More appositely, functionalism cannot by 
itself establish the truth of materialism, since functions, as func
tionalists readily allowed, should be thought of as neither ghos t1y 
and mental, nor as physical processes, but as abstractions which are 
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course, a person's ability to lift heavy objects or to cover distance at 
speed may dec1ine or even disappear哼 but this does not mean that it 
has ceased to exist because it has literally fallen into fragments as a 
nut shatters when we strike it a blow with a hammer. 

We should not sa弘‘Bodies are divisible, minds are no t', because, 
to borrow an expression of the philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein, 
that makes the difference between minds and bodies look too 
slight. Wittgenstein invites us to compare the statement ‘Three 
people cannot sit side by side on this bench; they have no room' 
with the statement ‘ 3 x 18 inches won't go into 3 feet'. These state
ments look very similar, but in reality they are very different. The 
first states a physical impossibility, the second a logical impossibility, 
something that is excluded by the concepts of 3 x 18 inches and 
3 fee t. 

The statement ‘Minds are not divisible' is like the second state
ment, not the first , and marks a conceptual impossibility, something 
that it makes no sense to say about minds, just as it is not meaning
ful to ask if the number 3 has parents. That the number 3 has no 
parents does not make it an orphan! 

To reiterate: minds are not divisible, but not because they are 
some miraculous kind of hard, unsplittable, spiritual atom , but rather 
because the correlative concepts of divisibility and indivisibility have 
no application to mental states and capacities, owing to the fact that 
thesc are not logical substanccs, things capable of existing in their 
own righ t. 

2.8 Problems for dualism 

2.8.1 Possession of a mind is all or nothing 

For the Cartesian, only human beings have minds in the form of 
incorporeal souls. Rationality and consciousness reside in the soul, 
hence animals should be regarded as non-conscious automata. But 
this makes the contrast between us and the rest of living creatures 
too stark. Given the facts of evolutionary biology, including, impor
tantl弘 the growth in the size and complexity of the nervous system 
as we ascend the evolutionary scale, it is surely more plausible to 
regard possession of a mind as a spectrum reaching from creatures 
such as ants and slugs, which may have only the most rudimentary of 
mental lives, to the full panoply of mental states possessed by our
selves. Mindedness is a matter of degree, and not an all-or-nothing 
matter, as the dualist insists. 
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2.8.2 The brain is deprived of a function 

If the existence of minds is ultimately nothing to do with what takcs 
place in the brain and nervous system genera l1y, why do we have such 
an immensely complicated organ, the most complex thing of which 
we know? Why do people suffer mental impairments if the brain is 
damaged, or experience altered conscious states when they take 
drugs, if the brain is not responsible for our mentallives? A dedicated 
dualist can resist this conclusion by insisting that the brain is merely 
like a transmitting station which relays the messages from the soul. 
Malfunctions of the mind or soul are only apparent; what is really 
happening is that the body is letting the mind down, cither by not 
executing its commands or by carrying them out imperfectly-On this 
view, a person's inability to understand and produce speech when the 
speech1Centre of his brain has been severely damaged is merely-the 
result of the brain no longer being able to translate the InstructIOns 
from the soul. Purely wÜhin the soul itself, the ability to under
stand and generate language is left intact and undisturbed-Ihis is prCE 
cisely the line Descart~s ûlkes in a reply to one of his critics, Pierre 
Gassendi: 

rFlor from the fact that it [the soul] does not act as perfectly in the 
hody of an infant as in that of an adult、 and its actions can often be 
impdcd by winE and other bodily things.it only follows that as long 
mthe mlnd isioincd to thc bodv.it uses the body as an Instrument In 
those ooe川io;15in which it is ujually occupicd.not that It is rendered 
morc pCI巾ct or less pc巾ct hy thc ho句. I have . . . often di川ctl
日howcd t山ha川lt t山h ‘e mind c:吕川11川n opcratωe indept比川‘C口ω:汀川ndently of the brain: for cer
tal川nly th‘c hrain can h币X‘C of no use to pure understanding. but only to 
imagination and sensing. ,() 

How plausible this response is, 1 leave readers to decide for 
themselves. 

2.8.3 The homunculus fallacy 

The term 寸lOmunculus\which means ‘ little man' or 'manikin\is 
draw~f;~m -the early bi~logists who thought that each human spcrm 
h;d"~' ~i~i~~~;i;;d-Jh~~~; being inside lt which enters thc egg at 
conception and then gradually develops into a human foetus.ηle 
features essential to making up a human being had to be present 
and fully in place from the very start, according to the early bio-

-
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logists, because they had no conception of how a complicated living 
organism could gradually be formed out of what were originally non
living materials. But if a homunculus is postulated to explain how a 
fully fledged human being comes about , then the theory that makes 
use of such a device is vacuous or circular, because its explanatory 
base contains the very phenomenon for which it is supposed to be 
accountmg. 

The homunculus fallacy is evident in Descartes' attempt to explain 
perception by maintaining that the soul turns towards the pineal 
gland and inspects the images projected onto its surface as a result 
of impulses relayed from the outer sense organs. This model imme
diately invites the question of how the soul itself is supposed to per
ceive. Does it , too, have a ghostly counterpart mechanism to the 
material pineal gland inside it , by means of which it perceives? It will 
be obvious that embarking on this line of thought leads to a vicious 
infinite regress of perceiving agents within perceiving agents, like a 
series of nested Russian dolls, except that there can be no final doll 
at the core. In general, any psychological theory which attributes to 
the soul, or the brain , the very psychological features or abilities 
for which it is supposed to he accounting commits the homunculus 
fallacy. 

2.8.4 The problem of counting souls 

Thc most penctrating attack on Cartesianism , in my vicw, uerivcs 
from the German philosopher Immanucl Kant (1724- Hi(4). 
lkscartes c1aims that onc. anu only one. soul is associalcu with , Hnd 
acts through , a givcn human houy. But 吨 Kant asks, what is thc (飞Irtc
sian to say to thc suggcstion that. for all hc can tell. a thousanu such 
souls. or a million , all thinking the same thought , spcak through 
an individual human being's mouth? Furthermore, over time why 
shouldn't a whole succession of soul substances be associated with a 
human being, each soul substance transmitting its states to the next 
member of the series in the same way that each member of a series 
of elastic balls, each hall being struck by and striking another ball in 
tum , transmits its momentum to the next ball in line, and so on 
throughout the series? 

The point Kant is making fundamentally is this: How do you count 
souls? By what criterion or criteria is it decided at a given moment 
how many souls are present? How are we to tell when one soul fin
ishes, so to speak. and we are getting on to the next one? In other 
words, how is one soul individuated, that is, told apart as a distinct 
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and separate individual, from another soul at a givcn instant? In aJJi
tlOn ‘ how are souls to be told apart ovcr timc? How is thc situation 
in which one and the same soul is encountereJ again aftcr a lapsc 01 
time to be distinguished from the situation in which a qualitatively 
similar, but numerically different soul is encountereJ? 

Kan t's point is that if experience provides no grounds for Jistin
guishing between the case in which the concept ‘one and the same 
soul' is applicable, and the situation in which the concept 飞ualita
tively similar, but numerically different soul' may be applied, then 
we really have no concept of what we mean by one soul , and hence 
no concept of a collection of such individuals. But then we have 
no conceot at all of the soul as an individual substance, and the 
notion of incorporeal substance has to be rejected as devoid of 
significance. 

Contrast the case of billiard balls of a given colour. One billiard 
ball looks pretty much like another, and in practice it may be~ery 
difficult to tell them apart. But clearly, however closely resembling 
two or more such balls are, there must always remain one funda
mental way in which they can be distinguished from each other, 
namely th斗t no ball can occupy the space occupied by another ball 
at one and the same time. And, by extension of this principle, no ball 
can occupy the same successive spaces occupied by another ball at 
the same's~ccessive times. The spatial route traced by a ball through
out a given pcriod of time must be unique to that ball.What applies 
to billiard balls applies equally to human beings thought of as embod
icd crcaturcs 0 1' ti~sh and' blo;)d. Howcver much Rosie resembles her 
iucnticallwin Alice，吕he cannot occupy the same spot as Alice at the 
samc timc , nor Ihc samc places as Alicc at the same moments over a 
pcriou 0 1' time. Lcl us look at Exercise 2.9 before pursuing the matter 
any furthc r. 

Can you see a problem in trying tO account for the identity of souls in the Exer(革se 2.' 
way in which we account for the ident町 of billiard balls and flesh and blood 
people? After working on this alone. discuss it with another person before 
reading on. 

The difficultv we come up with in this exercisc shoulu hc vcry 
obvious. It is th叩马卢t i 
OCCupy a unique arCa of SpaCc at a given time.and so thiH groundoI 
idenÙty cann~t apply. But if this is so, we have no way (οF证f uistin-

g伊u山山ωIS恤st由h吨\I
we have no clear and coherent concept of the soul.Kant POInt50ul 
that the mere fact of one's own self-consciousness will not help.In 
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the Critique of Pure Reason he writes: ‘The identity of the con
sciousness of myself at different times is . . . only a formal condition 
of my thoughts and their coherence, and in no way proves the 
numerical identity of myself as a subject.,31 

The point that Kant is making is this: it is necessarily true that, with 
regard to any thought or mental state which is mine, it is indeed one 
and the self same ‘l' who has these experiences. (Kant once put this 
by saying that with regard to those experiences that are mine, it must 
be possible for the '1 think' to accompany those experiences.) But 
although it is necessarily true that it is one and the same '1' who is 
consCÌous of all my thoughts and experiences as a condition of those 
thoughts and experiences being my thoughts and experiences, this in 
no way prov臼 that what 1 ultimately am is a simple, non-composite, 
incorporeal logical substance, a Cartesian soul. 

To be able to demonstrate that, 1 would have to be able to specify 
what features of my experience would license me applying and using 
the concept of the sou l. But to do that, experience would have to offer 
me an object, discernible by the senses, which persists through time. 
1 must、 in theory at least, be able to telI this object apart from other 
similar objects at any given instant, and 1 must be able to re-identify 
it over time. But, as 1 have tried to make c1ear above, this cannot be 
done in the case of souls, even in the case of myself, since an incor
poreal thing is an object of which 1 can , by definition , have no expe
ricncc, because what lacks all physical features - and , in particular啕
cxtcnsion in space - cannot in principle he detected hy thc senses. 
But , as hoth Kant and his prcdccessor Hume concur, concepts that 
havc no application within thc rcalm of expcricncc arc cmpty of 
contcn l. Hcncc thc conccpt of a pcrson as a non-hodily incorporcal 
soul would sccm ultimatcly to hc mcaninglcss. By contrast, if wc think 
of people as the famìliar ftesh-and-hlood entities wc meet in the 
street , then we can have a genuine and meaningful concept of a 
person. This is because, thought of as embodied beings, we can always 
ultimately distinguish one person from another at a given instant or 
over a period of time, since they cannot occupy the same space at the 
same time, or the same spaces at successive times. By this criterion , 1 
can tell Alice apart from Rosie, even though they are ídentical twins, 
and, equally, both Alice and Rosie can tell me apart from other 
people 

1 may further assume that the substance which in relation to our outer 
sense possesses extension is in itsetf the possessor of thoughts, and that 
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thcscthouEhts can by means of lts own inner sense beconscIousiy rep
resented. In this wav, what in on巳 relation is entitled incorporeal would 
in another relation be at the same time a thinking bei略 whose
thoughts we cannot int山， though we can indeed intuit their signs in 
the field of appearance." 

By this last phrase, Kant means that you cannot observe other 
people's thoughts directly, but you can sec the signs of what people 
are thinking in the ways they behave, and in particular their facial 

expressions. He contínues: 

Accordingly the thcsis that souls (as particular kinds of substances) 
thInk， would， hav巳 to be given up;and WE should have to fall back upon 
tI、ρcommon expression that men think吨 that is, that the very same 
bdngwhi仇 as Ou阳 appearance is 四ended ， is (in itself) internally a 
subject, and is not composite, but is simple and thinks产

If mind and body affect each other, does 伽is mean that mental States must QuesEions 
really be physic二1 states and that dualism is false? 一 to think 

2 What does '1' refer to in the sentence ‘I am feeling angry'? about 
3 Descartes concludes that if he is thinking, then he must exist as an Jncor-

阳刨饥川ωJb帅b
titled merely tO con】cll阳ude t由ha挝t there are thoughts occurrJng! f 

4 :3凉i:;江汇刀鼠拟肌itC鼠仪讪;;;工刘:;:刀i;zt川:21:巳t
disembodied exi阳stence?

5H。w is it that we are able m feel sensations in 。urlimbs and b。dies and 
n。t merely perceive them at a distance, |lke a pilot in a shipf 

6 问ust there be criteria for telling s。uh apam fr。rn each other-if the notion 

。f the soul is to make sense? 

事嗨静蜡阳S阳伽伽er readi略

• Plato, Phaedo ， 儿leno ， the Republic. There 
editions of thesc 

::l::悄i1;
be found in A. G. N. Flew吨s An lntrodllction t 
(ιLo创m圳nd时d伽M

• René Descartes. Disc川eondui-st…ese works available 

-27sopzzr;JE:musJ.an叫al拙Isωs
Th加'heCρCαon町1κ叫ce伊p严10矿fMMinJH ::立:z乱:LEnJ1J;L;J口Jt;;: Phe n吨咿gu山』且ir口】 1973 [ 侧]).w叫呻hicl仙l
become a standard work to consult on t由hi巴s tωOplκ ι 



70 Dualism 

• John Cottingham's Descartes (Oxford: Blackwell. 1986) provides a cIear 
and accessible introduction to Cartesian dualism as well as the main 
elements of his philosophy. See also Cottingham's A Descartes Dictio
nary (Oxford: Blackwell、 1993) ‘ for easy access to a wealth of fascinating 
details concerning Descartes' philosophy. 

• Anthony Kenny. Descartes (New York: Random House ‘ 1968) is another 
useful book which contains penetrating criticisms of Descartes' attempts 
to establish dualism , as well as a discussion of other aspects of his philo
sophy. See also Margaret Wilson 电s excellent study, Descartes (London: 
Routledge , 1978). 

• Greg McCulloch's The Mind and lts World (London and New York: 
Routledge , 1995) provides a stimulating introduction to Cartesianism and 
the problems it raises. 

• The cIearest and most cIosely argued case for dualísm amongst contem
porary philosophers is probably to be found in John Foster's excellent 
The lmmaterial Se矿 (London and New York: Rou tIedge , 1991) , but the 
reader new to philosophy will find this very hard going. 

• Much briefer and more straightforward is Richard Swinburne's ls there 
a God? (Oxford: OUP, 1996) , chapter 5. See also his book The Evolution 
ofthe Soul (Oxford: OUP, 1986). 

• A useful collection of extracts from the writings of the major philoso
phers beginning with the Greeks until the tw巳ntieth century on the 
mind/body problem is provided by A. Flew (ed.) , Body, Mind and Death 
(Macmillan: Collier Books, 1964). 

• The Philosoplzy 旷儿1ind by P. Smìth and 0. R. Joncs (Cambridgc: Cam
hridgc LJnivcrsity Prcss, 1986) , as wcll as being a cIcar and accessihlc 
hook on thc philosophy of mind gcncrally. contains a hclpful scction on 
dualislll and its prohlcms. 
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3.1 A brief historical background 

As we saw in the last chapter dualism affirms that mental cvents can 
neverbe identical with phystaleve附.M巳nωcvcnts arc c叮I让ctcly
non-physical in all their aspects and consist in changcsln tHc non-

ph常且巳ZJrur:口312rJ;1dualm aftirm Ihc 
mind is not an entity separate and distInct from the brain.Put directly 

zrczc;rJ:Jr!;;;川fctZZZ川LZl:1
stancesdor events to constitute our minds.Everything, including your 



72 The Mind/Brain Identity Theory 

own consciousness and thoughts, is purely material or physical.IEe 
theory thus exemplifies materialism. 

The mind/brain identity theory came to prominence in the early 
19505 and 1960s and was advocated by philosophers such as U.T, 

Place, J.l c.Smart and D.Armstrong, but materialism has had a very 
long history. The ancient Greek phiiosopher Epicurus (342-270 BC) 
graphically expressed the concept of materialism when hc claimed: 

气‘By conveuion c?lour exists, by convention bitter, by convention 
sweet, but in reality atoms and void.' A11 that ultimately exists are 
materíal atoms whirling in space. These come together, temporarily, 
to compose makml things like the earth and its furniture, and phySE 
ical organisms, Including human and non-human animals.But in the 
vastness of eternity, everything is evanescent, Recting, and all will go 
back to the void to re-form over slow aeons into new COIlIIgurations 
of physical particles which again will eventually dissolve.For the 
dualist, life after death is a genuine possibility because as a logical sub , 

stance the sou!can exist in its own right independently ofthe body. 
But for the Eplcurean materialist, the mind is fully a part of the mate
rial world, and ends when the rest of the body does-Ihere is, however, 
no need then to fear death, because as a follower of Epicurus, the 
Roman thinker 问cretius (c.98-c.到 BC) piquant1y put it,‘When we 
are there, death is not; and when death is there, we are not.' 

Moving forward吨 in the last four hundred years a number of 
thinkers have reacted against Cartesian dualism and embraced ma
teríalism of different complexions. Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) 
maintaiDcd that the notion 。f an incorporeal substance is a coMra
diction in tcrm队 and also insistcd that 'conccpts and apparitions arc 
nothing rcally but motinns in somc intcrnal ~ubstanc~ in the hcad'. 
John Lockc(l632-l704)made thc concession-daring and dangcrotls 
at thc timc, t由ha创t 00山ω叫dιωJ， i句J川i迁f门hc刊C S(叩l怡Cωωaωs忧以削c且ω叫dιI. cω【o川川u川Id 吕川u叩p严阳C盯rωd t由h川o】孔l咐1 t t 川hc 
mot iOns of matte r. The atheist , Baron d'Holbåch, in The System of 
l 、vature wrote of the mistake man made when: 

he conjectured he was not only a distinct being but that he was set 
apart, with different ?mrgies, from all the other beings in nature;that 
he γas of a more simple essence. [ì.e. the Cartesìan soul] having 
nothìng in common w巾 any thing by which he was surrounded; 
nothìng that connected him ~ith al1 that he beheld. 

Yet another maFrialist was Julien Offray de La Mettrie(1709-51), 

s the titles of his two books Man a Mdchine (L'Ho~~e'~~~hine) 
nd Man a phnf(L'Homme phnu)boldly proclaim.La Mettrie 
gued that man is an evolutioôary p~oduct ~f '~;t~;~-j~stÏik~-~th~; 
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animals - there is no sharp cut-off point between us and non
human animals, contrary to what Descartes averred. Human bcings 
are essentially machines controlled by the neurology of thc brain: 
'Thought is so far from being incompatible with organised matter that 
it seems to me to be just another of its properties, such as electricity, 
the motive faculty, impenetrability, extension, etc.' 

Like some of the forms of materialism out1ined above, the mindl 
brain identity theory takes an uncompromising attitude towards 
belief in minds conceived of as non-physical in nature. Mental 
phenomena do not enjoy an existence over and above physical 
phenomena: they are physical phenomena. The identity theory 
exemplifies monism, material monism to be precise, because it says 
that only material substances and their states exist. It may also be 
said to exemplify physicalism. 

Physicalism claims that human beings are fully material entities 
whose workings and properti臼 may be completely explicated by 
the concepts and theories drawn from an ideally complete physics. 
There is no room for immaterial or supernatural interventions in the 
physical causal chains which run through a person's central nervous 
system, reaching from inputs in the form of physical stimulí through 
to behavioural outputs. Human beings are fully part of the natural 
physical world, notsupernatural ghosts inexplicably linked to bodily 
machines. Whatever the mind is, it cannot be immaterial, and some 
account that locates it entirely within the natural world must be 
possible. 

3.2 What the identity theory does and 
does not claim 

It is important to be clear exact1y what the identity theorists were and 
were not claiming when they said that mental states are brain states. 
To begin with, they were not saying that talk about mental states 
had the same meaning as talk about brain states Suppose, to borrow 
a well-worn example from the literature, pains arc theorized tohc f 

identical with C-abrcsaring in the nervous system-WEll-the idCnuty r 

theorists never wanted to claim that the sentence '1 am in pam' was 
synonymous with ‘My C-fibres are firing'. To say ‘ 1 am in pain but my 
C-fibres are not firing' may be false, but it is not a contradiction in 
terms as it would be if both halves of the sentence were equivalent 
in meaning. The claim ‘Pains are identical with C-fibres firing' is not 
like ‘'A1I trilaterals are identical with three-sided 且gures'.ηlis is 

, , 
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because ‘ trilateral' has the same meaning as ‘ three-sided figure\ 
so that to describe something as a trilateral but to deny it is three
sided would be formally to contradict oneself. 'Trilaterals are three
sided figures' is analytically true , i.e. necessarily true by virtue of the 
meanings of the terms it contains, and can never be false. Hence all 
talk about trilaterals can be rendered without any loss of meaning 
into talk about three-sided figures. This is what philosophers call an 
analytical reduction. 

3.3 Avoiding initial objections to 
the identity theory 

In order to head off right from the start some prima facie 。同时tions
to their claim , the identity theorists were very careful to point out 
that the l.Qj!ntity they were asserting was Q2!.!ln a，皿~J!C one. 

Onc objection might run as fo Ilows: ‘The meaning of talk about 
my mental states is completely different from talk about my brain 
states, so my mental states cannot possibly be identical with my 
brain states.' But , replies the identity theorist, from the fact that the 
meaning of talk about mental states is not the same as the meaníng 
of talk about brain statcs, you cannot deduce that mental states 
cannot hc hrain states. Consider a parallel cxample: the meaning of 
thc cxprcssion 飞hc Morning Star‘ is not thc same as the meaning of 
thc cxprcssion 'the Evcning Star'. Quite ohviously, thc fìrst cxpres
sion mcans thc star that appcars in thc morning, anu thc sccond 
mcans thc star that appcars in thc evcning. But this cannot mcan thc 
Morning Star is not idcntical with thc Evcning Star. In fact , thc planet 
named hy each of these expressions is one and the same throughout, 
namely the planet Venus. The non-synonymy of expressions ftanking 
an identity sign does not automatically rule out the truth of the 
identity claim. ‘The reporter who works with Lois Lane at the Daily 
Planet' does not mean the same as ‘The man of steel'. Nevertheless, 

the reporter and the man of steel are identical , one and the same 
person, namely good old Clark Ken t. 

A related argument runs: ‘I've been able to talk ahout my mental 
states for years without knowing anything about brain states, or even 
whether 1 have a brain or not. Therefore my mental states cannot he 
identical with my hrain states.' The weakness of this argument is 
quickly exposed. 1 can talk ahout water without knowing anything 
about its inner constitution , but that cannot show it is not identical 
with collections of H 20 molecules. A nation of slugabeds, to borrow 
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The Morning Star = The Evening Star 

(Meaning: the star that appears in 
the morning) 

(Meaning: the star that appears in the 
evening) 

/ 
Reference: the planet Venus 

Figure 3.1 Meaning and reference 

an example from ii csmartJ might know all about thc EvtJInng 
star andLbsolutely no仙19 about the Morning S缸ta盯r， s川，s创m附cc thcy wc 
sound a剖sIe巳en in bed when it was in the dawn sky, but thiscouldnot 
p o s s i b ly s h A t tu t t im E v e n i n g s t ar w a s n o t o n e a n d t阳hcι sa圳删ar川『盯mc
aωs the Morning S缸ta盯r.

This all be卢mes clearer when the meaning of an cxprcsslOn IS 
distirmuished from its reference, what it happens to name or refer to. 
In tlιase of Ven叫his distinction can bc mdyillustmtd with a 
diagram , as shown in figure 3. 1. C1earIy‘ it would be possible to talk 
abA』t the MO臼口rniI盯11川山m归I阳gS缸t川nd enurr阳at忧e aI叩lU川rπr
and also to talk Lout the Evening Star and mention a number of 
facts about it 、 whilst failing to recognize阳t both realms of discou吃
had a common referent.and that wc arc in fact talking about one anu 
the same obeet-His is what applies in the case of thc mind and thc 
brain , acωiinRto the identity theorist In talking about physical 
brain even臼 on气he one hand and men川 ever山 on 阳 other. we are 
actually talking.unbeknownst to ourselves, about orle and the same 
set of events, describable ln two different vocabulanes-It thus 
appem that we know different SEts of facts ab协hOl川〉讥1川川 di阳寸?1 

streams of events, whereas the truth iβs t白ha副t t由hc facts r阳c1at比c t ο as钊l川n旦扎- 己
reali 川es优阳C口r巾a抽刷hl币讨l牛♀ i川n bo创th 阳n ω an肌n肌Il州w仙阳川s叮ii比Cωal tl川ns.'I口nc has川州-钊I川rr<口t
t由ha川t;nωpms 协 argum圳咿IMihcucnti1y thCH町，、 th

;汇::立:::1r川川r川川J;♂dd::4公::t:2kit口::口川川:;江汇;汇:丁11;L4;川:rCU卢ι口川:trt??川J口:::t口ι川i11:U;孔引μ川';;1:;川:7?川;口Cι川r川:t己川r川:;:C巳t;J♂:了t，:沁;几:二; ::川川:?川川川i飞U讪:山υi4;::i 
tωo reach suhstantive cωo汀n比cI u比川S刘ions ahout thc naturc ()f thc mind. If 
mental statesWEre idcntical with brain states-1hu mere iactIhatonc 
dltinot rcCORnue that whenever mental states wert:rcfcrrctlttponc 
wa剖s in f叫f归aω E O 附ηrnngμt川rain sω es. could no创t pos仰酬〉陌附川s罚归5引i州t
mindf岛brain identity did not obtain. 
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3.4 The type-type identi句 theory

Only the identity of individual things is involved in statements such 
as the Morning Star is the Evening Star, or Clark Kent is Superman, 
and this was of no special interest to the identity theorists, merely 
providing some simple examples that could be used to sketch the bare 
bones of the theory they were advancing with respect to the nature 
of the mind. 

Taking their inspiration from science, their real goal was to make 
a case for the identity of classes of phenomena - namel弘 the identity 
of mental phenomena in general - with certain sorts of physical 
process in the brain. Scientists had achieved some spectacular suc
cesses in identifying one cJass of physical phenomena with another 
cJass, and the hope was that the same could be achieved regarding 
the identification of mental with physical phenomena. 

To appreciate the significance of these advances it has to be 
remembered that before the advent of modern science the nature of 
diverse phenomena such as lightning, genes and water was not under
stood. At one time, for example, it was thought that lightning was 
thunderboits hurJed by the gods. Now we know that lightning is a 
pattern of electrical discharges. The first known Western philosopher, 
the ancient Greek Thales (c刷) BC)、 believed that water was a basic 
element out of which everything else is made. But scientific advances 
have shown that water is not an element, but a compound composed 
of hydrogen and oxygen. Genes were hypothesized to be whatever is 
responsible for the transmission of genctic features, but until Crick 
and Watson did their ground-brcaking work in the twcntieth centu可，
no onc kncw that gcncs consist of cncodcd scquenccs of DNA mol
ecules. Summarizing, we can see that these examples are illustrative 
of scientific identities, which may be expressed as shown in figure 3.2. 
The terms on the right-hand side of the equation are to be thought 
of as revealing the inner, hidden nature of the items on the left. More
over, these identities obtain universally: they do not apply merely to 
individual , isolated instances, but to types. The type of stuff, water, 
is identical with the type of stuff, H 20. The lightning ftash 1 am now 
experiencing will not be the only lightning ftash that is a pattern of 
electrical discharges. AII lightning ftashes, eve可where， at all times, 
will also be patterns of electrical discharges. The type of phenome
non known as a lightning ftash is identical with the type of event con
slstíng ín a pattern of 
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Water = H20 
Lightning = a pattern of electrical discharges 
Genes = encoded sequences on DNA molecules 

Figure 3.2 Scientifìc identities 

Type of phenomenon Water Lightning 

is identical with 

Pain 

Type of phenomenon H20 Pattern of C-fìbres fìring 
electric discharges 

Figure 3.3 Type叮pe identity 

given type of brain state.So, for example, every tIIne anyone, any
where, has a pain their brain WIll be in a partlcular type of physical 
state, just as whe卢ever and wherever someone encounters the type 
of stuff water, they will also bc encountering the type of stuff H20 
WhICh type of brain state will turn out to kidentical with KIngm 
pain cannot be speci且ed in advance, but wiJl need to be discovered 
empirically by observing thc braln states of people who arc in pam. 
If a onG-t0·orle correlation between being in pain and the existence 
of a given type of bram state is found in all observed cases.the advo
cate of mind/brain identity will argue that the best cxplanat10n of thc 
correlation is the identity of the correlated items.A diagrammatIC 
representation of type-type identity can be seen in agurc33. 

3.5 The 句pe句pe identity theory 
and reductionism 

As we havc witnessed, the typc-type thcory rcjccts thc analytical 
reduction of the mental to the physical.But it argueH thalII IH rca
SOIlable to believe that events that fall under a given type of mental 
description must always also fall under thc same type of phY?ical 
description.Another way of putting this is to say that the mearungs 



A 

a也，a

78 The 问ind/Brain Identity Theory 

of mental and physical terms are different , but that their extensions 
- the states that fall under mental and physical concepts - exactly 
COIncide.Put more precisely, the theory states that If a mental state 
M is identical with a brain state B, M can obtain only if B obtains, 
and B can obtain only if M obtains.Or, to put It more brleny, M 
obtains If, and only it B obtains-IEis is exactly what we should expect 
ifM is identical with B.To give an uncontroversial example, water 
is to be found in a given place if, and only if, H20 is to be found in 
the same place. This is what philosophers mean by an ontologiω 
reduction - one group of phenomena that are apparently numerically 
different from another group of phenomena turn out to be just one 
set of existents and not two. The expression ‘ if, and only if' is known 
as a bi-conditional (because it contains two ‘ if'吗. The hope of 
the type-type theorist is that bi-conditional bridge laws-psycho
physical laws - connecting given types of mental state with given 
types of physical state, will be forthcoming. An example of such a law, 
using the identification of pains with C-fibres firing, ~ould then read: 
pain will exist if, and only if, C-fibres are firing iñ a human central 
nervous system. In other words, the firing of C-fibres is logically 
necessary and sufficient for M to occur. 

What this is beginning to lead up to is the c1aim that not only are 
mental events identical with physical events, but that the mental 
properties by virtue of which mental events are mental will turn out 
to bc idcntical with the physical properties by virtue of which 
physical events arc physical-Mental concepts will rcmain non
synonymous with physical concepts句 but the apparcntly differcnt 
classes of propcrty, mcntal and physical , which f;tÏl undc; each typc 
of conccpt rcspectively, will turn out to bc but a single class 0 1' prop
crty describable by mcans of two diffcrcnt vocabularics. 

To make this clearer, compare the situation with regard to the 
properties of a gas. Talk about the temperature of a gas is not syn
onymOUS WIth talk about the average kinetic energy of its molecules. 
To deny that the temperature of a gas is identical with the average 
kinetic energy of its molecules may be false , but it is not self
contradictory. Nevertheless, the temperature of the gas is nothing 
over and above the average kinetic energy of its molec~les. There are 
not two separate and independent sets of facts here _ 
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betwecn specitìc valucs for gas tcmpcraturcs aml spccilic valucs Iυr 
average molccular kinctic encrgy. Unless thcrc is a systcmatic rcla
tionship between thcse two scts 0 1' variablcs, such that wc havc good 
reason to believe that a given valuc of a variablc can obtain il 、
and only if, a given value holds for thc othcr variable, thc prospcct 
of a reduction of one phenomenon to the othcr is ruled ou t. bccausc 
the absence of an invariant correlation opens the possibility that one 
phenomenon may vary independently of the other. The aim of reduc
tion is to demonstrate that the true nature of the reduced phenome
non is provided by the base to which it is reduced. The true nature 
of the temperature of a gas is supposed to consist in facts about the 
average kinetic energy of its molecules, but this could not be the case 
if temperature varied independently of the gas's molecular kinetic 
energy. 

The type-type identity theorist argues that mental properties will 
be reducible in a similar way, providing that an exceptionless set of 
correlations between a given type of mental state and a given type of 
brain state is forthcoming. It will then be reasonable to conclude that 
the painfulness of a pain, for example, is identical with the behaviour 
of certain sorts of neurons in the central nervous system , even though 
talk about pains is not equivalent in meaning to talk about the behav
iour of neurons. 

The kind of observation that gives hope to the type-type theory is 
instanced by the findings of PET scans - positron emission tomogra
phy - and MRI - functional magnetic resonance imaging. What inves
tigation has revealed is that the exercise of certain mental capacities 
does involve distinctive regions of the brain ‘ which 'light up' when 
spccitìc mental functions are executed. For example , the areas of the 
brain that show increased activity when a person speaks and hears 
words exactly match the language areas identi且ed by Broca and 
Wernicke at least a hundred years before the advent of modern scan
ning techniques. If the whole brain could be mapped in a similar 
fashion , showing a one-to-one correspondence between certain types 
of mental and neural activity, the case for the type-typc reduction of 
the mental to the physical becomes stronger. 

3.6 The token-token identi句 theory and 
the multiple realizability thesis 

"Ibe type-type theory insists that each type of mental state will turn 
out to be identical with a given type of physical state and that there 
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will be no exceptions to this rule. This makes it a very strong and 
demanding hypothesis. However, whilst we allow that water must 
always be H20 , are we similarly constrained to accept that pain, for 
example, wherever and whenever it occurs, must be identical with C
fibres firing? Couldn't pain, on some occasions, in different people, 
or in animals, be identical with a different type of physical state? It 
is this thought , the idea that mental states could be multiply realized 
- that is, embodied in all different sorts of material arrangement, just 
as a computer program can be realized in a variety of mediums such 
as hard and fioppy discs, silicon chips and so forth - that led to the 
demise of the type-type theory in the early 1970s, not long after it had 
been born. 

1be token-token theory took the idea mooted above and devel
oped it into a major criticism of the type-type theory. To understand 
how it achieves this, however, 1 must first explain the difference 
between a type and a token. The distinction can be easily illustrated 
by reference to the expression ‘ type-type\ This expression contains 
four types of letter, namely ‘t',‘y',‘p'and ‘e\But each of these letters 
occurs twice in the expression: that is to say, there are two instances, 
or tokens, of ‘t\two tokens of γ， and so forth. Clearly, if water con
sidered as a type is identical with the type of stuff H20 , then every 
individual instance or token of water, a pool of rainwater in my back
garden , for example, must be identical with an instance or token of 
H2Q. The type-type identity theory thus entails the identities of the 
tokcns of the typcs in question. However, the converse docs not 
ohtain. Evcry token of a typc of mental statc could be identical with 
a tokcn of a typc of physical statc, hut it nced not he thc casc that 
tokcns of thc same typc 0 1' physical statc must hc involvcd on cvc叩
occasion. Comparc what is truc in thc casc of watchcs. Every watch 
will hc identical with somc physical arrangement of parts, hut clearly 
it would be ridiculous to claim that every token of the type ‘ watch' 
must be identical with a token of exactly the same type of arrange
ment of parts. Watches come in a variety of shapes, sizes and mech
anisms, although at the end of the day they are all identical with 
material arrangements. 

In the same way, every token of the thought-type ‘Have 1 put the 
cat out?' will be identical with some token brain state or other, but 
it does not 

Tokens of the 
mental type 

Tokens of the 
physical type 
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Mental Type , e.g. paín (P) 
/"\ 

PI ~ 
Keith's pain Ziel旬's pain 

identical wi仇 identical with 

c-tìbres tìring in 
Keith's brain 

Physical type 
C-tìbres tìring 

z-tìbres tìríng in 
Ziel旬's brain 

Physícal type 
Z-tìbres tìríng 

Figure 3.4 The token-token identity theory 

pJ 
Pippa's pain 

identical with 

y-tìbres tìring in 
Pippa's brain 

Physícal type 
y-tìbres tìring 

identical with tokens of different types of hrain process on different 
-What happens in the case of stroke victims supportsthm 

point-A part ofthe brain isdamaged and the victim losesthe abilitz 
to walk.But then another parIof the brain gradually takes oU 
the ability to walk is restored.IEe same could apply to thoughts. 
Whenever I thoughIabout puIting the caIout before my stroke, c 
obrcswould tire-However-myc-tibrcs were irrcparably damaged by 
th~ ~~~;~;k~'~~'d -~~;~ . i~fib~esJ fire instead when 1 have the thought 
abou11hc cat, these tibrcs having taken over thc function of Ihc origE 
inalc-tibres-Figure 3.4illustrates the token-token theory (lower-case 
letters represent tokens upperdcase letters rcpresent typesi 

Which the町， the 时，typeMthcMen-Mm， ismost likelyIo 
be true?(Of course, they could both be false if dualism isuuc, tpul 

t considering that possibility at the moment.)IT1c plasticw 
ity of the brain the fact that different parts ofIhc brain may1akc 
verthe fUImdnsd6charged byotherpar川oun川trongly agamst 

the type句pe the。可-Bnidesthctype-typetheory appearsIOK 
e臼ss抽arily res剖stri川rdiCdt iWV c . W th1 y卢川川J斗牛hou川ωIdm阳cn汀川n川刷1 t山ta川al阳u盯ity h币X川cω:川conlìn川cd仙F叶巾圳圳hum

hrains and human bi归OlhOgUy? Why shouldn't i1 th币c c口ml阳币χ10ο悦)l叫di民cd ín c(‘υIm
pletely different physical sy叫em这 such as thc hiologyυf wha \cs, ( 

cn the inorganic systems found in 仙。ts or an础d山r阳《
Only experience, and not philosophical thcoruing in advance.can tell 
us ~hether these are genuine possibilities. 

、，, 
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To insist that the mind can manifest itself only in human brains has 
been labelled as a manifestation of chauvinism ‘ an unwarranted and 
fanatical commitment to the belief that mentality cannot be found 
anywhere except in human neurology. We will return to this issue 
later in chapter 5, when we deal with functionalism as a theory of the 
mind. 

In response to the token-token theory it was argued that we can 
retain the type-type theory providing we restrict its scope, so that a 
particular version of it is envisaged to obtain only within a given 
species. Thus, pain in human beings will always consist in P-neurons 
firing , but in apes it will always be X-neurons, in cats it will invari
antly be Y-neurons and so on, throughout all the different species of 
creatures or beings with minds. 

However, there is no guarantee that even a species-restricted form 
of type identity will be true. As 1 remarked earlier, why could it not 
be true that when you and 1 think about the cat, totally different sorts 
of neurons fire in my case compared to yours? Going further , even 
in the case of a single individual, why, from moment to moment 
throughout that person's life, must it be the same type of neurons that 
are activated when that person has a certain type of thought? The 
token-token theory thus appears to be more plausible than the type
type thcory. However, as we shall see when we come to examine 
objections to thc identity theory, subscription to the token-token 
thcory threatcns to undermine the whole cnterprisc of identifying thc 
mental with thc physica l. 

3.7 Strengths of the identity theory 

lòe idcntity theory, if somc version of it can be made to work , is an 
attractive doctrine for a number of reasons. Firstly, it is a compara
tively simple theory - mental states just are brain states. AII else being 
equal, the simpler theo町" which makes fewer assumptions and can 
get away with having to postulate fewer entities or properties, is the 
preferable theory. Unlike dualism, which has to posit both material 
and immaterial substances, and property-dualism, which has to pos
tulate both non-physical and physical properties, the identity坠theory
can make do with only physical things and physical properties. 

Secondly, Descartes' problem regarding how the mind can affect 
the body simply disappears. If mental states just are brain states, then 
the problem of mind/body interaction is eliminated, because what ini
tially looks like mental to physical causation turns out at the end of 
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the day merely to be physical to phy日ical causation. Physical cvents 
in the brain form part of a c1 0sed physical chain which cxtcnd日 from
physical stimuli in the person's cnvironmcnt that impingc on thc 
senses and cause changes in the pcrson's brain. thcsc in turn giving 
rise to a behavioural output which causcs changcs in thc world 
bevond the oerson's skin. Whilst we do not fully understand physical 
tobhpical ca山ality， at least we are exempted from the task of expli
cating how a non-physical substance with no dimensions could pos
siblv have an effect on extended matter. 
也irdly， we are enabled to understand instantly why changes in the 

brain owing to injury, disease, operationsand drugs arc accompMlled 
bv alterations in mental functioning. In altering the brain, we are 
aitemzthe mind, because the mind just is the brain.In a 平milar
fashion we can also appreciate why increases in bra肝síze and com
plexity as we ascend the evolutionary scale are matched all the wa与
up by corresponding increments In the sophistication of intellectuaE 
capacity and the richness of mentallife. 

3.8 Problems for the identi句 theory

Unfortunatelv we are not home and dry ye t. There are a number 
of scrious difficulties that the identity theory has to overcome, 10 

anv of its vc 
m讪H叫d/b冒m川o川叫ldy cωO川m川川lU山n肌I
this scction. 

3.8.1 The mental and the spatial 

The oresent obiection to the mind/brain identity theory. which we will 
∞IISLer in fulunent of a promise made in chapter 1-section 110吨
essentiallv takes its inspiration from Descartes‘ who divided the 
world int二 twomutually exclusive categoMMhc realm ofrmr主tensa
- extended、 space-occupyi吨 things 一 and thc world of res l咿
the domain ofnon-cxtcMcd consciousthings-'而c 叩atial local?n <J·

rain nrocesscscan be specitied with a high dcgrcc 。fMCuracyM叩s
c a n 5 1;与w in close detail those areas 0叫f们thc刊c h阳hrajn t由ha川t I忱1巩咒肌c町ω2兀C
when subi与号cts are asked tωo pe盯rfo汀盯r口m various intcllcctual am叫dp汀)fé口ra川acκcω:才ti比c二沮圳al 11 l 

:口:江:5J :i: ;μJ 览mtτ: 2:t击也川i::口; t节2泣r川11肌;
4飞DU川It the cat ot is locatedjust behind one-seyes、 or that a p阳an吨go山I 

jLL;马alousy cωan川n be found in the oc叩时 region叫e brain at the hack 
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of the head , is to talk nonsense. Moreover, whilst we can talk of brain 
processes as swift or slow, or molecular motions in the brain as 
straight or circular, it makes no sense to say this of my beliefs 
and feelings. Hence, mental states cannot be identified with brain 
processes. 

This argument against the identity theory appears to succeed at 
one bound. In reality, however, it embodies certain confusions, which, 
when once made clear, render it much less conclusive. To understand 
what is wrong with it, we need to go back to the notion of a logical 
substance that was characterized at the start of chapter 2 (section 
2.1). Logical substances are entities that can exist in their own right , 
independently of anything else, and it certainly makes sense to ask 
where in space these entities are located. The brain, as a composite 
logical substance, and the various parts of the brain, including all the 
micro-elements that comprise it, have a more or less specifiable loca
tion in space. Brain processes, consisting in the movement of logical 
substances such as molecules, also occupy a region of space: the 
movement of a group of complex molecules from one region in the 
brain to another could be tracked from one area to another, and their 
spatial route delineated. But , so the complaint against the identity 

飞 theory goes, thoughts、 sensations， emotions, beliefs and other mental 
states cannot be given a literal location in space, unlike regions and 
components of the brain , so there is no way the mental and the physi
cal could turn out to he identical. 

η1C ohjection , howcvcr , is hascd 011 a scrious misunderstanding of 
Ihc ontological slatus of Ihc various mcntal ilcms cilcd. By charac
Icrizing Ihcsc itcllls using J1 oun-likc cxprcssions, il is falally casy 10 

think of mcnlal slalcs as logical suhslanccs. SO cO\ll:civcd , il SCC JllS 
thal thcsc Ill ust havc a spccilìc location in spacc. along wilh olhcr 
logical suhstanccs, yct whcn wc attcmpt to say whal thc location is in 
the case of mental states, we end up talking nonsense. lòis in turn 
leads to the denial that mental states have any literal spatiallocation, 
and thus their identification with brain states, which do have a literal 
spatiallocation, is prohibited from the ve可 start.

To appreciate what is wrong with this line of reasoning, however, 
we have to remember that pains, beliefs, thoughts and emotions (and 

\mental states generally) are not 10 
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of a bus when he thought ahout the structure of thc hcnzcnc mol
ecule啕 so that was where his thoughts ahout hcnzcnc occurrcd. Simi
larly, 1 was in my bed in the early hours of th干 morning whcn struck 
down by severe pains that heralded blood-poisoning somc ycars ago, 

SO that is where my pams occurred.To demand a more precise loca
tion for Kekulé's 'thoughts than the top of the bus where he was 
sitting, to ask where precisely inside him the thoughts were occurrmg, 

lready to make an illegitimate demand which amounts to no less 
than wanting to grant thoughts the status of logical substances.Ihe 

ould be true even in the caseof my pains, because although I 
might report intense pains in my side, it does not follow that theri 
are things called pains which exist inside my body as nerve rq 
muscles do.Rather, there is just me, an individual entity, in a d 

tion of being in pain. 
What this is leading up to is an amendment of the identity theory 

which can get round the original objection to it-umwasarst 
formulated by the American philosopher IEomas Nagel in a pap 

lled ‘ Physicalism\Nagel made the point that if the two sides of 
the proposed identity were adjusted so that they were to obtain not 
between a brain process and the occurrence of a pain or a thought, 
but rather between ‘my havi昭 a certain sensation or thought, and my 
body's being in a certain physical state, then they will both bc gomg 

-n thc same place-namely, wherever I(and my body)happ 
to be ...even if a pain is located in my right shin, I am having that 
pain in my ofkc at the universityYOnce Nagers adjustment is made, 
-t will be apparent that the argument from the alleged non-spatiality 
of thc mental against the identity theory loses much , if not all , ot 

its forcc. 

3.8.2 The symmetry of identity statements 

The second di证fficu川lt句3yf for the identity theory which I shall consider i岱s 

p O ;泣eJ:立η:z口;?引口川I1飞飞:」LIh1叫mrr町r叫 of i忧d缸伽伽削e臼m圳n旧圳川1t旧附削ti山川川it川均tηty吁吼咄叫st归ωtaω阳a创t
then B is identical tωo A. Thi咀i"s means, to take an earlier example, that 
if the Morning Star is identical to the Evening Star, then, equallyjhc 
Evcrung Star must be the Morning Star-IEls will appcar not only 

;zt出tt;122吕立了:112231i?fzr;J;;:贝j
Clark Kent is really Superman (really, truly)but-thUSupermanmk 
mdly Clark kent-01takingan example ofa sωn!16c identity-that 
water is really H2O but that H20 isn't really water--

Before proceeding, look at Exercise 3.1. 
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Try applying the symmetry of identity to the mind/brain identity theory. What 
result do you get? What do you think its signifìcance is? 

The upshot is that you cannot say that mental states are really only 
brain processes (rea l1y, truly) but that brain processes are not really 
mental states. To make this claim privileges the physical over the 
mental without justification. What it does, in effect, is to get rid of 
mental features in favour of brain features. It claims, effectively, that 
at the end of the day, there are only brain features. 岛1ental propcr
ties and states have been neuralized. that is the mental has been 
assimilated and reduced to the purely physical. Of course, reading the 
identity statement from right to left leads to an equal and opposite 
absurdity, namely the error of mentalizing the brain. On this reading, 
hrain processes are rea l1y only mental processes (really, truly) and 
the physical has been absorbed into the psychological. 

Rather than privileging one side of the identity relation and 
trying to reduce the mind to the brain , or the brain to the mind , it 
would seem we must acknowledge that if mental events are brain 
processes, then they must have the physical properties that brain 
events possess. But equally wc have to accept, by the symmetry of 
identity, that brain events have the mental properties by virtue of 
which the mental events with which they are identical are the kinds 
of cvcnt they arc. 

What should our rcsponsc be at this point? Wc l1, one thing we 
can hc certain about in the Superman/Clark Kent case啕 and the 
water/H20 cxample. is that wc do no1 have two men on our hands. 
Clark Kcnt wul Supcrman , and two kinds of sluff. watcrμnd H20. hut 
only a singk i1cm in hoth cases. In thc casc of mind and hody i1 sccms 
that we mus1 hc preparcd to acccpt that thcrc <l re not 1wo distinct 
strcams 0 1' cvcnts, non-physical cvents taking placc in thc soul and 
physical events taking place in the brain , but only one set 01' evcnts. 
In this way we can avoid a dualism of substanccs each with their dis
parate natures. Consider the question in Exercise 3.2 before reading 
any further. 

Given the symmetry of identity and its neutrality regarding both halves of the 
identity statement, what stream of events should we aιcept into our ontol
ogy: physical or mental? What are the reasons for your choice? 

Evolution gives us a reason for privileging the physical. It seems rea
sonable to suppose that when the universe was first formed , there 
were no minds around but just particles whirling in space. After the 
planets had coalesced and the nuclear fumaces of the suns were lit. 
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liic gradually cvolvcd.EvtJI11ually-iilIcr tl curIain luvuiolphyNiuitl 
complexiIy had tmcn rcachct1.mcnIaliIy mildc HH tiPPUIrancc.l low 
it emerged we still do not know可 hu1 from 1he fac1 1ha1 I am addl 山川;
ingyou-ow, we knowthaIsomehow iIdid wu iiholt川w 1ha1 川11λl
functioninσis intimately hound up wi1h whaIhappuns in 111u hrit111 
付出 seditL35}All this powc巾lIy suggcs1s 巾al. con川Y 10 wh川
江ualimdaims， ihereisaonMdcd 问endence of 1he mcn仙m thc 

目2731:tfp口32J:1::;二:ir;以irlrt
mental, to conclude that at the end of 1heday, ln contMIStlnci 
tion to dualism, there arc only physical and not spiritual immaIcrla且
substances 

How…r , even if we can give u叩pp阳O创s创Slt叫川 di证ffcrer
substance 。}event， mental and physical , itseems wc cannoIavoltI 

l222323比如挝出r:233112221hm
must, it seems, also have mental propertles. 

stat::11:2c;;Jltt:::lk;23212飞:1t:1:
have absolutely nothi~吨 to do wi!h consciousness -thos?states. 且 or
exâmvi巳， that Hovern the fLInetlorling of thcautonome nervous 
mteIlmcse 占ain states will possess only physiωproperties. But 
those that arc identical with conscious.mental states must possess 
another layer of properties-rlamelv mental oncs‘ otherwisc the iden
tity of these brain processes WIth mental processes could not bc 
asserted in thenrstdlace-What IS ernerglng IS that-colour itwInch 

Y F平:1 1:;5 172 :出;古T刊1立口忧灿叩;立立拮划:立白出川:巳目白盯，t厅吊mt可币τ?Z芷;工;
involve physical changes or events in thepersons braln and ni: 

;二ZLUZZ:::;trJftZJ:;113:c口;123tLZJe
3.1summarizes this POSItion and contrasts It with dualism.illustratcd 

in table 3.2 on the next page. 

T与ble 3.1 The mind/brain identity theory 

One set of events (句 which
can be given both mental 
and physical descriptìons 
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the Eat outP Hnng thE Eat lmn3Hn 
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prope町 prope叮 prope叫 prope叫
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7与ble 3.2 Dualism 

Mental events in the soul 问w 问x 问y 问z

Physical events in the brain Pa Pb PC Pd 

3.83Qualia, privileged access and the irreducibility 
of the mental 

Another 叫ated argument which supports the position outlined in 
the last sechon runs as follows.In making an identity statement, there 

st-be some features by means of which the itemsHarlking the id 
tIty SIgn can be identiaed independently of one another, by means of 
which both halves of the identlty can be pinned down, so to speak. 
II1uaClark Kent is identiaed by his owlish glasses, his unexciting 
zfztr川i总s bu阳1m毗n

ision, his allu巾g uniform and the way in which he speeds 
through the alr unassmted-I11c features by means of which Clark 
kcnt is picked out cannot be identiticd with the fGattIrcs by mc 

f which Supcrman mpicked out.Clark kent'smyopia isa different 
propcrty from Superman's perfect vision. 

Similarly, the featurcs by mcans ()f which onc's mental statc ‘ t 
recognizcd arc diffcrcnt from the fc ，ωat山山tu川r
h币ram pro比ccs阳sc吕 a盯t汀rc dis♀讥ccrncd. r know 1 havc a toothachc hccause 
OI the agonizing throbbing in my tooth-From looking at thc x-ray 
photograph of it, I also knowthat my tooth is decaycd and the ncr 
damaged.η1e agonizing throb is a feature that is quite distinct 
fro叩 the neurophysiological processes revealed by sdentik in
ve tlgatIon-I might notice the throb without noticing the physical 

(if I had no access to X-ray machimsk or notice the 
processes without noticing a throb (if rd been giveIJan anaesthetic, 

r been hypnotized，可y). What this overwhelmiñgly points to is that 
the throb cannot be ldentlcal with the physical properties of the 
damaged nerve. 

Scipntmts could scan my br?in as much as they like, but they would 
ot dlscover merely by lookmg what it feels llke to me to ha 

tωO∞O创tha伽.1币neyw悯on叭'

f?y exper阳风 which ， as we noted ea山r (in chapter 1, section 
1.匀， are available, in principle, only to me.Equally, if a alm were 
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made of my own brain's activity and at a later date I were shown the 
film , having forgotten in the meantime all about the occasion on 
which it was taken , even r myscl 1' could not tell purely from the obscr
vation of my own brain what r was thinking about at the time. 

This helps to reaffirm the point made earlier in chaptcr 1, namely 
that whilst both the scientist and 1 have an equal access, in principle‘ 

to what goes on in our own and each other's brains, only 1 havc acccss 
to the contents of my mind, unmediated by any process of observa
tion or inference based upon more basic evidence. What this direct 
and immediate access reveals to me cannot, it would seem , be merely 
physical brain processes, otherwise, merely by observing my own 
brain processes on the film , 1 would automatica lIy know what 1 was 
thinking about on the occasion in question. What 1 am aware of when 
1 am aware of my own thoughts and sensations must , it appears, 
consist in features other than the public physical properties of brain 
processes. 

ln a public lecture given in London Thomas Nagel expressed 
the pious hope that one day a brain scientist might look into his 
brain and say of some process taking place in it: 'There! That's what 
Nagel's savouring the taste of his cigar looks like neurologically!' 
However, Nagel instantly went on to add that at present we haven't 
the faintest idea of how the taste of a cigar, felt subjectively and pri
vately to him , could simultaneously be a physical process in the brain 
observable in theory by al l. This recalls Leibn日's remark quoted 
earlier in chapterL section 1.1 , namely, that lf the brain were enlarg?d 
to the size of a mill and we were to enter it , we would observe only 
mechanical processes and nothing that could explain mentality and 
consClOusness. 

3.8.4 Intentional mental states 

So far , the argument against the identity thcory has turned on thc 
non-reducibility of the private, s山jectivc qualities 一 thcqualia? 叫
sensations. But by far thc greatest bulk of the mental i日 ιompnsed
of intentional statcs which -;'cpresen t. or are directcd upon , slates ()f 
affairs other than themsclvc坷， incI uding thυsc that do nol, and 
perhaps never did , exis t. If intcntional statcs arc identifìcd with hrain 
processes, then the question instantly ariscs: how can physical states 
of the brain be about other states of affairs, incIuding non-cxÍstcnt 
ones? The argument against the identification of the intentional with 
the physical can be stated fo口nalIy thus: 
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1 lntentional mental states represent , or are about、 states of affairs 
external to t1阳nselves， includîng states of affairs that do not - and 
perhaps never did - exist. For example, beliefs, desires, dreams, 
mtentions, emotions, hopes, thoughts , as well as manv other 
mental states, possess a representational content.J 

2No brain s!ates can possess a rcpmcntational content. 
3ITEemfore Intentional mental states cannot be identical with brain 

states. 

Now look at Exercise 3.3 before reading any further. 

The argument outlIned above ls valid.Hence ifthe conchsion is to be resisted, 

either or both premises must be rejected.Which premmes, tf an严 do you 
think should go, and why? 

The argu甲ent is valid , and the 且rst premise is undeniable, so îf we 
wish to reject thpconchISIon some way must be found of rejecting 
飞 second premise. The 阳u吨咐ghtt由h川a
and can make it appear highly plausible is t由his:可汇:how iβs it conceivable 
t由h川at purely physical arra附mer山 ofparticles in the bminshouldm 
mcnt otheruates of affain?How can collections of atoms in 中
void , so 川p叫， be about things other than themselves? 

nowevcr. many philosophcrs nowadays would view this kind of 
rcsponsc as mcrdy hcgging thc question against the pOSHit可ility of a 
complckly physical accouMOI I附川onality. PC巾aps origînal un
tlcrIVCtimltJIltionallty can hc physically explainctland rCalizcd in 
pu叩Iy pl吵;ical systcl肌 In supporl of Ihis claim 啕 consl山r lhc fol-
lowmg casc. Wc k川w Ihal Ihc kind 0 1' ring a trcc lays down in a 川vcn
ycar.lls 川:kncss and dcn 叫， 1ο川r 川m叫11川1刊p让11c.ι:λ. dc叩pl比川cω州J汀t
weωa叫叫!叩hcr î川S liklωc 1巾h川 yca盯r. T咽hc corr 山ltion is cαωωa山川IS叫ily esta帅刷1I巾削bl币升圳巾巾li比lisl巾;1巾hcd
cu川ttn吨 a tree down and companng the nature of the nrlgs with th; 
weather records for different years-Ihus we arc enabled in the future, 

without consuIti吨 records， to establish what the weather must have 
been !ike In particular yean, whether or notmcords were kCDt.IEe 
tree ríngs a凡 in the main, reliable Indicators of the weatherIIDast 
years-mere IS thus a sense in which tmmgs contain infomaEon 
about the tree-s external envIronmem.Ihc rings vary in a dcnend
able and law-like way with changes in the tm's environment fthat 
is, they causally co-vary-In a similar fashion, thc internal states of a 

t;2;2LZL飞:r21rJZtttz;江:722:JZZZZ;
so that switches can bc actmted when the internal state reaches a 
certain value In order to tum a heating system on or off. 
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Does causal co-varialîon amounl 10 inlcnlionalily'! An: Ihc inlcr
nal statcs of a thermostat aholl{ Ihc amhîcnl IC l11 pcralurc'! (飞111 Ihcr
mostats literaIIy have helîefs ahoul Ihc amhicnl Icmpcralurιas sυmc 
cognîtive scientists have wanted to insisl'! Is a Ircc ring ahoUI Ihc 
weather that was causaIIy responsîble for ils characlc仁 anJ 啕 hcncc‘
are purely physical systems such as trees thc posscssors of inlcnlion
ality, a low grade of aboutness, admittedly, but aboulncss no Icss? 

Some philosophers, such as Michael Tye, Fred Dretske anJ Jcrry 
Fodor,4 are very sympathetic to thîs positîon , and thus reveal them
selves as basically materialists in orientatîon. Others, such as John 
Searle‘ Galen Strawson and Dale Jaquetle;\ are more sceptical of the 
claims of the materialists. Searle believes that intentionality is an 
emergent , non-physical property of the brain , and would thus rule OUl 
tree rings and the internal states of thermostats, as instances of 
genuine intentionality. Any intentionality they possess derives from 
us, who assign interpretations to the internal states of thesc systems. 
Strawson would agree: in a world devoid of conscious life, there is no 
genuine aboutness, no genuine meaning. Dale Jaquetle, in a similar 
fashion , regards intentionality as an explanatorily primilivc anJ 
undefined concept: intentionality, he believes, is ‘ an ineliminable, irrc
ducible, and meëhanicaIly non-replîcable property ‘ of the mind and 
this makes it ‘ a new category of entity in the material world. Mind 
emerges naturaIly from living matter in complex bio-systems at a 
comp二ratiwly late evolutionary stage.But.because of itS Intention
ality, thc mind isqualitatively different from non-mental.pur阳el妙y 
mechanical 1由hin巨囚s

As 1 阳narked în chapter 1, sectîon 1.4. it is beyond the scope of 
this hook to delve further into this issue. It must suffice for me to say 
that 1 am incI ined to side wîth Searle‘ Strawson and Jacquette: mtnn
sically-physical systems, purely in virtue of theIr physical features. 
do not oossess underived intentionality. Intentionality appears to 
amount to more than physical causal co-variation and this begins to 
suggest that no purely physical theory can accommodate it. 

3.8.5 Rationality and normativity 

IT1crc iHan even stronger argumcnt agam-11hc p4FNNIhINly 。 l pr仆
vîding a physicalist account of intcntionalily. It will hc rι:callcd 
from chapter 1.section 19that hccauwsuch SItucscan k loglully 
related t卢 each other. they are subject to thc constraints of rat lOn
alitv and normativitv. BeÍiefs. for exampIc. can conftict. and if wc 
become aware ofa cOnnict in beliefs then rationaliy weought to gM 
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up either or both of them. We demand rationality of both ourselves 
and others, and it has been argued by the philosopher Donald David
son that when interpreting the behaviour of others, we do so by trying 
to fit the intentional states we ascribe to that person - their inten
tions, desires, beliefs and so forth - into a coherent whole. Davidson 
agrees that people can be irrational , but irrationality depends for its 
existence upon a general background of rationality. ‘To imagine a 
totally irrational animal' , he says,‘is to imagine an animal without 
thoughts.'7 

Davidson develops this line of thought furthe r. He argues that the 
domain of the physical and the domain of the mental, where he has 
intentional states in mind , are subject to completely different over
arching constraints. An example of such a constraint in physical 
theory is provided by the principle of transitivity for length: if A is 
longer than B, and B is longer than C, thcn A must be longer than C. 
Should a principle like this be abandoned, then the coherence of 
physical theory is thrcatened. In this way, transitivity of length is a 
constitutive clement of physical theory. The counterpart constitutive 
element in relation to the mental domain is what Davidson calls ‘ the 
constitutive ideal of rationality\an idea that we encountcred a 
moment ago when speaking of the need to attribute a pattern of rea
sonably coherent and consistent intentional states to other people, on 
pain of forgoing the opportunity to think of them as persons, and to 
treat 1hem accordingly. 

Bccause thc mental and physical arc governcd by such uttcrly dif
fcrcn1 sorts of cons1itutivc principlc, Davidson bclicves that no 
wholcs<J lc m<J tching of mcn1 <J 1 to physical statcs will nc possiblc.Thus, 

strict p吕ycho-phy吕ical laws connccting cvcnts undcr thcir mcntal 
dcscrip1ions wi1h thcir physical dcscriptions will bc rulcdοu l. In othcr 
words, bi-conditional bridgc laws of the sort mentioned earlier in 
section 3.5 will not be forthcoming, and with them any prospect of 
the reduction of mental to physical features as the type句pe identity 
theory demands. Hence the concept of the holism of intentional states 
and the ‘constitutive ideal of rationality' which govems their ascrip
tion constitutes yet another argument against the type-type identity 
the。可·

3.8.6 Token-token identity and the prospect 
。f reduction 

We noted earlier (section 3.6) that the token-token the。可 appeared
to be the more plausible alternative to the type-type theory. However, 
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in addition to 1he objcc1ions 1ha1 apply to i 山ntity thcorícs g怦μι川n比阳C盯r川i
the tokcn-乓tokcn thcory has to faιC 吕omc pro】blcm日 tο) 1' í ls (ο)wn. 

The fi削 problemmc theory has 10 iacc iHIh川 allhough 川ry
token mnt;Nhich has a 『阳1川 propcrty will also havc a physical 

mzzltzuiLEZZ;222l汇ttJ莎白11:JJn
also exemnli6es.To understand this more clearly, consider the prop
ertiesofsEaDe and colour-Every coloured object will have a shape 
and, equallyjt is arguable, every item with a shape must pOFCE?a 
colour (Ishall ignore the possibility ofpe巾ctly transparent or川11叫s-

ible obi品问e町ωct悦s
:;r咒叮血且Oτ节τ咀tEE出;Zz;2:i2 ;i;;i:U川;♂η飞节T忖i汁忧tr:z:: ;:!:1汩川:巳口口;2立?巳:i:咒口飞T1?飞b♂:二;;at;巳b飞;川:i 
0 In1lVii证f. i让t i臼s rou川nMd C O iO um rn s a nMd s Ih1 a p c s c a n V 町 q刑仙qUI1山川11川11阳阳1比e们m毗dep严阳c口J汀I吵:汀川川圳n川叫1t川tl
o f cLa c ih 1 o t h e r a n d a r e q ui t e a cc i d e n t a l l y re l a M H e n c e t由h气叮ωr阳C 1临s no 
p严ro臼specdt of explaining colours in terms of shapes or shapes In terms 
of ∞ω10ωu町r阻 ImEe same would appcar tobe true oftoken-tokcn physja 
叫sm as it has been chara侃出ed so fa r. There will be no s叮m州y严川5刽t忧cmat吨l吃f 
:;Z:LV:江;2:口;:出:古叮:2i:耳界:咒::UJ;兀:::;古2巳;丑;;旦立: ::;卢吧飞轧节;吕z:C?2江;;江2:?咒叮et古:3;:芷二
mental f，ωur陀e wi州il川l

:t?;￡: :f?1乱臼:?a节hJa缸s t ;r;?乙川川tc气1ttt」￡￡ι;巳z:E:

引照川;拒z 3附骂3扭:川2黠5E带拙胆1吉黑jil怪3 
However, there is reason to believe that this particular difaculty 

can bc overcome by the invocation of what is known as the 雪uper-

251击iE旦出括277:址:14扭捏
be no mental change unless there is a physical change.IEc convcrsc 

tiditfE窑汪21叫:2iEl;如川:
;33iHili:21:!51351251ii 
we noted was levelled at the theory.However.wpc凹cnicncc and its 
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387EkeM。len identity and the impmibi|ity 
。f reduction 

711e token-token theory is not out ofthe woods yet ho 
a-powprful argument against it to the effect that the multiple 

eal囚bili盯 of mental stat白es which token-token theory ensh川rines pro 
hib山 the wh?lesale reductlon ofthc mental to the physical-To under
stand why thIs should be so, we need torecall that reduction of O 
et of phen。中ena t?.another appears to require the possibility of 

formulatIIIg bI-condltIonal bridge laws.A law of this sort, it will be 
membered from section 35, requires that for a mental state M 

to be reducible t0, and identiaable with , a physical state R it must be 
the case that M occufs ilan4only If, p occurs.Multiplemalizability 
pppc?rs to bmcD thIS reqummem.Ihis is because M can be real
zed In an indeap山 variety of physical states. In other words, a single 
PITied state PIS not necessa可 for M to 。二cur: Pl or P2 or P3 

YIL may equally well do in instantiating 此1. Taken singly, either Pl 
or P2or P3..or Pn is sufacient for M to oicur-but it is not neces

ry, yet the bωgc law requires that any candidate physical state 
tO WINCh M IS reducible should bc both necessary and sufaclent for 
thc?ccumncc of M.Now pause to consider Exercise 3.4before 

:ading on. 

Can y。u sFeapomble 「espmse tothe ctulle咿 outlined above? Think about 
this and discuss it with someone else. 

Inc rcJuctioni叭叫)onsc to thc t: hallcngc is to l11aintain that a 
phPIcal propurly can hc lotInd.or rathur conH11·udud-which un 
scrvc as thc ncccssary anJ suflicicntωnJition for M. AII wc nccJ tο 
do IS to construct thcdisjunctive property ruhrr por Plor P20r P3 
.-or pn-RIe property isgiven thc label -disjunctive'because it spe

ci且cs a number of alternatIves linked by the logicaI constant ‘or\曰le
bridg?wwill 阳1 read: M if, and 0吨 if， either P or Pl or P2 or P3 
. . or 1'n. 

35t:江飞22;iupro阳 with this strategy. L∞k at Exercise 

;::t11:tLZ。:;ez::巳;:10;二:220;24ift;工i;luti:!
lunctlve properties can qualify. 

EfE::ttrzt立r;2;;12;工:;吃乙:i?:;J:1::乙:rJJt
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itself、 it does not follow that thcir disjunctivc comhination rcprcscnls 
a genuine property. Properties arc ordinarily lhought ()f a凡Ill a rk i ng 
points of resemblance , shared similariti山， hctwccn particular ilcms. 
yet Pl , P2 , P3 , etc. might be quite radically diffcrcnt physical statcs‘ 

especially when we remember that such states nced not hc rcstrictcd 
to organisms but might even encompass the states of machincs such 
as robots, computers or androids. At the very least , the possibility that 
mental states might be incarnated in arrangements other than thosc 
of carbon-based organisms cannot be ruled out in advance. But thcn 
the disjunction will contain such a heterogeneous collection of items 
that there will be no significant similarities between them , and thus 
it appears highly artificial to speak of them as constituting a single 
property. In addition , there is certainly not going to be a single sci
entific theory that can encompass such a miscellaneous collection of 
properties.9 

Another problem posed for the reductionist is that it appears that 
in principle the disjunctive analysis could never be completed 
because, by its very nature, it is open-ended. If we try to completc thc 
analysis, however, by adding on to the series P or Pl or P2 or P3 , etc. 
the expression 'and any other physical state that instantiates M\thcn 
circularity is imported into the analysis by the mention of thc mcntal 
term M. An analysis that contains the very mental term it is supposed 
to be eliminating by reduction to the physical plainly cannot do. 
Whether these difficuIties for reductionism can be overcome ulti
mately, 1 leave the reader to pursue furthe r. 

A third scvcre difficuIty for the token-token theory was pointed 
out hy 10hn Scarle in his bõok The Rediscovery ofthe Mind. 1U Accord
ing to thc token-token theory. you and 1 could be in the same mental 
statc - for example , thinking about what we will have for dinner -
and yet our neu;ological stites could be different from each other 
owing to the possibility of multiple realization of the mental by the 
physical. But 'what thén is it that makes our differing brain states 
instantiations of one and the same pattern of thought? Look at Excr
cise 3.6 before reading my response to this guestion. 

What answer would be returned by common sense to the above question in 
your opinion, and why would it be faωto reductive materialism? What con
trasting answer has to be given by the reductive material时 and why? Think 
about this on your own and if possible discuss It WIth s。『neone else.Then 
compare my commentary below. 

The common-sense answer to the question posed in the last para
graph is that each token of a differênt type of neurophysiological 

b幽划se~
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state possesses the same type of mental property, namely the prop
erty of thinking about what there is for dinner , and that is why the 
different physical tokens are instantiations of the same type of mental 
state. It seems to me that this is the correct answer to the question 
and helps to constitute yet another reason for not subscribing to strict 
physicalism. Clearly, however , it is not going to satisfy the reductive 
materialist. The reason is that mental features cannot be cited to 
explain why tokens of different types of brain state are yet embodi
ments of one and the same thought pattern, because the ultimate 
aim of the identity theorist is to reduce mental features to physical 
features, to eliminate the mental, in effect, in favour of the material. 
Thus, as Searle points out, for the dedicated materialist, some 
non-mentalistic answer must be given, such as that the different 
neurological states execute the same function in the life of the 
organism. It is in just such a way that token-token physicalism and 
multiple realizability lead on to the most recent theory of the 
mind/body relationship, namely functionalism. However, we must 
wait until chapter 5 for a full exposition and evaluation of this latest 
take on the relation between the mental and the physical. 

3.8.8 Kripke's argument against the identity theory 

I havc savcd until ncar thc cnd of this chaptcr the most complicatcd , 

and possihly the most powcrful , argumcnt against the mind/hrain 
idcntity thcory, which tells cqually aguinst hoth thc typc-typc and 
tokcn-tokc l1 vcrsions. Thc argumcnl wc wi l1 hc cxaminin !!, isιluc 10 
thc 八mcrican philosophcr Salll Kripkc , and is to hc found in his hook 
Namin1{ and Nece川ity."

To undcrstand Kripk叭 ohjection ， we nced lirstly to rccall the 
cIaim of the ear1y identity theorists that the identity of the mental 
and the physical is a contingent and not an analytic truth. AII that 
was meant by this was that it is not possible to tell merely by 
examination of the relevant identity statement whether it was true or 
not. The c1aim that mental states are identical with brain states, if true, 
is not true a priori , by virtue of the meanings of the terms flanking 
the identity sign. As we said earlier, talk about mental states is 
different in meaning from talk about brain states. 

Kripke argued , however, that if, as a matter of contingent fact, 
mental states are brain states, then they are essentially brain states. 
This is not to say that it is necessarily true that pain , for examplc, 
is ~h~sical. The difference between what philosophers call de dicto 
and de re necessity is vital here. De dicto -necessiÏ:y is a property of 
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language, and analytic truths are an cxcmplifìcation of it. [)('口'
necessity is a property of the world. Pain is ncccssarily physical and 
the necessity here is de re necessity, not de dicto ncccssity. 

To understand why Kripke makes the de re c1aim that pain is ncc
essarily or essentially physical, we must first look at the distinction 
that he draws between what he calls rigid and non-rigid dcsignators. 
Kripke's own example of a non-rigid designator is the defìnite 
description,‘The first Postmaster General of the US'. This expression 
refers to Benjamin Franklin, who was, as it happens, the first Post
master General. But plainly he might not have been, which means 
there is a possible world in which ‘ηle first Postmaster General of 
the US' does not refer to Franklin but to somebody else. In general , 
all definite descriptions will be non-rigid designators and could refer 
to different individuals in different possible worlds. 

By contrast, Kripke argues, the proper name ‘Benjamin Franklin' 
(and proper name~ generally) is a rigid designator because it picks 
out the one and the same individual in all possible worlds-that is, it 
refers necessarily to Benjamin Franklin, and it is inconceivable that 
it might pick out someone else. 

Now consider the name 'Lewis Carrol\As a rigid designator, this 
necessarily picks out the same individual in all possible worlds. 刀le
name ‘Charles Dodgson' also identifies the same person in all pos
sible worlds. Now it -would be possible that each of these names had 
picked out a different person from the other. So ‘Lewis Carrol' could 
have referred to a particular individual who existed in all possible 
worlds, and ‘ Charles Dodgson-could have referred to another dT二
异'rent individual who cxi;ted in all possible worlds. But although 
thmc namesmight have referred to different people.as a matter of 
I-act thcy didn't.because.as is well known, 1Jewis caNOl-was the 
pseudonym which Charles Dodgson used when he composed his 
Alice books. Thus we can formulate the identity statement: 

Lewis Carrol = Charles Dodgson 

Each of the names flanking the identity sign is a ~igi~ .desi，~nato~~ 川
each name necessarily refers to thc same individual in all 阴阳hlc
worlds. The individuaÍs so referred to might not have hccn numcfl
cally identical, but in this case they wcrt3.hccausc iIIH truc1hatIA:W的
carrol was Charles Dodgson.IEis leads to an intcrcsung rcsult:thcrc 
is no possible world in which thc name ‘ Lewis Carrol 吨 idcntifics an 
individual oerson who is not also identified by thc namc 叹:harles
DodpotTo put 由is negatively, there is no POSSIble world.no con
ceivabIesetofLrcmstances, in which 阳 reference of'Lewis Carrol 
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could be different from the reference of ‘Charles Dodgson\ Through
out all possible worlds, these two names must necessarily refer to one 
and the same individual person. So Lewis Carrol is not merely iden
tical with Charles Dodgson , he is necessarily identical (in the sense 
of de re necessity) with Charles Dodgson, because there is no con
ceivable circumstance, no possible world , in which this identity does 
not obtain. To suppose otherwise would be like supposing that some
thing, in this case the person known either as Lewis Carrol or as 
Charles Dodgson, could fail to be identical WIth itself, which is plainly 
~? ab.surdity. By contrast with those identity statements in which the 
identity sign is f!anked exclusively by rigid designators, an identity 
statement of the form , 

Lewis Carrol = the author of Alice in Wonderland 

can never be true in all possible worlds.Ihis is because the cxpres
sion on the right of the identity sign,‘The author of Alice in Won
derland\is a definite description. This means it is a non-rigid 
desi.g~ator which may refer to different people in different possible 
worlds. The statement above is、 of course, true, but it does not exhibit 
de re necessity, because it does not hold across the spectrum of all 
possible worlds. There may be a possible world in whlch the author 
0 1' Alice În 协'onderland was someone other than Lewis Carrol , say 
H. cì. Wells insteaJ. 

Kripke cxtenJs the no tÎon of a rigiJ Jesignator to cover not mcrely 
proper nam t:s‘ hut terms which name natural kinJs‘ such as gold. 
chltErinc.wtlIcranti I141111us-wtlur-aH a rlgitl dtJHignator pickHOUI 
the same sort 0 1' stuff in all possil币\e worlds. So Joes '11 、 0'. But 'water 
= H10' expresses a true iJ t:ntity, so that 'water‘ anJ ‘ II.'C), hoth rcfer 
to 0阳斗nd the same stuff in all possible world毡 Th时， although it haJ 
to be discovered empirical1y that water is H 20 and so was known 
solely on the basis of experience, unlike the a~alytic truths of math
em斗tics and geometry which could be known independently of ex
perience, the identity statement,‘water = H 20' , just like ‘Lewis Carrol 
= CharIes Dodgson' , exhibits de re necessity - that is, there is no pos
sible world in which ‘water = H 20' is false. 

‘ Water = H 20' is one of the scientific identities \isted earlier in 
section 3.4. You wiU reca l1 that in these kinds of statement. the term 
on the right is to be thought of as giving the hidden nature of the 
phenomenon referred to on the left. According to the identity theo
rist ‘ the same holds true for the identity statement ‘ Pain = C而bres
firing\~ut ， ~: w.e. have seen, according tó Kripke this identity, like aU 
other scientific identities, if true, must be tru~ in a l1 p~ssibl~ 'worlds. 
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ln other words, there is no possihlc worlJ wt: can conct: ivt: υfin which 
pain is no( identical with C-lihres firing , ht:causc thc iJ t:l1 tity ()f pain 
with C-fibres firing is a de re nect:ssary iJentity. 

But this is precisely where the iJentity thcorist comes unstuck. 
according to Kripke, because we can conceivt: of two possihilities. 
Firstly, it is possible to conceive 0 1' a situation in which a person has 
a pain but there are no C-fibres firing. All that is essential to pain is 
the way it feels. What m町， or may not, be taking place neurologically 
is irrelevant , since a l1 that is required is that if a sensation secms to 
you to be painful, then it is painful. There is thus a possible worlJ in 
which pain occurs without the presence of C-fibres firing. ln vain 
would an identity theorist protest:‘But what you feel cannot be pain , 

because your C-fibres are not firing\ The situation is precisely unlike 
one in which you see a colourless liquid in a jar and judge that it is 
water. Here you could be mistaken , because if the inner nature of the 
stuff in the jar is H2S04, and not H20 , then the 1叩Iid is sulphuric 
acid and not water. What makes pain pain , however, is not some 
hidden, inner nature of which you may be ignorant, but simply the 
way it feels. 

In case the point is not sufficiently clear, let me try making it 
another way. We know that water is identical with H20 , anJ therc
fore according to Kripke it is necessarily (with de re necessity) iden
tical with H20 , so there is no possible world in which it is not H2o. 
But cannot we imagine a worlJ containing water which has the 
chemical formula XYZ? Kripke 啕s response is that in a case like this 
one is not really succeeding in imagining water at alL but only some 
watery stuff which looks like water and behaves like water. but in 
reality is not water at all because its internal constitution is XYZ and 
not H20. In other words, contrary to what one thinks‘ one is not suc
ceeding in imagining water apart from H20 , because what one is 
imagining isn't water but something el咒. Now does the same stnc
ture apply in the case of, say, pain? Can 1 succeed in imagining the 
occurrence of a oain without the occurrence of C-fibres tìring? The 
identity theorist IS committed, of course, to saying that I canno\. any 
more than 1 can imagine water without H20 heing pn:sen t. What the 
iJentity theorist has to maintain is that ‘ wh t:n I helievt: I am imagin. 
ing pain in the ahsence of C-fihrt:s liring ‘ 1 am really IInly imagi 

d 
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a distinction between water and water look-alike. You could have 
something that looked exactly Iike water啕 but nevertheless isn't water, 
because what it looks like is not essential to its being what it is, 
whereas its inner constitution, by contrast 吨 is essentia l. But you could 
not have something that felt exactly like pain but which wasn 't pain, 
because what is essential to pain being pain is simply the way it feels. 
So it seems that we genuinely can imagine pains occurring in the 
absence of C-fibres 且ring， and this means that pains are not identical 
with C-fibres firing. Similarly, we can imagine a world in which C
且bres fire, but there are no accompanying pains. That is to say, there 
are possible worlds in which the same sorts of thing go on in the 
brains of the creatures in those worlds as take place in our brains in 
this world, except , unlike us, those other beings are zombies without 
any vestige of mentality. Because mental states are not necessarily 
identical with brain states, since we can genuinely imagine the one 
without the other, they are not identical at al l. This means the iden
tity theory has to be rejected. Kripke'、s objection is fatal to both ve盯r
s剑ions of the identity t由he∞or吼弘 the t印yp严e伫-句p严e and the token-token t由heωO可
alike, and cannot be dodged by favouring the token-token theory at 
the expense of the type-type version. 12 

Kripke's contention that it is possible to conceive or imagine pain 
occurring without the presence of a corresponding brain state (or, 

indeed , any physical state whatsoevcr) is rcminiscent of Descartes' 
argument in his Sixth Mcditation (see chapter 2‘ scction 2.7.2) 一
namely, that hc can conccive of a situation in which it is possiblc for 
his mind to cxist wit hout his hody. If that is thc casc. thcn. as I rcmarkcd 
ca rJ icr , thcrc is thc possihility that thc mcntal can cxist without thc 
physical , and this mcans that any atlcrnpt to rcuucc thc I11cntal to thc 
physical in the way t hc tC l11 pcraturc 0 1' a gas is rcducihJc to l110 Jccular 
mohon cannot succeed.lnc tcmperaturc of a gas cannot exist without 
molecular motion because that, ultimately, is what the temperature 
consists in. But the possibility that mental states can occur without cor
responding physical states being present means that ultimately the 
mental cannot be constituted by the physical. Thus a complete and 
thoroughgoing reductive materialism is, in the end , not achievable. 

3.9 Eliminative materialism 

Despite what appear to many philosophers to be overwhelming 
objections against reductive matèrialism: it will come as no surprise 
that it still has its champions. In this final section 1 shall briefty 
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explain, and comment upon , the most radical form matcrialism takcs 
today, namely eliminative materialism. What is distinctivc ahout this 
theory is that it does not merely intend to show that whcn wc talk 
about mental states we are realIy talking ahout hrain statcs, hut th <l t 
we have to give up talking about mental states compJctely. Not only 
are there no mental items existing over and above physical items‘ hut 
the very concept of the mental and the vocabulary through which it 
且nds its expression have to be expunged from our habits of thought 
and speech. There is no worry regarding how the mental is to be re
duced to the physical, because, according to the eliminative materi
alist , mental properties do not, and never did, exist. Once upon a time 
we spoke of goblins, witches, the planet Vulcan, calorific ftuid , thc 
ether, the mysterious ‘ powder of sympathy' which supposedly 
enabled longitude to be ascertained, and phlogiston. Now these terms 
no longer seriously figure in our vocabulary because we havc real
ized that they refer to nothing. None of the items named by these 
terms exist , or ever existed. They are pure mythology, the result of 
muddled pre-scientific and pre-philosophical thinking. 

The same fate awaits mental states. There are no mental states, only 
brain processes. We once imagined there were such things as mental 
states, including consciousness, but we were deluded-Really, there 
were only braiñ processes after all. Hence, this kind of identity theory 
is also known as the dsappearance thcOIY·One half of the identity‘ 

the mental half has, so to ~peak ， been absorbed into the physical half 
(magicked away, one is tempted to say)唔 and in the process has been 
~boìished. Not 'only do meñtal states as traditiona~ly. co~ce~ve~ ~ot 
exist 啕 hut we shaIJ all do a lot betler if we stop persisting in the habit 
of talking about them as if they did exis t. Talk about mental states 
belongs to an outdated folk psychology (the term 'folk' , .wit~ its ~~s.?
ciatio~s of peasant simplicity a'nd the bucolic. is intended to be mildly 
abusive), and we should instead embrace an up-to-date vocabulary 
couched in the terms of the latest biological , physical and psycho
logical sciences. Mental terrns and the items they aIJegedly refer to 
must bc eschewed, and we must no longer speak of feeling palnor 
being wracked by jealou吼 but talk instead ofctit-rcs tiring or 。!
circuits in the triuñe cortex discharging with spikin 

What is your response tO the proposal of the eliminative materialist! How e，幽·由"
plausible a theory do you fìnd it! A仕er thinking about this issue on your own. 
combine with others to discuss it. Then r回d on for my response. 
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From the tenor of my comments on reductive materialism 
throughout this chapter, it WIll doubtless come as no surprise to you 
to learn that I and the whole proposal of the climinative materialist 
unþeli~ \，able and ridiculous. 1 believe that 1 can be more certain that 
1 am conscious and enjoy a rich and varied mentallife than 1 can be 
certain of the truth of any theory which attempts to deny the un
demaple fa?ts of my pcmnal experience.IEc fact of my conscious 
experlcnceIS not a construction of theory akin to the early mistaken 
hypotheses of scientists, or the fantasies of mythologists, but consti
tutive of my very life as a human being. To d~ny the~e facts 1 would 
have to pretend 1 was anaesthetized! 

Norman Malcolm, criticizing Katherine Wilkes's espousal of 
eliminative materialism in her book Physi比cali.凸s咱7刀n叽?
remarks, in response to her claim that in th~ future children wiU no 
~~~er say t~e~ have a headache but will report instead that their 
C-fibres are firing, 

What a marvellous solution! One expression is replaced by another 
Would this eliminate sensation disc~urse? Not at al l. Fo; the new 
expression would not take the p!ace of the familiar expression unless 
It were gíven the .\'ame 川e. For example. the fìrst-person expr陀es岱SSI剖lωO
‘ My C-t伯ìb汗res are fì巾i让ring、 would not have to be used as an immediate 
cxprcssion of sen问tion. not as a hypothcsis about what is going on in 
thc spc斗kc r's brain. nor as a report of an observation mad'c wi'th the 
h怆CI巾po叫fín川川吕叫str川un】?l"且 But t山h川c
υ川f tc巳盯J咒r盯m川111υ川lυ gy. 

I n othcr words‘口比时yehangi叩 a hil ()f vocabulary wo /1 '1 lhcrcby 
abolishthc varlollsconecptual disunctions hcIWCCII IH心I1 tal <t/1d 
physical states which wc cxplortxl in chapter l.lR 

It may be objected tha't this gives Wilkes rather short shrift. 
After al!, she is a distinguished philosopher, who, together with 
other writers such as Paul ãnd Patri~ia Chu~chl;nd. h~s st~~dilv advo
cated the elimination of mental terms and categOm in favour of 
physical ones.Surely there must bc more going for physicalism than 
1 have i叫ica时， if the thinkers 1 have just me-ntion~l are willing to 
espouse 11 '1 

In reply 1 would say that for the reasons 1 have outlined above I 
can certainly appreciate the motivation of those who advocate elim
ma tJ ve materialis甲. Not only does its adoption simplify our ontology‘ 

but it neatly obnates the problem of how mind/body interaction is 
possibl?, together with thc question ofexactly how physical events in 
the braIn could possibly produce such a different order of being as 
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thc phcnomenon of consciousncss. Thcsc arc aJI cxtrc l1lcly difficull 
ana pressmg ISSUCS. 

Howevcr , the correct responsc to th(二日C I~吗sucs. I hl:! icvc. i 日 to facc 
them squarely, and not to sidcstep thcm hy throwing oncsclf inlo thc 
arms of eliminative materialism. To dcny thatωnscJOusnc日s and 
other mental states exist is really, despite the cxlrcmc improhahility 
of eliminative materialism turning out to be truc, to opt f(Jr thc casier 
route, for then one would be spared the hard task of fitting the mind 
into the physical world. On the contrary, the existencc of conscious
ness should be taken seriously, and the issue of how mentaJity is to 
be explained and located within our world-view not balked. It is to 
these challenges that 1 shall be turning in later chapters. 

llf my access tomy menu|States is privileged, but my access mmy ouesti。ns
brain states is n时， does 阳 mean that my mental states αcann阳1
brain states? 

2 'There are no logical objections to the mind/brain identity thesis.' Discuss. 
3 Explain the difference between intrinsic and derived intentionality. Can a 

purely physical system possess intentionality? 
4 Describe three features of mental states that are supposed to distinguish 

them from physical states. Do these features mean that mental states 
cannot be fully part of the physical world? 

5 Exp/ain the difference between type-type and token-token identity th四·
ries. What advantages , if any, does the token-token theory have over 由e

type-type theory? 
6 Is the multiple realizability of mental states incompatible with 由eir

ultimate reduction to purely physical states? 
7 What reasons are there for thinking that although we can avoid a dua/ism 

of substances, we cannot avoíd a dualism of propertíes? 
8 Can thoughts be ascribed a literal spatial locatíon in the brain! 

Suaestions for fur创帽r reading 

• A seminal articlc is by 1. 1. (二 Smarl. 'Scnsation飞 anJ Bram J> rc 民:f.:川口.
。riginally publishcd in Philo,wphica! Review LXVI" (1υ年J). 141 .<'6. nul 
available in many anthologics, Although it i 、 morc than forty yc;町、、mu:
it was written , this article is 骂till vcry worthwhilc n:ading nccau、l' 11 、ch

forth the issues very c1early. 
• A useful collection of articles. although it may no临 nc out ()f print and 

only obtainable in university libraries. is C. V. Borst (cd.). The McmVBracn 
Identity Theory (London: Macmillan. 1970). 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Mafter and conscIOUSFIrn-by Paul churchland (Cambridge.MA.and 
London:MIT Press.l988).provides a brief Introduction to the idCnutv 
t h e o r y a n d i s h e l p f u l I n ge t I I 吨 av吨咐c盯ry q刷u眈 o v e r v i e w J 

Ano川the叮rm旧1troduct

found in John Hei l's 啕、s Philosophy of 凡Mi川nd: A Cont印empor阳arηy lnt扩roductμ/On1 
(London: Routledge , 1998). 
For those who wish to delve more dccply‘ Cynthia MacDonald ‘ s Mind/ 
Bratn LIEnItIY ThrEYrirs (London:Routledge-l989)gOES into matters in 

siderable depth ‘ but beginners may 且nd parts rather heavy.going 
Jaegwon Kim's Mind in a Physical 协'orld (Cambridge. MA: MIT Press. 
1998)provides useful background.ITIEKst Chapter -nmMind/Body 
Problem; Where We are Now ‘ traces the recent historv of materialist 
thInKIng about the mind and is very helpful In prOvidIng a4111ck overv·w 
whIlst thelast chapmr takes a close look at reductionism.Arlothpr rather 
e a m r b o o k b y k i m fJU IO S OP Il y of Min d ( B o u l d e r ‘ Cω0α:We臼s仙川t衍tvi盯iew P 阳s
1996创)、 also cωon旧\ta缸ins good discussions of r陀eductive r口ma剖te盯na旧alis囚sm.a剖s we l\ a邵s 
p严阳rmOV iMd m g a n o v e r a l l v i e w o f v a r i o u s t h e o ri e s o f b o d y a n d m Hi d -
ConIrmporaryMaffrialtsm:A REadrr.Edited by R K.Moser and J.D. 
Trout (London:R?utledge, 1995L comam an up-to-date collection of 
O Kmporary wrlungs on materialism as does Howard Robimon(ed-L 

OblrcItons IO Physicalism (Oxford:Clarendon press‘ 1993). 
DavId-chalmers.71IE Consctous Mind (Oxford:OUE1996)contains 
many mteresting observations and discu臼ions‘ but at 404 pag己s (inc\ud-
mg notes) is rather a marathon . 
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4. I Introduction 

trtJUt:121:1;;1:akztZ♂ttz 
one ha此 aM tkliving bmn, on the other-Analytical behaviourism 
phallcngcs and rejects thls presumption, in common with functional-
15m, which WIll be cxphrcd in the next chapter Most strainhtfor
W 叫ya 盹11盯时T

about the mind and mental s钊ta剖te臼s turn ou川1川t ， after analysis, to be 
equivalent to sta1emcnts tha飞 describe a 严…的 actual and poten
tIal publlc behavlour-There Is, on thIS VIew, ultimatelv no more to 
someone's mpntal s!ates than certain overt patterns ofJbeIMour he 
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Avoidance 旷的e mind/body interacti?npmblem Firstly, it makes 
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However, against its strengths, there are a numbcr of scrious obs
tacles with which analytical behaviourism must contcml 吨 as wc shall 
see later. 

4.2 Analytical contrasted with 
methodological behaviourism 

A much fuller characterization of analytical behaviourism remains to 
be given. However, before we can proceed it will be necessary to dis
tinguish analytical behaviourism, which is a philosophical position , 
from behaviourism as it occurs in psychology. If this distinction is not 
drawn, it may lead to certain confusions, especially among those who 
have come to philosophy from studying psychology. 

Behaviourism in psychology is not a theory regarding how talk 
about the mind is to be properly understood , but a method of doing 
psychology, a proposal as to how psychological investigations are to 
be carried out , hence its fu l1 characterization as methodological 
behaviourism. This approach to psychology is reflected in the fact that 
the discipline is often defined as the science of human and animal 
behaviour, and not as the study of human and animal minds. The idea 
is that anything that has pretensions to call itself a science must study 
what is public, because only what is public is capable of measurement 
and quantification and , even more importantly, verifiable by othcr 
obscrvcrs and cxperimentcrs. Thc rcsults of cxperimcnts must 
be reduplicablc by othcr indcpcndcnt observcrs if they are to stand 
any chancc 0 1' bcing acccptcd as viablc thcories in the so-called 'hard' 
scicnccs such as physics、 and the samc strictures are placed on 
psychological c1aims and theories. 

Behaviourism in the hands of the American psychologists 1. B. 
Watson and B. F. Skinner took the form of c1aiming that human 
behaviour was to be understood as a set of responses evoked by 
external stimuli. ‘ Internal' processes, whether in the form of physical 
brain events or mental events. were set to one side and it was c1aimcd 
that knowledge of the external stimuli and the behaviour thcy causcd 
was all that was needed to explain why pcople behavcd as thcy 
did. Skinncr, in particular, believed that the use of intentional tcrms 
in psychology committed one to believing in the existcncc of a 
homunculus, a little man in the head , and this leads to thc familiar 
objection that appeals to a homunculus explain nothing, sincc thc 
abilities and behaviour of the homunculus ítself c可 out for explana-
tion (see chapter 2, section 2.8.3). Instead , then , of having recourse 

L 
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to a person 、s beliefs, desires and intentions in order to exolain his 
behaviour, we are to account for it川10 阳ns ofc∞on叫diti归O臼ned
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Havl吨 completed this brief outline ofIMhodological behav-

:2;12;1巳;;二EnforaclO阳 l叫 at the philos叩hical

4.3 Analytical behaviourism 

Ihc analysis of all talk about the mind into statements dcscribinE 
actual and possiblc behviour is a form ofMuωnimbut it rct 
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mental terms, namely behavioural descriptions. Thcsc bchavioural 
descriptions are to be thought of as revealing the truc naturc of thc 
menta l. Analytical behaviourism resembles othcr forms of rcduc
tionism , for example, phenomenalism, which maintains that all talk 
about physical objects can be rendered in terms of the actual and pos
sible experiences an ideal observer of the objects in question would 
enjoy. Talk about tables, to take a well-worn illustration of the thesis, 
is to be translated into statements describing actual and possible table 
experiences that a suitably placed ideal observer would have. Like
wise, reductionism regarding statements about dreams denies that 
dreams are private experiences which occur to people when they are 
asleep at night , but are better understood as statements describing 
their waking experiences in the morning.2 

It is important to realize, right at the start, that if these patterns of 
analysis are to stand any chance of success, then the terms compris
ing the analysis must not contain, or presuppose, any of the mental 
vocabulary that is being analysed , otherwise the analysis will be cir
cular. In effect, it will merely be repeating itself. 

In case this rather abstract point is difficult to grasp at first , 1 offer 
a comparison in Exercise 4.1 , which you should consider before 
contmumg. 

1 want to provide an analysis of the concept of a ω阻 m 叫lain what it 抽嘟".1
means to talk of cause and e仔'ect， and , accordingl严 10仔'er the following 
formula: 'A is the cause of S' is to be analysed as 'S happens because of A\ 
Can you see why this aαempted analysis will not do? 

1 think it is vcry clear why the analysis given in Exercise 4.1 has to 
bc rcjccted , bcca'use the second statement comprising the alleged 
analysis is mercly a paraphrase of the firs t. That is to say, it makes use 
of the very concept 'of a 'cause that it is supposed to be analysing. To 
say ‘B happens because of A' is merely another way of saying ‘A 
causes B'. Matters would not be improved if, instead of the original 
suggestion, 1 offered ‘B is the effect or result of A' Or even ‘A makes 
B occur'. A Il these, 1 suggest, car可 us no furthcr forward than thc 
statement ‘A causes B\with which we began. 

A famous analysis of causality by Oavid Humc (1 711-76) takcs 
into account the need for the analysis of a conccpt or a phcnomcnon 
to bc rendered in genuinely other terms if the analysis is to bc inform. 
ative and to oroduce a better and cleare 
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bpsis of repeatpd experience of oncmrt of event, in a given sct of 
CIrcumstances-Invariably being followed by another sort.wc cannot 
!ogmlly deduce an effect from beau践 or a cause from its effect. It 
ls merely that the two sorts of event constltuting the causal relatlon 
have been found , as a malter ofcontingent fact , to be related in this 
way-Ihis has thc fufther Important consequence that if two events 
arc causally related, It must be possible to identify each event in com
flete inucpendcncc of the other In other words, there must be 
uc?crlptIons of the events that carry no logical implications for the 
eXlstence or nature of any other event.矶W怡e shalI return tωot由hi比sim口m【ort-
:江:Z;?川7?咒!1?:?ta品t巳;亏叮r C}h1M呻a叩p阳 ωcαtJ旧on 6仍5 ， a缸s we lI as in cha阳也c-

Although thisarst analysis of causation is not adequate, since it is 
possible to think of many examples where one sort of event is reEli
l呻削low叫 byano阳山t butomdoesnot cause timother, itis 
at least genulnc and mformatIVC and does not make the cardinal error 
of merely repeating itselU 

Ashorthpnd way of CO盯enie叫y labelling this error, usir 一 some
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4.4 Hempel's ‘hard' behaviourism 
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Vienna Circle, the logical positivists, who were chielly activc in the 
1920s and 1930s. The logical positivists were much concerncd with thc 
nature of scientific knowledge and mcthodology, and had thc achicvc
ment of some kind of scientific unity as one of thcir principal goals. 
For them, all genuine knowledge and explanation was ultimately to 
be understood on the model of the physical sciences. Psychology was 
to be unified with the ‘hard' science of physics by reduction to it. This 
conception of knowledge was informed by, and a consequence of, the 
adoption of the verification principle. According to this principle, 
unless a statement could be verified empirically (the non-empirical 
analytic truths of logic and mathematics having been set to one side) , 
it would have to be rejected as devoid of meaning, as literaIly empty 
of any significance. The statement in question did not have to be 
verified in practice, but only in principle. For example, we cannot as 
yet find out whether it is true that there are planets in the Great 
Andromeda Nebula because it is too distant. But we know the kinds 
of thing we would have to do to verify that there are planets there -
build a more powerful telescope, send up a space-probe and so forth. 

The verificationist theory of meaning had the foUowing conse
quence. If statements about mental states are construed as concern
ing 10gicalIy private states of affairs accessible in principle only to the 
possessor of those states, as dualism maintains, then statements about 
the states of minds of others cannot, even in principle, be verified by 
third persons. But then talk about other minds becomes meaningless. 
In fact , although one might c1aim that at least one could verify the 
existencc and nature of one's own mental states, the positivists would 
probably disqualify this as genuine verification on the grounds that 
it is not open to a public, intersubjective check. Given , however, that 
talk about othcrs' mental states as we lI as one's own , manifestly is 
meaningful , the only way this is achievable is if states of mind are 
understood to consist in what is indisputably verifiable, namely 
outward, public behaviour. 

It is important, however, to understand what is meant by ‘ behav-
10ur'. Look now at Exercise 4.2 before continuing. 

Consider, fìrstly the statements (a) ‘Martin raised his arm' and (b) 'Martin's &瞄嗨e .oU
arm went up'. These are not equivalent in meaning. Can you see the d而er-

ence in meaning between these two statementsr 

The reason for the non-equivalence of statemcnts (a) and (b) in Excr
cise 4.2 is as fo Ilows. Statement (a) reports something that Martin did电
an action he performed, presumably intentionally, and standardly 
with some purpose in mind. Statement (b) does not report something 
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Martin did; it merely describes the motion of Martin's arm through 
space, at best leaving it open whether or not the arm rising was a 
raising of the arm by Martin, and at worst implying that the motion 
of the arm was mere抄 a motion, i.e. not something that Martin did. 
Statement (a) entails statement (时， but (b) does- not entail (a). If 
Martin raised his arm, then it follows his arm rose. But if Martin's 
arm rose, it does not follow that he raised it. His arm mi l!ht have 
moved for reasons quite unconnected with his agency. For 豆xample，
an extemal reason for his arm moving might be that someone 
else raised it. Equally, there might have been an intemal reason, a 
muscle spasm perhaps, or the random firing of the nerves that control 
movement. 

This means that there are two distinct modes of behavioural 
descr.ipti.on P?s.sible. The first is constituted by descriptions of what 
people do, of the actions they perfo口n， and the deeds thev accom
pl出 through their R.~!sonal agency. Let us call these, fo; ease of 
reterer邸， agentiill descriptions. The second mode of descriotion char
actprues what occurs in terms of bodily movements, oftctby impli
catIOn and context, excluding these from the realm of action. but, at 
other times, leaving it an open question whether the movements 
~ea~~y do comprise actions, or-whether they should be viewed as mere 
bodily move甲ents -‘四l旦旦rles可 þodily movements, to employ the 
useful expression of the psychologist C. L. Hull. ‘Colourless' bodily 
movemcnt dcscriptiom could, in theory, bc rdhcd into sophisticated 
descriptions?f matter in motion, employing the terms and concepts 
of mathcmatics, gcomctry and physics. 

Thus, instcad of saying, for 'c,(amplc, that Suzanne clutchcd her 
check , WC?ouldmy instud that a certain picec of mattcroisuch
?nd-such dlmensIOns(hcr hand and arm)wcrc otmuvulIo movc 
trom onc sct of co-ordinatcs in spacc to anothcr sct of co-ordinatcs 
over a specitied period of time.Similarly, rather than saying that 
someonpsmiled，可e would have to say instead that a piece of flesh 
ofce阳nd仙III口I阳

t由he悦s臼e alterations in the language of mathema削川tic臼3 an句d to叩p仰川010吨gy.扩, 4 4 

You should now look at Exercise 43before reading on. 

Can you see what m。de 。f descripti。n Hempel must ch。。se f。r his behav
ioural analysis and why? Give reasons for your decision. 

At the risk of Importing circularity into his proposed analysis, 

Hempcl must conanc himself to using descriptions of colourless 
bodiu movement&His would also accord with his avowed aim of 
educlng psychology to physics. In line with this, Hempel wrote: ‘We 
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see clearly that the meaning 0 1' a psychological statcmcnt consists 
solely in the function of abbreviating thc dcscription 0 1' ccrtain modcs 
of physical response characteristic 0 1' the bodies of mcn and animals.币
It has to be said , however, that Hempel's attcmpted bchaviourist 
analysis, when it appeared , of a psychological statement,‘Paul has 
a toothache' , was less of a success, instantly violating the stricture 
that no analysis should contain the very terms it is supposed to be 
analysing. Hempel's proposed analysis comprised five elements:。

1 Paul weeps and makes gestures of such and such kinds. 
2 At the question ‘What is the matter?' , Paul utters the words ‘I 

have a toothache'. 
3 Closer examination reveals a decayed tooth with exposed 

pulp. 
4 Paul's blood pressure, digestive processes, the speed of his 

reactions, show such and such changes. 
5 Such and such processes occur in Paul's central nervous system. 

Conditions (3) , (4) , and (5) do not appear to be essential to an analy
sis of the meaning of the statement ‘ Paul has a toothache'. It could 
be true that Paul had a toothache, even if a physical examination 
revealed no decayed tooth and no changes in his blood pressure, 
digestive processes or nervoUs system. Conversely, the physical 
changes just described might occur, and yet Paul feels no pain. To be 
sure, this might be puzzlin-g, but it would not be self-contradictory to 
conjoin Paul's truthful report that he had toothache with the denial 
that anything out of thc ordinary was happening to his teeth or body. 
(Aftcr all , think of pcople who have so-called psychosomatic paíns 
for which no obvious physical causc is forthcoming.) 币lÌs is sufficient 
to show that (刀， (4)and(匀， cannot be part of what it means for Paul 
to have toothache. 

That leaves (1) and (2). ln relation to (1) the problem is th~t term~ 
such as ‘weeps' and ‘gestures' already imply the attribution of mental 
states to Pau l.‘Weeps' implies that Paul is suffering some unpleasant 
experience (a more neutral description would be ‘ water is commg out 
of Paul's eyes丁， and ‘gestures' suggests hand movcments madc by 
Paul with t-he intention of indicating the placc and intensity of thc 
pain , and pcrhaps to get help and sympathy. 

ln relation 10'(2), a -furthe~ difficulty that infccts thc analysis is that 
it is clear that PauÌ cannot rcspond to the question unlcss he undcr. 
stands it. Moreover. he must- affirm the words that come out his 
mouth, that is to say, he must know wh~t the words me~n a~d int~nd 
them to answer the'speaker's question.7 But understanding, knowing, 
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affirming and intending are all behaviourally unanalysed mental 
terms. Lastly, Paul will only respond to the question in the way he 
does, if he wants to tell the truth. It might be that Paul is suffering, 
but not from toothache, and he wishes to conceal the real reason for 
his distress. But ‘ wanting' is again a mental or psychological term 
which the behavioural analysis is supposed to be eschewing in order 
to avoid the charge of circularity. 

4.5 Specifying patterns of behaviour 

A serious attempt to carry out the analysis of mental terms in a non
circular way has to face a numoer of difficulties. The first problem 
concerns which patterns of behaviour, characterized purely as bodily 
movements, the motion of matter through space, are to comprise the 
analysis. The root of the problem lies in the fact that there is no neat 
one-to-one correspondence between types of action and types of 
oodily movemen t. Th is is reminiscent of the difficultv that confronted 
the type-type mind/l币rain identity theorists: a given type of mental 
state might oe identical with C-fibres firing in Keith 's orain, but Z
tìores fìring in Zielfa's brain or even P-tìbres firing in Pippa's brain. 
Although every token of a type of mental state is iden'tfcal with a 
token of somc type of orain state, it is not necessarily one and the 
same typc 0 1' orain statc on evcry occasion: a token of a givcn typc 
of mental Sté山 is multiply rcalizaolc in diffcrent typcs of orain state. 
SO It ls with actions-Evcry token of a typeof action will hcitier1Ileal 
with a tokcn of somc typc 0 1' oodily movcment (movcment includcs 
stillncsses) , out it is not ncecssary that cach tokcn υf a givcn typc 0" 
act lOn must fìnd its cmoodimcnt in cxactly thc samc typc 0 1' oodily 
movcment on every occasion whcn it occurs. 

Before reading on, consider the question in Exercise 4.4. 

Can you see the threat posed by the multiple realizability of actions to the 
behavioural analysis of mer>tal states? 

Ihethreat suggested in Exercise 4.4is that the analysis could never 
oe carried through to completion. To see this, consider again the first 
two itcms in Hempel's purported behavioural analysis of ‘ Paul has a 
toothache'. Hempel translates this into ‘Paul weeps, makes various 
sorts of gesture, and when asked what is wrong, utters the words "I 
have a.tooth-che"J Well , Paul may do these things, but there is an 
indefinite variety of other things he might do in~ead which could 
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equaHy count as behavioural expressIOns oithe palnhc lccls.HG 
might , for example, shout out、 scream ， reach for thc whisky oott ]e、
applv oil of cloves, sit there In grim silence or thump the bed.IIhc is 
a monoglot Frenchman , he will not utter the English words '1 havc a 
toothache' , but the French equivalent. On the other hand, if he is a 
Filipino, he might simply moan ‘Agoy!' Remember: if the analysis 巧
to be successful ‘ it must mention all those types of behaviour, and 
only those types of oehaviour, 削 are capaole of c∞onst叩圳tit川u
expression of pain. Thi比s suggests t由ha川t ， following Hempel's propoωsa创1 ，
the analysis will look something like this: 

Paul has the toothache = Either Paul is groaning or he is wincing 
or tears are coming out of his eyes or he 
is uttering the words ‘1 am in pain' or 
their various foreign equivalents or he 
is reaching for the whisky bottle or . . . 

There are at least two things wrong with this analysis.FiMly, it 
appears that it could never be completed: there is an indefin巾 va甲ty
of things Paul might do. Secondly, the items on this list mentIOn 
actions-But descriptions of actions are terms that implicitly refer to 
mental states and are prohibited from inclusion in the analysis.IhIS 
means that each type of action-description in turn will itself need to 
becast into a lengthy and complex disjunction of the various types 
of hodilv movement through whICh thc action could theoretically 
manifestjtRelf-'nmitstrongly appears that the analysis could never 
oe carricd through to a tìnal conclusion. 

('onsidcr also that if thc pn州cm ofspecifying which pchaviours 
klrc toconstiIutc the analysisof a simple report of a scnsatIon sucn as 
toothache lookshard ,consider how much more difficult such an analy
sis would he to carrv out when it needs to refer to the behavioural 
madesMonsofac;mplexadabstmctbelief Suppose Ibelievethat 
no one as vet has been able to explain what consciousness is, and why 
it exiωHLW由ould this beliefbe an吻sed in behaviou时 terms?One
obvious way, perhaps, is through my verbal expression of thc hclit2fby 
means of the utterance: ‘ I believe that no one as yet has hccn able to 
explain what consciousness is, and why it existsJ But we have already 
noted that such an analysis covertly contains mental itcms and thurtJE 
fore has to be rei明ted-Most importantly.however.it should bc clcar 
that there is a ;附IV向 inddrlite variety of ways in whichclor 
som 
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However, according to John Foster, this is not necessarilv a con
plusivc objection.It may only show that1n the case of at least some 
(and perhapsall)psychological statements-the linguiuicitemswhich 
make explicit their ulhmately IIon-mentalistic content are of Manite 
le昭}川 s showing that the c∞on盹臼阳nt川tit阳tsel臼elf.阻f， ir川
1览s of inf且曲I订ll1te cωomplex刘it吵y'\8 

In so far as 1 understand him on this matter, what Foster is 
mamtaining is that this does not mean that the notion of a non
甲entalistic analysis of mental items is incoherent ‘ i us t beca use. bv 
山 very nature, it could never be encompassed bYU.All it shdAJi 
ultimatelpperhaps，斗re that there are things th~t we can say by 
means ot a mentalistic vocabulary that we cannot manage to 
say purely by the use of a putative phy町alist translation 07that 
vocabulary. 

Another obstacIe to the analysis we need to consider is this: how 
are we to identify which types ofcolourless bodilv movements are to 
be includpd in itJnd which are to be excluded?fIhere is nothing in 
the desc叩IOn of ∞lou阳s bodily movements as such which40· 
vides a clue to theirpomblc inclusion or exclusion in an盯yp归ar叫t"i14I山la
pa剖tt比ern of behav叽IOural analysis of a mental item. Jn other words, con
sid?red in themselves from the point of view of physical science, the 
yanous kinds ofbodily movement form no natural or obvmIs group
Ing, such that wc can read off from them which are to bc included 
and which excluded from a behavioural translation of a narticular 
mental statc_ lt would appcar that their identifìωion Ca;ο仙 be
approachcd thro吨h 山! id山c创n川】ltificω:二a川ttio佣n of t山hc p仰)0刚o创〉附川川吕臼m州s剑it巾 5削et 0ωf a币cuιon
scIc阳Cωct比cd tο Cω0mpmC th? initial Ntagc Of t}h1c a川na川】Ja叫l刊l忖y归川冉川肌i
!山hink 0ωfwhich 目阳削C创t 0 1' a川蚓1比削CtlO川 m(ο刷州】川川目叫tp抖l川巾l忖ycαωo】u山Id s町C
10】ur阳al m】 ani】川ifcs叫tatlollS (ο】川l' a pa盯t汀r川ticu川llar typc (υ}川f mcntal statc. "Ihcn , 

rcllcctlng upon these actions, try to imagincthc gross tmdilu mow
mcrus that would need to tigurc in their execution and th;"that 
would pc excluded.For example, consider thc action ‘scoring a goal 
by kick吨 the ba!I Into the net ,.Movements of the leg of various z p c s c o u l d 句ure in the analysis bu川川t no ωy弘归川，mo
&uaOwcVer, what this is leading up to is that the identiacation of the 
move甲ents has-to proceed via the identification of the action.It i 
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4.6 Circularity and infinite regression 

The actions we perform do not result from single mental statcs, but 
combinations of mental states. For example, suppose Manjit belicves 
that the shop across the road contains cigarettes, but he has just givcn 
up smoking. ClearIy, he wiII not cross the road with the intention of 
entering the shop and purchasing the cigarettes. On the other hand , 
if he hasn 't given up smoking and wants to smoke, then this, in com
bination with his belief that cigarettes are to be found in the shop, 
wiU Iead to him crossing the road. 

With this in mind, let us suppose we want to analyse the mental
istic statement,‘Manjit wants a packet of cigarettes' , behaviouraUy_ 
How wiII the analysis proceed? We might try rendering this by saying 
that Manjit wiII go and buy some cigarettes. But clearly this is too 
simple. He won't do this if his intention to give up smoking is stronger 
than his desire to smoke, or if he beIieves he hasn't sufficient money 
to pay for the cigarettes, or that the shop is shut or temporarily out 
of cigarettes and so on_ So it would appear that any attempt to speII 
out Manjit's desire for cigarettes purely in behavioural terms wiII 
involve a reference to other mental states, in this case a number of 
beliefs. But, fairIy obviously, the analysis cannot be alIowed to contain 
unanalysed mental terms such as ‘ belief\and some way of fteshing 
out what beliefs amount to in terms of behaviour wiII have to be 
found. The problem is that it appears that any attempt to speII out 
how Manjit -is likely to behave, given that he beI ieves the shop seIIs 
cigarcttcs‘ must involve a reference to Manji t's desires. His beIief 
alonc cannot motivatc him to action , i.e. to behaving in a certain way. 
If Manjit is to cross th 巳 road and buy cigarettes. the belief needs to 
be combined not only with other beIiefs but also with a desire for 
cigarettes_ In fact , the matter is more complicated stiII, because 
Manjit's desire to buy cigarettes wiII only lead to action providing it 
is stronger than his other desires, such as the desire not to get 
knocked down crossing a busy street, or the desire to avoid crossmg 
over into hot sunligh t. Th us it appears that a behavioural analysis 
01' a desire must involve a reference not only to other desircs, but 
particularIy to beliefs viewed as unanalysed mental items. And , 

likewise, a' behavioural analysis of a belief must involvc a rcfcrcncc 
not only to other beliefs but also to desires regarded as unanalysed 
mental items. 

There are two circu 

,( 
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may be allowed to contain unanalysed mental terms, and the problem 
is that however far we go in attempting to cash out mental items 
in terms of behavioural descriptions, a residue of unanalysed 
mental items will always be left 、 crying out for yet more behavioural 
analysis. It appears that this process wilI be unending, though 
arguably this does not ultimately compromise the analysis if Foster 
is correct. 1O 

The smaller circularity consists in the fact that a behavioural analy
sis of a desire has to make use of the unanalysed notion of a belief, 
and the behavioural analysis of a belief has to make use of the 
unanalysed notion of a desire. Manjit's desire for a cigarette conslsts 
in , among other things, his crossing the road to the shop, given that 
he believes it sells cigarettes; and his belief that the shop selIs cigar
ettes consists in, among other things, his crossing the road to the shop 
given that he desires a cigarette. 1n other words, the explanation of 
what it is for Manjit to want a cigarette involves a reference to 
Manjit's beliefs, and the explanation of what it is for Manjit to hold 
a belief about the availability of cigarettes involves a reference to 
Manjit's desires. Each half of the analysis takes in, as it were, the other 
half's washing. 

However, it is arguable that this sma\ler circularity can be avoided. 
Sydney Shoemaker argues that the problem parallels the case of 
somconc trying to givc an account of what positive and electnc 
chargcs arc: 

lmaginc somconc whosc bclicfs about clcctric chargc arc summcd up 
in thc following scntcncc: ‘Things with positivc chargc attract things 
with ncgativc chargc and rcpcl things with positivc charμ以 things wilh 
ncgalivc chargc atlract things with positivc chargc and rcpcl thi \lgs 
with ncgativc char悴:; and ncgativc chargc can hc induccd in a rubhcr 
comb hy rubbing it against wOlll.' And supposc hc is askcd to dclìnc 
‘ positive charge' and ‘ negative charge' in terms of this set of beliefs. It 
might seem that there is no way he could do this without running into 
circularity, since each sort of charge is characterized in terms of its rela
tion to the other." 

The solution, says Shoemaker, foIIowing a proposal by David Lewis, 
is to make use of the notion of a ‘ Ramsey sentence' , so-caIIed because 
it was invented by the Cambridge philosopher Frank Ramsey 
(1 903-30). (We shaIl encounter the use of a Ramsey sentence again 
when we consider functionalism in chapter 5, section 5.5 ‘ where it is 
put to a similar purpose.) 
A主主旦旦卫王旦tence is constructed Iike this. The terms ‘ positive 

charge' and ‘ negative' charge' are eliminated by being substituted 
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by the terms ‘properties F and G\ The original atlcmpt to dcfìnc 
positive and negative charge thus transforms Into: ‘ For sοmc prop
erues F and G, things with F attract those with G and repel 
things with F;things with G attract things with F and r叩el things 
with G;and G can bc induced In a rubber comb by rubblng it WIth 

wtc phr叫FormepropertMand G ,, which P;72:sct 

g22iitfiEXf:35?jjE:zf;213 
G such that .\F and G do not mention the properties by na , M 

h阳1币阳m阳c曰m圳n配1κ阴叩叫C臼ωc盯ωcircωu川阳11
occur in the definiens of each defi叫tion (see 
forgotten the meaning of this term) 

4.7 Ryle's ‘so仕， behaviourism 
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absorptions of Mind by Mattcr or of 岛1atter by Mind , but in a quite 
different way.们

ln the introduction to his book , Ryle states that his avowed aim is 
to determine the logical cross-bearings of concepts of the mental ， ω 
enable people who can already talk sense with these concepts to be 
able、 in addition , to talk sense about them , after the manner of the 
logical or philosophical map-maker who seeks to gain a synoptic vlew 
o{ the corÏcepts by making clear their interrelations and the regula
tions goveming their 山es.

What this means, in practice, is that it is Ryle's aim to demolish the 
Cartesian conception of the mind as a ghostly non-physical entlty 
existing over and above the familiar flesh-and-blood living human 
being, an entity whose states are supposed to be logically private m 
the sense explained earlier (chapter 1, section 1.5) to the individual 
whose mind is in question. However, it would be perfectly possible 
to repudiate dualism , without thereby being forced -to abandon belief 
in the radical privacy of mental states, even while accepting that a 
commitment to dualism entails a commitment to acceptance of the 
privacy of the menta l. Consequent1y, 1 shall consider Ryle's attack on 
these twin aspects of dualism separately. 

Ryle's tìrst aim is to repudiate utterly the Cartesian concept of 
mind as an immaterial substance linked in life to a corporeal machine, 
the body. Ryle characterizes this with , as he says himself, 'deliberate 
abusiveness\as "The Dogma 0 1' the Ghost in the Machine.' It is, Ryle 
claims、

cntircly falsc , anù falsc not in ùctail but in principlc. It i 且 not mcrcly 
an asscmblagc of particular mistakcs. It is onc big mistakc anù a 
mistakc 0 1' a 旦pccial kind. 1t is namcly a ca l<:gory mistakc. It rcprcscnts 
thc facts üf menlal lifc as if thcy bclongcù to one logical lypc or cat
egory (or range of types or categories) , when lhey actually belong to 
anothe r. l

" 

The mistake Ryle is thinking of is this. There are not, in addition 
to living human beings whose outward behaviour and inner workings 
are as public and open to scrutiny as the careers of trees, crystals and 
planets, ghostly entities called minds, whose inner ‘paramechanical' 
workings are accessible only to the persons to whom those minds 
happcn to belong. A person does not live through two collateral 
historics, the one consisting in outward public physical doings, and 
thc othcr consisting in ghos t1y happenings on a private mental stage. 

To illustrate the point he is making, Ryle offers what has become 
a famous analogy. We are to imagine a foreign visitor being shown 

53;233335735;525jilt511315; 
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4.8 Ryle and dispositions 

Nothing very much has been said so far about the need to include 
descriptions not only of actual , but of potential behaviour in any pro
posed behavioural analysis of mental states, and to this we now turn. 
It would be highly implausible to maintain the thesis that mental 
states consist entirely in actual overt public behaviour, because this 
fails to accommodate the commonplace fact that people can be in all 
kinds of mental state without ever revealing these through their 
behaviour.For instance, at thls moment there arc all kinds J beliefs 
and intentions that 1 harbour, but someone observin !2 me would not 
be able to telI exactly what beliefs and intentions th二se are. Even if 
1 had a toothache, this would not necessarily reveal itself in my behav
lOUr.• or example, if 1 am at a concert and anxious not to sooil the 
enjoyment of others, 1 might we lI sit there and suffer in sil卢ce.no
onT King able to aseertaln from my composure the agonies Iam 
enóurmg. 

To avoid .this difaculty, the notion of a disposition to behave was 
invoked.IT115 means-that the behavioural analysis has to include not 
merely actual bchavlour, but potential behaviour as well.For me to 
bc described truly as haying the toothache, it IS not necessary that I 
?hfFuld actually bc groanlng, clutching my chceltand so forth.Rather, 
It 1附s enou叩gh th比hat 1 am dis叩p严)(
approψ>pr凹n川"川川a川Ite clrcumstances. In othcr word凡 it is to 且町 that if certain 
conJit川日 were fu JfìllcJ. then 1 woulJ groan. The sume 叩pJies to 
!川enllonaJ stat山 such 山 beJiefs and 山slr侃 Tö 山sc巾e Ill C 剧 hel川'
叫 that the 11100n is 川山。f grcen 山川 iH m1.impltiimh|y.10 
tJOInI1111 011UHUll-10.MYlng l ilullIdly tlln tlVOWIngtlliH lxflitJl;lulltFIlly 
that 吨 ín the right circumstances, 1 wυuld avow it. 

Rylc's way of making the point is to say that to have a tFelid-isto 
have a tendency or to be prone to act in a certain way, and he goes 
on to explain this by USIng the examples of brittleness and solidity. 
To say that glass, for ex-ample, is brittle, is not to say it actualluls shat
tering, but only that if it were 山lck ， then it would 山阳.&imilady，
to desc巾e sugar as soluble is to say that if it were nlaced in water, 
山n lt would dissolve.According to Ryle for somJhung to have a 
dispo圳on is simply for a whole lot ofi功。thetical 'if. . . then 
statements to be truc-In lmc with his denial of mental states as events 
difkmt in KInd ffom、 and concealed behind , behaviour. Rvle is 
anxlous!o cmphasmthat to have a disposition i 

Analytical Behaviourism 123 

bound or to be liable to be in a particuJar state吨。r to unJcrgo a par
ticuJar change when a particular conJition is realizeJ.'17 Before 
reading on, look at Exercise 4.5. 

How plausible do you fìnd Ry怡's c1aim that having a disposition consists 
simply in a set of hypothetical 'if. . . then . " .' statements being true , provid
ing the appropriate conditions are realized? Consider your response and 
discuss it with someone else before reading my comments. 

Most philosophers would now agree that there is more to a dis
position than what Ryle claims it to be. The reason that glass has a 
disposition to break when struck - the explanation of its brittleness 
- is to be found in facts about its underlying micro-structure. If the 
micro-structure were to be altered in an appropriate manner, as when 
glass is annealed , then its tendency to shatter when struck is much 
reduced , or even removed , as in the case of toughened glass. By parity 
of argument, to have a belief (or any other mental state) is not merely 
to be inclined to behave in a certain way, but to be in an inner 
state, which may, in the appropriate circumstances, manifest itself 
in outward behaviour. However, once the propriety of thinking of 
beliefs and other mental states as inner causes of outward behaviour 
has been allowed , behaviourism has been abandoned. 

Th is critique of Ryle's refusal to countenance dispositional mental 
states as consisting in anything more than tendencies to behave in 
particular ways, Icads to anothcr important criticism of behaviourism. 
"Cbe essence -of thc obicction is this: it is a commonplace that we 
explain why peopIc cxhibit the bchaviour thcy do in terms of their 
states of mind. For examp Ic, a sharp pain makes me cry ou t. The 
realization that rve Icft my keys in the door leads me to turn round 
and go home. "Ibe dcsire for some cigarettes吨 coupled with the belief 
that the shop over the road sells them , explains why I cross the road. 

But if the' pain , the realization and the desire are all to be rendered 
in purely be Î1avioural terms, then how can they be appealed to ín 
order to explain my behaviour, since this will amount to attemptmg 
to exolain ~ne bit ~f behaviour in terms of another hi t. It wi I1 bc tan
tamount to the futile task of trying to explain behaviour b问yr
tωo itself. Items that explain behaviour cannot. so to speak , he on thc 
same level as the behaviour they arc invokcd to cxplain. Rather ‘ 

they must be conceived of as the underlying causcs of thc surface 
behaviour in question , i.e. they must themscIves bc non-bchavioural 
m nature. 

Ihc point was well made by HilaIYPutnam when writing about 
what w~ mean when we attrib~te a disease such as multiple sclerosis 

Exercise 4.5 

, 
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to someone. It is plausihle to say that ‘ Normally people who have 
multiple scIerosis have some or a11 of the following symptoms' is a 
necessary (analytic) truth. In other words, it is part of what we mean 
by ‘ multiple scIerosis' that normally it gives rise to certain symptoms. 
But , it must be emphasized, this does not mean that talk about the 
disease, multiple scIerosis, can be translated, without loss of meaning, 
into talk about the symptoms of muItiple scIerosis. This would be 
analogous to the error the analytical behaviourists make when they 
t可 to render talk about ‘pain' in terms actual and potential pain
behaviour. The error that underpins both these attempts is the 
mistake of trying to make causes logical constructions out of their 
effects. But pains and diseases are causes of behaviour and symptoms 
respectively, and cannot be reduced to, and constructed out of, their 
effects. 'x 

4.9 The denial of the subjective ‘inner' 
features of mental states 

One of the strongest ohjections to behaviourism derives from out
ragcd common sense. Because of its insistence on reducing mental 
states to patterns of outward hehaviour, or dispositions to engage in 
such hehaviour, hehaviourism effcctively dcnies the existence ofthe 
‘ inncr' aspects of mcntal statcs, thcir qualia. But ohviously there is 
more to having toothachc than groaning and dutching onc's cheek 吨
。r cvcn hcing disposcd to do so. Whcn onc gocs to a dcntist or takcs 
somc aspirin , thc aim is not mcrcly to prcvcnt oncsclf from hchav
ing, or hcing disposcd to hchavc, in a ccrtain way, hut to gct rid 0 1' 
the unpleasant sensation , thc pain onc is expcricncing. lt is for this 
reason that hehaviourists were accused of feigning anaesthesia. 
Accounting for sensations in behavioural terms comprises a particu
larly intractable difficulty, because it is of the essence of sensations 
to possess a phenomenology. In short, there is something it feels like 
to have an itch句 or pins and needles in your foot , or an ache in the 
shoulder. These a1l involve consciousness: there is something it is like 
to undergo such experiences. 

The experience of visualizing something in ‘ the mind's eye' is also 
peculiarly difficult to account for in hehaviourist terms. We unhesi
tatingly think of this experience as consisting in private mental 
Imagcry, which frequently does not , and does not need to, manifest 
itself in outward behaviour. But in his anxiety to repudiate the exis
tence of inner states, Ryle writes: 
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[A] person pìcturìng hìs nursery ìs, ìn a ccrlam way吨 likc Ihal pcrson 
scciIIE hlsnurserv, but thc similaruy domnoIconsiMin hls rually 
lookiLg at a ml iikcn巳ss of his nursery, but in his secming 10 scc his 
n ursery itsel f.、 when he is not really seeing it. He is not being a spccta-
tor of a rcscmblanccof his nursery, but hc ls rCSCH1bling a spectator of 
his nursery.19 

Before reading my response to Ryle's account , look at Exercisc 
4.6. 

How plausible do you fìnd Ryle's account of ~hat it is to pi~ture one's nursery .ExerQse ".6 
to onesel f? What criticisms can you make of this account? 

引fhat RUle is maintaining is thln and unconvincing.To begin with, 

how could I memblcaspectatorofmymmryifI were lying inbd, 
undressed, in the dark , engaging in a spot of nostalgia, by visualizing 
my nursery to myself?Besides, as I have already remarked, the exi 
neriencc of visualizing my nursery is a prime example of thesort O且
Case where we would want to say that a private episode of con
;~i:;us~~~;~: n~; c~;;~;abi;i~ term; of outw~rd public behaviour, is 

integralIy involved. 

4.10 The denial of first-person knowledge 
and authori句 regarding mental states 

Wc allowdin thc first chapter (section1.7)that there are OCCaslons 
whcn it seems that others know our own minds better than we do 
ourselves、 temporarily rcqllinng us to adopt a third-person perspectE 
ive from which tomake an assessment ofour state ofmind But fOHf 
most of the time,and especially as regards non-intentional states suu 
as sensations一 we arc in the best position to say what we arc feeling 
or 由inki皿 Moreover we can describe our sensations, or avow ou: 
beliefs orintentions，中ithout having to go 巾。ugh any proccss 01 
finding out what thcsc are through obscrvation or inference from 
more basic data.In particular I do not need toobscrvc my own 
b e h a v i o u r i n a m i r ro r o r o n a ; i d c o i n EO旧侃】汀肌rd仙I(
I believe or how I feel.Behaviourism , by making mymental statcsa 
matter of how I behave, reverses all this, and leads to jokcs such a-: 
‘Orle behaviourist meets another on the street.You feel finc.hc says 
to the other.How do I feel?'Or one behaviourlst says‘ after making 
love to another: ‘It was great for you-How was it for rne?-To this-wc 
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may add the further observation that if there were nothing more 
to being in pain or holding a belief than behaving or being disposed 
to behave in a certain way, we would have the absurd consequence 
that a person would have to wait until he or she exhibited the 
appropriate behaviour before being able to report his or her state of 
mind. 

4.1 1 Can the possibility of pretence show 
that behaviourism cannot be correct? 

It might be said that behaviourism cannot be correct because a 
person could be merely pretending to feel pain. That is to say, there 
might he plenty of paìn-behaviour but no corresponding pain. How 
then can pain be identical with pain-behaviour, since one can occur 
without the other? The behaviourist , however, has a comeback. The 
point of the example is to show that there can be behaviour without 
a corresponding mental state - in this case pain - and hence there 
must be more to mental states than merely behaviour. However, 
whilst there are independently good reasons for thinking this con
cI usìon to he truc , it does not seem that ìt can he estahlished on the 
hasis of the possìhility of pretencc. Prctcncc implies the prescnce of 
an Illtcntion to pretend , and this intention , the hehavìourist might 
arguc、 can he analyscd into thc mock pain-hchaviour that constitutcs 
thc prctcncc. To put this anothcr way. it is truc that thc pain
hchaviour cannot hc idcntifìcd with p;;in , for thc pcrson is fccling 
nonc. But thc pain-hchaviour can still hc idcntifìcd with s川1/(' statc 
of mìnd、 thc hchavìourìst can contcnd. narnclv thc morc cO l11 plcx 
mental state of intcnding to prctcnd. Hencc th卢 argumcnt from thc 
possìhility of pretence cannot show what it was i~tended to show, 

namely that , despite an abundance of behaviour, no mental states are 
present, and thus behaviour cannot constitute mental states, contra可
to what behaviourism maintains. 

The possibility of zombies, howev町、 which was discussed brieflv in 
chapter 3, section 3.8.8, is sufficient to establish the falsitv of behav
lounsm. Zomhies are physically just like ordinary human beings. 
except that they lack a mental life. They hehave to all intents and 
purp~se~ just like human heings, but they lack any consciousness or 
kno~!edge .o.~ ~hemotions their bodies ~re maki~g. In other words啕
z?mhies exhibit all the right sorts of behavìour as far as an external 
observer can tell , hut , nevertheless, mentality is entirely absen t. 
Th is does appear to be an intelligihle fantasy, ~nvitiated by intemal 
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contradiction, and if this is indccd so, thcn hchaviourism has to bc 
rejected on this ground alone.211 

The falsity of behaviourism would also hc dcmonstratcd hy thc 
converse possibility, namely the presence of mcntality in thc ahscncc 
of any behavioural manifestations. Hilary Putnam has dcviscd thc 
following thought-experiment to provide a convincing case for this 
possibility. We are to imagine a race of super-Spartans or super-Stoics 
who constitute a community in which the adults have the ahility to 
suppress successfully all involuntary pain-behaviour. Although they 
sometimes admit that they are in pain, they always do this in calm , 
well-modulated voices, even if they are suffering the torments of the 
damned. Neither do they groan, scream , wince, sweat nor grit their 
teeth. They admit it takes a great effort of will to do this, but they 
have important ideological reasons for behaving in the way they do, 

and they undergo years of training to achieve the right standard of 
behaviour in the face of pain. It might be argued that the lack of 
pain-behaviour will only be found in adults who have been 
suitably conditioned , and that non-adults will exhibit unconditioned 
pain-reactions, thus giving the ascription of mental states to the 
community a toehold. However, in response to this objection Putnam 
elaborates the fantasy furthe r. We are to suppose that after several 
millions of years, the super-Spartans hegin having children who are 
hom fully acculturated , speaking the adult language , sharing opìnìons 
ahout their society and also the beliefs about not giving any signs that 
onc is in pain , unlcss it is hy vcrhal report in a calm. unanxious 
and unconccrncd mannc r. ηlcre arc. then. no unconditioned 
paìn-rcsponscs in thi日 community‘ yct it would he crazy to take 
thc position that hccausc thcre ìs a total ahsence of natural. 
unconditioncd pain-hchaviour, the super-Spartans cannot have the 
capacity for cxpcricncing pain to them. 

Putnam also' asks us to lmagine super-super-Spartans. who inhabit 
the X-world. These people have been' super-Spartans for so long ~hat 
not only do they no"t evince unconditioned pain-behaviour, hut thcy 
have begun to ;uppress all talk about pain. X-worlders do not admit 
to having pains, and pretend noIto know cither thc word ‘ pain' or 
the experience to which it refers. Neverthelcss‘ thcy do havc pains 
and know that they do. Putnam concI udcs: 

If this last fantasy is no t. in some disguised way. sclf-contradictory. then 
logical behaviou~ism is simply a mistake. Not only 的 thc second thcsis 
of logical behaviourism - th~ existence of a near-translation 0 1' pam 
into behaviour talk - false. but so is even the tìrst thesis - thc existencc 
of ‘ analytic entailments'. Pains are responsible for certain kinds of 
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behaviour - but only in the context of our beliefs, desires, ideological 
attitudes, and so forth. From the statement ‘ X has a pain' by itself no 
behavioural statement follows - not even a behavioural statement with 
a 'normally' or a ‘ probably' in it. 21 

The most extreme example of mental states without behaviour is 
provided by the possibility of disembodied existence. It might be 
argued that only a limited range of experiences could be ascribed to 
disembodied persons, since they would not have bodies in which to 
feel pains, or eyes with which they could see. But there is no reason 
why it should not seem to such people that they had bodies and eyes, 
even though they did not, and that it seemed to them that they were 
feeling pains in these imaginary bodies and were having visual ex
periences as a result of the operations of their imaginary eyes. It is 
arguable that Descartes' argument from clear and distinct perception 
(see chapter 2, section 2.7.2), as well as Kripke's argument against the 
identity theory (see chapter 3, section 3.8.8), do succeed in establish
ing the possibility of disembodied mental states - that is, that even if 
such states cannot exist in this world, there is a possible world in 
which they do, and this is all that is needed to prove that analytical 
behaviourism is false. 

In your opinion. does behaviourism 0何'er a clear and satisfactory solution 
to the mind/body problem? 

2 Can behaviourism account for the existence of an inner mental life with 
no behavioural manifestations? 

3 Could there be super-Spartans who feel pain but never exhibit pain
behaviour? 

4 00 zombies represent a genuine possibility? 
5 When 1 say'l have an itch'. am 1 describing something that is private to 

me? 

S嗨静stions 也rfur曲er reading 

• A clear and excellent introduction to analytical behaviourism can be 
found in Stephen Priest's book , Theories o[ the Mind (London: Penguin啕
1991 ). 

• An even brisker account is available in Paul Churchland's Matter and 
CunsCÎollsness (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1984). 

·omof thevery best discussions can befound ihJaegwon kids phtl
OSophy4Mind(Boulder‘ CO: Westview Pr巳战 1996). Th is is v巳ry useful 
for beginning students who wish to go further. 

• John Foster's treatment of behaviourism in his book The Immateriai Se伊
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A De[ence of the Cartesian conception (矿. the Mind (Lonuon: RoUllcugc , 

1991) is extremely rigorous and thorough. Nol rccommcnucu for hcgin. 
ners, but very useful at a later stage. 

• Peter Smith and 0. R. Jones provide a stimulating and clcar uiscussion 
of behaviourism in their book The Phiio.\'ophy o[ Mind (Camhridge: CUP. 
1986). It is highly recommended，巳specially for beginners. 
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As a result of r国ding 由is ch挣回r 10u should: 

understand what a function is and what lt means to c:har在.cterize the 
mind as a funα10n: 

• understand the difference be阴阳 M印刷刷 刷 psych。
funαionalism; 

unders饱nd what computational or而ri咱『咱chlne functlonafÍ$m is; 
understand some of the stre唰lS of functlonallsm; 
unders饱ndthefollo喇『哩。bj配tlons and arguments to 仇mctionalism:
liber苞lism; Chinese mlnd argument; Chlnese room argument; argu
ments from Inve同时 and absent q叫幅;

• understand what homuncu陆r functionallsm is. 却对协e dlfficultles lt 
fac臼;

• understand如b捕、叙事精明双艳阳罩在内阳胁时抽麟 m
make 棚阴阳蜘鹤棚。I ît.

5.1 Introduction 

Li.kc. analytical hehaviourism , functionalism rejects thc notion of the 
minJ as an cntity唔 a logical substance, whether this is thought of as a 
soul or, alternatively, as the brain. Functionalism. as the na~e implies. 
conceives of the mind as a function. But what is a function? An easy 
way to understand this is to think of a thermosta t. The function of a 

Input 一→ Thermostat 一~ Output ~ 
'\飞

Functionalism 1 3 1 

Heating turned on 

Heating turned off 

Figure 5.1 Function of a thermostat 

thermostat is to regulate the temperature of a room or a builJing. It 
takes a certain input in the form of thc ambient temperaturc anJ 
then , depending on how the thermostat has been set. it Jocs cither 
of the foIlowing: (1) it turns the heating system on bccausc thc room 
is too cold; (2) it turns the heating system off because the room is too 
warm. This is diagrammaticaIly represented in figure 5. 1. As the 
diagram helps to make c1ear, the function of a thcrmostat is what it 
does, the task it executes or the role it discharges. If you wcrc in the 
market for a thermostat , it is the function that woulJ bc the focus of 
your interes t. How the thermostat does what it docs, what its intcr
nal arrangements are like to enable it to carry out its job anJ what it 
is made of are usuaIly of secondary interest to the ordinary consumer吨
if of any interest at al l. What actuaIly goes on inside the thermostat 
is the concern of technical specialists, especiaIly if it fails to function 
efficiently or stops working completely. The lesson 1 wish to draw 
from this cxample is that a c1ear distinction can be drawn between: 

• thc function of a thing 一 i.e. what job it performs: 
• what set of arrangements enables the thing to discharge its 

function. 

As soon as you start thinking about functions , myriads of 
examples suggest themselves. Artefacts of various kinds Jischargc 
functions: mousetraps, carburettors, telephones and computers. 
Human and animal biology also yield many instanccs of func tÌons: 
think of the functions of the hcart , the kiJncys anJ thc cyc. AnJ. 
lastly, human bcings, both singly anJ collcctively, Ji~charμfunction~ 
- for cxamplc , thc roles of Quccn , Primc Ministc r. Parliamcn t. thc 
JuJiciary anJ so forth. In aIl thcsc cascs a .,harr Ji .，tinctiυn can hc 
Jrawn hctwccn thc joh that thc artcfact. thc organ anJ thc rcr、011
(or thc pcople) Jo anJ thc matcrial or formal arrangcmcnb that 
enable it to be carried ou t. Morc abstractly. thc notion of a function 
can be iIlustrated mathematicaIly. ConsiJcr the function y x二
Different values of the variable x - thc input - arc transformcJ into 

年电曲h



132 Functionalism 

the output - the value of y - by being squared. So an input of 2 yields 
an output of 4 , whilst an input of 12 yields an output of 144, and 
so forth. Compare also computer programs. The set of instructions 
comprising a program - an algorithm , as it is known - which 
specifies what steps have to be taken in the processing of informa
tion , is c1early also an example of a function. Data are entered into 
the computer which then, according to the particular algorithm being 
employed, transforms this data into an output. 

Reflection on these examples in the Iight of the distinction 
between a thing's function and the arrangements which enable the 
function to be carried out , leads to the realization that functions, 
by their very nature, are multiply realizable. That is, one and the 
same sort of function can be carried out by an indefinite variety of 
arrangements. We might say that one and the same function can 
be embodied or incarnated or realized or instantiated in different 
sorts of arrangemen t. If the thermostat breaks down , 1 could take 
over its function , boring though it would be to sit in a room aIl day 
turning the heating on and off. If someone suffers heart failure, 
then a mechanical heart can be fitted to pump blood around the 
body. And if the Queen dies, the monarchy wiII not come to an 
abrupt halt , because Prince Charles can step swiftly into Her 
Majesty's shocs 

The point r am leading up to is that a function can be specified 
abstractly, and in complete independence of whatcver it is that 
cnahlcs the function to hc dischargcd. Quite c1carly. the function 
cannot he idcntitìcd with thc matcrial arrangcments that makc it pos
sihlc , or with thc pcrson who dischargcs thc rolc. as thcse may change 
and yct thc function continucs to hc cxccutcd. (、onscqucntly.‘ it would 
hc wrong to conccivc of thc function as a physical thing or proccss. 
But if thc function is not physical in naturc, does this mcan it is non
physical after the manner of the Cartesian soul? Is it like a ghostly 
soul-substance? 1 suggest we desist from thinking of functions in this 
manner, lest we overpopulate the universe with abstract entities and 
also generate the pseudo-problem of how functions relate to, and 
interact with , physical things. A func tÌon is best conceived of as 
neither physical nor non-physica l. It resists c1assification into either 
category、 a conclusion , as we shaIl see later, that chimes in with what 
many functionalist philosophers have had to say about t 
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to the engine is actuaIly to occur, somc set of arrangcmcnts must hc 
in place for this to happen. Without an cmhodimcnt of somc kind , 

nothing can or will happen. Carburation would remain mcrcly an idca 
in the inventor's mind, something on paper that in thcory ωuld work , 
but which won't take place until a carburettor is actuaIly constructcd 
and fitted. 

5.2 Metaphysical functionalism 

What happens if we try applying a functional analysis to mental 
states, say a particular type of mental state, a pain? Suppose we take 
our cue from the example of the thermostat. The function of a ther
mostat is to take a certain input and to transform it into a certain 
output. WeIl, perhaps pain can also be conceived of in the same wa予
What typicaIly happens when someone experiences a pain is that 
damage occurs to some part of their body, pain is experienced, and 
as a result the person winces and groans or rubs the affected part , 
having in the meantime attempted to remove him- or herself from 
whatever is causing the pain. 

Put more formally in functional terms, a pain can be functiona Ily 
specified as comprising an input in the way of tissue damage, an 
output in the fonn of pain-behaviour - wincing, groaning and so forth 
- and a relation to other mental states 一 typicaIly， it provokes a desire 
to be rid of the pain. NaturaIly, as a mental state itself, the desire to 
he rid of the oain wiIl also need a functional specification (see figure 
5.2). At this level of analys队 the specification of mental states is 

Outþut: 
二." Groaning, wincing, nursing injured part 

Jnbut: 
t"J IIo. 一一~PAIN

Tissue damage\1 
- Desire to be rid of input (which needs 

a separate functional analysis) 

Figure 5.2 Functional specification of pain 

highly abstract. Once we have characterized thc mcntal statc m tcrms 
of inputs, outputs and relations to other mental states. wc havc pro
vided an exhãustive description of it: the mental state , conceived as 
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a function , comprises nothing more than the system of relations 
described in terms of inputs, outputs and other mental states、 which
in turn are also functionally analysed. This kind of functionalism , in 
which the mental state is specified purely formally, is generally known 
as metaphysical functionalism , although it is sometimes called plain 
functionalism. This formal specification is arrived at purely by philo
sophical analysis and trades on our common-sense understanding of 
what mental states are. It is supposed to be the expression of a con
ceptual truth, something that is necessarily the case and could not be 
otherwise. 

5.3 Psycho-functionalism 

However, this leaves open the question of what set of arrangements 
enables the function , formally specified, to be executed, and this 
cannot be gathered from knowledge of the function alone. lt is per
fectly possible to appreciate what thermostats, hearts and monarchs 
do without having the faintest idea of how thermostats and hearts are 
constructed, or who the monarch actually is. From the point of view 
of the mctaphysical functionalist , the mind is a black box , as the psy
chologists ca l1 it , mediating hetwcen inputs and outputs, but opaquc 
as rcgards what actua l1y takcs placc within it. It works all right , but 
how it works is unknown. 

Now although thcrc arc functionalists who吨 in thcory啕 arc willing 
to allow that what is in thc hlack hox is somcthing non-physical in 
thc shapc of ghostly soul, thc function hcing dischargcd hy proccss山
within its cthcrcal innards, in practicc all functionalists arc matcnal
ists or physicalists, maintaining that mcntal functions arc incarnatcd 
in neurophysiological processes in the brain and central ncrvous 
system. They argue that since the notion of the soul is highly dubious 
(see chapter 2, section 2.8.4), only the second materialist alternative 
is a realistic option. Nevertheless, providing that the idea of non
physical souls makes sense, the first option represents a genuine 
possibility, because metaphysical functionalism is neutral between 
a materialist and an immaterialist metaphysics. The function itself句
as 1 was at pains to stress earlier吨 is classifiable as neither non
physical nor physical ‘ and can never be strictly identified with thc 
system of arrangements that happen to instantiate it , whatever the 
nature of those arrangements ultimately turns out to be. Indeed. 
the neutrality of metaphysical functionalism was perceived as an 
advantage by materialists, precisely because it did not foreclose thc 
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Metaphysical functionalism - abstract specifìcation of mental state in terms … … 叫巾川叫川r陀时呻el由γla

s Ps勾ycho-functiona旧a刮I embodiments 

~/\\\\ 
Human beings Animals Martians? Androids? 
Human neurology Animal neurology Green slime? Silicon chips? 

Figure 5.3问etaphysical and psycho-functionalism 

possibility that the function could be discharged by purely material 
sets of arrangements. 

No amount of philosophical theorizing or speculatíon alone will 
reveal what neurophysiological mechanisms arc rcsponslble for 
embodying pain as a functional state. Th is is a matter that requires 
empirical investigation-Ibis is the project of psycho-functionalism. 
the'job of spelling out the details of what has come to be called the 
causal occupant of the functional role. In human beings, as we have 
said , this wHl consist in processes in the human nervous system. 
But psycho-functionalists: not forgetting their metaphysical roots、
were willing to go further and allow that it is conceivable that mental 
functions ~ay ~lso be embodied in other quite different sorts of 
physical arrangemen t. If th盯e are Martians whose heads contain the 
traditional green slime.then it is possible that mental functIons may 
bc execl山d by this slime. But, equall予 if there are androids such as 
Data in Star' Trek , then mentality may find its embodiment in 
the chips comprising a silicon brain. The diagram in figure 5.3 sums 
this up. 

Functionalism is thus well placed to circumvent the objection that 
played a major role in seeing off the type-type mind/brain identity 
theory, namely that it is grossly implausible to insist that a pvcn type 
of m~ntal state is alwiys and everywhcrc idcntical with a givcn 
typc of brain state. Indecd , the functionahst thcory‘ partly inspircd 
by the rise of computcr scicncc , was cxprcssly dcsigncd to accom
modate the objection and, in so doIng.nullify it It would appcarto 
secure all the advantagcs of materialism withou1cvcrhtridly having 
to identify with this p;Sition , since functions are not rcduciblc to thc 
material arrangements that make them possible, contrary to what the 
mindlbrain identity theory affirms. 

~}I'. 
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5.4 Computational or Turing 
machine functionalism 

The whole purpose of computers is to compute functions. That indeed 
is how a computer may be defined. It is a device that is designed to 
take a certain input and transform it, according to a set of instruc
tions, step by step, into an output. (Obviously I'm thinking of digital 
computers here. 1 leave aside analogue computers such as neural nets, 
which work on an entirely different basis.) -As John Searle has often 
reminded us, in any given age the latest technology has been seized 
upon as a model for the mind. The ancient Greeks, Searle reports, 
thought that the mind resembled a catapul t. Leibniz , as w正 saw
(chapter 1, section 1.1) , envisaged the min"d as a mil l. Whilst in the 
twentieth century, for the physiologist Sir Charles Sherrington 
(1857?1952) , the mind was like a telephone exchange.Small wonder 
then, in this age of computing and information proc~ssing， that minds 
have been conceived of as natural computing devices-which take 
information in the form of physical or sensory stimulation and 
process ít ínto a behavioural output. 

How do computers compute functions?An algorithm is a p凹
cedur陀e， a method of computing a function. It consists in a finite 
numher of discrete steps, which have to be taken if the values that 
comprise the input to a function are to hc transformed, step by step, 
into the output of the function.Each step to be taken is specioable 
in a dctinite.clear and unambiguous way-which does not rcquirc any 
special insight or fcat of imagination. 

To undcrstand this morc c1carly. considcr thc following cxamplc. 
Suppose you empty your pockets of coins and put them down ran , 

doInly in rows, just as they come to hand.Suppose， further-thatyοur 
rows of coins turn out to be as shown in table 5. 1. If 1 now asked you 
to put these pieces in order, from the highest to the lowest denomin
ation, you would ve可 rapidly pick up the .f2 coin, then the .fl coin 
which you would place below it, then- the 50p piece and so forth. If 1 
were to ask you how you did this, you woufd 'probably just say that 
you could recognize thc value of each of the coins and, knowing this, 
lt was a simple matter to put them in order.But the request I made 
to you to arra吨e the coins from the highest to the lowest is not an 
oraer we can glve to a computer. We can't just say to the computer. 
as ~e can to ~ human being, put the pieces in order and the~ seri
ously expect the computerto- responð. The basic instruction - and 
obviously it would have to be in a programming language -to enable 
t 

丁ãble 5.1 

Table 5.2 

Row 

1 st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
7th 
8th 

Row 

1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 
5th 
6th 
7th 
8th 

Coin 

正2

2p 
50p 
20p 

Ip 
IOp 
II 
5p 

Coin 

正2

50p 
20p 
2p 

IOp 
正 l

5p 
Ip 
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Compare the magnitudes of the coins in the first two rows of the 
table. If the magnitude of the coin in the first row is higher than that 
of the coin in the second row, leave both coins where they are; 
otherwise, move the coin in the second row to the first row. In the 
case in question (see table 5.1) , it is obvious that the coins will he left 
untouched. Now repeat this procedurc with the coins in thc sccond 
and third rows. In this case the 50p piece will movc to thc sccond row 
and the 2p piece will move into the third row. Now comparc thc coins 
in the third and fourth rows and carry out thc samc proccdun:. J)o 
this all the way down until rows seven and cight havc bccn comparcd. 
Table 5.2 shows the order of the coins aftcr carrying out this 
procedure just once. 

Clearly, as we can see in table 5.2 , the coins are still not rankcd 
from the highest to the lowest denomination , but the computer 
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could be instructed to run through the procedure again , and in fact 
as many times as necessary until no further alterations to the posi
tions of the coins needed to be made, when the program can termin
ate (in fact , it takes three more run throughs - try it!). It would be 
incredihly tedious and time-consuming for a human being to go 
through this procedure every time coins or columns of figures had 
to be put in order, say when listing students' examination marks. 
But what 1 have described , in effect, albeit somewhat simply and 
crudely, is an algorithm , a series of discrete steps, which a non
intelligent , non-understanding, mindless device such as a computer 
could take to transform randomly ordered denominations of coins 
into an ordered list , going from the highest to the lowest value of the 
denominations. 

1 must now introduce the idea of a Turing machine, named after 
the mathematician Alan Turing (1912-54) , a mathematical genius 
who, among other achievements, broke the Nazi's ENIGMA code 
during Wor1d War Two. A Turing machine is not an actual machine, 
hut a hlueprint for a possible machine. Basica l1y, such a machine is a 
way of explicating how algorithms can be computed. The machine 
consists of a tape divided into squares, and a device, a tape-head , that 
can write a symhol in a blank square or overwrite an existing symbol , 

。nc symhol pcr squarc only. Th e tape-head can 31so read the symhols 
on thc tapc. Thc tapc can hc movcd from right to left , and Icft to right , 

hut only onc squarc at a timc. The machinc is also capahle of hcing 
in cithcr 0 1' two intcrnal statcs. which 1 shall call S 1 and S2. Thcrc are 
just four things thc machinc can do: movc thc tapc cithcr Icft or righ t: 
writc a symhol on thc tapc: crasc a symhol on thc tapc: changc it日
intcrnal statc from Sl to S2 or S2 to S I. What thc machinc actually 
docs in opcration is spccifìcd hy what is callcd its muchinc tahle. Thι 
mad>inc tahlc consists of a list of instructions that spccify what thc 
machine is to do. Thc general form of the instructions will be that if 
the machine is in state Sl and reading a certain symbol , X , then it will 
either write or erase a syrnbol , stay in state Sl or change to state S2, 
and move the tape either left or right. A simple and perspicuous 
example of this procedure, which also iIIustrates how a Turing 
machine can add 1 to an existing number, is provided by Ttm Crane 
in his excellent hook , The Mechanical Mind. 1 

Crane asks us to imagine that number 
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Inþut 
o 

change to state S2 stay in state S 1 
SI write a 1 write a 0 

Internal state 
move tape to right move tape to right 

stay in state S2 change to state S 1 
S2 write a 1 write a I 

• move tape to right stop 

Figure 5.4问achine table 

. . . 0001111100010001111111 represents the sequencc of numhers 5, 
1, 7.. . 

The dots show that the tape goes off in both directions indcfinitcly. 
What we now need is a machine table which specifies what the 

machine is to do in order to add 1 to an existing numher - see figurc 
5.4.Suppose the machine is now presented with a tape with a 2on lt , 

so it willlook like this (remembering that 2 will he represented by 2 
vertical strokes): 

。 。 o o 。 。

Thc machine has to perform a very simple operation, namely to add 
to this numher hy following the instructions given in the machine 

table. It starts off i~ Sl reading the first symbol on the extreme right 
of the tape. The instruction in the table says that the machine is to 
write a O. stav in Sl , and move the tape one square to the 咆ht. Th is 
it does, and 'stiII being in state Sl it encounters another 0 in the 
column next to the e~treme right , so once again it writes a 0 and 
moves the tape onc space to thc righ t. As thc tapc movcs from Icft 
to right and the machine follows thc instructionsin IhcrTItichinc tahlt3· 
what wcRCIaIeach stcp isshown in tahlt313(Ihc lint:undcr1hc 
fìgurcs indicates which squarc thc tapc-hcad is rcadi吨 and ^ stan户
for thc tape-hcad , which rcmains fìxcd as thc tapc movcs squarc tly 
square to thc right).At (f). thc machinc is in statc S2 whcn it cncoun
tdrs a l-Emmachine table instructs it to writc a |.changc back IORIMe 
Sl and then stop. What is now on the tape are threc and not two 
vertical strokes, representing the number 3. In this way. by moving 

8监画
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Input 

50p 
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Table 5.3 

don't deliver a Coke • deliver a Coke 
change to state S2 stay in state S 1 

(A) (c) 

deliver a Coke • deliver a Coke and 50p 
change to state S 1 change to state Sl 

(B) (D) 

Sl 

Internal state 

Operation of m口chine

(a) 000 1 100Q 
<

00011000 
<

ooollQoo 
<

00011000 
<

00011000 
<

00011000 
<

00111000 

In state Sl, reads 0, writes 0, moves tape to right 

In state Sl, reads 0, writes 0, moves tape to right 

In state Sl , reads 0, writes 0, moves tape to right 

Tape 

S2 
Changes to state S2, reads 1, writes 1, moves tape to right 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

(e) Stays in state S2, reads 1, writes 1, moves tape to right 

Its internal state: state Sl or S2. 
Inputs into the machine: 
(a) a 50p piece; 
(b) a f1 coin (or total of f1 made up of two 50p pieces); 
(c) a 50p piece and a f1 coin (or f1 made up of two further 50p 

pieces). 

Machine table for a Coca-Cola machine Figure 5.5 

2 

In state S2, reads 0, writes 1, changes to state Sl, stops 

In state Sl: reading on tape has changed , machine has stopped 

Direction of movement of tape 一一一击'

(f) 

(g) 

There are four possible ways, (A) , (酌， (C) and (町 in which 
the machine can behave depending upon what a customer does. 
These are: 

The machine is in state S1. A customer inserts 50p. Nothing 
comes out of the machine, but internally it goes into state S2. 
The machine is in state S2‘ a 50p coin having been inserted. 
Suppose the customer then inserts another 50p. The machine 
delivers a Coke and then goes back into state S1. to await the 
arrival of another custome r. 
The machine is in state S1. A customer inserts a f1 coin. The 
machine delivers a Coke and stays in state Sl to await another 
customer. 
The machine is in state S2 because 50 pence has just been 
inserted. A f1 coin is then inserted by mistake. Thc machinc 
delivers a Coke and a 50p piecc and thcn gocs hack into statc 
S1. 

(A) 

(C) 

、
.
，F

D 
J
，
‘
飞

llte functional state of the machinc is dcfìncd , and cxhaustcd hy, 

the description of inputs, intcrnal states and outputs, as displayed in 
the machine table given in figure 5.5. Thc functional state as dcscrihcd 
by the machine table is abstract and purely formal , which means that 
it cxemplifies the metaphysical functionalist level of analysis. For the 

the tape one square at time and writing or erasing a symbol , the 
machine has added 1 to 2. 

Adding 1 to 2 is a very simple operation , but if this computation 
can be done by a Turing machine, then in theory any function capable 
of computation by following an algorithm (a series of simple, discrete 
stcps) can bc done on such a machine. To be surc, to execute other 
opcrations, such as muJtiplication , division , factorials and so forth , the 
sct of instructions comprising thc machinc tablc will havc to bc morc 
complcx , but in principlc thcrc is no barricr to dcvising morc complcx 
tablcs. Of coursc, thc numbcrs in rcal computcrs arc 110t rcprcsentcd 
by a scrics 0 1' vcrtical strokcs as in lhc cx,ímplc givcn abovc , hul arc 
wri llcn in binary codc: I = 1, 2 = 10, 3 = 11 , 4 = I (Xl, clc. , but thc prin
ciples of operation of the Turing machine stay the same. 

Turing machine tables can be used to carry out all sorts of func
tíon , not purely mathe甲atical ones. An example (provided by the 
philosopher Ned Block2

) which you will frequentlyencounter in the 
literature on functionalism is that of the Cõca-Cõla machine. What 
we want is a machine that will take 50p pieces and f1 coins and wiI1 
do four possible things: (1) deliver a i,õttle of Coke if a f1 coin is 
mserted or if two 50p pieces are inserted; (2) do nothing if only one 
50p piece is inserted; (3) deliver a Coke if a'n~ther 50p piece is ~dded 
!othe one already inserted;(4)delivera Coke and 50pchange if ￡150 
IS put in the machine by mistake. Figure 5.5 iIlustrates how the 
machine table will look. The machine table describes the functions 
the machine carries out, depending upon: 

(B) 
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function to be executed , it needs emhodiment in some medium that 
can instantiate the functions. What the realizing medium consists 
of can , as we saw earlier, be indefinitely various in character. In the 
case of the Coke machine it might comprise instructions that are 
embodied in an electronic system , or in the operations of various 
mechanical devices such as levers which open and close apertures -
so that a Coke can be released down a shute, say. It could even, as 
Block says, be a ‘scattered object' that has parts a11 over the world 
which communicate by radio. A1ternatively, it could be executed by 
a person , or by a team of people, standing inside the machine and 
following the set of written instructions which define the machine 
table. 

How does a11 this relate to functionalism as a theorv of the mind? 
Well , the proposal is simply that we conceive of the human mind as 
an enormously complex machine table, incarnated in the neurologi
cal processes of the brain. Like Coke machines, human beings take 
ínputs in the form or sensory and perceptual information , and output 
them in the form of behaviour. For example, information is received 
through your eyes that the bu11 in the fiefd you are crossing is about 
to charge. This information is processed in your brain and-a behav
ioural output resu1ts, namely that you run for the gate. (The imple
mentation of a d证ferent part of the mental machine table might , 

alternatively, mean that you stand your ground if, for example, you've 
had experience in handling hu11s hefon! and know how to' cope with 
emergency situa tíons involving them.) 
h As I have remarked already, the machine tahlc comprising thC 

uman mind would he incredihly complex , hut for theTuriñg machine 
computational functionalist that is how human heim!.s function 
interna11y. Douht币刊咐咄tl山Ieω:只s忧♀

户Iit飞y wou山Id cωO川onta山lin 且ystem 吕 within 叮m吕stem吕凡， a盯川rran叩getωdh巾le川ehi比Cωωa川11曲l
beg♂mníng at the lowest or mos剑t basic level with the s剑imoles剑t elements s 
!中ha剖t canno叫t be broken down into simpler functions, and becoming 
mcreasmgly more complex as the hierarchy is ascended , until the final 
and complete functional structure may be discerned. Such complex 
systems are exemplified by the organization charts of large com
paníes, which detail the functions and internal structures of various 
departments !ogether with their relationships to other 

egress (input) , anù will ùischarge the water after washing has taken 
place (output). They require a system to agitate the ùrum in which 
the washing ís done , and a means of heating the wate r. Nowaùays, 

they have a programming system to enahle different sorts of wash 
routine to be carried ou t. Each of these systems can he hroken down 
in turn into other components and functions. The inlet pipe , for 
example, will consist of a valve which operates electronically to open 
and let a measured quantity of water enter the machine. ln turn , 
the valve will have various components, until finally the physical 
elements that cannot be broken down into smaller functional units 
are reached. 

In the case of human beings, these simpler elements, it may he con
jectured, will be the molecules (and ultimately the atoms) which 
make up the nerve cells that help to constitute the brain and central 
nervous system. At higher levels we will 且nd such structures as the 
hippocampus, which is responsible for the laying down of long-term 
memories, or the lateral geniculate bodies, which act as a staging-post 
for the transfer of neural impulses from the optic nerves to the occipi
tal region of the cerebral cortex, which is known to deal with visual 
perception. In this way, computational functionalism offers us an 
information-processing model of the mind which can explain our 
abilities. It cannot, after all , be by magic - pixie dust in the synapses 
- that we possess the capacities we do for face recognition or the use 
of language, for example. The computational theory of the mind 
offers us our best chance yet of understanding why human beings are 
the creatures they are. Or so the computationalists claim. 

5.5 Functionalism and reductionism 

Like analytical behaviourism, functionalism is reductionist. That is 
to say, it attempts to explicate the nature of mental states in a non
mentalistic vocabulary by reducing them to input/output structures. 
As Sidney Shoemaker remarks: 

[F)unctionalism . . . is thc doctrinc that mcntal , or psychological t l:fm二、

arc. in principlc. eliminahlc in a ccrtain way. If. to simplify mattcr\. wc 
takc our mcntal vocahulary to consi日 t of namcs for mcntal statc飞 and

rclationships. . . thc claim will hc that thcse namcs can hc trcatcd 肌
synonymous with dcfìnite descriptions. each .\'uch de.vcriplion heing for
mlllable, in principle, wilholll Ihe IIse of any of Ihe menlal vocahulary.4 
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The question , however, is how this is to be done without runnine: 
into circularity, thatm without using the very terms that fumtionaL 
ism is supposed to be analysing away. How, to take the example given 
earlierdsomeone seeing abLillehargi吨 and as a result runni吨 away，
主e the inputs and outputs to be captured in nor叩sychological terms? 
1 he expresslOn ‘ seeing a bull charging' explicitly attributes a state 
of mhd, a perceptual State, to the individual concerned. ‘ Ru山mmn
气way， ascribesan action to the person and thusimplicltly attrlbutes 
desires and beliefs. Unless some way can be found of describing these 
ìnputs and outputs in a way that manages to avoid characterizing them 
中entally， the functional analysis wil( be vitiated by the impo;tation 
into it of the very terms it was seeking to eliminate. 

Fortunately for the functionaIist, a -method bv means of which the 
employment of mental terms could be avoided- when characterizing 
ìnputs and outputs was found. The technique employs a device w豆
encountered on page 118, a ‘ Ramsey sentence' , named after Frank 
Ramsey, who is credited with its invention. To see how it works, 
suppose the person who sees the bull in the field and starts running 
is called Ron. Then we can 叫 that Ron has the belief B that the bull 
时01吨 to charge a山im because of his perception P that it is moving 
rapidly in his direction, and this, togeth~r with his desire 0 not to be 
maulcd, causes him to take the action A of running for the gate.B, R 
D and A arc all terms that directly or indirectly attribute mentality 
to Ron. How can thc input P, the- internal stat~s B and 0 and the 
output hchaviour A a lI he rendered in non-mental terms? 

Wc could hegin hy refcrring to the helicf B merely as ‘something\ 
somc statc or othcr that rcsults from pcrception P and which. 
togcthcr with dcsirc D, causcs action A. Natur;. lIy, at -this stagc thc 
process 0叫fRar盯ms
ta创IllS刊s mcntal t比cr口m~吕凡4ι. Thc ncx刘t s叫tcp is tωο r阳epμlacc anot由hcr men川ltal s叫4刊t:川\tcJ 

term , 0 叫， by the expressio叭。methi吨 clse'. Wc can now 叫 that
there is somethi吨， some state that resulted from~ th~-p~~~eption P, 
~?ic~ to~ether with something e1se, another stat~， -~-~u~~~ -;~ti~n A 
Clearly, the aim is eventually to replace b~th ~P-;~dA~~itÌ~-~;~附
SIonsthat avoid chamterizingthemmentally-IEC cxpmSions吗me
thing' and ‘something else' are c1umsy, howe~er， and if a large number 
of different sorts of menωstate are involved川e shall so;n run 

Functionalism 145 

Applying this tcchniquc to thc original scntc Ilcc and rcplacing 
only thc pcrccption of thc hull 啕 l气 with w, wc gct: (3w) (Ron has w 
and w causes thc hclid 1击， which 1<呕心thcr with thc dcsirc J) Icads to 
action A). Further s川l巾4刊巾州ti山itut阳

terms B, 0 and A yilωicl才Ids:缸: (3w) (3x) (3y) (3z) (Ron has w and w caus吗忱叩似4讯山川cαJ刀s.吗4 

x which together with y caus记;cs z付). In this way thc causal rclations 
between input , internal states and output arc captured without using 
any mental vocabulary, thus avoiding circularity in the analysis. 

5.6 Strengths of functionalism 

Functionalism has a number of strengths: 

It avoids behaviourism's error of identifying mental states with 
actual and potential outward behaviour, but it also cscapes from 
postulating mysterious non-physical soul substances beloved of 
the dualist. In addition , because functions, by their ve可 nature ，

are multiply realizable, it is not committed to an implausible type
type mind/brain identity. In this way it also avoids the chauvinis
tic stance of narrowly insisting that mentaI states can exist only 
as the states of human brains. 

2 Thinking of a mental state in terms of its typical causes and effects 
fits in we lI with our common-sense view of the mind.5 A pain ‘ 

as we saw, can be thought of as that kind of mental state that 
typically results from tissue damage and causes pain-behaviour 
plus a desire to be rid of the pain. 

3 The problem of mind/body causation disappears. We cannot say 
that pain , thought of as an entity or a state existing independently 
of pain-behaviour, brings that behaviour abou t. Pain is the whole 
functional state characterized in terms of inputs, outputs and 
relations to other mental states, themselves analysed functionally. 
Behaviour is not caused by pain; rather, one might say it is a con
stitutive part of the total functional statc which counts as hcing in 
pain. Naturally, in human bcings pain-hchaviour will hc causcd hy 
cvcnts in thc ccntral ncrvous systcm , but thcsc cvcnts alonc cannot 
he iucntifìcd with pain. 'Jncsc evcnts hclp to constitute thc cmhoui
mcnt of thc function by mcans of which a ccrtain input in thc form 
of tissuc damage gets convcrtcu into a ccrtain output in thc form 
of wincing and groaning. 1t is the entirc systcm of rclations hetwecn 
inputs and outputs and other functional states which comprises 
being in pain, not some stage or aspect of that process. 

.,J Æí 
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'The idea , you will recall 、 is that if you try to explain some mental 
process such as vision hy postulating an agent 吨 perhaps in the form 
of a soul 吨 in the hrain that scans the visual input from the eyes. you 
end up with a vacuous or circular account , hecause you then have to 
explain how this agent sees. A vicious infinite regress of souls within 
souls threatens. 

Ned B10ck appropriates the notion of a homunculus in order to 
articulate the following objection to functionalism." We are to 
imagine a human body outwardly just like our own but internally 
very differen t. Its sense-organs are connected to a bank of lights 
in the head , and further connections to motor-output neurons are 
made via a set of buttons. lnside the head is a group of little men , or 
homunculi. A group of these homunculi are designated G-men 
because they carry out operations on what we can call a G-square, 
which constitutes just one square of the complex machine table that 
describes you. (Remember the simple machine table above con
sisting of four squares that functionally characterizes a Coca-Cola 
machine.) Imagine that a card is posted on a bulletin board in the 
head, and it turns out to have a ‘ G' written on it. Th is tells the G-men 
to get ready. An input light, say lL goes on, and this causes a little man 
to go and press an output button Ü200 and change the card on which 
‘G、 is written to an 'M\In other words, the little men in your head 
implement the machine table which functionally characterizes you , 
just as a team of people might stand inside the Coca-Cola machine 
and implement the machine tahle for it. ln this example、‘G ‘ and 'M' 
correspond to the internal states of the machine which were charac
terized as Sl and S2 in the case of the Coca-Cola machine. 

Would it he plausihle to suppose that this team of little men、 con
sidered as a group, enjoys suhjective experience'? It seems strongly 
counterintuitive to suppose that it would. The objection might be 
raised: but doesn't each of the little men enjoy awareness, and so 
perhaps experience is present after all? The objection misses the 
point of the example. What is internal to the little men is irrelevant , 

the question being: do the little men, simply by virtue of carrying out 
the function of changing G squares to M squares, that is‘ hy acting 
as the causal occupants which discharge the functional role that is 
heing modelled , therehy collectively as a group enjoy qualia? Again. 
it seems even c1ea 

5.7 Problems for functionalism 

Despite its strengths, functionalism faces a number of serious diffi
culties, which 1 will consider in this section. 

5.7.1 Liberalism 

If chauvinism unfairly restricts mentality to human nervous systems, 
liberalism is too bountiful in the attributions of mentallty it is prc
pared to make.I11c essence of the liberalist position is that any system 
that is functionally equivalent to a human ~ind must itself be allowed 
付 have mental s川es. Yet it is possible to fir山nany examples, often 
OIZarrc, where it is totally implausible to attrlblue mentality 

Ihc two crucial aspects of thc mind which functionalijm seems 
un牛le to capture are: (1) the subjectivity and privacy of mental states 
s斗cn as sensations, their qualia in other words;and (2)the intention
ality or ‘ aboutness' of the propositional attitudes such as beliefs, 

desires and ?motions-IWo arguments 一 in particular, Ned Block's 
so-called Clunesc mind argument and John scarlc ‘s Chinese room 
argument-have emerged to demonstrate functionalism-s inability 
to deal with qualia and intentionality. Th is can he summarized dia
grammatieally - see fìgurc 5.ó. 

Chinese mind argument Chinese room argument 

Figure 5.6 

5.7.2 The Chinese mind argument: the problem 
。f absent qualia 

I11C Chinese mind argument may be explained in thearst instance 
by reference to the homunculi heads argument.IIm homuncul 
(plural ‘ homunculi') fallacy was explained Tn chaptc~-2~ s~~;i~-;;-2i3. 

了寸
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headuaAafter all, possess qualm-Ihis argument, however, begs the 
questIon in .favour of nca-heads having qualia-If I can bc sure that 
I have qualm f and surely I can then tI115, together with Block's 
thought-expenments, suggests that I just could not turn out to bc a 
nca-head or to have regiments of little men in my head. 

Block drives home thc point hc is making WIth the mn more 
c平ravagant example of the Chinese mind , which has b 
png ofa minofclassic in thc lHmture dealing with functionalism 
肌e are now to imagine that the Chinese government has b 
vemd to hnctionalism and that, in ordefto enhance their Interna
tional standmg, the entire one billion inhabitants of China have b 
provided with two-way radios that connect them with other people 
and with thc aftikial body described in thc pmious example-me 
bulletin board Iqthe head IS replaced by satellites which can bc 
from all over ctuna-Ihc system of the billion people communicating 
w-th each other, topether with thc 则el1ites， constitutes a huge artifi-
ial external ‘ brain'. 

Such a system could be functionally equivalent to a human being, 
ay you or me.But would it thereby enjoy the qualm that you or I 

do?Again, the answer must bc no.ITm same objection may bc raised 
in the case of the homunculi-headed robots:surely the Ch-

C2i:: ;口! w附川川叫o叽ω叫)u川u川ω川lId have qualia because 叫e neural 咿als of the Chin ω 
omposing it. Howcver, thcse signals would not count as 

mputs to the systcm hcca山c what is to count as an input is stipulatcd 
by the person who speciIICS WhaIIhcsystem is.ASBlock says-thc 
s-gnals would nomore hc inpulsthan would aIapc jammed by a 
HiltmIcur hcIwccnIhc rclily contactH in Ihc innardHOf a compIC 
.Ihc tJSHCnutll POIntIhaIltlock wanIH10 111tlkc wiIh all his cxamplm 
IHIhaIMmullIlngc?ultl lXJ iunclionally uluivalcnIlowhilliH HUP 
pos叫 to takc pl川?lnIhc usuoihumn minds-aM yclior alllhaI 
lack any vestige of mentality. 1bcrc is 则hing it is like to hc thc 
chmcFmind, considered as a whole, nor do all the individuals who 
z:;;CI叫 h川 a coll削ve u山n盹1

mind i臼s， therefore, at the end of the day, no m~d .rt all. 

5.7.3 Inverted qualia 

Essentially the samc point -that functionalism is leaving something 
Important out in Its attempt to account for the mind -can also be 
m dc by reference to the possibility of inverted qualm-You will recall 
from chapter l , section15, Wittgenstein's beetle-in-a-box metaphor
Each-of us has what we call a beetle in our box bufdncenocne nqq 
look in anyo 
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pletely different sorts of thing, or cvcn nothing at aJl. Applying this 
to the mind , is it not possihlc that thc colour that 1 cxpcricncc whcn 
1 see a marigold is the colour that you cxpcricncc whcn you scc a 
violet, and vice versa?7 It might even be、 going furthcr, that your 
whole colour experience is inverted with respect to my own , that 
when 1 see red, you see green, when 1 see yellow, you see hlue啕 and

so forth. Naturally, when you and 1 see a red object, we will both say 
it is red, and when decorating a house, for example, we will both do 
things such as ensure that the red wallpaper matches the red carpets, 

that only red candles are bought for Christmas decorations and so 
forth. However, suppose it turned out that , unbeknownst to both of 
us, you had had colour inverters inserted in your eyes at birth , so that 
all along red wallpaper, carpets and candles have looked to you as 
holly and Christmas trees have looked to me? The inputs can also 
give rise to the same internal states - s呵， beliefs - in both your case 
and mine. Thus we will both be caused to believe, and judge as a 
result , that pillar-boxes are red, even though in your case pillar-boxes 
wi l1 look the colour that 1 would call green. We will also both agree 
that fir trees are green, together with the grass, even though both of 
these look to you the colour that 1 would call red. If someone asks 
either you or me to choose something that matches the colour of the 
grass, we might both choose a spray from a fir tree, or pick a leaf from 
a beech tree, even though intemally these things look to you what 1 
would call red. 

What this demonstrates is that we can have two systems, you 
and mc. which are functiona l1y equivalent in terms of inputs and 
outputs (thc photons entering our eycs, our decorating the house for 
Christmas). yct diffcring in their mental states. The contents of 
your visual cxpcricnccs and beliefs are different from mine, but this 
is something that functionalism is failing to discriminate. To make 
what 1 am saying quite c1ear, the same point can be expressed in 
another way, using thc example of pain.It is perfectly possible to 
imagine a ~ental state that fülfils the same functional role that pain 
normally fulfils, yet intemally does not feellike pain to its possessor, 
and so does not qualify as paÍn, because what is essential to pain heing 
pain is simply hów it- feels. The moral seems c1ear. Thcrc's more to 
life menta l1y than functionalism. 

5.7.4 Absent qualia revisited: what Fred knew 
and Mary didn 't know 

Although functional states cannot strictly bcIdentiaed with physical 
states, they and their embodiment in such states, non-physical 

J 
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substances and properties having been rejected. To that extent, 
functional15ts arc materialists-mere is no more to us internallv 
than brains and central nervous mtcms, which take a physical inp山
through the senses in the form of photons and sound-waves-for 
example, and then c?nvert that Input in vanous ways into an Ou山i…n叩u川I川t
in the h?m of behavlour-gross bodily movements iandstillnes忐)
What this somewhat stark p川urc suggests is thai once sdentiEL 
!nvestIgation has work?d out the neurophysiological details of how 
Inputs are transformed Into outputs, the task of cxpHeating the nature 
of the mind has been completed-To put this another wav, accordinp 
to the materialist or physicali剖， if we could know alI也c physicJ 
detaih all the physical facts known through sciences such as physics, 
chemistr弘 ~iology， e~c. ， about what take; place within ~s ~h~~~~e 
think , imagine, perceive, believe, suffer p~i~ ~~d s-~-~~~-t~~i~~î~-d~ ~II 
possible types of mental sMes and activities, then w二 would know 
everything there is to know about us A complete physical story of 
our functionmg, covering what goes on in our brains and central 
perv?us systems, Is a complete story simplicitcr.Similarly, if we now 
Imigmthis k叩wledge to be extended beyond wha{occurs t0, 
and In, our bodes, a complete physical account of realitv is, for thc 
?edicaFd physkaliu, a complete account , full stop-0卢 we know 

dZIZJLZZ)4民ilzrlJZf♂ aLKJJJ:121fr
therc arc nonc othcr) 啕 thcn ou町r kυ明no
Th盯i目 CI川m has bccn powcrf咐 challenged by Frank Jackson in 

two much-dché山ι1 ‘ and dcscrvcdly famou吕， p叩crs，‘ Epiphcnomenal
Oualia啕叫‘What M川 Didn 't Know'.M .lacks~1ll asks '1I~ to imac. inc 
somconc十川川ho h川 thc hcst l'olollr dìscrimination on 川or叫tdl1kJω川ο川1 
on呻l忖y

als川tο】 make di川is以川cnmma川(t(阳()】汀lllS t由h，川It IHο) (ο川P川nc clsc i川n t巾hc w(ο)r叫Id cαa川n. 叽Whcn1 
c凹VCmnc else looks a1ripe tOInato战 thcy sec hut one ωlour. The 
colour of all tomatoes IS exactly alike to them.Not to Fred, however. 
TO F叫 the ω lour of 阳ato 创alIs into tw阳w附o disti创叫归stin山山in比川C
redL飞， but although out of COurtesy to us Frcd talks of redI and red2飞' tωO him these colours are not shades of a single colour at all, but arc 
a?different from each other as marigold is from violet-When Fred is gIven a pilc of tomatoes, he can unerringly sort them into two niles, e叫 pileωnposed of num盯icaIIy the sam阳e ident川ti比ωalf仕ru肌』
?吨gaIr川le 阳a
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colour than the rest 0 1' us can , and this scts us wondcring what it 
would be Iike if wc could do this oursclvcs. If our ncrvous systcms 
could be altered so that they wcrc just likc Frcd\thcn prcsumahly 
we, too, would be able to distinguish tomatocs in thc way that Frcd 
can, and we might wonder what our expericnce of sceing tomatocs 
after our nervous systems had been adjusted would be like comparcd 
to what it was like before the change took place. 

Unfortunately, however, we are not going to be able to acquire 
Fred's ability, because medical technology is not advanced enough to 
enable surgeons to make the appropriate alterations to our nervous 
systems. Thus we are left in the dark about what it would be Iike to 
see two totaIIy different colours of tomatoes when before we saw only 
one. It may be supposed that we have a complete knowledge of what 
goes on physicaIIy in Fred's brain and nervous system , as weII as a 
complete knowledge of the atomic structure of the surfaces of ripe 
tomatoes, of the properties of Iight waves and so forth , but none of 
this is going to give us the experience of seeing the two different 
colours that Fred sees. In relation to Fred, we are like the inhabitants 
of the country of the blind in relation to the one person in their com
munitv who can see. 

The point of this story is this. Although we know everything 
there is to know physicaIIy about what goes on in Fred's case and 
ours电 Fred knows. something we don't know, namely that tomatoes 
that look uniformly the same colour to us actua lIy form two groups 
with two differcnt colours. Th is implies that physicalism leaves some
thing ou t. namcly what thcse colours look likc to an experiencing 
suhjcct who can discrìminatc thcm. In other words , the materialist 
picturc ()f thc world is not a complete picture, fuII stop. It is only a 
ωmplctc physical picturc. But therc is more to the complete picture 
than thc 

. 
physícs; 

. 
there is also the non-physicaI. mental aspect 

evidenced 'by' Fred's experience of seeing two colours where we see 
onlv one. 

Jackson makes the same point, using the example of Mary, a bril

liant scientist who has alwaÿs lived alone in a completely black-and
white room , and forced , for some reason 啕 to invcstígatt二 the world via 

a black-and-white TV monitor. (We will supposc，川mcwhat artifi

cialIv, that she cannot even see her own haír and hody. so that shc 

really ís excluded from expericnce of all colours cxccpt hlack and 

whit~.) Mary specializcs in thc brain mechan 
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can see the sky on her monitor、 but to her it just looks black , or 
ous shades of grey and white. 

One day, Mary is released from her room_ or pivpn " ro1r\llr 
televmion-She looks at thuky and at tomatoes)二IJemliizJJgo
that's what blue and red look like to all those people who Ir'斗've叭;
z江口:fr b m 斗功批bl忧letωo s阳c臼e 0∞n 中叫y black-and-white monitor.' Does M 町

n nyttung new, anythIng she dId not know before her release? 
It seem?we are forced to conclude that she does.Before she k 
eve可thIng physical that was going on when people (and herself) 

w colou户， but now she has learned something ncw, namely what 
!he expemnce of colour, previously demd to her, is like.Ag ·' 

ems to follow that the knowledge or information s由he s圳u山b臼
quently a缸cqUlres cannot be merely knowledge of, or information 

:2:;Je向阳
You should now look at Exercise 5.1 before reading any further. 

缸制锦 5.1 ~t~.~:~t_ '~oking be/ow, t盯「叩Y 叫n】理p叭gρoαt忡ck山ωks阳〈α∞叩s臼阳。α础『
Isn川1 USing two premises and a Con】K时clus剖ion. Then read on. 

监

Jackson's argument can be displayed thus: 

l Mary(before hcr release)knows everythlng physical there is to 
know ahout other peoplc. 

2Mary(before hcr rclcase)doesnot know cverything there isto 
know 巾OMother people (because 811c learnssomethingabout 
thcm on hcr rclc川c)

3 Thcrcforc, thcrc are truths abo川 olhcr pcoplc (and hcrscl f) which 
cscapc thc physicalist story. 

You should now consider Exercise 5.2. 

Can You see any way 。f attacking jacks。n's argument and stmwing that i臼
ZC。n 叫se? Try this in discussion with 州的- it is quite difficult 

rulChmhland has offe时 what he calls 'a convenie州 tightd version' of the argument, thus: 1O 

1Mary knows .everything there is to know about brain states and their properties. 
2It is not the case that Mary knows everything there is to know about sensations and their properties. 
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3 Thercforc, applying Lcihni扩s Law (see chaptcr 2, seclion 2.7.1 ), 
吕ensations and their propcrtics are not idcntical wilh hrain-stalcs 
and their properties. 

Bearing in mind Jackson's argument and Churchland 's vcrsion of 
it, you should now look at Exercise 5.3. 

Do you agree that Churchland's version accurately captures Jackson￥ argu

ment? Can you suggest any other criticisms of it? After you have thought 
about this, read my comments below. 

Firstly, if Jackson's argument amounts to no more than we have sug
gested above , Churchland would have demolished it. It parallels the 
case of the slugabeds (chapter 3, section 3.3) , who know all about the 
Evening Star and its properties, but nothing about the Morning Star 
and its properties (because they are in bed when it appears in the 
morning sky) , this supposedly leading to the conclusion that The 
Morning Star "# The Evening Star (because the Evening Star sup
posedly has a property, namely being known about by the slugabeds, 
which the Morning Star lacks). As we saw, this no more establishes 
the non-identity of the Morning and Evening Stars, than the fact that 
Lois Lane knows that the man she works with is CIark Kent but not 
that the man she works with is Supe口nan‘ proves that CIark Kent is 
not Superman. 

But Jackson argues that Churchland has not accurately repre
scnted his position. He reminds him that the whole thrust 0 1" his 
original argumcnt is that Mary does not know everything about 
brain-statcs and their properties because she does not know about 
the qualia , the experiences 0 1" colour. associated with them. She 
knows everything physical about them from her achromatic per
spective, but learns something new in addition to what is known 
physically when she experiences colour for the 且rst time. As Jackson 
remarks, rhetorically,‘What she knows beforehand is ex hypothesi 

everything physical there is to know, but is it everything therc is to 
know? That is the crucial question.'" 

As part of his criticism , Churchland also pointcd out ‘ accurately. 
that Jackson's argument equivocatcs on thc word ‘ know'. What Mary 
knows before her release can be called 吨 following Bcrtrand Russell 's 

distinction. ‘ knowledge by description' , whercas the knowledge shc 
acquires after her release , whcn shc cxpcricnc~:<; colour dircctly 
for the first time , is ‘knowledge by acquaintancc'." However. this is 
not 只ermane， and does not refute Jackson's claim. How Mary knows 

what she knows is not to the point、 but what she comes to know, 

缸阴阳 5.:

, 
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however shc comes to know it.She doesacquire new knowledge after 
hcr release, something shc did not know before, and since what shc 
knew before was everythi吨 there was physically to know, she comes 
to know something the physicalist picture leaves ou t. 

It has also been argued by David Lewis and LatIrenee Nemirow 
that?n hcrfclease Mary does not learn a町thi吨 new a t all.!3 She 
merely acqum?a new representational or imaginative ability.How
ever, whilst it15true that shc acquires new abilities -she can for 
exampl户， pe由ctly sort vegetables by colour, sorr削hing she was ↓e时
bad 于tInhcr bleached-out former existence -and shc can now al二
IITIagIIlc what hcr room would look like lined with crimson wall
paper - are these new abilities all she acquires? 

Jackson argues that ifLfary thought to herself that since her 
release she had learned something about other people's minds shc 
did not know before-namely, what it was like to cxncdenec colours 
一 and then subsequently received a lecture about wLetherwc really 
can know that minds other than our own exist, shc miEht start to 
wo盯 that perhaps, after all , she hadn't acqui卢d thc1Enowledoe 
abo 山 other people 巾 thought she had. Suppose later she s饥阳u肌I
m qu山lIe创ting her scepticism and concluded t由ha剖t she did know some
t山hin吨g new about other p严eo叩ple following her release after alL What 
then, Jackson asks, was she vacillating about -her abilities?Surely 
not ‘ hut about whethcr she had acquired new information facts 
that?hchad now kmwn hctbrchurclω吨'‘ ltiler rcprmcrlIaLional 
aoilitic 日 w c r c a k m w n c o n H t a n t t h r o u g h o u t W h a t e l s e t仙heωnw阳川as川shc1丑刊c J 
agο1lI附吕mg éI巾b币阳Ol削ut than whcthcr shc had ga川inc 正d factual knοwlcd 
o>阳S川汀川‘7γfγ川Thcrc would bc nothi 咐。;脚m c t l h o t l I i I t l h i l l I Y w t I H tt ;j H h tJ 
acquírcd on hcr rckasc:' ,j 

I口)oc创日 J"叭S刽阳tο】川n ‘、H川!吨uml: n川t s仙uωCl:叫J
h川 r must lcavc it up to you 川cc眈

5.8Theqtnese mom and the pmblem 
of absent intentionali句

Not only can functionalISm-not capture qualmit is alleged, it cannot 
accommodate anotDcr maln chamtedstlc oi mental states cither. 
namely intentionality‘ the capacíty of the propositional attitudes 
to he dlrected upon a proPOSItIonal content to represent the other 
states of af仔ffa归al

F丑R岛) e创stablish t由hi比s conclusion , John Searle employs an exam一 le that 
has p灿灿 beωmc evcn be阳 known than Block刊hiAmind
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analogy: thc Chincsc room. Sl: arl l:、日 argumc川、 lik l: th l: argllnwnt in 
scction 5.7.4, is aimcd at owrturning mdarhysícal functionafis l11. The 
point Searlc wants to makc is that mcrdy hy in日 tantiating a rrogra l11 

or by implementing a machinc taolc 吨 a comrukr cannot rosscss 
genuine thoughts and understanding. A gcnuinc thought rOSSCSS l:S 
intentionality 一 it has the feature of being about somc statc ()f affairs 
other than itsel f. As Searle puts it 、 a gcnuine thought has a mcaning , 

a semantic content. Likewise for beliefs、 emotions， intcntions and 
desires. But the operations performed by a digital computer do not 
mean anything to it , and do not have a content for it. The words being 
displayed on the VOU screen as 1 type this out mcan something to 
you and me, but they do not mean anything to the word-processor 
itself because an essential ingredient is missing in its case which is 
not missing in ours, namely consciousness. Unlike us, in thc casc of 
the computer there is no one at home. The computer which displays 
on its screen the message ‘Hello Keith' when 1 type in my name, is 
neither greeting, nor referring to, me. Nor would any amount of sen
tences a computer types out to the effect that it has ccrtain oeliefs, 

fears, intentions, wants, hopes and so forth mean that it literally does 
have those beliefs and other intentional states in the sense that a 
human subject does. 

To demonstrate this conclusion , Searle asks us to imagine that he 
is in a room which he cannot leave. Chinese characters are postcd in 
through a slot on one side of the room. Searle 's task is to match these 
incoming characters with others that are speci且ed in a rule book. Thus 
when Scarle receives say, a squigglc-squiggle , he looks up in the 
oook the character it is to bc paired with , say a squoggle-squoggle, 

and passes this character out through a slot on thc other side of the 
room. Given that Searle-in-the-room has no prior understanding of 
Chinese, there is no way, merely from this pairing procedure. that he 
could learn it. To him , the incoming and outgoing characters are 
merely meaningless doodles, not words. To the Chinese speakers 
outside the room these characters are meaningfuL The characters 
posted in may constitute questions in Chinese and the characters 
posted out may represent answers to these questlons-IEc pointof 
Searle 's thought-cxpcriment is that Scarlc-in-thc-room is ímítatíng 
what gocs on in the CPlJ of a computcr and this forma 
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effected by tclcUSion cameras and the output symbols serving to 
make the 甲Mors Inside thc roumove 山 arms and legs. The inputs 
Searle receives fro甲 the robot s sense-organs and the instructms 
that arc passed tO Its motor apparatus will still mean nothiII-to 

r;J22273A川江;uuzr;22址:
now-insi.de?0IIICthIIIg that can move around the world and which can 

照日i:啦啦啦?川?曰:
In this example searlc was WIlling to grant that even thouhh com

p m p r o g raE S l a c k 斗叩s臼阳c町man削n旧毗lt
symbol manipu川la剖tOr1mn the .C0Ihh1U1HmIn1esc room is concerned, they do at 

:ZCZL:;2223172JZZ注目旦旦旦st
zz;Jff313:乌江曰::13JZFLIrt?iztZi
lZJ212lz:tft;21225221乙:24:stiJZLtt
Monal mtems, bqt syntax as wdlMIhc Chinese room argument 
showed that umantlesIS not IIItrIIISle to syntax But now scarle insists 

tt:11川:乙:lzrJiz:iJ:::;11:ifEJl:22::hzi
叮ax arc 叭ttIVC to human beings who design and use computm 
肌 叭Ign 1阳p严仰川刊川ct川t

mach山hi阳 In 1hcmsclvcs, thc Inputs antioutputs luvc ncithcr HUman-

lz;ut:;;二;JrJJJitr J♂山;;口:'二扎J忑飞:己击ηη汁:?飞丁γti;7l;f川!可r
tha川1 山 rtatn> na川Itur户叫al p￥对1[(川ω S 山 can h币1C in川n川Iω阳G盯rp川Cωd 川 11川11刊1st叫ta圳川11仙1
;江::江;:::r:1U:U口山山Jz且忠1:江川::2口川:?江叮t工功乙口几川2L:μpJ」l:叫;
;山:2:且J221宫:t巳:巳:古EU;::巳出;;习汇J巳汇:::U?z江Z:2iι?1z把肌:巳口飞飞lJ:口;:江;江:;
:E;二L2z 匀切:白」:巳;r:t::巳:♂口川;2尤:t:;r?比:;zturf U Z UEI: 
aSSIgn--c computatpnal mtcrPIetatl?n to the inputs and outputs of 
the transfor叩er: the inte甲retation exists purely ~elative to u~. Simi
la句， thc motms ofthc plane白 In their orbit can be computed using 
Kepl红、s laws ofplanetary motlOILbut the planets themselves arc not 
carrymg out any computations. 

cqUJJJf;2122;it:221 
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viewed as carrying out computational functions and should Ilot , 

contrary to what somc authors havc claimcd 、 hc sccn as a 、yntactic
enginc'. ‘ Computational statcs\Scarlc says，飞IfC not discovcrcd 
within the physics, they are assigncd to thc physics."7 'Ihc physical 
processes that go on inside a system such as a computcr or thc hrélin 
function as real causes, but the functional or computational intcr
pretation we assign to such processes is not intrinsic to the systcm 
but merely something projected on to it from the outside. Consc
quentl弘 the computational interpretation of the physical processes 
has no real existence, and therefore no causal powers, as it exists only 
in the eye of the person assigning the interpretation to the system. 

The point Searle is making can also be put in terms of systems 
that genuinely do follow rules and those that do not. If we go back 
to the Coca-Cola machine for a moment and imagine that inside 
the machine there is actuaJly a person collecting money and giving 
change and bottles of Coca-Cola in return , then it is true that the 
person is consciously foJlowing rules for carrying out the functions of 
the machine. The sentence 'If f 1.50 comes in through the slot , give a 
coke and 50p change' has a meaning for the person , and it is a con
sequence of the person understanding this meaning and deciding to 
fo lJow the instruction it represents, that the change and the bottle of 
Coke are delivered. In this way, the semantic and syntactic features 
of the sentence figure as genuine causes which help to explain the 
person 's behaviour. 

But now suppose that the person inside the machine is replaced 
hy a conventional mechanism of mcchanical or electronic gates and 
chutcs and so forth. In delivering a Coke. does this machine follow 
rulcs in thc way that a person standing inside the machine does? The 
answcr must he no. The machine looks as if it were following rules‘ 

but in fact it cannot really be following rules because , lacking con
sciousness, it has no understanding of what is going on when a coin 
comes through the slot and various mechanical processes take place 
which ensure that a bottle of Coke comes out of the machine. We can 
and do speak of the machine giving change and delivering Cokc to 
people, hut this way of speaking does not imputc gcnutnc actIOns to 
the machinc and has to bc undcrstood mcrcly as a mctaphor. 'Ihc 
machine does not intcntionally givc you a Cokc. or unintcntionally 
omit to give you a 

只飞毡 M
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are certain mechanical processes to which we, as outside observers, 
asslgn a meamng. 

A nice example which also illustrates the point is provided by 
Anthony Kenny in his book The Metaphysics of Mind. 19 Compare a 
piano and a pianola. When a pianist plays a piece of music, this is 
because he is assigning a meaning to the notes on the musical score, 
that is, he is following certain rules for the production of the music. 
But these notes could be represented by holes in a pianola roll and 
the piece of music produced purely mechanically by setting the roll 
in operation. To the pianola , the holes don't mean anything in the way 
that the notes on the score mean something to the pianis t. The holes 
in the roll are not symbols or sets of instructions. 13 ut the notes on 
the score are, because these symbols were set up by conventions to 
represent certain sounds. These conventions were set up by human 
beings who can use symbols, for whom symbols have a meaning, 
because human beings possess consciousness and intrinsic intention
ality. In the case of the non-conscious pianola, any understanding we 
attribute to it is merely a derivative, as-if intentionality: the holes 
in the pianola roll are not symbols and possess no semantic content, 
no meanlllg or significance for the pianola. Following out the 
consequences of Wittgenstein's view that the meaning of symbols is 
not t.o .he conceived of as sets of private images in the head , but as 
conslstíng in puhlicly chcckahle uses of the symbols‘ Kennyadds: 

If my hrain wcrc as dClcrminislic as an clcclronic comnulcr. so Ihal ils 
cnllrc ~~~Ip~.t could hc prcdiclcd from thc inpuls il rcccivcs, Ihal would 
nol 约 uflìcc for anyonc 10 hc ahlc 10 prcdicl Ihc Ihou~hls Ihal I will 
h，川 For whal ~ivcs I山川11叩 10 且叫 kind of oulpul飞lf l11y hrain -
whullurullannulludIlI 『ouglltlUIion-Hpuucl1.wwriIiI1民 is sllllldhing 
4ullc cxlcrnullo il. ju剖 1 as whal givcs Il1c<l ning to Ihc 卢ulpul of <1 ω1\1-
putcr is cxtcrnul to il. Whul givcs mcaning 10 my physfcal activitics、
:-v hat makcs some of thc soun-ds and gestuies 1 p(odu~e into symbols. 
IS my power to be a participant in the social activity of language - an 
activit艾，which is impossible outside the context of the co-operition of 
others:" 

5.9 Homuncular functionalism 

~ea.rle ~elie~es that the only way of endowing the physical processes 
that. take . place in computérs ~ith a semantics a~dJ a syn'tax is hy 
puttí?g a hOI?u!lculus, a conscious experiencing agent who possesses 
genuine underived intentionality, into the system. This 'is not a 
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prohlcm in thc casc of thc PC、s which you can huy in a shop. hccausc 
cach onc comes cquippcd with a homunculus which can intcrprct thc 
inputs and outputs - you! If it is thcn insistcd that computcrs thcm
selves have intrinsic intentionality, thc only way in which this sccms 
possible is by putting the homunculus insidc thc computc r. It thcn 
only needs the brain to be thought of as a computcr with a homuncu
lus sitting inside it interpreting the various ncurological ongoings and 
endowing them with a semantics and a syntax for us to arrivc hack 
at the full-blown homunculus fallacy described earlier. 

The American philosopher Daniel Dennett has proposed a bold 
response to this claim. There is nothing wrong with postulating 
homunculi just as long as these homunuculi are stupider than the 
person whose intelligent behaviour and understanding the homun
culi are invoked to explain: ‘If one can get a team of relatively ignor
ant , narrow-minded, blind homunculi to produce the intelligent 
behaviour of the whole, this is progress.'21 

A person can be thought of as a set of suh-systems arranged hier
archically, just like the washing machine characterized hy K. V. Wilkes 
earlier in section 5.4. As one descends the hierarchy. the homunculi 
become progressively less and less intelligent until, at the very hottom 
layer, homuncularity and the intentionality that it implies‘ are com
pletely discharged from the system. The genuine understanding and 
rule-following which we attribute to other people at the normal 
everyday level are to be understood as the product of the function
ing of thc complex set of stupider suh-systems. In other words. 
ultimately what takcs place at the higher levels - what we label as 
gcnuinc understanding and rulc-following - can he explicated in 
tcrms of thc hchaviour of the lower-level elements to which we feel 
no inclination to attribute intentionality. According to this picture. 
there is really no such thing as the intrinsic intentionality of which 
Searle and Kenny speak. because it will have been reductively de
composed into the actions and interactions of progressively simpler 
and more basic non-intentional elements. As Searle remarks. 'AlI 
of the higher levels reduce to this hottom Icvel; the top Icvels are all 
just as-if.'22 

Thc prohlcm with a rcductive stratcgy of this typc is that onc i'i 
Icft with thc fccling that nonc of it adds up to awan:ncss or unJcr
standing on thc pa 
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are not conscious or self-conscious. In addition啕 the importation of a 
press secretary, what might be called a Master Homunculus, who col
lates the work of all the stupider homunculi in the more lowly posi
tions and represents it to the outside world , simply raises the question 
of how in turn the Master Homunculus itself is aware. The idea of a 
such an homunculus, it is interesting to note. is not new, as it can be 
found in the work of William James、 written more than a hundred 
years ago: ‘ Every brain-cell has its own individual consciousness, 
which no other cell knows anything about... There is, however, 
among the cells one central or pontifical one to which our con
sciousness is attached.'23 James himself was, however, quick to dismiss 
the theory, not only because it leads to a vicious inftnite regress of 
homunculi, but also because there is no evidence that there is any
thing like a pontifical cell in the brain: ‘There is no cell or group of 
cells in the brain of such anatomical or functional pre-eminence 
as to a~I?ear to be the keystone or centre of gravity of the whole 
system.'24 

Questions Is Searle really claiming, ultimately, that arrangements of matter. however 
to think complex, will never be capable of thought and consciousness? 
about 2 Can a physicalist explain fully what is goi咆。n when someone is sent 0何

悔"二J\

如or committing a foul in football? 
3 Is a 50p piece just a physical object? 
4 Do qualia really exist? 
5 If a function is neither mental or physical. what is it? 

$ugges创。ns for further readlng 

• An 巳xcellent collection of articlcs on functionalism and rdated mauers 
IS William -Lycan-s Mind and cogntIion (Oxford:Bladwell、 19创).币lC
co~le~~io? inc~~des Daniel Denne'tt's atte~pts， against Frank Jackson: t? 
get rid of qualia, to ‘quine' them out of existence - see ‘Quining Qualia\ 
pp.519-47. 

·See also Dpnnett's consciousMSS Explained (HarmorIdsworth:Penguin, 
1991)for VIews which lean towards physicalism and ellminativism-

• TIm Crane's The Mechanical Mind (H~rmondsworth: Penguin 吨 1995)， is 
?ne of the clearest .Introductions I know to Turing machine functional
sm and associated issues. 

·D B.Mitehell and-F.Jackson, PJUIOSophyo/Mind anti cognttion(Oxford
Blackwell ， 1996) 巳 excellently c1ear and comprehensi 

• !. Searle, T~e.~ediscovery ofthe Mind (Cambridg~，-MÄ:-MIT Press. 1992) 
IS very readahle and polemical. 
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• Try also Scarlc's The My.~tery ofCon.l'ciυIlsnes，\' (London: (j ranta Book凡
1997).ηlis is good knock-ahout fun - hut scrious - fcaturing vcry livcly 
exchanges hetween Searlc. Dcnnctt and David Chalmcrs. Vcry acι巳ss

ihle and well worth reading. 
• M. Davies and G. W. Humphreys (eds) 吨 Consciollsnc川 (Oxford: 8lack. 

well 吨 1993) is a useful collection. 
• Good discussions and attacks on various materialist theories of mind can 

be found in G. Madell , Mind and Materia /ism (Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press, 1988). 

• A comprehensive collection of articles grouped in different sections. with 
c1ear introductions to the sections by Rosenthal himself, can be found in 
D. Rosenthal (ed.) , The Natllre of Mind (Oxford: OUP.1991). 
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As a result of r酷ding this c问:>l:er youshould: 

半导

+ 
山、

• understand wh秘 Î$ m销时 bynon~甜时由黯 mon掠m;
• be able to State 仿esupe阿制制ce doctrine 就td g;鸭 $Ome account 

of the features of superveni酬ce; 市
• be able to explaln S倒时的‘四lut1on'ωthe mindJbody problem and 

give crlticisms of it; 
be able to 叩W蛐铺 some of the probfems faced by non-reduc阳
monlsm; 
understand why 问cGlnn thlnks we wltl n刷..r be able to explaln how 
由e braln glves ri饵" ∞nsclousness， and be 曲le to crltlclze 伽阳
position; 

·申precJate a Hun圃n恤ed approach to 阳 problem of 
COf'盹盼usne事嚣，

6.1 Introduction 

So far. we have examined the fo lIowing theories of the mind and 
found them to be wanting: the identity theory: -i~ -b~th type-type 
and token-token versions; eliminativis~;a~aIÝti~~1 -b~ha~i~urism; 
and functionalism. The main problem with~il-th~~~- th~~ries， which 
are elther avowcdly matcrialist or materialist in insoiration , is that 
they fail to take consciousness 四riou句 either by 卢king no rωm 
for it , or by explici句 denying its exi阳1卢.
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Suostancc-dualism at Icast allowcd full-hloodcd rcalily 10 stalc日 0 1'

mind conccivcd 0 1' as non-physical in naturc. BlI t thc prohlcms wilh 
dualism arc numcrolls, as wc havc sccn ‘ and includc among thc l11 two 
that arc particularly intractaolc. Thc lìrst of thcsc is lhc qucsti川1 01 
how incorporeal souls arc to bc individuatcd and idcnlilicdυvcr timc: 
the unavailability of such criteria alonc appears to dcal a dcath-olow 
to substance-dualism. The second issuc is how souls arc 日uppo日cd to 
enjoy a causal commerce with the oody when the two cntities that 
are supposedly causally related are so utterly different in naturc from 
each othe r. Explaining how a non-extended entity could causally 
interact with an extended one proved an insuperable dif且culty for 
Descartes, and remains one to this day 

6.2 Proper句 dualism and 
non-reductive monism 

To what theory of the mind/body relationship, then , can we now turn? 
认'hat appears to be required is a theory that can tread a middlc path 
between radical materialism and strong dualism , a theory which , on 
the one hand , does not seek to deny the fact of mentality by redu
cing states of mind to the purely physical bu t. on the othe r. does not 
turn the possessors of mental states into incorporeal Cartesian ghosts. 
impotcnt to affect the world. 

A candidatc that appears to lìt thc bill is provided by propcrty 
dualism. Property dualism , which was described briefly in chapter 2. 
scction 2. 1. cxcmplifìcs non-reductive monism. It is non-reductive 
occausc it does not insist that mental properties are nothing over and 
abovc physical properties. On the contrary, it is willing to allow that 
mental properties are different in kind from physical properties‘ and 
not ontologically reducible to them. 1 t is c1 usters and series of these 
mental properties which constitute our psychological Iives. On the 
other hand , property dualism dispenses with a dualism of suostanccs 
- material substances and immatcrial suostanccs. 'Ihcre arc only 
physical substances and physical cvcnts, hencc it is a form of monism. 
But these physical suostances and evcnt日 possc州 two vcry differenl 
kinds of property, namcly physical propcrties and , in additi川1. non
physical , mental properties. hencc the titlc of thc thcory. I n thc 
version of property dualism that J will oe putting lor矶lard 1m in飞pcc
tion , these two sorts of propcrty do not merely happcn to co-eXl日t.
bearing only an accidental relationship to each othe r. Instead. thcrc 
is a one-sided dependence of the mental on the physical. a relation-
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ship that has become known in the literature surrounding this topic 
as the supervenience relation. A fuller characterization of super
venience is provided in the next section. 

6.3 The supervenience doctrine 

In recent philosophy of mind, Donald Davidson is a good repre
sentative of the kind of non-reductive monist position I have just 
sketched. As we saw in chapter 3, section 3.8.7, Davidson denied that 
the wholesale reduction of the mental to the physical was possible. 
Bridge laws connecting events under their mental descriptions with 
those events described physically were ruled out, and Davidson 
embraced a version of token-token identity theory. For Davidson, 
events are to be thought of as concrete, non-repeatable particulars, 
on a par with logical substances. Since he rejected substance dualism, 
there were no purely mental events, but only physical ones. He main~ 
tained, however, that these physical events -nõt only had physical 
properties by virtue of which they were physical, but irreducibly 
mental properties as wel l. In this way he came to espouse non
reductive monism. 

But merely to assert that event tokens had irreducible mental prop
crtics as well as physical properties was felt to be deeply unattractive, 

as it lcft the relationship of thc mental properties to the physical prop
crtics uncxplained (see chapter 3, scction 3.8.6). Arc we supposed to 
acccpt , as a brutc fact , that thcse two kinds of propcrty co-cxistcd as 
fcaturcs of cvcnts, thc onc not cxplicablc in tcrms of thc othcr, as an 
ohjcct might just happcn to bc both rcd and 叫uarc ， thcsc fcaturcs 
bcaring no intrinsic or cxplanatory rclationship to onc ‘mothcr? 

To get over this difficulty and to bring mcnta-l propcrties into clos_cr 
relation to physical properties, without-reducing thêm to, or identify
in~ them with , physical properties, Davidson p;oposed the following 
relationship between the two kinds of property. 岛1ental properties, 

he said , supervene on physical properÙes: Tra~slated literally, t~is 
unfamiliar and frankly obscure word means ‘ to arrive on top of\ 币1e
essential idea is that one phenomenon, the supervenient phenom-
enon , appears ‘on top o f' a more basic phenomenon to which it owcs 
its character and existence, the subvenient, basal phenomenon. 

Davidson-sown explanation of superverHence-runs: 

Al-thoughthe positton IdescribedeniEstherearepsycho-physicallaws
It ís consístent with the view that mental characteristics are in some 
sense dependent吨 or supervenìent , on physical characterìstics. Such 
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supcrvcnicncc might hc takcn to Illcan that Ihcrc cannot I比 Iwo cvcnts 
alikc in all physical rcspccts hut Jiffcring in ~O Ill C I11cntal rc~pccts. or 
that an ohjcct cannot altcr in sornc I1lcntal rc~pcct without altcrin)! in 
sornc physical rcspcc t. 1 

This characterization of supcrvenicncc is cxtrcmcly hric f. lndccd , as 
Jaegwon Kim has remarked , it sounds in theωntcxt of Davidson、
work almost like an after-thought, a throw-away rcmark. 2 Ncvcrthc
less, in the light of the enormous amount of ink that has sincc hccn 
spilt over supervenience, it still manages to capture what is esscntial 
to the supervenience relation. Davidson's characterization of super
venience, together with remarks drawn from the contcxt in which it 
appears, appears to have three elements. 

Irreducibility Supervenient phenomena, or facts ‘ are not rcducihlc 
analytically, by de且nition ， or ontologically to subvcnient facts or phc
nomena. Supervenient phenomena cxist over and above subvcnicnt 
basal phenomena. In the context of the token-tokcn theory ccrtainly, 

even if not in some other broader characterizations of supcrvcniencc, 

mental properties cannot be reduced by definition to physical prop
erties, nor ontologically reduced , contrary to what the type-typc idcn
tity theory maintains.3 Davidson's explicit distinction between mental 
and physical properties in the passage above supports this charac
terization of the supervenience relation. 

Co-variation Supervenient phenomena are determined by. and co
vary with , changes in the underlying subvenient base. This means that 
there can be changes in the supervenient phenomena if. and only if. 
there are corresponding changes in the subvenient basal phenomena. 
The converse does not obtaìn: a change in the subvenìent base does 
not necessarily mean a change in the supervening features. ln the 
case of the mind/body relationship. the reason why thc physical 
can change wìthout the mental changing, is supplied by thc multiple
realizability thesis leading to token-token identity - onc and thc 旧mc
type of mental 归tc is rcalizahlc in a varicty of difkrcnt typc目。I
physical arrangcmcnt (scc chaptcr 3. scction 3.的.八nothcr way of 
spelling out what co-variaIion Incan-is IE, Htty thiit twoindnFULlith 
cannot diffcr in thcir supcrvcnicnt propcrtics unlc叭 thcrc is \omc 
diffcrcncc in thcir subvcnicnt fcaturcs. In othcr word、. if two indi
viduals cxactlv rcsemble cach othcr in thcir suhvcnicnt fcaturc<;. 
they must be indiscernible with respecttothcir supervcmcn1pro
perties. An exact molecule-for-molecule physical duplícate of you 
must exactly resemble you mentally. 
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oruer of appearance of the shauows ar时， if any rcgularitics in appcar
ances were uiscovereu , they might wcll concluuc that carlicr shadows 
were causing the occurrencc 0 1' latcr shauows. 'Ihis woulu hc a 
mistake as, quite c1early, the existencc 0 1' thc shauows anu thcir 
sequences is determined entirely by the physical ohjects (anu thc lirc) 
casting the shadows. 卫le shadows are distinct from the physical 
objects casting the shadows and irreducible to them. Any attempt at 
reduction would be incoherent, as it would entail identifying a 
shadow with the object of which it is a shadow. 

Plato's simile also iIIustrates co-variation. The shadows can change 
汀， and only if, the physical objects and the light casting the shadows 
aIter in some way 一 i.e. if the objects move or the light moves. More
over, two exactly similar physical objects orientated towards the light 
behind them in an identical way, and the same distance from it, must 
cast the same type of shadow. (Strictly speaking, the objects would 
have to be sequentially in the same position, since two objects cannot 
occupy the same space at the same time.) 

Dependence Supervenient phenomena emerge from , and are de
pendent for their existence upon ‘ subvenient basal phenomena. They 
also owe their particular character to the basal bhcnomena.IEls 
dependence is asymmetric. In the context of the token-token identitv 
theory, the existence of the mental and its features are determined 
by the physical.Ihc primacy accorded to the physical in this theory 
mkcs it clqr that it is a weak form of physicalism.IEe physical is 
glven pnme lmportance ‘ but without going so far as to reduce the 
mental to the physical , or to eliminate the ~ental in its favour. Hence 
this particular application of supervenience yields non-reductive 
momsm or property-dualism. There are two distinct kinds of prop
ert弘 physical and mental, but uItimately the mental is there only 
because ofthc physical (compare my remarks on evolutionary theory, 

ch?tcr3, section 3.8匀， and cannot aIter independentIy of it. 
d bupcrvcmenee, as described above, can be summed up in a 
~agram - see figure 6.1. However, this probably all sounds rather 

abstra 叽 so an example may help. The features of sup时c附n咀阳i
4卢efi阳ned a拍bo例ve巳， are all satisfied by Plato's famous ‘miile ofthc cave, 
In the Republic-In this, Plato represents non-philosophers at the 
lowest stage of cognition -imagination -by prisoners chained up in 
a cave from birth so that they can only see- the cave wall in fron't of 
them. Behinu the heads of these pris~ners is a curtain-wall , behind 
which there is a lìre. Between the' fire anu the curtain-wall men are 
walking antl carrying dsortROi-otvjccts on thcir hcads-U1CShtltlows 
of thesc ohjccts arc cast hy the lìrc ~m the wall <~f th~-cavc uircctly in 
front of thc pri 叩ncrs. The sha 山ws are not 扭悴阳川U川~m川lU in肘Cl01ω川p川!l<ω s叩4忱咀uh训刊刊咄?日咄♀刊巾té… Cω s 4 
ca叩p户7引巾:

u叩阳p<ο】 n p币仙川10巾巾hjc山 a山川帆川n肌nd议川d thc I仙ìn人 旧 n~ga川rlι山 h(币巩川10tο川】川川I川h (υ川F叫l' whilκM灿CI山:才血h thc p币汗m阳ns附N
ο llcrs arc 19n(ο】 ra川"川11川1刊1ι. 111c P币刊l1 S(ο川lI1 C川rs p币叫讪1:川'y a ga l11c t rying to prcJi l"l thc 

6.4 Why does supervenience obtain? 
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The nature of the supervenience relation has been spelt out formally. 
But why should a pair of phenomena be related in this manner? If, 
and when、 supervenience does obtain , what is the reason? A leading 
cxponent of supervenience , Jaegwon Kim ‘ whose work 1 referred to 
carlier. has pointed out that the bare invocation of the supervenience 
rclation uoes not by itself explain why supervenience holds. Super
venience吨 maintains Kim ‘ is not a theory of the mind!body relation 
on all fours with the other major theories we have surveyed. but 
leaves open the precise reason why the mental supervenes on the 
physical. 

Probably the most straightforward answer to this question is that 
the supervenient phenomenon is causally dependent upon the sub
venient phenomenon , but the subvenient base has to be conceiveu of 
as a sustaining cause that needs to operate cO l1 ti l1 ually in oruer to 
keep the supervenient phenomenon in existe l1cc. (A possihle a l1alogy 
here is with a fountain of water which must cO l1 ti l1 ually flow to 日usta ll1
a ping-pong ball in the ai r.) Certainly, in the case of thc shauows 011 
the wall in Plato's cave, it is c1ear that the re\ation hetwccn the light 
Source and the objects, on the one hanu , a l1d the shadows. on the 
other, is one of causal dependence. Take away the light and the 
objects and you take away the shadows. It's as simple as that. 

Subvenient basal facts (B facts) 

S depends for its existence on B: 
s can change but tt and 。nly if.B changes; 
but B can change without it necessarilyOb~ing the case that S changes. 

~~ 
Figure 6.1 Supervenience 
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However, if supervenience is weakened to exclude the dependency 
condltlon spelt out above, SO that only the features of irrcducibility 
and co-variation remain , then Leibniz's psycho-physical parallelism 
(see chapter 2, section 2丘 1) illustrates this modified form of super
venience. The mental and the physical form two complete and dis
parate systems, so one cannot be identified with the other. Mental 
changes co-vary with physical changes (though , equally, physical 
changes co-vary with mental changes). B~t fro~ the 'verÝ n~t~re of 
parallelism, neither realm, the merltal nor the physical , c~n have the 
slightest effect on each other, merely occurring, as they do, OWIng to 
the initial action of God in synchrõnizing th; mentaÍ and physical 
clocks. 

The philosophy of mind is not the only area in which the notion 
of supervmiencc has been employed-In his book The Language of 
Morals, R.M.Hare appealed to the notion of supervcIHence when 
he maintained that moral evaluations supervene on underlying non
moral facts. 4 Hare agrees with Hume th~t no amount of n~n~moral 
facts can ever logically entail the existence of any moral cvaILIatIons, 

so there is no logical dependency of the evaluativ~ on the factual. But 
the factual determines the moral in the sense that any change in a 
moral evaluation of a situation requires some chang~ in th'(; facts 
comprising that situation.Hare provides the example of a moral 
judgement on the life of St Francis to illustrate the point: 

S U IF IP m c t h a t W E H a y -s t F r a n ? i s w a s a g O O d mma nW.\.It i臼s 10ο咱g引i比ca川"忖y imp户ο陌肿s-
冉?俨卢川i让h刷bl才Ic 川叩川 ar川川川n肌时1(叫d tωo川)ma川t

ccn an川o川川thc盯r man pl讪la趴削H比‘C山:沟cd in pr刊ccαt吕川CI忖Y t山h ‘c s悦川amc ‘ci才ircumstam:cs as St 
忖anc 叭 and who hch 川cd in thc l11 in cxactly thc 圳川州11川11附1
di汀fIC 〈Ud fmE St F川
man. 

Moral evaluations are not reducible by definition or analysis to the 
non-moral facts;to suppose otherwise would be to committhc error 
of ethical naturalism, which utempts to reduce value-judgements to 
factual statements.However, It cannot be said that non-moral facts 
cause moral evaluations. The reason the relation holds in this case, 
as Burwood, Gilbert and IAZnnon make clear, is that ‘The relation 
between moral properties and n~t~~~î-~~~;-i'~ buiî;~i~t~"~u~-~~;al 
vocabulary-Someone has not grasped the practice ofgivingmoraljus, 

tiacations if they don't accept the requirements of the sup 
relation 

means t?Just均 an action morally if they do not appreciate that a 
hangcm a judgement requires the mention of a change in the 
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morally relevant non-moral facts吨 and that cxactly thc samc moral 
judgements must apply in thosc casc日， likc that of St Francis ahovc. 
where all the non-moral facts that ground thc judgcmcnt arc rclc
vantly similar. 

In a similar fashion , the aesthetic features of works ()f art havc 
been said to be supervenient upon the various physical featurcs that 
help to comprise artworks. That is why there cannot be an aesthetic 
difference between, say, two paintings, unless there is some difference 
in the underlying properties that the aesthetic features of the paint
ings supervene 叩on. What exactly constitutes the basal subvenient 
features of an artwork is a complex issue, which we cannot pursue 
further here. (It appears that it can include non-observable, histori
cal properties such as coming from the hand of one person rather 
than another, as well as directly observable features.) But unless there 
is some difference between whatever the basal features are in the case 
of two paintings, the aesthetic features of the paintings, and their 
value as works of art, must be the same. 

It seems to me that unless and until the reasons why the super
venience relation holds in particular sorts of cases can be made clear, 

it must remain of limited value in explicating the relationship 
between the mental and the physical. That is, of course, assuming that 
it actually does hold between mind and body, something Descartes, 
who believed that the physical body and the incorporeal soul could 
go their own ways in glorious independence of each other , would 
have flatly denied. In contradistinction to Cartesianism. however. it 
secms not unreasonable to maintain that the physical is ontologically 
more basic, and that whilst there might be physical phenomena 
without mental phenomena啕 evolutionary theory (see chapter 3. 
section 3λ2) gives every reason to believe that. as a matter of fact , 

therc would not be minds without complex arrangements of matter 
to give rise to them. There may be possible worlds in which mental 
states exist which are not produced by underlying physical processes. 
That possibility, it would seem, cannot be logically excluded. In the 
actual world, however, it is true that as far as we can tell 吨 mentality
would not be there were it not for the right kinds of physical fcaturcs 
to give rise to it. 

6.S Searle and the mind/body problem 

In typically robust fashion , John Searle grasps the nettle of thc rela
tionship between the mind and the body with both hands. According 
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to Searle , the solution to the problem is extremely simple and has 
been available for many years. Here is the solution: brains cause 
minds. More precisely, says Searle, mental phenomena are caused by 
neurophysiological processes in the brain and are themselves features 
of the bra山. This is what Searle calls ‘T、biol问O吨咿g♂ical凶ω1 na削a剖tu川町lralis盯sm丽I盯m'时n正1γ唁
events and processes are as much p归ar口t of our biological natural 
historya剖s dig萨est叫ti归on ， mitosis, meiosis, or enzyme secretion.'7 

To digress briefty, the point of the word naturalism is to signal that 
mental events are fully part of the natural world , and not in some 
sense beyond it or outside it 一 i.e. not non-natural in some sense, 
and certainly not supernatural. Their existence and character is, in 
principle, fully explicable in terms of worldly, natural occurrences. 
Naturalis甲 is therefore not a million miles apart from the project 
of physicalism、 the goal of explicating everything ultimately in terms 
of the concepts and theories drawn from the natural scknccs (sec 
chapter 1, section 1.4). 

However, returning to the exposition of Searle's views, Searle pro
ceeds to spell out in more detail what he means when he calls mental 
phenomena features of the brain. He is not content merelv with 
saying that these phenomena are properties of the brain , but asserts 
instead that they are both caused by, and realized in , the micro
structure of the brain , specifically the neuronal structure. In an 
attempt to make the meaning of this claim as clear as possible, Searle 
uses an analogy. Takc water, he says. We are all fa~'lÌ liar with the 
bchaviolIr of wattJr at the ordinary macro-level of cveryday ot3jcctH
Wc kn州 its wct fcc l, its odourlc~淄川日 (if it's pu叫， the fact that il 
can hc drunk.Ihilllt lakeH up thcshitpcoflhc inHitlc01·1hc conktintJr 
in which it is hcld and so forlh. But why docs walcr hchavc as il docs'! 
Thc answcr is 10 bc found , says Sc;,rlc. al thc micro-Ic-~~i: ~I;cn 
wc undcrstand that walcr is cO l11poscd of millions of in仙idually
invisible watcr m叫ecules madc up of lwo hydrogcn aloms and 
one oxygen atom 飞H20). The same is true in' the"case of solids. 
Unce aga叽 the surface behav削r of something like carbon can be 

::f;222:22:JiLTZZtit:13112::ntt平:
substance of which wc know, graphite is soft and soapy-Why? 
Bccapsc the atoms ln uaphItc arc arranged in a plate-like form, 
cnabilng one plate to sllp smoothly over another.whilst diamond 
atoms are arra 
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anything at all from Hume's analysis of causation (scc chaplcr 4, 
section 4.3) it is this, namely that a causal relalion can only oolain 
between what he called 'distinct existences' bctween whal we can call 
discrete particulars. These particulars do not have to be logical sub
stances, though logical substances certainly qualify, but they musl 
comprise distinct states of affairs. Thus, the smile on my face, though 
not a logical substance but a modification of such a substance, might 
cause you to feel happy. Your happiness also is not a logical substance, 
being a state of you , but it is a discriminably numerically different 
state of affairs. 1 might smile without you feeling happy, and you 
might feel happy even if 1 don't smile. The two states of affairs could 
exist independently of each other and consequentially can be identi
fied independently of each other. 

Bearing in mind Hume's analysis of causation, look now at 
Exercise 6.1 before reading on. 

Can you anticipate the objection that can be levelled at Searle's claím that 
the behaviour of the micro-structure of water causes its behaviour at the 
macro-Ievel? 

The objection is that the relation between the behaviour of the micro
structure and the behaviour at the macro-level is too close for causal
ity. It seems to me that the behaviour at the macro-level is identical 
with the behaviour of the molecules at the micro-level. There are not 
two phcnomena here‘ the micro-behaviour and the hehaviour of a 
numerically differcnt phcnomenon at thc macro-Ievel啕 bul one single 
phcnomenon viewed from two perspcctives. lmaginc observing water 
rippling in a lank with thc naked eye. You thcn slart viewing the same 
walcr lhrough a microscope and it looks complelely differen t. 
Supposc lhc magnifìcation could be increased without limit. There 
would lhcn comc a poin t. in theory咱 where you would no longer see 
the ripples, but the individual molecules swimming around in the 
tank. 

It is true that there are two levels of description here, but one 
cannot speak of a level of description causing another level of 
description because descriptions are not non-linguistic evcnts or 
states of affairs. As part of language, descriptions may he logically 
related to each other. For example, onc description may logically 
entail another description or logically conlradict it. If you are an only 
child , for example, this must entail that you havc no brothers or 
sisters. To maintain otherwise leads to a formal contradiction. You 
cannot, logically, be an only child yet have a (natural , non-adopted) 
sister. But logical relations between descriptions, which can be dis. 

也倒飞Ï$e 6.1 



cerned by reason alone independently of experience, are not causal 
in nature, because cause and effect are related contingentIy. Con
versely, causal relations can obtain between events or states of affairs. 
but not logical relations. Cause and effect are related conti吨entlyas
a matter of fact and are only discoverable on the basis of exoerience. 
If a cause and an effect appear to bc logically related, this li only by 
virtue of how they are described. Logical relations cannot hold 
between non-linguistic states of affairs or events which comprise each 
half of the causal relation. 

It is true that a knowledge of the micro-structure of things can be 
used to explain their macro-properties, but this is not a cause and 
effect relation in the ordinary Humean sense of cause、 as outlined in 
chapter 4, section 4.3. Rather, we understand the behaviour of water 
at the macro-Ievel when we understand how water is comoosed. what 
goes to make it up. We cannot say that the micro仕atur乌 cau白 the
macro-features, because they are constitutive of the macro-features. 
The micro-features just are the macro-features viewed very, very 
cIose up. It makes no sense to talk of one causing the other, because 
that would be tantamount to saying that a phenomenon is the cause 
of itself, and this is plai向 an absurd position to adopt 

It is Important to be very clear about this becauseit seems to mc 
thal Searle muddies the waters here by introducing a non-standard 
conceptm ofcausation-scarlc acknowledges that ltis correct to say 
that solidity might bc defìncd as thc lattic; structure~f th-c- ~(;Iecu
lar arrangcmcnt , bu!hc claims it isnot really an objection to thc 
analysis hc lsproPOSIng-Hc then maintalmthat wc cansav indiner
cntly, cithcr that s州dity jusl is thc latticc sl川lurc οf tth1C;飞sys川吕川tcm of 
molcculc 吕 and 1巾ha川11 ， 吕川tο) dctincd , 吕圳o汹Iidωi 1印ycωau山scω目 r阳c杰川5对is川ta川川mcc 1ω4ο1Iωo旧uμκ川d才h> a川n】d 
prc且趴制s川urc， οrlhalso叫州lid仙ycωO川冉Is of highcr Icvcl fcalllrcs such 川 rigid
盯 and rcsistancc 10 louch and that il is 山Jscd hy thc hchaviour 01 
elemcnts at thc micro-Ievc l. 

1 must immed削ely di吨rce. The macroscopic featurc 01' solidity, 
and the feature COIlsISUng in the lattice structure of the behaviour of 
molecules at the micro-level , arc one and the feature described in 
different terms.Hence the micro-feature cannot cause thc macro, 

feature, because causes must be distinct existences.I w 
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Iiqllidity just is thc behaviollr of an aggrcgatc of molcculcs vicwcd 
from thc macro-level. 

What about consciousness? Again , as Searlc is kccn to slrcss, you 
cannot point to a single neuron and say ‘ that is conscious'. But what 
about the behaviour of a whole collection of neurons, the entirc func
tioning brain? ln this case, a moment's thought reveals that the 
analogy with water breaks down. The more cIosely you peer into the 
brain , the more you will see of the movement of molecules and 
chemical transactions, but you will not suddenly stumble across 
consciousness. This is because, as 1 have said several times in earlier 
chapters, consCÌousness does not appear to be a public phenomenon 
equally accessible to all observers, but something radically private to 
the individual whose consciousness it is, something comprised from 
a purely first-person subjective view. The behaviour of molecules, on 
the other hand , is something public, which can be apprehended from 
a third-person point of view. 

This is why 1 find Searle's cIaim, that mental phenomena are 
realized in the structure of the brain, puzzling. This is something he 
asserts frequently in early writings on the mind in his books Inten
tionality (1983) and Minds , Brains and Science (1984) , For example, 
he says in the first of these books that the feeling of thirst is localized 
in the hypothalamus and that visual experiences are right there in 
the brain where the firing of a vast number of neurons at literally 
millions of synapses have brought them about." 

We could examine the workings of Searle 啕s hypothalamus as much 
as we liked、 as well thc processes in his visllal cortex (the part of the 
brain associatcd with , or responsiblc for, vision) , hut we will not comc 
across Scarlc 's thirsl or visual cxpcricnccs. Indccd , to suppose we 
would tìnd visllal cxpcricnces literally in Scarlc's head commits thc 
homunculus fallacy. It would amount to postulating an inner minia
turizcd Searle wh~ watchcs a neural telcvision screen in his head. 

If neccssary, look back to chaptcr 3, section 3.8 .1 to refrcsh your 
memory on the differcnce betwcen mental statcs and brain processes, 
and then look at ExerCÌse 6.2. 

What other error does Searle make in attempting to locate thirst and visual e唰军棚 6.2
experiences in the brain? 

Thc attempt to locate thirst and visual experiences literally is illus
trative of ~mother tlagrant error. In locating thirst , for instance, ~o 
precisely in the hypothalamus, Sea巾， I contend, has Ulegitimatply 
elevated thirst to the status of a logical suhstance, that is, to genumc 
thinghood. Once this reifying move has heen made, it becomes 
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legitimate to dem叩d precisely where in space the thi吨， or cluster of 
thII!gs, is.If thc thlnpIn question are neurons, thc demand to know 
theIr prcclse location IS allowable.This is because they become basic 
parti叩lars， logical substances, and their identities‘ unlike t由he identi
tIe白s 0时f gr伊nns

gr伊rn1HmIn 1or a smile, Dy contrast, IS a logically dependent particular It is 
t哈 P叫Cl阳 grín or smile it is by virtue of the 阳向 of the person 
wnose 只nn or smile it is. 

Ihc same is true in thc case of visual experiences or thirst-As lpoi
ωly dependent particulars, these owe their identities tωot由he oerson 
who are havi吨 visual experiences or feeling仙WPlainly wJdo not 
come across these cxperICnces noatIIIg loose and separate about the 
world and then have tolook to see who owns them Rathe川e learn 
to talk about thIrst and experiences as states or conditions of livirI 
PCOPK But then:conceived of In this way, thc or山 answer to th; 

1:7132;二stttf2'222:Jnz::133:221:
1:;SLtastate ofapem, cannot be located anymore pre创y

thiltyz:;232tr且'JJEif;口出i:1117::由:;11
feel thirsty because my!hmt feels parched or dry, it would bc very 
odd to say that I Kelh川 ín my throat , and even odder to sav that 
my山oat feels 阳sty. It is 1 who fe臼els川t怕

1η11iV:兀江;Z;:江::;i♂z:江;飞江山12;::5:且1;:让口山J23且J:工lj;:2;z;叩;t口:二叫Frr立飞飞::巳罚:i;t:?伫衍kk气飞iι
doesn't川f岛éel anyth阳íng. HowcωO叽u川山1川k仙'λj凡川F目叫叩圳4什巾叩ince it川IS川S川not a person b币孔1ut川It II出1比川C盯n町川CI才l
a pa盯川r川t 0叫》刘f my a叩t山natωom予 Thc greωat阳e杰川S钊t 0叽叫d仇ωJdωJit句yo叫f all w阳o川l
t由hi町rs引t litωerall忖Y III my b忻v汀ra川li山in】唔 a削目 Scarl忙c doe山目. This wou川I川Id rcsult in thc 
nonsense that my brain fccls thirstv 

In saying all thmI m!ght bc a卢used 01、 being unfair to Searle. 
When hpsays that thlrst and visual cxpcrIencmarc realized 
i?!he mIC叶剑r川lre of the brain, this might merely be a way of 
TImlng tM these mental phenomena are 叫y only physical 
pneqomena, that at the end of the day these states consist in 
nothi吨 more than the behaviour of neurons describable in a purely 
phySIC-lNvocabulary.However, we can tell from readir sea巾
tM thcmot possibly have been hismal intention be二use he 
explicitly rejects any commitment to reductive materialism, aswc 
shall shortly see. 

Ji;;:ttt已t1::2132i:12'a:rzlati:二tZi
The claims 阳出Ifst and visual ex阳iencesare righ there in the 
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brain could, as we witnessed, have been interpretcd as an indircct 
advocacy of the identity of the mental with the physica l. Howcvcr, hy 
the time Searle and His Critics was published in 1991 , Searlc himsclf 
was making very clear his disavowal of radical materialism.'i In that 
book , in a reply to the Australian identity theorist David Armstrong, 
Searle wrote (and it is essential on this occasion that 1 quote at length 
to make the point quite clear): 

Armstrong thinks that if a property is causa lIy supervenient on the 
behaviour of the elements of its microstructure then it ought to be 
ontologicalIy reducible as wel l. On his view, higher lever supervenient 
properties like solidity and consciousness, because they are subject to 
the sort of causal reduction involved in causal supervenience, are for 
that reason ontologica lIy reducible as wel l. For Armstrong solidity‘ 

consciousness, and Intentionality are alI in the same boat as heat: there 
is nothing there in addition to the behaviour of the micro elements. 
Now that is emphaticalIy not my view and 1 believe it is mistaken. 
Supervenience, however strict, does not entail reductionism. From the 
fact that a property is supervenient on the behaviour of lower level 
elements it simply does not fo lIow that there is nothing there except 
the behaviour of the lower level elements. In the case、 for example of 
consciousness, we have a supervenient , but nonetheless non-reducible 
property. That, indeed , is the difference between啕 for example. heat and 
consciousness. Consciousness is a separate and non-reducible property 
and in that sense it is. 1 guess. emergen t. 

Indeed ‘ by agreeing with me that certain features such as Iiquidity 
and solidity are emcrgen t. in this sense啕 it seems to me Armstrong is 
committed to dcnying their ontological rcducibility because by saying 
thc propcrty is cmcrgcnt wc arc saying thcrc is a separate phenom
cnon thcre. cvcn th<;ugh thc phcnomcnon may be entirely causalIy 
supcrvcnicnt on othcr phcnomcna. C'ausal reduction. yes: ontological 
rcuuction. no. 1IJ 

This passage makes Sear巾's commitment to non-reductive material
ism abundantly clear. Mental properties such as consciousness and 
intentionality are ontologically distinct from physical properties such 
as heat, and- not ontologically reducible to the behaviour of purely 
physical micro-elements~ as in the kinetic theory of gases. for example. 
In the opinion of many philosophers, this commits Sca巾 to an 
acceptance of a dualism oi properties, to the view that as well as its 
physical properties, such as colo-ur, mass and extension. thc brain pos
sesses the non-physical feature of consciousness. 

However, Searle vigorously and repeatedly denies that he 
is a property dualist. To acce-pt dualism , even property dualism , 

according to Searle, is: 

番自



to dcny thc scicntitìc worldvicw we have painfully achievcd over the 
past scvcral ccnturics. To accept dualism is to conclude that we rcally 
livc in two quitc diffcrcnt worlds, a mental and a physical world , or at 
thc very Icast that thcrc arc two kinds of properties, mental and physi
ca l. 1 hope 1 have madc it c1ear . . . that 1 think one can accept the exist
encc and irreducibility of consciousness as a biological phenomenon 
without accepting the ontology of traditional dualism , the idea that 
there are two metaphysically or ontologically di任erent sorts of realms 
we live in , or two different sorts of properties in the world. lI 

Th is passage, which is taken from near the end of The Mystery of 
Consciousness, sits ve可 uneasily， however, with Searle's cheerful 
acceptance at the start of the book: 

[W)e don't have anything like a c1ear idea of how brain-processes电
which arc publicly observable, objective phenomena , could cause any
thing as pcculiar as inncr, qualitative states of awareness or sentience, 

statcs which are in some sense ‘pnva旬， to the possessor of the 
statc . . . how could thcsc private , subjective, qualitative phenomena be 
causcd by ordinary physical processes such as electrochemical neuron 
lirings at thc synapscs of ncurons. 12 

1'11c tcnor of this passage, perhaps contrary to Searle's intentions, is 
to imply that therc is an cxplanat。可 gap， incapable of being bridged 
or cIosed , betwecn what takes place physica lIy and publicIy and what 
takes place menta lIy and privately. If the mental were physical , then 
presumably it would not be radica lIy private and subjective. Indeed, 
an integral part of what it means to cIassify some phenomenon as 
physical , as opposed to non-physical , is surely that it is public and 
objective and not apprehendable from a purely first-person subject
ive perspective. If Searle's position is not property dualism couched 
in other words, then 1 am afraid 1 do not know what it is. Despite his 
continual harping on about consciousness and intentionality being 
biological , natural phenomena - a very reasonable position in the 
light of the difficulties with fu lI-fledged substance dualism - 1 believe 
Searle should gracefu lIy accept that he is, at the end of the day, a 
property dualis t. 

A virtue of Scarlc's version of non-reductive monism is that hc 
makcs it ,-! uite cIcar that thc reason thc supcrveniencc relation holds 
is hccausc thc physical causcs thc menta l. in fact , Searle suggests that 
thc tcrm 'supcrvcnicncc' , and thc idea of any novel relation it 
denotcs. can bc dispcnsed with , because it no longer does any work 
in philosophy once the existence of bottom-up, micro- to macro
causatlon, is recognized: 
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Thc formal fcaturcsυf thc rclatiυn arc alrcady prcscnl in Ihc /ofln且l
suflìcicncyυf thc miιrυmaιrυforms of causalion. A l1d Ihc analogy 

f confusiυn. Thc rclatio l1 υf maιro I11c l1 lal 
wi1h cthit;5 15J ust asourcco-u nt1l kttIurun101idly unllkc1l1ι 
fcaturcs of thc brain to Its rTIlcrοncuro 
rclatíon of gοodnCSHIo good-makingfcaIUru.and il nUBHIUSIng143 
lump thcm togcthcr. l

' 

If Searle is HOht , and thc postulated supervcrHence of mental fca-

2;w24213川川izuti-r问:
山n of the sLeIIhths and weaknesses 。f 邮 theory is madc morc 
strai l!ht伽ward Sca仙cIaim that physical procωes cause mcnω 
OCJmmseems an cEmmInmEHi 『m即 reasonable one, and it is 阳ωrc
on this basis that I shall continue to make my aSWSSInentof property 

dualism as a theory of the mind. 

6.6 Three problems for property dualism 

Property dualism poses three major problems. Thcsc run as fo lIows: 

1What is the nature of the non-physical mental properties which 
collectivelv make up our mental lives and whiih are 呻posedly
given riscto by physical pmc?ses in the brainf 

2To what extent can we cxplaln and understand , how physical 
processes in the brain can give 目二 to non-physical states of mind? 

3How can property dualism , and the causal dependence of the 
existence of the mental on the physical.avoid leading straight to 

eoiohenomenalis丽I盯叽r
O: ιrom the brain tωo t由h忧川盯川e盯川叫I口min
b r ain , t h u s m a k i n g t h e m i n d a n 'i m p o t e n t a n d nmO In1 .〈咄似创c∞ωcon凹ontri】
spectator to whattakes place in the world? 

In the remainder of thischapter I will attempt to deal with thcont 
two questions.111c third which takcsus hack to ocscarICVprohlcm 

of how thc mind , cωon…n配1比…c二卢…i七卢卢2才川川IV
rc，-! u山ir比cs a 10<O>mgcr treatr盯mcn川】1t. as we will scc. 

6.6.1 What is the nature of menul properties? 

Our orst question asked:what isthe nature of thc mental propertlcs 
which collectively make up our mental lives? 

ι理



Here , we are led straight back to Descartes, who was surely right 
in maintaining that an essential aspect of our mental Iife is con
sciousness, our consciousness of things around us as well as our own 
internal states. Shorn completely of any vestige of consciousness, our 
mental lives have effectively ceased to exist. Even though啕 as we 
noted , there can be beliefs, desires, intentions and so forth of which 
we are not aware at a given moment , these states can normally be 
recalled to consciousness when required, this ready accessibility to 
consciousness constituting an integral feature of them. 

But the answer that consciousness is integral to the very existence 
of our mental states, still does not tell us what consciousness is. So 
our next question has to be: what is the nature of consciousness or 
awareness itself? Responses to this question have included remarks 
such 挝、Consciousness is like jazz; if you gotta ask what it is, you ain't 
never gonna know' or ‘Consciousness is like the Trinity; if you can 
explain what it is, you haven't understood it.' 1 think the serious point 
hehind these remarks is that in one sense we a11 do know what con
sciousness is, purely from the fact that we are conscious. We a11 know 
what is it like to see, hear. smell , touch and taste things; to experience 
sensations and emotions; to think thoughts and to reminisce. In short, 
we know that there is something that it is like 10 he us, to use Thomas 
Nagel's phrase, 14 and in that sensc we know what it is to enjoy or 
cndure consciousncss. If, on thc other hand , we don't know what it is 
Iikc to hc conscious, thcrc is no one who can le \l us、 and ， indeed. il 
would hc poinllcss for anyonc to Iry，吕incc an c吕scntial condilion of 
their succccding is thal wc alrcady arc con以二ious. othcrwisc wc could 
havc no awarcncss or undcrstanding 0 1' whal Ihcy wcrc trying 10 1c\1 
us. Whal morc Ihcn is thcrc 10 say aho l1 l whal CO \1sciOllS \1cSS is. síncc 
how. as cxpcric \1 cing hcings, could wc faíl 10 know whal il is'? 

But , il will douht \css hc ohjcctcd , Ihc tlucslio \1 askcd nol for l'.wn卜
I山.可 ο叫fcω:λ川o川'汀lllS比sc山iω()讥旧川u扑F目盯叩♀刊ncs圳♀归州s队川♀i， h可1U川t a 1仇lt旷7仰ÌIl
was t由ha川t wc should he ahle tωo spe l\ out in ot由h已盯r terms t由ha创t do not 
contain , overtly or covertly, the term 'consciousness' or its equiva
lents, precisely what consciousness is. This presupposes Ihat a reduct
lV巳 analysis of what consciousness consists in is possi 

E浏阳嗡se 6.3 15 it po_ssible to defìne consciousness? Can you provide a non-circular defini
tion of consciousness that will satisfy the formula: A being may be truly 
described as conscious if. and only if. . .? 

E 飞 UII-n. 'II;;UU、.，.、..' .-… 

Mymsponsc is to reject the pmupPOSItion tDat an analytical 四duc
tion anal飞Isis of conscl0115ness ispossible.(GIven the main thrust of 
the amIKnt of仙 book、 it goes wi阳ut saying that 1 do not think 
an ontolozical reduction is possible cither.)I do not bcli?ve， tho吨h
1 do not see how 1 can strictly prove the c1aim to anyone who 阳na创III
unconvinced, that consciousness, to adapt the words of the ptubso
nhcr Bishon ButIcr(16921752), is what It is and noI something else. 
he notioJof consciousness islogully primitive or basic, i c.lt 
cannot be broken down into simpler, more basIc terms or compon
ents. Consequently、 it ls not possible to provide a non-circular analy
sis of what consciousness iR and thisis tantamount to saying that no 
analysis is pomblc at all.iymnymous terms caqbe proudEd , and 
various examD叫les of sta创te囚s where conscαlOusnes岱s is integral to their 

veryexl阳
1u t does not seem nomblc to dccompose consciousness Into more 
basic SMcs ofdfazmrtOp附ide a mo川aω归肌s妇町i比cd侃叩
consciousness i臼s， using other terms. 

6.6.2 How do physical brain processes give rlse to 

mental features? 

The Qucstion of what consciousness Îs 一 to which 1 have suggcsted no 

叫:cmltf231V:2i以:1:111时171!
cannoty{Cllout in othulurns whal conHdoumtJ州 is， that is no rcason 

ii|iti付11泪::11j阳到13i司
how the h阳m川ain f阳'u川m川t

i :二J:zJ;旦旦:2:巳: :L;Ld:t:巳 3￡:二;;￡JZ; }川:::口::刃::f:忠:zZ口;z:I且立r注;2 rr:;吕:巳;;μCJJ:2:: 
Hs exístence 

However飞凰. t阳I
me of misguided optimism in m.ak.i~g.t由hi臼s cla创I口im. According tωo thl刊目

way of think吨 even if 1 succeeded in identíf问山?c brainimIR 
whose occurrence appeared to be essential f?r the cxMcnc?ιI con
s c i o u s n e s s I s t i l l w o u l d n ' t h a v e r e a l l y e x p l a I M h o w ωωns肌川ISC阳SC阳Cαlousr
i臼5 忻Oωug卢h川i about by physical promsmin thc brain E put MS 

I:曰:iimiijfzi133iijNJEi
on again, and the person recovers and wakes up-All over the world. 
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Ie t us suppose, various scientists put this theory to the test , and aJl 
agree that certain complex brain events, described in very cJose physi
cal and chemical detail , would seem to be essential for there to be 
consciousness. We I1, according to the objection 1 am about to outline唔
even if aI1 this took place, we still wouldn't have achieved a pro
per understanding and explanation of how the physical causes 
consc lOusness. 

The basis of the objection is this: physical occurrences do not just 
appear to be different from consciousness; they are utterly different, 
so utterly different in fact , that it is inconceivable how the physical 
could produce the menta l. It is not difficult to sympathize with this 
position.I think it would be true to say that we have a strong, over
whelming intuition that there is a fixed gulf between the material and 
the mental, which not only forever prohibits their identification, but 
in addition renders an account of how one gives rise to the other 
out of the question. How is the water of the brain turned into the 
rich wine of consciousness, to borrow Colin McGinn's striking 
mctaphor. 15 The accumulation of neurophysiological details, it seems, 
will never render transparent their relation to mentality, much less 
demonstrate that consciousness and neurology are but two names for 
a single phenomenon. 

McGinn pessimistically believes we will never crack the problem 
of how consciousness emerges from brain activity. He argucs that our 
sensory and cognitivc constitution forevcr debars us from gaining the 
necessary insight into how the mind/body knot is tied. Our failurc to 
undcrstand how consciousness is rclated to ncuronal cvents is a 
failurc in principlc bccausc of thc Iimits of our cxpericncc and 
thc corrcsponding limitations on thc conccpts wc can acquirc. As a 
rcsult , it is likcly that wc wi I1 forcvcr nc prccJ udcd from solving thc 
mind/nody problcm. 

Hume's theory of how we form concepts helps to illustratc the 
approach McGinn is making. According to Hume, concepts are sup
posed to be faint images derived from more vivid sense impressions. 
Our senses respond to only one sma1l part of the electromagnetic 
spectrum - we cannot see radio waves, for example. So we have no 
genuine concept of the colour of radio waves on Hume's theory, 
because there is no impression of sense from which to derive the 
appropríate concept. By contrast, we can see roses, so we do know 
what is meant by describing a rose a 
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concept of them. But then , any explanatory thcorics which cmploy 
these concepts would not be accessible to a Humcan mind. Taking 
this line of argument to its concJ usion , we can say that thcrc may 
be creatures who can form concepts and theories unavailablc to us, 
either because their perceptual apparatuses are different from ours. 
and/or because they are in general cognitively different from us. 

Unless we believe in magic and the miraculous, there presumably 
must be some theory that can explain how conscious states are caused 
by brain states. But it might be the case - and in fact the ve可
intractability of the mind/body problem and the difficuJty of con
ceiving what an explanation of consciousness in terms of brain 
processes could conceivably look like suggest it indeed is the case 一
that these theories are simply unavailable to us because they employ 
concepts we cannot acquire. Thus, as McGinn puts it, there may be 
some property of the brain which would enable us to account natu
ralistica1ly for consciousness could we but grasp the nature of that 
property. However, if there is such a property, McGinn maintains, 
there would seem only to be two possible avenues that would give us 
access to it. 

One is through our own experience of consciousness. Unfortu
nately, as McGiñn points out , consciousness does not seem able to 
help because reflecÎion upon , or inspection of, our own phenomenal 
states provides no cJue whatsoever as to how such states can depend 
upon, and bC Riven risc t0, by the brain-We all know what it is to be 
conscious qui仨 independently of any knowledge of what goes on in 
our brains. 'or even ~ithout k~owing that we have brains. Reflection 
on thc fact of our conscious cxpcrience gives us, so to speak , no 
window on any physical processcs that might be involved in giving 
rise to it , or in constituting it. 

The other possible avenuc to understanding is through brain 
research and neuroscience in general. But here again we draw a 
blank , essentia1ly for the same reason given by Leibniz (see chapter 
L section 1.1).Ican look into your brain, but I will not thprcby pe 
able to disce~ what you are thinking: all 1 wi1l see, in Leibniz's words, 
are 'parts which push and move each another, a~d ~e~c~ anythl哼
which could expÎain perception,.16 Enlarging on Leibniz's rcmark , 
McGinn writes: 

[B]ecause the senses are geared to representi吨 a spatial world . . . they 
ESSEntially present things in space with spatIally dcanud prontrues
But it'-is' p;~cisely such prop~rties that seem inherently incapable 
of msolvinE the mind/body problEm:WE cannot lmk consciousness to 
the brain i; virtue of spatial' properties of the brain . . . ConSClOusnes.~ 
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does not seem to pc made up out ofsmallerspaMpmem町et per
ception of the brain seems limited to revealing such' processes'-17 

David Chalmers agrees with McGinn: 

[The problem] lies in the overall explanatory strategy. These [physi
ωi叫 models and theories arc simply not themt of 仙ing that could 
explain consciousness . . . Any account given in purely physical terms 
..will yield only ..structure and dynamics.ufhIle thisis enough to 

handle most natural phenomena, the problem of consciousness Eoes 
beyond any problem about the explanation of structure and furlciioIL 
so a new sort of explanation is needed. IH 

IT1?re is nodenyi吨 that McGinn's and Chalmers's suggestions can 
cxercm?powerful appeal-Given thc utter disparatemss of the phe
nomena ln questpn-puMc, objective, extended brain processes-that 
exemplify matter ln motIOI1, on the onc hand, and private, subjective, 
non-extended modes of consciousness to which the conceots of 
motion and rest have no application , on the other - it does appear 
difoculI to understand how the essentially mechanical could give risc 
to the essentially non-mechanical. 

Nevertheless it seems to me that McGinn and Chalmers are wrong 
ln VIewing thc issue in this way-Ihc mind/body relationshin is harJ 
to understand , to he su凡 hut thc approach taken hv tx;ih these 
thinkers makes it harder to understand than it needs 山咒 In short 
t??C白ir way 0ωf cωon阳n
th>e lssue permanently out of r刊ea挝ch ‘ turning a 正di川iftì咀tìcult pro巾h币才l忙em intω o } 

an mso让luhl币让l怆e my归目ter叮y.l~吵
What motivates MC( ìinn 's approach is the desire. it seems to me. 

to make crystal-c1ear how the physical gives rise h~' ïh~~;l~nta l. Put 
t h I H W ? y, t h c d c m a M s c c m s Cωmin(比阳川en汀n叫1
a剖tt忧阳阳C口en川lhon tωowha叮t such an account is 叫1p附d to look likc. It appears 
that whatMcGInn ls after IS that we should somehow render 
!mnspamt how material processes cause thc mind-and this mav be 
Interpreted In tum as the demand that it be showhhow.FivenJthc 
occurrence of certain sorts of physical event , certain sor卢 OfIMItal
event must occur.What he wants, by his own admission, is to and 
someDatural feature or property of the brain which , ifonly we could 
grasp 1Is natu凡 would reveal itself as the mechanisr的y which means 
mechanical motion IS transformed into conscious thon口h t. At the 

zh:zzrztZEZIzrZJtLtkztz 
and 1hat-there must be a rational explanation-Our difticultv is that we slmply cannot understand how the conjuring trick is 马orked，
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hecause we lack an insight into the nature 01' the hidden link hetween 
physical processes and conscious experience. 

It is the belief that there must he such a link which is the source 
of McGinn's mistaken view of how we are to attain an understand
ing of the physical causes of consciousness. What McGinn hopes to 
achieve, in effect, is to exhibit the necessary connection hetween the 
physical and the mental , the missing, hidden and secret nexus, which , 
if only it could be laid open to our eyes, would reveal in an instant 
how the mental must necessarily and inevitably arise from underly
ing physical activity. But this search for such a nexus is a wild-goose 
chase. The search for a necessary connection, a mysterious glue that 
shows how the phenomenon of consciousness is Iinked to, and 
emerges from , brain activity, is fruitless , because all c10ser and c10ser 
scrutiny of a causal relation can ever reveal is more links in the chain , 
i.e. more events that are causally related to each other. A category 
mistake is in evidence here. The causal relation is not itself an event 
or an objec t. However many events are discovered in a causal chain , 
none, in principle, could count as what we are looking for. At the end 
of the day all we will discover is that certain sorts of event regularly 
follow other sorts of event, and that a true statement describing a 
causal relation between an event of type A and one of type B will 
entail a counterfactual conditional which states that if A were not to 
occur‘ then neither would B. Any mysterious necessary connect lOn 
hetween the events, the glue that hinds them together. not only would 
not , hut in principle could never, he found. The search would he recur
sive. It would he like looking for a featureless suhstratum underlying 
all perceptihlc qualities. Whatever was stumhlcd upon in the search 
would turn out merely to he another perceptihlc quality. previously 
unohserved. In just the same way, the hidden nexus we are seeking. 
which is supposed to illuminate how the physical causes the menta l. 
and renders completely transparent and intelligible how the one is 
the result of the other, would merely retreat before us like a will 0吨
the wisp. 

What both McGinn and Chalmers seem unable to accept is that it 
could turn out to be the case that complex physical processes just do 
give rise to conscious states, and that there is no hidden mechanism 
featuring as yet undiscovered pr叩erties of the brain to he unc川red
which will render transparen 
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the causal relation is to be possible and any explanation which uti
lizes it is intelligible. The unstated assumption is that if consciousness 
is totally different in character from brain processes, then it cannot 
possibly result from such process口， and that there must be some mys
terious mediating link between the physical and the mental which 
explains how the latter can result from the former. But there is 
no warrant for this conclusion, as a famous passage from Hume 
demonstrates: 

[I]f you pretend . . . to prove that . . . a position of bodies can never 
cause thought; because, turn it which way you wi\l，电tis nothing but a 
posítion of bodie叮ou must by the same course of reasoning conclude. 
that it can never produce motio陀 since there is no more apparent con
nechon m th巳 one case than in the other.20 

In other words, prior to experience, anything could be the cause of 
anything. A person might, by a simple wish, extinguish the sun or 
control the planets in their orbits. Tbe world does ;ot work in this 
way, but there is no contradiction in supposing that it might.Simi
larly, complex physical processes might give -rise to tho~ght and 
consciousness; the possibility cannot -be r.uled out in adva~ce and 
indepeMent!可 of experience of how the world actually wo巾 In fact , 
Irom everythlng we know about the way mental sophisticat10rl 
matches neurological complexity as we asceñd the evoluti~narv scale, 
togcther with a wcalth of wcll 
mcntality hy damagc tω《ο】 thc h冒rain、 or the taking of drugs嘈 it is morc 
than rcasonahle to Suppose that thc physical does giv~ ~ise to thc 
mcnta l. How it achicvcs this. howcvcr. is ullim，山lv nLmoru mvstun
ous thcn how any causc givωrisc t阳‘O> its cffcc叽:
Cωau山S灿圳a川11山川1 it川ty sccms u山una(山4ο悦ω】凡旧un川nta巾h币 I(人 1由hcn cqually so must physical to 
physical causality. 'Ihcrc i日. as Humc points out. no morc 'collOcction 
discernihle in the one casc than in the' other. Sin~c. 1 -;-;s~-m-~.-M~Ginn 
and chalmemarc notespeciallyCOIlcemd totryhfathom ihc secret 
of how one physical event leads to another, they have no reason to 
look for some mysterious ingredient that will supposedly lay bare 
how the physical bri盼 the mental into being. Thúe'is, as {hav~ tried 
toexplaln, no such Ingredient to bc found , and to demand that one 
should bc p叫uced is a false ideal ofwhat it means to explain one 
vuenomenon lnFms ofanother-It is thehankeringjhc craving, for 
a special in吨ht into how the brain produces the -~i~d-~hich--i~' ;he 
error that motwates McGinks and chalmcrs's approaches, for there 
is no such specαIωinsi剑ig}h1t tOb?th1ad'AOtth1er than bydihsc∞overin吨19忘μ， through 
cardul andpatmtscientiac mvcstigation, what physical statesofIhe 
DralO consciousness actually does depend upon. 
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If we compare physical to mental causality with physical to physi
cal causality, we cannot complain that we havc some special undcr
standing of how one physical event gives risc to another physical 
event, which we lack in the case of how one physical cvcnt gives rise 
to a mental even t. This is because all we ever observe, even in the 
case of physical to physical causality, is a certain type of event fol
lowing another type of event and exemplifying a counterfactual 
dependence upon it. We commonly experience one physical event 
bringing about another physical event, as when a stone smashes a 
window. But, equally, we all know from our own experience that 
physical to mental causation occurs, as when a pin causes us to feel 
pain , or the sight of a bull in a field we are crossing causes an adren
alin rush and makes us run for the gate. 

Explanations of how one thing causes another thing must eventu
ally come to an end. We cannot continue citing links in a causal chain. 
Sooner or later we will reach the last link, and if it is then asked why 
the event in question was produced by another event, we shall be 
forced to acknowledge that this ís just how thíngs happen. This 
applies equally to both physical to physical causation and physical to 
mental causation. An understanding of how certain brain processes 
produce certain states of mind can ultimately amount to no more 
than this. The search for a mysterious nexus between mínd and matter 
is a quest for a chimera, and only leads to mystification. 

6.7 Conclusion 

In thc last part 01' this chaptcr 1 havc dca It with the question con
ccrning t。如hat cxtcnt we can cxplain how consciousness, and mental 
statcs in general, are caused by physical processes. 1 have suggested, 
taking I卢sons from Hume's account of causation, that there is 
no r出son to think that our comprehension of this matter need 
ultimately be in any way inferior to the understanding we have in 
the case of causal explanations of a variety of occurrenccs whcrc 
mentalitv is not involved. 

But the theorv that the brain causcs the mind is not homc and dry 
yet-A number d philosophers have thoughtthat if thc mind is pro
ctuced hy the braii-. and ctepends for íts existence upon it , ~~cn t~is 
must unavoidablv lead to an unacceptable cpiphcnomnalism-thc 
view that the mi~d is impotent and c()nstitutionally ~?a~1e t{~ m斗ke
a causal difference to thë world. A discussion and critical evaluation 
of this problem forms the content of the next chapte r. 
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7.1 Introduction 

Th is chapter concerns itself with the problem of psycho-physical cau
sation. How, in other words, is it possible for the mind to affcct thc 
body? ln everyday life we do not doubt for a momcnt that our mcntal 
states do affect our physical states, yet explaining how this is possi
ble has proved extraordinarily difficult. ln what follows 1 want to sct 
the problem in the context of recent philosophy of mind and action 啕
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lookillg prillcipally al I l1 c wυrk of J)ollald J)aviu:、on In Ihis an:a anu 
10 汕Il::、SC I" l'xlcnl 、 Ihλ1 (, f .Iac只won Killl. 

hrslly, shall provi山 a skclch of 1 】川l山011 、 Ihωry Il1 al 
lI l'SI rι:S alld hcli c/目 Ihal arc L'Ï lcd as Ihc rcasons for actions can hc Ihc 
callsc目。 Ihosc actiυns. 1 shall Ihcn cxplain how‘ oul of Ihωc carly 
IhcυrlftmNtH11hlsIM山、 I 】川iuson was Icu 10 山vclop a 1 hcory callcu 
anolllalolls l110nlSIll• Ihc mcaning of Ihis Icrm will hc fullv 
cxplaincu sl 川Ilv - 汕川川nu>

1山hi川s 1山hcory cOl11l11 i川l川Is Dav川ius斗tοm】 1ωo cpiphcnomenalism ,' Epiphenom
cnal lsn1151hcIhcsisIhaImcI11al states arc causally inoperatlvc 
aM 1ha174川川Y 10 οu町r cω4οF盯mn口11110n川-斗→啃啊怕s比阳，记阳4记，cr口I
ncvc盯J汀r ll1】11;汕Ikc目 t川J ca川IUS喝灿al uiffcrcncc 1ωo Ihc w ο r叫lu ， Having a剖11忧cmplωcu 10 F 
d ιC川.寸Il' n11川11川inc Whl川J才Ihcr 1 >avius阳01川nm址Y h币飞c Il:I off 1巾hc cha盯t汀rgc (οF刘f h币χtω;汀IIlg an 
U叮叩p刊川川、刊W叩t吓p、叶巾h川C

‘沾川i川11 也d L' V;川al川IL阳u川i沾川t川110川川11 (υ" Jacgw ο川n> Kil川111 喃、且 conlrihulion 10 Ihc issuc of 
psyrho-physical callsalion. 

7.2 Psycho-physical causation 

lc!URhcpn by rcmlndingoumdvcs ofsome ofthc ways in which wc 
bellevc the mental and the physleal exert a causal HIntICncc on each 
:f:cons由 the following scnte町、 wl时 exerr甲崎 the differ-

t apin which mental and physical statesmay be causally related: 

lITIe sudden sharp pain m his side made him cry out invduntarily 
(mental to physicaf). 

2ITIC pain in his chest became so intense that for moment hc 
thought he was having a heart-attack (mental ro mental-

3 When 灿nmhowupset MarywuywhMhchaduidhma 
ιω叫al ω nle1/叫1

dcc口idc叫d tωo ap严币)0οF山l(吨izc thcn and thcre (menωItωο physi比cal) ， 叮
4 灿 his lifc h l.' had 叩krtiedIhc syllogism he had learnt24i MIllu 

pun:川江飞 !ititstILJ;2:tzlntt:::二1、3ιz巳口川川;:fr川川;??r川1仁YTt:ft::: !: i 
‘」斗」汕1/…」」『斗」A;;U:;;川;;;::::.l::UUυ;;山;斗J刷JJJlJ;Jl川l;illJi1:4
‘忡矶机唰1/川肌川III川Il川dll川tυ叫'叫t a 口m川1λ川川nmtυhc λh川hs问、1st叫1川 孔川川J汗『

1l1l'们、C l' 飞utatmpNlCR 『Ctq』ulrc some brlcf explanation and cornrncZEtarv. 
{l)cxcmplIHmthe Ease Where a bodily sensation.a mental event. 

causcs a PIece of bchavlour that is not an action but a reaction.some-
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t/ lI llg illvollllllanlv Imn:d 0111 01 ;\ l'川、oll Jl\l' 1';\111 1 、 111( ， Il';\ 、 011 协 11 、

thc pL'r阳 111 nics Ollt , /、 IIt 1101 t h(' p川、011 、 1(';\ 、 01 1. 1 l' 1101 111(' 1(";'" 叫 1

1 hc I'L'rSOIl ha:-. or adopls 1m /、ι'h;\ \'IIl)! a、/H' d('l飞Il\l' 110111 1\ 1..1 ， 111"1 、 t

IIlg ‘\ rcasoll allu dccidlllg to act IIpOIl 11 , doc、 111'1 ;叮 '1叶、1/1 1111 、‘ a 、 l'

whcrc nυact ion is IIlvolvcd. 
(2) anu (4) cxc l11 plify I11cntal to Il1clltal GIU、atioll hlll 111 dllkrc l1 l 

ways. (2) is akin to (1). Just as thc pain in thc pCI 、011 、、Idc 民 1 、 u、rJ、u

to thc involunlary cry，叭， thc pain in his chc、 t mO ll1 clllanlv C\lJ、c、

him 10 panic. 'Thc Ihoughl Ihat hc might hc h川'lIl g ‘ I hcart.altaL"k 
comcs ovcr him unhiuucn. In (4) , howcvc r. thc nlO\'Cmcnt In 川11 thl' 
thoughls cxprcss<:u hy th<: 目 tatcmcnts ,( 'aius i:-. ma l1, mcn arc mmla l" 
10 Ihc thoughl 'Caius is morla l' is a logical stcp whlch Ivan Ilyltch j, 
happy to takc wilh rcspcct to ('aiu:-. , hut cannot hring hllll'L'1f 10 lakι
in his own casc hccausc 01 Ihc prospcct of h队川协'n 泊 n l1l hllatllH1. Wh L'1I 

wc think logically wc try 10 :-.cc thc implicatlυn of a collcct 1011 01 叫 alc.

Il1cnl:-. anu allow oursclvcs 10 hc guiu<:u hy tha l. 'Ihc mo、 cnll.' n1 1 rom 
Ihoughl to thought cxcmplilics not mcrcly a cau:-.a l. hut a ratll H1al 
proccss, anu in somc scnsc is unucr our conlro l. 

Ihc mosl comp ll:x casc is rcprcscntcu h~' (.1) 八 phY\l cal 、 talc 01 
affairs in Ihc worlu - Ma叩's hcing up、c l. crying anu :-'0 forlh " h L'l r川
10 causc John 's pcrc<:plion Ihal shc is upsct (phys lCal to mcntal) , 'Ihl' 
rcalization in tum caus<:s him to fc<:1 sorr.', and thi, m<:ntal \tatc Ic au、
to a desire to apologize (mental to mcntal). -'oe dcsir<: is hackcd hy 
an unstated belief that apologizing will heal the offcncc ;md rc\t叮C
!vfa町's spirits to equilibrium , As a result 01 the dcsirc to makc 
amends and the belief that an apology is the right 响 ay to achie、 e thi 'i. 

John acts accordin gJy (mental to physical). 
Commilled epiphenomenalists must deny that mentaJ ~tate~ ha、仁

anve伯caαat all in these examples. They will allí州. naturaIJy. that 
the physica"l gives rise to the menta l. but not that the mental C3n c丛 U"t二
physical occurrence豆 or e、 en play a pa口 m hringing ahout othcr 
mental states. Bearing this in mind , look at EXL' rci...e 7, 1 hdorc pr仆
ceeding any furthc r. 

What \s yωrr饵ponse tO the thr回t of 叩Ipheoomah\ml Con\ld肝 your re~(' .，唰币..7.1
tJon and then re.ld my response below 

1-" 叩hCIH ，mcnah、m I~ a dccpl、叫lclknt 巾1( 11 111(" f时 ;1 Il1l1llh('r 01 
『川、ons. Fi r'llv， υur own I日、t'rl' r~on CXpt' r1 CI1川，1' ， I~~cnl' 1c \llrll'\ 
、1 r 011 !!!\' a!!il 111二 1 11. If 1 l"fO、、 Ihc road 10 hU\ 、omc 、抽仁川、 I门"、h"r、
the rcasons f()r m\' act lOn will mcnt lOn m\' I->c hd' ilnd d仁川川、 I 
cro，，~d the road becausc I wanted '\Omc 哺'\wc凹ct队、 and tx-、飞飞(ωF
believed 1 could g萨et 回me in the shop οp网p予x附o附电咧州E川te. Tf 1 had n 内叶t 咂川ant忧c咒d1 
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some sweets, or if 1 had believed that none were to be found in the 
shop, then 1 would not have crossed the road. (We will assume 1 did 
not have some other reason for crossing the road.) This certainly 
looks like a causal explanation of what 1 did , even down to enta剖ailin
the contrary-to-fact conditional (which has been taken as the hall
mark of causal explana创tiωon时1) ， stating what would have happened if, 
contrary to what in fact did happen, 1 had not wanted the sweets or 
had not believed the shop contained any. 

Secondly, we extend to other people what we believe obtains in 
our own case, namely, that their desires and beliefs also operate to 
explain and cause their behaviour, which in turn brings about other 
cha吨es in the world. In fact , we have only to look around to witness 
the innumerable differences that huma i-t minds have contributed 
to the order of things 一 their creation and preservation as well as 
their destruction and decay. Again, epiphenomenalists must deny the 
truth of all this. For them, our everyday ways of speaking about 
numan agency must represent a huge assembly of mistakes, a sys
tematic illusion that states of mind make a difference, causally, to how 
things are. 

Thirdly, a further peculiarity of epiphenomenalism is that if anyone 
helieved it were true , and wished to. say so, they would not be able 
to , hecause their desires and heliefs would he ca~sally inactive. Para
doxically, anyone who helieves that epiphenomenalism is truc ‘ and 
managcs to say so‘ ahandons the doctrine in the vcrv act of asserting 
it. The assertion 0 1' a helid prcsupposcs that the hcli~f itself, together 
with a 山sire to communicate it , have given risc to the outward ~erhal 
expression 0 1' it. 

1 share the vicw 0 1' many thinkers that we can he rnon; certain frolll 
ourυwn experíence that epiphenυll1 enalism is false than that it is 
truu, cvcn if muaphysical SIFtJCUltIlion can maltc itapputtr so.1hc txJHl 
attitudc to epiphenomenalism , perhaps , is that ;~commendcd hy 
Tyler Burge, who has aptly remarked that it can be viewed as a minor 
form ofscepticis叽 which， whilst i叩ractice no one can take 四川岛ly，
15 nevertheless useful in sharpening up our thinking about the nature 
of mental and physical relat{ons.3 

Epiphenomenalism poses the challenge of how best to explain 
our oramary common-sense intuitions that the mind does make a 
differ-nce to the way the world is.Compare epiphenomenalism with 
solipsism. No 0口e seriously emhraces sol 
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7.3 Reasons for actions as causes 

How are Davidson 's views on the explanation of actions supposcd to 
lead to epiphenomenalism? To explain this, 1 need first to provide a 
quick sketch of Davidson's theory that reasons for actions are causes. 
In a seminal paper,‘Actions, Reasons and Causes' , Davidson main
tained that the reasons people mention to explain and justify what 
they do standardly function as the causes of those actions.4 On the 
face of it, this may seem uncontroversia l. After all , if a person's 
reasons for their actions are not the causes of the actions they ra
tionalize, how else could they conceivably be related? lohn apolo
gized to Mary. Why? Because he saw he had hurt her feelings, wanted 
this not to be the case and believed saying he was sorry would repair 
the damage. As we noted earlier, this certainly looks like a causal 
explanation, even down to entailing a counterfactual conditional: if 
either lohn had not wanted to apologize, or if he had not believed 
that apologizing would do any good , or both, then he would not 
have apologized. The occurrence of lohn's action is conditional upon 
the existence of the appropriate combination of desire and belief, 
and this provides a strong reason for thinking that it is a causal ex
planation. Why should we not , then , in default of a more plausible 
theory, accept that an agent's reasons for his or her actions are the 
causes of those actions? 

Onc reason was supplicd hy analytical hchaviourism. kept alive 
hy nco-hehaviourist e1cment日 in the philosophy of Wittgenstein. 
A major prohlcm with hehaviourism is that hy depriving mental 
states of an inner status hy reducing thcm to patterns of actual and 
possihle hehaviour, th叮 can no longer he invoked to explain hehav
íour, induding actions, since that would hc tantamount to trymg to 
explain a piece of conduct in terms of itself. Yet it seems clear that 
the examples (1)一(4) which 1 have provided above are all genuine 
instances where behaviour is brought about by underlying mental 
events. 

A committed Wittgensteinian, such as Norman Malcolm , who 
had turned his face resolutely against the Cartesian concept lOn 
of mental states as inner and private, was forced to deny that 
dcsires could be causes of actions.~' Malcolm gives an examplc of two 
people playing chess. One player asks the othcr. ‘ What causcd 川u to 
make that move?' and the opponent rcplics. 'Nothíng caused me 
1 wanted to make that move:' Malcolm claíms that this answer 
demonstrates that the 
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Do you agree with Malcolm's claim? Consider your own response and then 
read on. 

MaIcolm is surely mistaken here. It is true that ‘What caused you 
to make that move?' can be glossed as ‘Who, or what , made, or forced , 
or impelIed, you to make that move?\in which case the reply, 
‘Nothing made or forced me, it was my own decISion which led to my 
making that move' is appropriate. But this response merely excludes 
a certaIIlson of causation of the move, namely, that in which some 
kind of co甲pulsion or constraint is visited upon the agent. In the 
example given, this constraint is envisaged as emanating from an 
external source in the shape of another person or persons-But quite 
clearly, the chess player in question might have b~en suffering irom 
some kind of psychological compulsion-or irresistible impulse. 

However, the key point that ñeeds to be made against Malcolm's 
cIaim is that when constraining or compelling cause~ are abse爪 this
doe~_ not mean that the chess player's a~tion ì~cked any kind of cause 
at all. MaIcolm's argument cânn~t show that when th~ oerson made 
the ~.ov~ j~st because he wanted to, thinking it to be the best strat
了?y， his d.e~ir~ did not play a causal roIe in the generation of his action 
Unsurprisingly、 Malcolm does not give up so- easily. He has a differ
ent styleuf argument , which is founded upon COIls司derations regard
ing what it would be natural and easy to ~ay about such cases a~ thc 
one undcr cxamination. Th肘， Ma Icolm writes: 

If B can oc said 10 oc givi吨 Ihc 川sc of his movc , wc oolain Ihc fol
lowmg conscqucncc: il could nol oc said Ih川 H's maki吨 Ihal rnοvc 
was 'Ihc cffcc t' of hi 日 W 且川川n川1

I归击 S川川ay归mgι. ‘ Mym>n>aking 1山ha川1 movc w，川t川s 1山hc cffc‘Cl山J几兀cl of IIIY Wal川nlin!民~ 1ω‘ο) dis阶吕什-
cωonc叩ω'crl A'川'寸!Ad叫山i汀f町fcrcn川1 cxa川mp肘Ic may ‘山町Iy h队hcl比川c才l协p> u山s 1阳o scc Ihis I 川nl: if I wanl 
10 巾no a ιcli川fftω0川s优cω?

1I cannot be said t山ha创1 my clim口nbin吨gt山he cliff is 飞he effect' of my wanting 
to cllmb it m order to sec what is up there even though the latter can 
be said to be ‘ the cause' of my climbing the cliff. These~ examples show 
that when thecausc ofapers-onuoingx is hismmfo巾is purpose 
in doing X, then his doing X is not ‘ the effect' of his reason or pu叩ose.
ptubsophers have becn mistaken m assuming that in all cases when Y 
is the cause of X, X is the effect of y.6 

The trouble with this 剑yle of argument is that it is heavily and 
u叮ustIOably dependcnion so-called ‘ordinary l~~-gu~g~ phiïo~~phy'. 
It IS true that the locutIOns Malcolm cites have a certain unnatural
ness andstilted air about them, but SO momentous a conclusion as 
that deSIres and purposes cannot possibly serve as causes in essen-
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tiaIly a familiar Humean sense cannot rest upon such a slender basis. 
As an alternative to the ponderous expression Malcolm attributes to 
B, we can imagine B saying instead,‘1 made that move because 1 
wanted to disconcert A飞 and it is equally natural to interpret B's 
words as giving part of the cause of his action. The other contribu
tion to the genesis of the action will be made, of course, by B's belief 
that making the move he did would suffice to upset A. 

Malcolm's second claim is even less satisfactory. He wants to msist 
that my climbing the cliff cannot be said to be the effect of my 
wanting to climb it and see what is up there, even though my wanting 
to climb the cliff can be said to be the caUse of my climbing it. Accord
ing to Malcolm, philosophers have been mistaken in thinking that 
when Y is the ca~se of X, X can always be described as the effect of 
Y. This claim sounds distinctly odd. But presumably Malcolm want~ 
to reconstrue it , reinterpreting it to mean that X is the n<?~-cau~al 
outcome of Y. Frankly, howev~r， 1 cannot understand how X can be 
the outcome of Y, and yet not be caused by Y. There is a strong 
appearance of self-contradiction on Malcolm's part here. 

Ordinary language is perhaps the first word on these matters, but 
it is by no -mea;}'s the la~t. Playing the same game as ~al~olm ， why 
should we not say that a pers~n's- climbing a particularly?ange~ous 
cliff is the outco~e， the re~ult ， of a burning desire to prove that nature 
could be conquered bytheefforts ofa man?Ifthe overcomingofthe 
cliff was the ~esult o{ the man's ambition , then surely the ambition 
helped to bring about thc climbing of the cliff-y If thc man had not 
wa~lcd to clirr~b thc c1 iff. if hc had lacked thc ambition to climb it , 
thcn hc wοuld not havc dir巾cd it (1 lcavc asidc thc possibility that 
somconc forccd him to climb it).This strongly rcsembles the.c.oun~er
factual statcmcnt‘'If thc cIcctric fan had not been plugged in , then 
you would not have rcceivcd an e1ectric shock from it.' Both these 
Statements conform to Hume's second detInition of cause in his arst 
Enquiry concerning Human Understanding:1f A had not been, then 
B had not existed,, and are as fully causal as one could wish for.Fur
thermore, just as something might Intervene to stop the fan from 
giving you an electric shock -a break in the power cable perhaps -
so something might disrupt the causal chain reaching from desire to 
c1imb the cliff to the actual c1 imbing of it 
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tingently, not logically, connected. But this objection is easily over
come once the details of Davidson's account of how reasons explain 
actions have been given 弓 as we shall shortly see. 

Davidson calls a reason that explains why an agent acted as he did 
a rationalization. A rationalization has two components. Firstly, it jus
ti且es or rationalizes an action by mentioning a desire or pro-attitude 
(a favourable attitude) towards the action as described in a certain 
way, and a belief by the agent that the action satis且es that descrip
tion. As Davidson himself puts it:‘R is a primary reason why an agent 
performed the action A under the description D, only if R consists of 
a pro-attitude towards actions with a certain property, and a belief of 
the agent that A , under the description D has that property.'7 Thus 
10hn apologized to Mary because he wanted to make things right 
again , and he believed that by apologizing he would do just that. Sec
ondly, in saying that 10hn acted as he did because of what he wanted 
and believed哼 Davidson's claim is that the ‘ because' gives the causes 
of 10hn's action , the desire and belief which together give rise to the 
actlOn. 

ln explaining one physical event in terms of another, where no per
sonal agency is involved , the causal aspect of the explanation is pre
servcd , but the justifìcatory element has no place. When we explain 
why a kcttlc boilcd by mentioning the gas ftame that heated the 
watcr, wc givc the cause of thc watcr、 boiling啕 but we do not ra
tionalizc or justify why thc watcr boiled ‘ since a ftamc is not a per
sonal agcn t. Convcrse\y, thc justilìcatory aspcct of an explanation 
may bc prcscrvcd 啕 but thc causal clemcnl may be missing. This is what 
happcns whcn somconc invcnls a rcason in ordcr to juslify his or hcr 
action. For cxamplc , considcr again Ihc sclf-ιlcccplion 0 1' (飞lllrad、
Lυrd .Iim (scc chaplcr 1 ，以:clion 1.7). Jim Iclls himsclf thallhc rca阳m
hc did not go to thc rcscuc 0 1' two mcn swcpt ovcrboard was thal hc 
thought hc would cnlarge his knowledge of the hearts of men by nol 
going to the rescue. In giving himself this reason for his action , his 
aim , u f.1acknowledged even to himself, was to pal1iate his failure to 
act, to let himself off the hook , as the saying goes. What makes th1S a 
mere rationalization , and not the genuine reason why he did not go 
to the rescue, is that the explanation does not mention a causally 
operative reason. The real cause of Jim's inaction was far le 
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apology' and not under some other description. Suppose Mary inter
prets 10hn's action as a piece of pointed sarcasm designed to give 
offence. Then 10hn's desire to put things right with Mary, together 
with his belief that an apology would serve the purpose, are the 
causes of his unintentionally offending her. But they do not ra
tionalize or justify his action under the description ‘giving offence'. 

An argument against Davidson's view that rationalizations are 
causes of actions runs something like this: a11 true singular causal 
statements entail causal laws; it is only as tokens or instances of 
certain types of event that one event may be said to be the cause of 
another. To put this another wa予 according to Hume, any causal rela
tion has to be viewed as an instance of a general regularity in nature. 
Thus if a token event a of the event type A caused a token event b 
of the event type B, there must be a backing causal law describing 
how events of type A typically cause events of type B under certain 
conditions. But there is no law of the sort ‘Whenever people like 10hn 
want to put things right with people like Mary, and believe they can 
do it by apologizing, they say they are sorry.' Rationalizations of 
actions cannot be sharpened up into statements of precise laws on 
the basis of which predictions can be made. 

Moreover, it has been argued that laws must be true as a matter 
of fact ‘ and not merely by virtue of the terms they contain. That is to 
say, statcments that describe laws of nature must be synthetically. not 
analytically.‘ true. But rationalizations of actions seem to be true by 
dctìnition and , as it wcrc , hclp to cxplicatc what we mcan by term~ 
such as 'wanl' and ‘ hclicvc': Thus, Ü' somconc wanls a packct of 
cigarcltcs morc Ihan hc wanls anvthin只 clsc ， and bc \icvcs thal hc can 
gcl onc in Ihc shon across Ihc road , Ihcn 句 un \c ss hc changcs his mind 
allhc lasl minulc:isn'l kìllcd in a road accidcnl and so forth , he will 
cross Ihc road 10 thc shop. lf he was not prcvented from goin~ to the 
shop but didn't go, we would conclude either that he had given up 
the desire for cigarettes or that it had been outweighed by a st~onger 
:-vant - not to die of lung cancer for example - or that h巳 no longer 
believed that ci!!arettes ~ere to be found in that shop. We reach this 
conclusion merely by reftecting on the meanings of the terms ‘ want 
and ‘believe\ It fs a~ integral-part of what it means to say that an 
agent wants a thing X and believe 
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Before proceeding to the next section, look at Exercise 7.3. 

The claim that there is a conceptual connection between actions and the 
reasons for actions which prevents reasons being causes has been debated 
for many years. Can you see any ways of solving this problem? Discuss your 
ideas with someone else before reading further. 

7.4 Oavidson's response: the causal theory 
of intentional action 

Davidson has a response which , if successful, can get round both 
objections outlined above. Accordi吨 to Davidsor川nalyses of causal
ity must proceed on two different levels. At the lower level , singular 
causal statements describe a causal relation which holds between par
ticular cvcnts. This causal relationship holds between the events 
rcgardlcss of how the events are described. For example, consider the 
scntcnce ‘ 'Striking the match on the side of the match-box caused the 
match to hurst into ftames.' The event described as ‘ the striking of 
the match' is causally related to the evcnt described as ‘ the match 
bursting into ftamcs'. lt is the events themse\ves that are cau叫W
related , not the dcscriptions of the events (cf. chaptcr 6, section 6.5) 
Because thc causal rclation does not hold bctween linguistic entihes 
but betwecn the cvents themsclvcs out thcre in the world , causal rcla
tions bctwecn events are said to occur at an ontological lcve l. 
Becausc thc causal rclation obtains betwccn evcnts and not bctween 
dcscriptions of cvcnts, it holds, as I said a moment ago, regardless of 
how the events are dcscribcd. By contrast , differcnt dcscriptíons 
of cvents are different by virtue of singling out diffcrent properties 
of those events, and so Davidson can be seen as maintaining that it 
is not by virtue of how events are described , or by virtue of the prop
erties picked out in those descriptions that events are causally 
related , but merely by virtue of the fact that one event, a, is causally 
related to another event , b. 

However, we must distinguish a higher lcvel of causality, namely 
that at which causal explanations are given. Causal explanations 
cmploy what has become known as the deductive-nomological model 
of cxplanation , which is prevalent in the scicnces. This model consists 
of a dcductive argument with two premises. 

The first premise consists of a statement of a law which describes 
the cause and effect relation that holds between certain classes of 
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巳vents. Davidson emphasizes that such laws are what he calls strict 
laws, by which he means two things: 

1 lt is a true general statement that contains no ‘ other things being 

号;出l322L旦旦弘:1t二:tt;zzvzt出:;
physical ;ystem (cf. chapter 3, section 3.1). 

2Itsupports counterfactual statements-A counterfactual statemept 
states that if a cause had not occurred, then neither would Its 
effect.Ihis means that an effect does not merely follow a cause, 
butis dependent for its occurrence on theωse. This makes the 
law asdetcrmirustic as nature can be.In other words, the notlon 
of the dependency of the effect on the cause helps to capture Ihc 
idea th~trth-~ cau;e is naturally necessary for the effect to occur. 

ITmsecond premlsc consists of a singular statement which 
describes the occurrence of the event that is thE cause.Putting these 
two statements together in an argument, we can deduce the occur, 

re~c~ -~f-th~-~Ù~~t' as- the conclusion of the argument.'口1Ìs model of 

explanation has the pattern: 

l If certain initial conditions CL C2C3...cn obtain, then event 
E will 0ωr(CMMhtcJomhd阴阳 conditions 削 have
to be fulalled if the event E is to follow.)Ihis is a statement of 
the causa1 law 

2 And in川川t由his in叩i卢…ta阳a川n阳1
men削1叽t a川吕s阳cr川ting t仙ha川.\t t由hc ini川ti<川11 (αω:(刀o】mdi让tiωons刊?日i describcd i讪n (1) above 
do obtμain.) ) 

3 Thcrcforc E will occur. 

:口:χJ1让tr:江:工:;::?巳:?弘;L二:s:2?飞节:;2l口己骂;i:刀:江;J2r芷;3立::『咄立;旦::2旷且::出t弘:;r旦盯;71扣h飞ViJ汀;
he叫咄hroωu吨咐g脾ho∞n巳 degree centi咿g伊rad由e. (1刊Thi怡s law川川s剑ta刽t阳tes t创创s川t阳he ∞ωef血比邸ficωCl陀ien臼n吓11 ; 
of linear expansion for copper-)With regard to a particular PIece o-

2122:出盯立注:JZ;吼::ZTZs;zzrt汇口
The model of explanation-will run as follows: 

1225V出口总:?:21旦出口lrit Will 

2IT1is piece of copper has been heated through one degree 

3 2峦:: ;2; t巳ιi让t川iec臼e of巾ωfcωC∞opp盯川wi川11川}阳e ex 阳阳n叫毗ded b切M削川y叭川川tl由he ar 
stated in the law. 
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What is deduced is not the event itself, but a statement (3) which 
describes the cvent , and it is deduced from two other statements (1) 
and (2). Th is is why Davidson maintains that causal explanation 
obtains between statements which describe events, and not between 
the events themselves, as these are non-linguistic entities. For causal 
explanation to be possible, everything hangs upon how the events are 
described.Suppose, for example, that my fountain pcn is made of 
copper. Then, although it is true that my fountain pen" will expand by 
so many fractions of a millimetre if it is heated through one degree 
centigrade, a statement to the effect that my fountain pcn was heated 
through one degree centigrade cannot be substituted for (2)in the 
explanation above if the concIusion (3) is logically to follow. The 
explanation , 

If copper is heated through one degree centi只rade ， then it will 
expand by so many fractions of a millimetre. 

2 My fountain pen was heated through one degree centigrade 
cannot yicld the concI usion , 

-' My fountain pen cxpanded by a certain fraction of a millimetre 

because thc lav is couched not in terms of what happens to fountain 
pens but only ln terms of what happens to copper-IEus it can be seen 
that with regard to causal explanations that employ laws, the DossiNl
ityofgivingan cxplanation depends 。n how the events are dJ二c巾ed.
Byvirtue ofbeingmadc ofcoppctmy fo川ain pen will expand by so 
many f行ractl旧o】10S of a millimc川tr阳c 汀l' hcatcd t由hrol旧ugh one dc只rcc ccnti
g 

it will cxpand whcn hcatcd can 】 b冒e madc. But under the dcscrintion 啕
‘ thc prcscnt which was givcn to mc on my 21 st birthday' , no山dUc110n
斗gam is possiblc , cven though it is truc that whcn heated through onc 
degreecentlgradethcpresentwhich wasgiven tome on mv2lstblrth
day will expand by a certain fraction of a millimetre.J 

Davidson cIaims that all singular causal statements will be backed 
by laws, but that this does not mean that the descriptions which agure 
in the singular causal statement will necessa;i1 y-b~th~~-;a~~-~~ -a~~~~ 
that occur in the statement of the laws.His claIm implies, however. 
that thcrcmust be descriptions of the events that64rc in Simlar 
causal statcmcnts 咄咄 instantiate cau叫 laws， ev品 if wc arJ not 
awarc of wh斗t those descriptions are. This is commonly the case. To 
use one ofhlsown examples.high winds may bring about the col
lapsc of a brldgc, but there arc no laws describing causal rclatIOns 
betwe叩 winds and bridges. Nevertheless, at some k~~lth~r~-~'i11 be 
laws usmg concepts that can be used to characterize the movement 
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of air and the collapse of structures on the basis of which thc collapsc 
of bridges on particular occasions can bc explained and predictcd. 
Davidson makes the point that singular causal statements must be 
backed by causal laws in the following way: 

It may mean that ‘A caused B' entails some particular laws involving 
the predicates used in the descriptions ‘A' and ‘B' , or it may mean that 
‘A caused B' entails that there exists a causallaw instantiated by some 
true descriptions of A and B. Obviously both versions of Hume's doc二
trine give a sense to the c1aim that singular causal statements entaIl 
laws, and both sustain the view that causal explanations involve laws. 
. . Only the second version can be made to fit most causal explana

tions: it suits rationalizations equally well.H 

Davidson can use the distinction between singular causal state
ments and causal explanations to avoid the second objection -
namely, that a person's reasons for his or her actions cannot be causes 
- in the following wa予The second objection, it will be recalled, said 
that the fact that eiplanations of actions in terms of the agent's 
desires and beliefs tu~ned out to be necessarily true ruled out those 
explanations as causal explanations, because for events to be related 
邵 cause and effect they ~ust be distinct existences, neither of which 
logically entails the occurrence of the other. Davidson's response IS 
to point out that how an event is described can make it seem that it 
is 10gicaIIy related to another event and hence cannot serve 斗s a 
genuine cause. What we need to realize is that it is only descriptions 
of evcnts that arc 10gicaIIy rclated , not the cvents themsel.~e~. ~e f斗ct
that an cvcnt can bc describcd in tcrms that logicaIIy link it to Hs 
cffcct cannot show that thc cvcnts in question cannot be related ~s 
cause and effect. To see this, take any si~gular causal stateme":~ ， such 
as,‘Putting the kettle on th~ gas-fla~e ca-used the kettle to boil:: ~e 
action described as ‘Plmng the kettle on the gas-name-can?as!lybp 
redescribed ‘as the cause of the kettle boiling'. If this redescription IS 
then substituted back into the original singular statemen.t, ~~ ~et: 
‘The cause of the kettle boiling ~caused the kettle to boil: But 
although this ~tatem-~~-tis analyticaIIy true, it does not ~ul~ o~t ~~e 
putting of the kettle on the gas-name as thc cause of thc kcultJ 
boiling, because the logical relation obtains purely by virtue ofhow 
the t;o events ar~ -d~~~~ibed ， At the level oi events conccived of as 
non-abstract particulars, these stiII count as distinct existences, anó 
thus can stand in a causal relation to each other. 

A good iIIustration of the same point is provided by the example 
of substances described as poisonous. To describe something as a 
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We are now in a position to examine Davidson's position thtn 
h a s b e c o m e k n o w n ;s a n o m a l o u s m o n i s m I s h a l l o u t l i n e t h e t thk协hes1比附川削Cα创ωs剖4沾1
by stating the propositions which are cons钊ti让tutive of it , and then 

comment on each of these. 

Anomalous monism 7.5 
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um tIrst proposition outuned above represents Davldson-s.rqec-
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ity.Davidson does not argue for this POSItion but is content tO POInt 
out that it has seemed to be true to many Philos叩hcrs， Hum二二nd
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mental events must be physical events.IEis isthe thesis of CVEnt 
monìsm. Contrary to whãt dualism affi口ns， there are not two sorts of 

Commentary 7.5.1 

poison ìs to characterize ìt in terms of its typical effects - the sick
ness and possihle death it hrings. It is thus analytic to say that , all 
heing equal (e.g. no antìdotes were administered earlier) , a poison 
causcs death and sickness; if it did not typically bring this effect about , 

ìt would not he a poison. But poisons can be described in other terms, 
which show that their relation to their effects is purely contingent 
after al l. Sodium cyanide typically causes sickness or death if ingested 
in significant amounts, and the statement that sodium cyanide causes 
sickness or death is not necessarily true , but obtains purely as a 
matter of fac t. 

Furthermore, just as causes are sometimes described ìn terms of 
their typical effects, so effects are sometimes characterized in terms 
of their causes. It is analytìc to say that boiled eggs were produced by 
hoilíng, and that cooked meals resulted from cooking. Nevertheless, 
the hoiling of the egg or the cooking of the meal were causally respon
sìhle for the hoiled and cooked state the egg and the meal respectively 
cnd up in. Other descrìptìons of the internal changes that result when 
food is cookcd can hc found which mean that under those descrip
tions thcrc is no longcr any appearance of a logical link between the 
cooking of thc food and the state the food finally ends up in. 

Thosc descriptions of desire and intentions that specify which 
dcsires and intentions they are - individuating descriptions - are like 
the description of something as a poison、 in that such descriptions 
imply what typically comes about as the result of having the par
ticular desire or intention in question. An intentìon to mow the lawn 
will, all things being equal, result in the lawn 吨 s being mowed. This is 
indeed what it means to have an intention to mow the lawn , rather 
than some other intention , and not to gìve it up, have it frustrated by 
interfering factors and so forth. 

However, according to Davidson, the intention and the action to 
which it leads, in this case mowing the lawn , must have descriptions 
under which they may be seen to instantiate a strict law. Sìnce 
Davidson thinks that only strict laws are physicallaws, this means that 
desires, intentions and the belìefs that also rationalize particular 
actions must all have physical descriptions. Thus. Davidson writes: 

. -，-，.啕- . '" 函，、a. 、..au~d\.IUI1

ηlC laws whose cxistcncc is rcquired if reasons are causes of actions 
do no!. wc may hc sure. deal in the concepts in which rationalizations 
must dea l. If thc causcs of a class of events (actions) fall in a certain 
dass (rcasons) and there is a law to back each singular causal state
ment. it does not follow that there is a law connectíng events c1assified 
as reasons wíth events classi白ed as actions - the c1assificatÍons may 
even be neurological. chemical or physica l.~ 

f 
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cvcn t, thosc that arc purely physical , and thosc that are purely 
mcnta l. Rathcr吨 all cvcnts are physical evcnts, but some physical 
events w叫叫ill als目川op严附川S优es指s mentaI dcω吕sc叩t阳
pro】posltl(正o汗m in section 7.5 , mentaI events cannot be systematically 
reduced , cither by analytical or ontological reduction, to physical 
events, so there will not be any strict psycho-physical causal laws 
relating the mental, described as themental, to physical events-

Davidson 's reason for rejecting the ontological reduction of 
the-men!al to thc physical is that the proPOSItiondattitudes-beliefs, 
d?sms, Intentions and SO forth F-are holistic, and this places a norm , 

atIVe constraint on the attribution of these attitudes to other 
people. There must、 he claims, be a large degree of coherence among 
the attitud战 otherwise we would be trying to imagine a 刨
irrational being and t由hi必s would be equivalcnt tωot出hinking of an animal 
w圳itho川)u川t t山hoωug叭归hts忧5缸: ‘ I刊() t巾he extent that we fail to disco 元r a coherent 
anti plausible pattcrn in the attitudes and actions of others we SImply 
forgothc phance oi tmting them as pcmOIlsJ ITEmis no counter
parto1·thls constitutive ideal of ratlonality in physical thcorv、 and
henωthcrc can tpc no wholeulc systematic reduction ofthc 卢刚al
to thc physlcal that the tWypP严'e伫-句pe identity theory requires. 

It is in the impossibility. ~)f this kind of J red~~cti~~ that the 
anomalousncss of the mental , its unlawlikencss, consists. Because 
there cannot be psycho-physical laws, mental ev卢山 can be neither 
cxplalncd nor predicted in purely physical terms.Somconc mioht 
know thc entire physical hbtory of the world.yct they would ;ot 
bcablc to cxplaln or predlct a single mental event 电 even though 
every mental event would n巳cessarily fall under some physi卢l
description or other. Davidson 、s rejection of the reduction 0 1' the 
叩e口tal to the physical on a type-type basis、 together with his 
lmstcncc that mental cvcn!s must have physiJLl description& 
entail tha!hc holds some vcnm of thetoken-token idemfv飞f the 
mental WIth the physlcal.In OMcr to explain the relation between 
the mental features of physical events and the physical features of 
those cycnkDavuson cspouscs supcwenicncc-h say that tht 
mental 1ssupervcnlcnt on the physical is to make thc modal claim 
that thprc can bc no events that arc alike in all phpml mpccts but 
differ in SOfi1 e mcntal respe 

, wl 、"、" • ..,----

7.6 Objections to anomalous monism 

The f1rst objection we shall consider dcrivcs from Jaegwon Kim 、 who
says that Davidson哼s position commits him to thc view that 'events 
are causes or effects only as they instantiate physicallaws'.' 1J But this, 

Kim maintains, amounts to claiming that mental events are causally 
efficacious only by virtue of their physical features and not their 
mental ones. The mental does not cause anything else qua mental; it 
is not as the mental that it has a causal role to play, but only because 
of its physical properties under which it alone can be seen to be the 
instantiation of a ~ strict physical law which all true singular causal 
statements must instantiate. Hence, anomalous monism leads straight 
to epiphenomenalism. Kim's objection is complicated ‘ so before 
reading on, pause, and look at Exercise 7.4. 

Is Kim right in claiming that Davidson is committed to maintaining that .the (:)幽暗e 7.4 
mental properties of physical events are causally impotent, and that therefore 
the mind makes no causal di何erence to the world? 

Davidson dismisses Kim's obiection. Causal relations for him hold 
between events, non-abstract particulars, regardless of how they _a.re 
described. He is not committe~d to the view that only by virtue of its 
properties can one event be the cause of another: ‘ Given this exten
siona1ist view of causal relations, it makes no Iiteral sense . . . to spcak 
of an event causing something as mental. or by virtue of its ment~1 
properties, or as d~scribed ín -one way or another.'" He also puts it 
another way: ‘ Events instantiate a law only as described ín one way 
rather than another、 but we cannot say that an event caused another 
only as descríbed."~ The fact that alÌ mental events have physical 
descriptions makes them fully part of the physical world ‘ on David
son's theory, but it would be wrong to insíst that they can function as 
causes only in so far as they have physical properties. What proper: 
ties events do or do not happen to have is irrelevant to t~eir cau~al 
powers, as far as Davídson is' concerned. In thís way, he sidesteps thc 
question of whcther mental cvents causc physical bodily cvents by 
virtue of thcir mental propertics or by virtuc of theír physi~:ll p.r~)p
川cs by dísallowing thc dilemma t川e foistcd upon him. for h…
thcre is no dilemmato confront. Mcntal cvents are not mere eplpne
nomena‘ but this has nothing to do with what features , mcntal or 
physical, such events possess. 

Th is, however, ís strongly counterintuitive. Consider an cv~nt co.n
sisting in an explosion, ~ich ki11s several people. Perhaps when the 
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explosivc goö off it emib‘ a red. rathcr than a grceni由.glo矶. The 
mere colour of the explosion consi山rcd hv itselL 时响。川d want to 
sa\二 is a feature or property 0 1' the cxplo刘on that is causall\" irrde
vant to 山山vastating cffects. which dcpend upon nthcr morc pcr
ttnent properties 日 uch as forces 只eneratcd whcn thc chcmical 
dctonat队 the tempcraturcs rcachcd hv thc cxplnsi川刷出cs and 川
fonh. In othcr wo川、I\ sccms rcasonahk toωndLUlu1114tNOmu pr叩
ertlcs of cvcnts. hut not othcrs. play a causal rolc in hringing ahout 
certam olhcr cvιnls. -I1Jc suspicinn Ihat Killl has 、'oi C\:d 叫!a山叩 Ihc
rolc of Ihc mcnlal in anomalous Illonism canno\. Ihcn. h、H‘c 也CIω:1川11川1l lr町d才h飞nli附%忡-
ml川?

so far. rcmain somc rcsidual dllUht ‘ \hoUI Ihc rolc ()f t hc Illcnlal iL in 
ordcr to iiguru in a -causal law-I1InUNt atIrttuta physluaiduurIPHon. 

A sccond worry is Ihat if mcntal cvcnls ar t: c'au~cd hv unde'rlving 
phys则1 events吨 andow已 Ihe‘C川3
events., then it is difficult 10 see how mental events can ha飞'c 以别川t
arldindependentpowersoftheirown IfM IS the mental eventlWhich 
supervenes upon a physical event , P. it is questionahle that causal 
powers can emerge at higher levels. 'There are' , writes Kim. 'no new 
causal powers that magically accrue to M lthc mental cvcn1lovermd 
beyond th气 causal powers -of P [the physical state ~p~~~ I which M 
supcrvcnesL No ncw causal powersemerge a1hlghEr liJVClsJ11 

Searlc is alcrt to this diftì'cullv. hut with char;~lcristic sang-froid 
argucs that il can casily hc ovcrcomc: 

ITlhe f川 Ih川川a川\ 11川川、丁'仙
1 \1 1附T川筒 '" 1111 W忡川'1 d山山1111川川"川'

l'叫1、1 ‘川、刊11 I 、 飞叽"1、l' IV l' III l'川11川1 "1 、M‘ l/J I川t 、 fll ‘ '叶k ‘ "Ia削11 、 \ 111"川I'"T. h ‘川\llhl丸 ‘ 1 ‘仆11'、 11,,1 
11川11;汕1 10.‘旷‘、‘0111‘ h川1 '1 q、 I l'lwII" IIlCl IIII ， ôll lI l 、1/1 111... 1'1, Ih l"‘ 11 \1川11 '1 11 、，'\\'1" 1111'111 "1"
0\ 111 '1 1刊 C川'111 (, ;1 ‘10. 1'''"1 ‘ 111 1111川.. \'v\'nh 111 111 '1 1>1 11111 d. 町、 111\1 "",10.<" 
Ihc \讪 1111 '"1 \1 (lh<" 111 1I1I<"lI ill. " 

You shυuld stop tl) consiJcr Excrcisc 75 hcforc n:adingοn. 

!勤脚蝉费15 00 you agree with Searle! look back to chapter 6, section 6.5 to refresh 
your memory on 由is question_ 

隘也

Unfortunately for Sea巾， his proposal will not work. The super
vemeneeof the solidlty of the piston on its micro-structure does not 
parallel the sup巳rvenience of pain on cerebral micro-events. The 
reason harks back Io something I pointed OUI in my discussion of 
searlc in.the last ch?Pter, namely that-unlike the liquidity of water, 
:he 叫山ty ofthe PISton is not a distinct andsepa附 phenomenon
且rom lts micro-struclurc. Thc solidity of the pist~n is c~~;tÙ~ted hy 

M M事

•• 
supervenes on supervenes on 

•• 
p 一一王~ causes -一一丑，严

Figure 7.1 Mental/phy引cal supervenience and physical causation 

its micro-struclurc. It is thal 飞 crv strudurc viewed from a macro
scopic perspcct ivc. I n I hc cas记j
tity thcωory is lruc. 11Jc s川tο】lidilv is Ihc mi比cro-s礼truclur‘c， jus引I as the 
t忧emp肘eratωur比‘c of a gωa山S 1臼s I山hc mcan kin\川川‘cl山们J川川川\1川IC encr叨g愕y ο叫f i山ts molecule 豆 The 
reas'On that the sl;Ùdity of thc piston is not epiphenomena~ ，is that it~ 
solidily/micro-slruclurc is‘ without doubt or ambiguity.fully padof 
lhc physical world. Thc snlidily just is lhe physiC<l 1 micro-stru~l~re ， 
and 'h~nce it is unsurprising th;.;t it cannol he c1 assificd as cpiphe
nomenal (且ce chaptcr 6 , section 6.川.

Rv conlra约t. thc ohcnomcnon of consciousness, hy Scarlc 's own 
aJn山Rion-iR ttscpaL山 and dislinct phcnomcnon from thc physical 
micro-cvcnts that ImVl' ri川 tll it. 'Iñosc mino-cvcnt且 arc pa川t汀rtοt an 
‘O巾F让巾hj、才lcααω‘ct山二:tlvc.1川hin川1町In叫‘d忖l
( ‘ ‘忡川B刊1>Sl'川t‘川，叫11川、州11】 t'、1衍阳% ‘川1刊11 1I1l' (ο叫、叫Ih】\'r ha沾川\IId ， i 目 as川川\1 11、 jl'\'t iw. lìr 忖叫t -1 、U口r恒州‘刊m ‘ J1、 rivat 也CJ 

l、 hl'IHll l1 l'l l\ 111 ，八PI、 IV \l l~'. l ，.'ihllll 、 law (Sl'\' rhapl川_'- Sl' l'lioll 2.7.1). 
Wl';山 1川、.，飞1 t川 111\' 川IId川1II I hal 叭 Ins\'川SIKSS calll川 hl' id山ωk‘U川.吁IJ川1川1
Uω;汕\1 w 川川h 11川1\\'川U川l ‘\1-'忖、叶hys川Ica沾.1 \'川飞可'(;也U川‘吁11川1川Is只X、 h、刊11川t川I 1川\I U忖叫t I￥k、l' 目Sl" l' \l λt 凡 J川t 叭川U叫p、川‘沾川1町lfi口川』山川\tc ;川川I\HI
‘dlllcr‘l也.'111 S阳‘o刊rt ‘'叫10、‘Uα:λCUITC \l Cl工

A c1osc\y rclalcd and vcry cOllsidcrablc diflkult~ ~s pοscd hy Ihc 
thesis that 由C physical world is ωlully closed and that mental afd 
physical causes do not overdetermine t由hei比lei让r eff，化ec也 Howev刊ver盯r仁川‘to ma l< e 
thc import of this obicetion clear.some explanation WIll he rcqu1rcd 
(sec agure71)A physical event, R a brain event of some KIn-is 
causally sufaclent to give risc to another brain event, p*InTIECr 
words, the physical world is causally closed:all physical events nave 
physical causes which arc sufacient to bring about those events-IRis. 
aswe no 时、 forms acen臼en川lt川ra创lp内lan盹k ofano惆ma巾lou山smo佣nis臼srr町皿r
time , a mental event, M ‘ c.g.a sensation of pain-supervenes on L 

P deter~i~~~-ih~ 'e-~i~t~~~e-;nd character of M, and M cannot change 
unless P does. For Sea巾.aswe havesceMhcsupervmience r?lation 
is just causality: P causes' M. Kim disagrees with this characterizatlOn 
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to bring that event abou t. Their intuition has been that given an evcnt , 

C, and two postulated causes, A and B, therc arc only thrcc gcnuinc 
possibilities available. Firstly, A but not B was the causc of C. Scc
ondly, B but not A was the cause of C. Th irdly, neither A nor B was 
the cause of C. (For the purposes of this discussion , this last possibil
ity can be discounted.) 

To begin to appreciate why causal overdetermination has been 
rejected, consider the following example. A man is about to be burnt 
at the stake. Wishing to ensure that he does not suffer, one of his 
friends drops a small tablet at his fee t. This tablet , when ignited, will 
give off highly poisonous fumes, which will kill the person who is to 
be burnt very rapidly just as the fiames begin to lick around his fee t. 
If the tablet does not work for some reason , then the man wiU be 
burnt to death. Alternatively, if the tablet does work, he will be dead 
long before the fiames have any significant effect on him. Both the 
tablet and the fiame , considered singly and separately on their own , 
are causally sufficient to kill the man. But now suppose someone 
claims that the man's death was the result of both the flames and the 
poison operating together. This is where we are likely to protes t: he 
cannot have been kltled by both of these agents. It must have been 
either one or the other. If it were the poison, then the fiames can be 
excluded as being the cause. And likewise, if it were the flames, then 
the poison is ruled out as the reason for the man's death. 

A formal demonstration of the point being made can easily be pr~~ 
vided once we remember that aný true causal statement must en!~il 
a contrary-to-fact conditional. In other words、 if X is the cause of y , 

this means that if X wcre not to occur then Y will not occur. Let us 
apply this to thc prcscnt casc and sec what the outcome is: 

I"'sychO- l"'hyslcal Lausatlon 
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If thc flames are the cause of the man's death. then were the 
flames not to occur, the man would not die. 

However, in the case where the poison operates, the man d?~~ die 
after all, so the contrary-to-fact c~nditionaJ stating what would have 
happened if the flames -had not occurred is false. 

On the other hand consider: 

If thc poison is the cause of the man's dcath , thcn wcrc thc poison 
not to work , the man would not die. 

2 

of supervenkn巧， but in this context the disagreement between 
searle and klm ls-not a material one.M*supervenes on P飞 which
det?rmines the exNence and character of M*and lets M*equal a 
dCSIre to bc rid of M , the pain-

Ineveryday life we would account the pain, M, as at least part of 
the reason why MBK , the deSIre to be rid of the pain, comes into being. !n otherwo础，M plays acau叫 role in bringing about M气 Ho
户 seems clear from figure 7.1 that the rear ;~~s~n- M~'-e~is-t; i; ~~í 

PY苟且ttLTtetZJZeuta?LCJZTC*ttZY 
but only because at the subverlient base level P gives rise to p*.M 
plays no causal role in thc generation of 沁俨- it only appears to. AIl 
巳:real causal work is done at thc physical 川venient leve l. M and 
M J-crc epiphenomena.dangling on thc coat-tails of P and p 
and maKIng no causal difference Io the world-

But, it might be suggested 吨 cvcn though P is causally suftìcicnt to 
bring about P气 whyshould not Malso bc part ofthc calu1阳 of p* 啕~a川ar川1汀III
n thFway play pn indirect causal role in the gmcration 。f M飞 thus

iglfijFUa立ot;122吹出:13比rJZlzz
*IS overdetermined by p and M.Eat is to say, both 

LZfropemas separ附 and independent 山es to bring 

Having look?d carefully at these claims, and a以t figures 7.1 and 7.2 
s剑ider ExercαI臼se 7.6 before reading on. 

Over-determination? Figure 7.2 

What is your response?Can an event such asFbe brought about by wo 
separate and independent causes? 

地骂自

However , if the flames burn the man , then he does dic aftcr al l. 
so the contrary-to-fact conditional stating what wo~ld have happencd 
if the poison J had not worked is false. -(1) and (2) cannot be true 

aP吃T?l?「iH阳10
n …ave two índependent causes.‘ both of which singly are sufficient 

b咄咄e7.6
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Questions 
to think 
about 

l幽

simuItaneously. If (1) is true , then (2) must be false , and if (2) is true , 
then (1) must be false. ln other words, (1) and (2) cannot operate 
as separate and independent causes. The man's death cannot be 
overdetermined: it must either have been caused by the burning, or 
by the poisoning, but not by both. 15 

Applying this to the problem of psycho-physical causation , if P 
really is causally sufficient to bring about P气 then， if overdetermina
tion is rejected, there is simply no room left in which M can operate. 
The problem could be solved if M could be ontologically reduced to 
P, that 邸， if the pain could be identified with neural events in the 
person's brain. But then what becomes of the experience of pain, and 
consciousness in general, if these mental phenomena are made out 
to be nothing more than physical and chemical events in the. head? 
Reducing mental phenomena to purely physical states certainly pre
vents those phenomena from being causally inactive. It brings them 
totally inside the physical world and makes them fully a part of a 
c10sed physical causal system. But this is only achievable by denymg 
the distinctive fact of consciousness, which is an unacceptable conse
qucnce. Certainly, it is not an option that Searle himself can take in 
thc light of his rejection of materialist reductionism. 

Another option would be to abolish thesupervenience relation 
bctween the mental and the physical , so that the mental does not 
depend for its existence or character on the physical. But this mi~ht 
seem an even more unat1ractive choice , for it amounts to allowIllg 
that there can bc purcly non-physical mental events that can be just 
what they are in completc indcpcndence of the physical world. In 
othcr words, we arc Icd straight back into thc arms of substancc 
dualism with alI its attcndant diffìcuItics. 

If lhc mcntal supcrvcncs upon thc physical , which sccms a vcry 
reasonablc bclid, and if this is laken to cxc\ude matcrialist reduction , 

then 1 am afraid, for thc rcasons given , that 1 cannot scc how states 
of minds can escape turning out to be epiphenomena. My own ex
perience , on the other hand , tells me that- tlüs cannot be so, and that 
my own and others' mental states make a c1ear causal difference to 
the world. How these two positions are to be reconciled, 1 cannot yct 
see. 1 can only commend the problem to you. 

Can reasons for actions be the causes of those actions , as Davidson 
claims? 

2 问ust all singular causal statements be backed by causal laws? 
3 Davidson denies that he is committed to claimi~g that it is only by virtue 

of their physical properties that one event causes another, but is he 
correct? 

Psycho-Physical Causation 209 

4 If the mental properties of events are epiphenome甲， then how can an 
agent-s reasons iustify and explain his Of her actIonsL 
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causation from the menul tothe physicalf 
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mental states as well as the subjects or possessors of such states. The 
focus of this chapter, by contrast, is on the epistemology of mind. 
Epistemology is that branch of philosophy which deals with questions 
such as what it is to know something, what kinds of thing we can 
know, and how. The particular concern of this chapter is whether、
and how, each of us can know of the existence of minds other than 
our own. 

Let us begin by remembering that a recurring theme in the philo
sophy of mind is the privacy of the menta l. Recall, for example, the 
argument that if a person's mental states are radically private but 
their brain states are publicly accessible, then by Leibniz's Law. (see 
chapter 2, section 2.7.1) mental states cannot be identified with, or 
reduced to, brain states. This argument embodies a picture of the 
mind we have largely inherited from Descartes. 1 make the qu.alifi
cation ‘ largely' becaúse it seems to me that many people who have 
never even heard of Descartes and are unacquainted with his philo
sophy of mind subscribe to something like his view of the mind as a 
radically private realm, an inner landscape or theatre, accessible only 
to the owner of the mind in question. 

If, however, mental states .really do possess a radical privacy, or 
loglcal privacy as it has come to be called, which shields them from 
public icrutiny, then it appears that there must foreverbe ~ doub~ as 
to whether a川one can ever really know what is occurring in another 
person's mind ‘ or even ‘ as the limiting case, whether anyone other 
than onesclf actually has a mind. By -contrast , there is no par~llel 
prohlcm conccrning' thc cxistencc {;f othcr brains. With rcgard to 
physical CVt川s s山h as tmin procCSHUN-I could in pmciplc otm盯vc
what is taking placc in your b;ain. just as you could obscrv: d.irectly‘ 

or find out witl; thc usc'of a dcvicc .such as an clcctro-cnccphalogram 
which mcasurcs thc hrain ‘ s clectrical outpu t. what is occurring m 
mine. 1 have no spccial means of finding out what is happenmg m m写
brain which is d~nied to you, just as you have .11:0. s~e~ial. m~~ns ot 
finding out what is taking' plac~ in your brain which is denied. to me. 
Our access to our own. iUld to each other's brain processes, IS sym
metri叫 Nei阳ofusPomωany special privileged access to what 
is going on in our brains which is denied to thc other.However, 1I the 
picture Descartes offers us is correct, our access to the contents of 
our own minds-and to each other's minds, is asymmetrical, the Indi 
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Introduction 

The bulk of this book so far has been concerned with the meta
phySICS of mInd.Metaphysics deals with what kinds of thing 
CXISt·.and what their existence or being consists in.IEus a central 
fcsuon hpspeen what the nature of thc mind is.More specikdl予
uur mvest1gation has concerned what is the ontological status of 

8.1 
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pattern of lnfe ce of such states from behaviour.No 

erence would be involved 
equired. In witnessing a 

The Problem of Other Minds 2 I 3 

person's behaviour, one would literally be witnessing their state of 
mind. But because states of mind cannot be identified with behav
lOur, lt would appear that some kind of inference from the one to the 
other must be involved. What is the nature of this inference? 

There are only two types of inference available to us, deductive 
inference and inductive inference. The hallmark of deductive infer
ence is that in a valid deductive argument the conclusion of the argu
ment is logically entailed by its premises. That is to say, if the premises 
are asserted but the conclusion denied , a formal contradiction results. 
This is because the information contained in the conclusion is already 
contained in the premises. Deductive arguments are not ampliative: 
no information or meaning can be extracted from the conclusions of 
these arguments that is nõt already contained in their premises. But 
~his means that we cannot deducÍively infer people's mental states 
from their behaviour. Before reading ón , consider the question posed 
in Exercise 8.1. 

Can you … hy deductive inference is blocked in this ω d盯川川川T刊刊Thi甘ink呻1水kaωa曲帆b阳阳o叽u川』
。n your own for a few minutes and then discuss the issue with someone else 
before reading my commen臼「叩y below. 

The difference between the meanings of behavioural statements 
~nd those attributing mental states rules out the possibility of passing 
?eductively from st~tements describing behaviõur to those describ
mg mental states. As we have seen, since talk about mental states is 
not equivalent to talk about behaviour. any attempt to move from 
purely hchavioural nrcmiscs to a conclusion attributing a non
behaviou时 itcm such as a mcntal statc would represent an attempt 
to put morc into thc conclusion than is contained in the premises. 

8.2 Induction and the argument 
trom analogy 

The Use of deductive inference in passing from behaviour to l11ent~1 
states having been ruled out, we ar~ left with induction. The hallmark 
ofinductive -inference is that the conclusion goes beyond what is logi
cally entailed by the premises. In other words, this pattern of infcr
~nce is ampliative. It- takes the form 'AII the As observed hitherto 
have been Bs\therefore ‘'A1l the As there are will turn out to be Bs'. 
Clearly there is more information contained in the conclusion than 

且也~
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in the (single) premise. This is why to assert the premise but deny the 
conclusion does not amount to a contradiction. The conclusion does 
not contain in a different form the information contained in the 
premise, but goes beyond it, by contrast with what happens in the 
case of deductive arguments.5 An example of an inductive inference 
might run as follows. lt has been observed that if people who are 
asleep are woken up when their eyes are moving rapidly under their 
lids, they report that they have been dreaming. Let us suppose t~at 
this has -been found to happen in all observed cases. On this basis, the 
inductive inference is made: ‘Whenever people's eyes move rapidly 
while they are asleep, they are dreaming.' Quite clearly, the con
clusion makes a much larger claim than is made by the premlse. 
which only claims that in cases observed so far is there a correlation 
between eye movements in sleep and dreaming. 

How might inductive inference be applied to the problem of other 
minds? Well, it might be argued that whenever a certain type ot 
behaviour is observed, the same type of mental state is observed to 
occur at the same time, thus providing inductive grounds for the claim 
that whenever that type of behaviour occurs, it will be accompanied 
by thc same type of mental state. Notice, however, that just as in the 
dreaming/rapid eye movement example, for an inductive argument 
about the existence of other minds to get goiog, correlations must 
fìrst have been established between the occurrence of a certaín type 
of behaviour and the presence of a certain type of mental state. Now 
how does this correlation get estab \ished in the first placc? Consider 
this qucstion as you look at Excrcisc 8.2. 

Can you see the difficulty in establishing a correlation between the presence 
of cer咀in kinds of mental state and certain patterns of behaviour in the case 
of other people? 

The difficulty should be fairly obvious. The correlation cannot be 
set up because the mental states of other people cannot be observed. 
All that one can observe in the case of others is their behaviour. 
Whether there are mental states behind such behaviour cannot be 
assumed. It is the ve可 existence of these states which is the question 
at lssue. 

There is, however‘ just one case in which a correlation between a 
mental state and a pattern of behaviour can be discovered , namely 
one's own. Suppose 1 notice that whenever 1 feel sad, 1 cry. 1 then con
clude that whenever 1 see you cry、 the same correlation holds, because 
you are very much similar to me outwardly in appearance and behav
íour as weIl as biologically similar to me. It is only in my own case 

111 111:: 1 1_，"，， 1、，…-" --一一

that I am directly acquainted with my sadness -as an inner privat? 
mental state.In your case I can only be acqllainIed with onbh斗lf ot 
tk correlated phenomena-namely your outward public MTVlour 
Nmrthclm by analogy with my Ow川回眈叫叫，it让t s臼附阳叩e臼阳削e创ell口I川
sona旧able tωo conclude t由ha创I the outward public phenomenon O{cr叮ying
i比s accompanied by a private inner sadness in yOu旧r c凶as白e a酣s well as 
minc-IEis argument was sIatcd by the philosopher John Stuart Miu 

in the nineteenth century in this way: 

I conchIdcthat othu human kinphave feelings like rnabccause-

2口;11出:1233iZEZ;:z:urzy:LZ
the acts and otl阳 outward sig队 which inr町 own case 1 know by expe 
rience to be caused by feelings." 

To make this quite clear, the situation is rather like one in which 
I pass down a street at night and sec sh斗dows on the window-blinds 
of houses showing people apparently SItting down to tea.I cannot 
enter these houses to check if Ihat is what is really going on,but even , 

tlially I come to my own house.IEcvoutlined on thc blind, is my 

:;tsztrurifZr;:tJ;ihj32rt也:JSZZJr::
tea.Having established the correlation between thc shadows on thc 

m百533照1:11日出巨川:
in minu. consiJcr Excrcisc 8.3. 

s 

::j丘吉在32:153芳:3点?355515i
minds by a耐。'gy with my own case? 

IEc illustration using thc blinds dots not quite capture the 

i罩在SLEEEH:挖苦悲剧jiti
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with What goes on in houses, are logically private、 then I can never 
Check the accuracy of my inductlve inferences.since nothing will ever 

缸:ercise 8.3 
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be able to count as gaining a direct access to the mental states of 
others-Ihis has been felt to be a serious weakness of this kind of argu
ment I can be sure of the mrelatm between a certain typebof 

i1132:1331百;汪古怪iyii曰:1
on? It seems wìldly irresponsible to ge阳alizcfmrnashulcmrAV
?n, to that ofotherpcopldforeO町， as wc have semInmr}i斗
UEC OPP?rtunity of dNovcring if my induction is correct, since I can 
nctr dmctly come to know the mental states of others 

IIIe argument from analogy has also been accused of chauvinism. 
If we know by analogy with the human form and human behaviour 
that there arc minds o山r阳n our own , won't this apply only in the 
case ofother humaDbe1吨s and not in animals, since the latter do not 
resemble hu甲an bCHIP?But then we will be led by a different route 
to the conchmon that Descartes reached, namely that animals arc not 
minded.ITIer?is also a worry that wc may fail to attribute mentality 

::222:23;aZLt:1:lZZ气:JZiJZtt:ztlif
states the case-AIMrnals, from the very nature of the case,do not have 
human faces, for example, but they do have faces nonetheless.nmir 
limbs are differ?nt from ours, but nevertheless theuarc rcconnizable 

ttpztJ平:1:川江口;mZ:111rltuz
pωapsmost Importantly-the brain and ncmussystem 一 arcxll 町'
ogDizably similar to oum If thc argument from analogy does warrant 

立nt:11::;2ic;11:lr二:t;21rtJKU::rE曰::
rang?and complex!tyof mcrudstates as in thc ctNOl the human 
spec lCS - we don 't , for exa甲plc ， attributc contrition to a cat. or moral 
indignation to a dog or a lizard 一 but that is entirely what we should 
expectm the light-of the restricted range of behaviour that animals 
exhibit by comparISon with human beings and especially in view of 
the fact that animals lack the capacity forianguage-

8.3 Wittgenstein's attack on the 
argument from analogy 

注:肝:tJZUiziut052%?:21132n:
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person's states of mind acquire their meanings by naming logically 
private inner states. The nature of the state named determines thc 
meaning of the expression which refers to it. Since only the person 
whose states they are can be acquainted with them , only that person 
can know the meanings of the various terms used to talk about those 
states. It would thus be entirely possible that what 1 mean by the word 
‘pain' and what you mean by the same word is entirely differen t. 
As Wittgenstein's analogy of the beetle-in-the-box made clear, the 
nature of the inner state named by ‘pain' in my case could be entirely 
different from the nature of the inner state named by ‘pain' in your 
case (see chapter 1, section 1.5). We could never actually find out, 
because 1 cannot be acquainted with your states of mind and you 
cannot be acquainted with mine. In fact , if all the items that fall within 
the purview of my experience are private to me, all the words 1 use 
might have entirely different meanings from the words used by other 
people. The realm of private 0时ects comprising their experience 
could be totally different from the realm of private objects compris
ing my experience. We could all therefore be speaking our own 
logically private languages, but none of us is able to discover what 
other people mean by their words, since those words acquire their 
meanings purely by naming things with which only those others can 
be acquainted. -You will r~ecall that the eighteenth-century philo
sopher John Locke was aware of this consequence of Cartesianism 
when he conjectured that the idea of a colour put into one man、s
mind by a vi~let might be the same in quality as the idea of a c~ou.r 
put into anothcr ~an's mind by a marigold , and vice versa. Both 
would agree that violets were vlolet and that marigolds were gold‘ 

and yet the one would mean by 'viole t' what the other meant ?y 
'gold\and vice vcrsa. In othcr w"ards, with respect to each other, the 
colours they experience when they look at violets and marigold~ 
would be inverted , so that the meanings of the words ‘ violet' and 
‘gold' for each of the men would also be inverted, since words derive 
their particular meaning from the private experiences ?f each i~~~
viduai. However, wheth~r this is reãlly so, and not merely a possi~il-
ity, can never be discovered, since neither person can exhibit to the 
other the private exemplars of colour which furnish colour words 
with their meanings (see chapte 

ι111 



恤

- . . -_.、....，. ...， 1 、"""'II 'C I I-IIIIU!) 

them in the way that 1 do. The essence ofWittgenstein's attack is that 
the starting point presupposed by the argument from analogy is 
not a possible one. 1 cannot acquire a mental vocabulary in the splen
did isolation constituted by the logically private contents of my 
mind and then try to argue by analogy that others must have 
the same as 1 have. To take the second point first , one prong of 
Wittgenstein's attack runs as follows. 1 am trying to establish , on the 
basis of analogy, the existence of mental states other than my own , 
but Wittgenstein questions what the expression ‘ mental states other 
than my own' can possibly mean if such states lie beyond any pos
sible experience of them. The problem parallels the puzzle of how 1 
can know there is an independently existing external world , if all 1 
can be acquainted with is my own private world of mental images or 
sense-data. It is not so much that 1 cannot know that there is an exter
nal world , but rather what can the words ‘ external world' mean if they 
answer to nothing 1 could possibly experience? For concepts to be 
meaningful , it must be possible to recognize or state those conditions 
which , if fulfilled , would license the application of the concept to 
the state of affairs in question. But if 1 can never be acquainted with 
thc cxternal world , or with other minds, there is nothing conceivable 
to which such terms could apply, and this would seem to entail that 
such tcrms arc devoid of significance. Concepts without intuitions, 
that is吨 without possible cxpericnce-situations to which thcy can be 
applicd , arc empty, as Kant famously said in his Critique of pure 
ReaSOfl.' 

It might bc thought that this ob严ιtion can bc casily dodgcd. To bc 
ahlc to suppοsc intclligihly that somconc clsc is in pain ‘ 1 do not nccd 
to hc dircclly acquaintcd with thal pain. AIII nccd 10 do is 10 supposc 
Ihat whcn Ihat pcrson fccls pa;n , hc or shc fccls whal 1 kcl whcn 1 
fccl pain. Hcrc Ihc sccond prong 0 1' Wittgcnstcin's attack CO /11CS ;1110 
play. Hc points out that if 1 had learnt thc mcaning 01' the word ‘ pain' 
only from my own case , as the argument from analogy presupposes, 
then pain will mean , in effect,‘sensation that 1 feel'. The fact that it 
is 1, and no one else , who is feeling the pain wi11 enter into the very 
definition of what pain is. But if that is true , then it wiII be incoher
ent to suppose that other people have pains.Ihat is none too easy a 
thing to do, says Wittgenstein with deliberate ironic understat 
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IEc point had already essentially been made by thc great Gcrman 
logician, Gottlob Frcgc(1848-1925) , who had wrltten: 

::I;2257;uil;。口uitnaif:ZLUEJZZttzts:32
onl一 and there would'bc noseicncccommon tomany-on which many 
Jd work But L 严rhaμhave my own science, namely a whole 
of thought whose bcarcr I am and another pcrson has his ...No con
tradiction between thc two sciences would then be POSSIble and It 
would rcallv bc Idle to dispute about truth , as Idle, indeed almost 
ludicrous asit would bc for two people to dispute whether a hundred 
mark note wereσcnuine， where each meant thc one hc hIInself hdlin 
hIS pocket and Understood thc word ‘ genuine' in his own p川cula
sense.9 

8.4 The other minds problem and the 
impossibility of a logically private language 
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in the case of thc words that wcusc to describe our own mental states, 

these word?must have originally acquired their meanings and 
been learnt In essentially a publIC social context (cf.chapter 1, sect 
1.8).Ihe very possibility of am-person ascription of mental states, if 
W可tgcnstein IS right, presupposes other-ascription -that is, thc attri
bution of 中ental states to third persons. Mental conceots 
bTmate ln 川re ， and leamt and applied in the logicaι322 

M.If this i?correct, then any approach to the problem 
of other minds which, lIKc the argument from analogy, starts fr 

concepti04of the mental as radically private to the individual, 
IId, from thIS perspective, tries to justify belief in thc existence of 

other minds, must bc nawed-Before I reveal thc ane details of 
WIttgcnstein's attack on the notion of a logically private language, it 

ay be helpful to provide a brief summary, point by point, of his 
323:;t;tz:hrattacking thecartcsm co叫tion of meaning 

8.5 The details ofWittgenstein's attack 

Wittgenstein mounts two major offences against the idea that words, 
incIuding the names of mental states, could acq山re their meanings in 
the way presupposed by Cartesianism. Firstly, he attacks the notion 
of an inner ostensive definition, a definition by means of a kind of 
10gicalIy private inner pointing which is supposed to endow words 
with their meanings. He then concentrates on demonstrating that lan
guage as a rule-governed activity is not possible if meanings are sup
posed to be logicalIy private. Beginning with the first objection, let us 
look more cIosely at Wittgenstein's attack on the notion of private 
ostensive definition. 
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woruoutside mymind-Only I and thc private mental items 

aKIng up my expcrlcnce might exist. 
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8.5.1 Inner ostensive defìnition 

-lhp| 

To define a word ostensively is to define it by an act of showing or 
pointing. For example, someone asks me what ‘griffin' means, and 1 
explain the term bÿ pointing at a picture of a griffin, as represented 
say, by the Esher Col1ege logo. By pointing out the type of object to 
which the word ‘griftIK applies, the hope is that the other person will 
come to understãnd what the word means. Words cannot always be 
defined in terms of other words, otherwise we shalI simply end up 
going round in a circle. Thcrc must be some words that acquire their 
mcanings by dircct reference to thc world , to non-linguistic reality, 

so that it scems that ultimately we cannot escape having to glve osten
slve dclìnitions. 

Giving a delìnition of what the word ‘ griffin' means by pomtmg at 
the Eshe-;' CoUege logo is an activity that takes place in a public world , 
since everyone can see the logo. But now suppose we are trymg to 
define a m-ental state such as a-pain. 1f pains, like other mental states, 
realIy are inner and private, as- Cartesfanism maintains, then the act 
of o~tensive definiti~n is supposed to take place in thc 10gicaIIy 
private, self-contained, solitar); world of my mind. 1 point thc mcntal 
fì吨cr of my concentrati(叽 as it we阻 at thc pain , and say to mysclf、
in ordcr to fix the meaning of the word ,‘That's what 1 wiU mcan m 
future when 1 use the wo;d "pain" to describe to mysclf h<~w 1 ~~m 
feeling.' A consequence of thi~ theory as to how 1 Icarn to dcscrihc 
my own states of mind is that no one else can find out what 1 mcan 
by ‘pain'. ln this way, as 1 give myself private inner ~)st~ns~;e d~6ni
tion-s of my private ;íates ;;f mind, 1 in-vent my own 10gicaUy privatc 
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language, a language that l can understand but which other people 
cannot. 

8.5.2 'Tove' and the impossibility of private 
ostensive defìnition 

Wittgenstein attacks the idea that ostensive definition can be accom
plished in the radically private manner outlined. 1n the The Blue and 
Brown Books lO he asks us to imagine what happens when someone 
is supposed to give an ostensive definition of the word ‘ tove' (chosen 
because it is not a word in English) , by pointing at a penci l. Wittgen
stein 's poin t is that this act of pointing could be interpreted in all sorts 
of ways; it could mean: 

‘This is a pcncil' 
、Th is is round' 
‘This is wood' 
‘Th is is onc' 
‘Th is is hard' 

Of coursc, someone could ask ‘Which do you mean?' Do you mean 
that thc shape is to时， or the type of thing it is, or just that o~e is tove? 
But in order to ask this qucstion and to understand thc answcr, the 
person must alrcady have a languagc. In fact , even for somconc 
to undcrstand thcse words as constituting dcmonstrativc sentenccs 
and not qucstions, or cxclamations, or thc callin只 out of namcs, thc 
assumption has to hc madc that thc pcrson h山 a 1m耶Jagc. But 
Wittgenstein docs not want to makc thfs assumption. His-conccrn is 
with how language is possible in the first place. How does a person 
acqulre Ihe concept of the colour of an object as opposed to its shape, 
or、 altemauvely.the kind of thing it is as opposed to iIs being that 
particular individual.Here it is tempting to say that when the private 
linguist gives himself a private ostensiv~ defin'ition o f. sav, the 'colour 
of a thing, he just somehow concentrates on the colour. or ‘means' 
thc colour as opposed to meaning some other feature. We are 
temptcd to think of the mind啕 Wittgenstein says, as a mysterious non
physleal mechanism which can bring abouI effects that no mere mat
erial mechanism can accomplish , a;d that the oste~sive definition is 
fixed accordingly by some peculiar, occult, me~t~l-~~t.-Wi;tg~~stein 
wntes: 
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Point to a piece of pape r. - And now point to its shapc - now 10 
its colour - now to its number (that sounds qucer). - How did you do 
it? - You wilI say that you 'meant啕 a different thing each timc you 
pointed. And if 1 ask how that is donc , you wi lI say you conccntratcd 
your attention on the colour、 the shape, etc. But 1 ask again: how is Ihul 
done?11 

Before reading on, consider the questions posed in Exercise 8.4. 

~ow is ostensive defìnition possible? How does one ~ean the col~ur rather Exen:ise 8.4 
than the shape? How do the meanings of colour and shape words ever get 
established in the fìrst place? 

The answer basically is because of shared activities in a public social 
world. Wittgenstein gives the following example of how the meaning 
of a word like ‘blue' might become established: 

Suppose, however, someone were to object: ‘It is not true that you must 
already be master of a Ianguage in order to understand an ostensive 
definition: alI you need - of course! 一 is to know or guess what the 
person giving the explanation is pointing to. That is, whether for 
example to the shape of the object , or to its colour. or to its number, 

and so on.' - And what does ‘ pointing to the shapc',‘pointing to the 
colour' consist in? Point to a piece of paper. - And now point to its 
shapc - now to its colour - now to its numbcr (that sounds qucer). -
How did you do it? - You will say that you ‘ mean t' a different thing 
each timcyou pointEd.And if l mk how thaIisdone.yoU WIll uy you 
conccntratcd your attcntion on thc colour. thc shape , etc. But I ask 
again: how is (hm done? 

Suppose someone points to a vase and says 'Look at that marveI
lous blue - the shape- isn't the point: - Or: 'Look at the marve lIous 
shape - the colour doesn't matter.' Without doubt you will do some
thing d蜘renr when you act upon these two invitations. But do you 
always do the same thing when ÿou direct your attention to the colour? 
Imagine various different cases. To indicate a few: 

‘ Is this blue the same as the blue over thcre? 00 you scc any dif
ferenccγ- You are mixing paint and you say ‘ 1 t's hard to get thc hluc 
of this sky.' 

‘ It's turning fine , you can already see bluc sky again. ‘ 
‘ Look what different effects these two hlues havc.' 
‘ 00 you see the blue book over there? Bring it here.' 
‘ηlis blue signal-light means. , .' 

‘ What's this blue caIled? Is it "indigo'T 
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You sometimes atlend to the colour by putting your hand up to keep 
the outline from view; or by not looking at the outline of the thing 
sometimes by staring at the object and trying to remember where yo吨I
saw that colour before. 

YOU attend to the shape, sometimes by tracing it , sometimes by 
screwmg up your eyes so as not to see the colour c1earl)巳 and in many 
other ways. 1 want to say: Th is is the sort of thing that happens while 
one ‘directs one's attention to this or that'. But it isn't these things by 
themselves that make us say someone is attending to the shape啕 the
colour, and SO on.Just as a move in chms doESIft consist simply in 
movmg a piece in such-and-such a way on the board - nor yet in one's 
thoughts and feelings as one makes the move: but in the cir七umsta町巳s
that we call ‘playing a game of chess',‘solving a chess problem' , and 

12 so on. 

One of the points Wittgenstein is making is that these activities 
take place in a public setting. It is through th~se kinds of activity, and 
multifarious other ways, that the grammar of words such as 己。lour
words becomes cstablished. There is also the hint in this passage, 
developed elsewhere in Wittgenstein's writings, that the acquisition 
of concepts and language presupposes a background of cust~ms and 
activitics. To begin to appreciate the point、 consider the situation of 
someone who d?cs not know what a chess king is.It might be thought 
that to makc this cIear all we nced to do is to get hold ~f a chess king 
and show it to the person, pointing at it whilst uttering the words 
‘IEat is a chess king--Suppose further that this person has never 
heard of, much less cver played, a PIntztvcfore-not just chess, but 
any game at all-I think it will bc obvious that the attempt to tell him 
what a chess king is will mean nothing at all-Even aSRUIninghc undcr
stands that we arc trying to tell him what the object is called 咱 thc most 
he muht conclude is that a chess king is a piece ofwood shaped in a 
ecruIn manner--On the other hand, if he has learnt simple board 
games by watchI吨'_ or perhaps by trying out games for himself, then 
when we pick up the king and sho~ hlm th~ various moves it can 
Fake, he might gradually begin to understand its use-But this is only 
because, as Wittgenstein sa问 the place for his gaining the under
阳山g is already prepared-REis preparation of the place for thc 
!earnlngofthc use ofa piece in a game is whatWiugenstein refers 
10 as ‘stage-setting-.It pfesupposes that there are practices and 
customs consisting in ‘ playing games' , and it is by acqu~intance with , 

and involvement 肌 these kinds of activity that the' concept of dif
hren!"rts of games ls acquired.On this foundation an under
standi吨。fnew and unfamiliar games, and moves and"iateoies can 
bc built.But none ofthese resources or involvements is avaHable to 
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thc Cartesian self imprisoned within the privatc circlc of its own 
consC lOusness. 

Wittgenstein's criticisms of how words are supposcd to acquirc 
meanmgs for the Cartesian go very deep, and 1 can only indicatc 
briefty here the direction in which they run. It has to be remembercd 
that for Oescartes, and for philosophers such as Locke and Hume 
who were strongly inftuenced by him , experience comprises a series 
of mental images, secured within the fastness of the private realm 
of the mind. Ibis is a very thin conception of experience. Private 
lmages are presented to the person , who is essentially an inert spec
tator passively viewing the passing show. The images that come from 
the senses are strong and vivid. From these images fainter copies are 
supposed to be derived , and these constitute concepts that serve as 
the meanings of words. But this conception of meaning is deeply 
ftawed , and numerous criticisms have been made of it by Wittgen
stein. For reasons of space, however, 1 shall Iimit myself to providing 
only four. 

Firstly, mere acquaintance with a thing that falls under a concept 
does not amount to, or guarantee possession of, the concept. 
Acquaintance with a particular chess king wiII not by itself guaran
tee the acquisition of the concept of a chess king, an understanding 
of what the expression ‘ chess king' means. To acqu山lf陀e the c∞onc臼epμt ， a剖s 
1 attempted tωoe口xp抖la剖i旧arli陀er， on肘e ml川u川1
m a public world and its practices. The mere passive registration of 
ímages will not amount to possession and mastery of the concepts in 
question. In this conncction Wittgenstein remarks: ‘ 00 not believe 
that you havc thc concept of colour within you because you look at 
a colourcd 0均ect - howcver you look. (Any more than you possess 
thc concept of a ncgative number by having debts.)'13 

Secondly, Wittgenstein argues that the meaning of a word cannot 
consist in an object or thing, even if that thing is thought of as a 
~ental item, such as an image. To help us understand this criticism, 
Wittgenstein asks us to imagine that the mental image that is sup
posed to constitute the meaning of a word - the concept it expresses 
~ is replaced with a painted sign. The original sign - the word -: is 
?ead , and the image is supposed to bring it to lifc, to brcathc meaning 
~nto it. But a painted sign~ is just as dcad as the original sign. "I."i础
~ng of the sign not as painted but as a mental image does not mlrac~
lously expla~in how it 'can be about anything els 
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Figure 8.1 

SO is-tk one you add to it.The meaning of a word cannot therefore 
conslst ín an associated object , even a private mental one. We have 
to get right away from thinki吨 of meaning in these terms, and think 
of it instead as thc use to w-hich it is p'l'It, the fun~ti~~ i-t- -h~~ in 
language ‘ in a shared public world. 

A third , rclated criticism points out that an image does not bear 
山 mtcrpmtatm 。n118 归cc. lmagcs arc not self-int~rpreting. When 
wc look at the lmp ln ilgurc8.l (WIttgcnstein-s immc).what do wc 
scc? What docs it rcprc叩nt? M;川 pcoplc willuy ttLiit rcpmsents 
a mtln with a stick walklng up a hul But dOCHi1·f Suppose Isuggcst 
that lt is actually a man with a stick sliding down a hiH backwards-J 
In fact , it might not even bc an image of a man at all 一 but a cross
section throughapiece ofwood orsome otherpiece of 斗uff， the brain 
perhaps-Ihis lpt suggestlon may seem a strange one, but there is a 
partdthe bram that resembles a sea-horse-hence its Greek name, 

the hippo飞ampus(!ts funqion concem the ljyi吨 down of long-term 
memoríes). If the image is supposed to constitutethe meaniιof a 
word. as Desca巾s and Locke 臼sert『 then we cannot use language to 
explaln what thc Image mcap山ecause that will be arguing in a circle. 
The dcep po川 for which Wittgcnstein is arguing is thatth~ mcaning 
ofa word IS sppposed toh or determine Its use-but an impnc cannot 
fix or d由阳c时ωte盯rmm

ít. Ther阳c is an indef且10川lÏ t忧e va盯n陀ety of way归s i阳n which an image might be 
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used or applied , hence an image cannot determinc its application. ln 
the Blue Book , Wittgenstein writcs: ‘As part of the system of lan
guage , one may say, the sentence has life. But onc is tcmpted to 
imagine that which gives the sentence life as something in an occult 
sphere, accompanying the sentence. But whatever accompanicd it 
would for us just be another s叮19n.川.

The image with which a word is associated , the idea the word 
stands for in the mind , cannot dictate how the word is to be used , 
because the image, like the word with which it is associated , is 
itself just another sign, and the application of signs is not intrinsic to 
them. To appeal to yet another sign in order to make clear how the 
lmage is to be applied merely recapitulates the error of thinking of 
slgns as self-interpreting. Any interpretation of a sign, says Wittgen
steín,‘still hangs in the air along with what it interprets, and cannot 
give it any support. Interpretations by themselves do not determine 

，、叫 5meanmQ 
How meaning is to be determined is a large and complex 

topic, which 1 cannot go into here. It wilI suffice for our present pur
poses to recognize the negative conclusion, namely, that whatever 
meaning consists in, it cannot be comprised by signs or images, 
even if these are supposed to exist in the ghostly occult recesses of 
the mind. 

A fourth criticism put forward by Wittgenstein argues that images 
have no syntax. Scnt巳nces have a syntax , which specifies how words 
can and cannot bc combincd and in what orde r. In other words‘ thcre 
arc rulcs governing thc combinatorial possibilities of words. and how 
words arc combined detcrmines thc meaning of the scntcnce ín 
qucstion. Furthcrmorc. thc word order is important in determining 
whcthcr a statem口11 has bccn madc or a question asked. as in 'This 
is a caf and 'Is this a cat?\But what rules could conceivably govern 
the combinatorial possibilities of images, and how could the order i~ 
which images are' arranged determine what is meant? A row of 
images couId mean anythlng or nothing. At the moment on my desk 
there are arranged in òrder: my reading light, my image scanner._~y 
glasses, my VDù, my watch , mý computer mouse and my printc~. Hut 
this array does not assert or deny anything. Common cxpcríc~cc 
shows it -to be merely a convcntio~aI arrangement of itcms which a 
person engaged in wòrd-processing might havc on their dcsk. If_ 1 ~ut 
my glasses on the right rather than on the left of thc VDU‘ or if 1 
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丁马ble 8.1 The ‘dictionary' in the private world of the 
mind 
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naming my current sensation ‘ S' , I shall be mistaken. But hοw can lhc 
distinction be drawn between the situation in which 1 rcally do 
remember that ‘ S' means O. and that in which it merely seems thal 1 
remember correctly? If Wittgenstein is right , this distinction does not 
hold in the situatión we are- envisaging. In the private world of the 
imagination no independent check on whether 1 am using a word cor
rectly according to ã rule is possible. The distinction between really 
follo~ing a rule-and only seenüng to collapses, and can therefore have 
no application. It would be no use appealing from one memory to 
another to justify whether orle's usage of a term were correct or not. 
That, rema~ks Wittgenstein , would be like buying sev.er~l.copies of 
the same morning paper in order to verify that a story l.n It IS corre~t. 
Without the pos~bilfty of an independent check on. the .u~a~~ of.a 
term , attempÙng to de'fine a word by a private ostensive definition is 
an empty ceremony which accomplishes nothing.Hence thpnotiop 
of a logiéally privat'e language turns out to be, as Wittgenstein puts It 
elsewh~re， ; piece of no;sen~e in disguise. This in turn means that the 
Cartesian pr~gramme of systematic-doubt cann?t ~v~n g~t. s.tarted. 
Descartes 'can~not begin f;om within the closed circle of his own 
private consciousness and start wondering whether there is an 
independently existing public world.For the question even to be 
for~ulated， the existe~c~ of a public social world within which alone 
language is possible has to be assumed . 
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sentence, or adding words in or taking words out. in order to alter the 
meaning of the sentence. 

8.6 The impossibili句。f private rule-following 

The point of ostensive definition was to fix the meaning of a word. 
Once the definition of the word in question has been fixed by refer
ence to a private mental exemplar, a token instance of a particular 
type of thing, the word can be used over and over again to talk about 
the kind of thing in question. In this way people can construct a kind 
of dictionary in the privacy of their imagination. When 1 have a pain, 
say.I look inwards and, by pointing the inner finger of my attention, 
1 call the sensation ‘S\Later, 1 have an itch, which, in a similar way, 
1 call ‘下， and later still , a tickle, which 1 call ‘U\Table 8.1 sets out 
simply how the ‘ dictionary' is thus constructed. The idea is that when 
1 have‘ say, 0 again, and 1 wonder what to calI it, 1 can refer to this 
tablc in my imagination and say ‘Ah yes - my mental state has the 
character O. and this correlates in the dictionary with ‘S' , so 1 must 
currently be feeling "S" ,' 

Word Mental state (non-linguistic item) 8.7 How do mental terms acquire 
their meanings? u·· STU 

How does alI this relate to the problem of other minds? A~ 1 hope 
1 have already partly made clear, the fir~t point 削 needs to te 
stressed isth~t ，r ;~c~rding to Wittgenstein. one cannot learn the 
names of sensations and other mental states from one's own case. 
The acquisition of langu咿 to talk about on的 own states ofmin?' 
and ind~ed the states ~i mTnds of others, is not possible from a purely 
first-person , private perspective. How then. i~ i~ possihle'~ 

Ihe answer, unsurprisingly, is from a thlrd-person-puNIC VIGW' 
poin t. Even the aω刷刷 of mental states to onωIf hy on叫l
based upon. as it see~s， a purely private first-pers.?n .~as队 ltmauc
possible' only because mentàl terms acquire an applicalío~ ~nd a us,c 
essentially i;a third-person framework.At 仙归ge. this sounds 
suspiciously like analytical behaviourism, which maintained that all 
talk about the mind could be rendered without remainder in terms 

But, says Wittgenstein, for this procedure to work, 1 must remem
ber correctly what ‘ S' stands for , otherwise 1 shaIl use 'S' wrongly. A 
sign that 1 could use in any way 1 want cannot count as a word. It has 
to be possible to draw a distinction between using a term correctly 
and using it incorrectly‘ between genuinely following a rule for its use 
and mistakenly thinking a rule is being folIowed. But the difficulty, 
as Wittgenstcin points out, is that these' distinctions cannot be drawn 
in lhc private world of the mind. Whatever is going to seem to me to 
be right wilI he right , and that only means that we c~nnot speak about 
something being right here. When using ‘S\1 have to be able to 
remember correctly that 'S' does indeed mean 0 , otherwise, in 
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of actual and possible displays of outward , public behaviour. But 
Wittgenstein denies that he is a behaviourist in disguise. What then 
do the details of his account look like? There are two main strands 
to It. 

The first c1 aims that behaviour serves as the criterion against which 
the attributions of mental states to someone, either others or oneself, 
are to be evaluated for correctness. The other claim is that mental 
terms do not describe behaviour, but gradually come to replace it. The 
emission of moans is not equivalent to issuing a description of one's 
pain; rather, it is a natural manifestation or expression of that pain. 
Gradually, however, this manifestation of pain is replaced, firstly with 
exclamations such as ‘ouch' and then with sentences such as 'It hurts' 
or '1 am in pain\Let us look at both these c1aims in depth before 
attempting some evaluation of them. 

8 .7.1 The criterial approach 

To begin with, the notion of a criterion needs some explanation. ‘An 
"inner process"\says Wíttgenstein,‘stands in need of outward cri
teria.'lh This has been interpreted by many commentators to mean 
that terms for mcntal states are made possible、 i.e. meaningful , only 
bccausc thcre are hehavioural crit巳 ria governing their use. Behaviour 
providcs thc mcasurc against which a pcrson's usage of mental words 
can hc assessed for correctness or incorrectness. T() count as a corrcct 
usage , a term such as ‘ pain' has to tit in with thc rest 0 1' the person 's 
hehaviour in thc right kind of way. Jf I cut mysclf, aml moan and 
grimacc , and thcll announce that I have a ticklc ， οthcrs can correct 
~c and point out that 1 should have dcscribed myself as heing in pain 
instcad. 

By contrast with the ascription of pain to othcrs, ascription of pain 
to oneself is often said to be ‘ criterionless\What this means is that 1 
attribute pains to you on the basis of your behaviour, but in my own 
case 1 clearly do not need to observe my own behaviour to be able 
to report accurately how 1 fee l. Nevertheless, it is insisted, even in the 
case of self-ascription、 the links with the behavioural criteria for the 
ascription of pain are not los t. If my criterionlessly ascribed mental 
state does not cohere with appropriate behaviour bn my part, then I 
have got the self-ascription wrong. In other words, eve~ tÎlOugh 1 do 
not need to make use of any criteria to ascribe pain to myself, cri
tería in the form of my public behaviour are alwaÿs available a只ainst
which the rightness or wrongness of my self:ascription c卢 be
checked. 
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You should consider the question raised in Exercise K5 heforc 
reading on. 

Does WlttgeMEIn's account of how menta|tems are possible lead waight bemise85 
to behaviourism? Doesn't it really come down to the claim that what being 
in pain really means, after all, is behaving in a certain sort of way? 

This is where matters become very difficul t. The usual response here 
on the part of a number of philosophers is to focus on what it mea~s 
to call a oerson's behaviour a criterion of their being in a certam 
mental st与te. In response, it has been said that a behavioural cri
terio川onstitutes an essential part of a mental term, but the meaning 
of the term is not exhausted by the behavioural descríption. 
Sometimes this is put by saying that the criterion is. non~in~~ctiv.e 
evidence for the e;isten~e oi th~ mental state. The point of calling it 
non-inductive is to indicate a deeper kind of link than merely the con
tingent association between behaviour and mental states presup
posed by the argument from induction.On the other hand, there is 
not a st;aightfOI~-'ward relation of logical entailment between behav
iour and ~ental states. It does notlogically follow that if a .per~o~ 
is behaving in a certain wa弘 then they must be in a c创
of mental st…t阳at忧e. The notion of a criterion , on the interpreta t10n ot 
Wittgenstein we are considering, is supposed to offer a middle way 
hetween these two positions. As Oswald Han日ing puts ít: 

Accordtngto lthc Wittgmstemitln arEumcntl·..critena can conSMutc 
cvidcncc th;~t' is ~tronicr than mcrc inducti()n. . - . On the other hand. 
this evidencc is not sìrict in thc manner 0 1" dcductive entailmen t. so 
that thc ttthoutttcoI this VIEW can fmly admit-what it woul4bE 
absurd to deny - that there may be pain-behaviour without pain.' 

We are also told, by the distinguished commentator .Peter Hac.k可，
that ‘ thecriteria fordbeing in pain do not entail that the pprs∞ IS m 
pam.IEey are logically good evidence, which 15, ln certaln CIreum , 

~tances， def~~~ibl;-[i:~-.J c~n - be defeated]. But if not defeated , the 
criteria confer certaintv.'l将

IEis appears tobe ciLimng thatJ10mallyjt followslfWally fnm 
the satisi;cti~~ of ~the criteri-;' of being in pain that pain is. presern~; 
but that there can be special circumstances in which the criteria fail 
to Iicense this inferenc~. The advocate of criteria , it seems, wants to 
borro-~fr~~~ th~_b~~t_ie~t~r~-; of deduction and induction , but to 
discard ~h;; i;lik~ï;' t~-p'r~;~ embarrassing to an account of how 
knowledge of other minds is possible. 

4 
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Before proceeding any further, pause to consider Exercise 8.6. 

How intelligible do you fìnd the idea of a criterion as just outlined? Discuss 
this with others before reading on. 

The notion of a middle way, a via media, between strict logical 
deduction and non-logical induction , has made some critics feel 
uneasy. lt appears to be a way of wanting to have your cake and eat 
it. Critics are wont to argue that there is no logical room for such a 
middle way. Deduction and induction, as forms of inference, divide 
up the entire field between them, leaving no space into which a third 
form of inference can be inserted. But then the problem of other 
minds as traditionally conceived - that is, how we can go from behav
iour to knowledge of the mental state underpinning it - reasserts 
itself. We are left once again with the choice between a deductive 
inference from behaviour to mental states and an inductive inference, 
and neither of these, as we have seen, is adequate to provide the 
knowledge we seek. 

It has also been claimed by, for example, Galen Strawson, that 
Wittgenstein's views do lead to analytical behaviourism after all. 
Strawson asserts that once it is allowed that behaviour must play a 
crucial role in enabling mental terms to acquire their meanings, it is 
difficu1t to prevent a s\ide into anti-realism about the meaning of 
mental terms: 

[Ojncc on巳 has acceptcd thc W [Wittgcnstcinianl theorists' argumcnt 
Ihal refcr巳 ncc 10 puhlicly ohscrvahlc occurrcnccs cntcrs csscnlially 
inlo any satisfaclory accounl of Ihc rncaning of Ihc word 'pain' , il may 
hc hard 10 scc how onc can slop Ihc slitlc intll Ihc vicw Ihal rcfcr也:ncc
10 puhlicly ubscrvablc occurrcnccs is all Ihal cnlcrs intu any 吕alisfac
lory accuunt uf the meaning uf the wortl 'pain '.1 吵

The basic idea behind anti-realism is this: the meaning of a state
ment is given by its assertibility conditions, that is, by that set of cir
cumstances which , if they were satisfied, would license the application 
of that statement to those circumstances in order to make a true 
assertion. For the Wittgensteinian, the assertibility conditions that 
govem the application , and hence the meaning, of ã statement about 
a state of mind consist in behaviour in certain circumstances. It should 
be clear that this position is essentially reductionis t: mental states are 
constituted entirely by outward behaviour. Strawson has admirably 
crìticized the Wittgensteinian position when he argues that a three
step argument is involved in the reduction of mental states to behav
iour. We go from how we can te l1 that someone is in a given mental 
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Epistemic level (how it can be told that Pippa is in pain) 

• 
determines or constitutes 

Jc l ev e l 川m叩………ans叩…ns川…s川巾tωo 部mω……s臼阳町e旷ert川川巾叫t仙阳阳川川h阳M川a刮川t川P
• 

determines or constitutes 

α1tolLEal level (川e… β…
Figure 8.2 Neo-behaviourism 

state to the position that how wc tell determines what we mean by 
attributing the state in question, and this in tum fixes the nat~re of 
the state. -Epistemology 'determines semantics, which ìn tum deter
mines ontology. This is illustrated in figure 8.2. 

Dedicated \Vittgensteinians deny, as we have s~en ， ~~at they ~re 
committed to a slide into behaviou~ism in this fashion. However. for 
reasons of space and time , 1 can take the debate no further here, 

although 1 hope 1 havc helped you ìn the promotion of your own 
thinking ahout this diftìcult issuc. 

8.7.2 Mental terms replace behaviour 

What arc we to make of Wittgenstein's other suggestion, namely, that 
sentences such asTam in pain, gradually come to replace natural 
expressions of pain?One problem is that sentences have different 
propertiesfr~~ ~~ï~r;l"~xpressions of pain, so it is h~rd t~ see how 
one can be the extension o'r the replace"ment of the other..S~ntenccs 
have truth-values; they have tens~s; they can be neg~ted; th巳y can 
stand in logical relations to each other;and they can also comprIMa 
C∞【O】)m盯m晌1

'. .叫， etc. None üi these features- can apply to natural cxpresslOns 01 
pam. moaning, for example. 

A second problem concerns what it means to say that natural pam· 
behaviour, and the arst-person ascriptions of pain that allegedly come 
to replace' it:";r~-~;p~~;si~ns or m;nifestations of pain. The obvious 

必盛
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way to mtcrprct this is to say that my wincing and moaning are mani
fcstations of my pain hecause my pain giv;s rise to the~. In other 
words, a non-behavioural private mental State, beIng in pain, causes 
outward pain-behaviour, just as an infection, e.g. measles, causes spots 
t? app~ar ona person's skin. It is usually by this outward manifesta
tion of measles that we first detect the -présence of the virus within 
us. In the case of mental states, the tro~ble with this kind of expla
nation is that it already presupposes that there are mental st卢臼
present which manifest their presence in outward behaviour. There 
is a fatal difference between being in pain, however, and having the 
measles. If we are uncertain as to wÌ1ether spots on the ski; are 
measles, wc can check up in more direct waysto determine whether 
thc measles virus ispresent in the body.But thisis precisely what is 
ruled out in thc case ?f mental states, except in our own case.IEC 
sccptic can always maintain that what look l{ke natural and acauired 
mniicstations ofmcntal states arc in reality no such thing.Behav
lour appcars tωo índi川ICαa山 an underlying mental cause, but in reality 
tl 
IS a挝ct阳ua川1叶11忖yazor口mh对1it陀c.

'mere arc p-hilosophers who maintain thatWittgenstein cannot be 
accused of falllng to provide a solution to the problem of other minds, 
hecausc hc n以r set out to solvc this problem in the first place. Thus, 
Oswald Hanfling writes: 

It is sometimes tho咐1t that Wittgenstein 's 叫ution ， or attempted 时u
tIon-of thc Other minds problem.is one of his main contributtonsto 
phllOSophy yct lt would bc difocult toPOInt toa statement of the 
problem ln h15.maIn work.let alonE a ‘ solution' of it by means of cri
tem-IUthe pnvatc language argument-as elsewhere in the I 『MStma
tlomhls maInponcetn b ab?ut meaning rather than knowlEdge;Lc 
argument ís an investigation into the limits of language.川

In SO far as Wiltgenstein did produce a solution to the other minds 
problem, Hanfti吨 maintains that it is to be found in his remark that 
tt we arc using the word ··knowH as it isnormally used (and how else 
arc wyto use it!) 、 then other people ve可 often know 斗hen 1 am in 
pa肌← 1hFremark has to bc understood in connection with anothcr 
claim of Wittgenstcin\namely, that it makes no sense for me to say 
ihat I know that I am ln pain-Ihisis because in mv own case thcrJ 
mno mm for doubt or cmr.since my clam isn乌t founded upon 
川 evidcnce and no p叩ern of i阶rence ís involved 而e very 严部
巾ilMFoi doutvt and mFtake arc thus excluded, and hence it would 
bc temptlng to say that ln one-s own case, with regard to many kinds 
ofme削 state. one cannot灿
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nothing can ever count as failing to know, then nothing can count as 
succcss. It would be better, then , to say that with rcgard to onc's own 
pains and other sensations, neither the concept of knowing that one 
~as them nor the concept of failing to know that one has them applics. 
'1 know that 1 am in pain 、 consequently says no more than ‘ 1 am in 
pain'; the words ‘ 1 know' add nothing new to the sentencc. 

In the case of other people, however, whilst there is sometimes 
room for doubt and error regarding their state of mind , and hence a 
lack of knowledge rcgarding-it , in other cases the grounds for doubt 
and error are missing, and in those cases 1 can meaningfuIly and truly 
say that 1 know what the mental states of those others are: ‘1 can be 
as certain of someone else's sensations as of any fac t. . . . "But if you 
are certain 吨 isn't it that you arc shutting your eyes in face of doubt?" 
-lbey are shut'22 There-are cases where rÍo doubt can enter in. Doubt, 

like kno"，，:~edge， requires grounds, Wittgenstein reminds us in On 
Lertaìnty.L., The bare possibility that an attribution of a sensation to 
~nother person couldturn out to be false cannot constitute a ground 
~or doubt. A person in a workshop, or in a traffic accide时， lies scream
I~-? on the ground , covered in blood due to horrendous injuries. Might 
this al1 be prearranged and faked? There wiU be circ~mstances- in 
which this possibility just cannot be entertained , wherc, as Wittgen
steín says, one does not c10se one 's eyes to doubt because, by the 
~ature of the case, they are already shut: ‘ lust t可- in a real case - to 
do?bt someone else's fear or painJ24 

1. imagine, however, that this response will not satisfy everybody. 
To be su阻 in eve可day life sceptiωquestions about belief in the 
eXlstence of the external world , of the causal efficacy of mental states 
斗nd the problem of the existence of other minds do oot arise. But this 
~oes not mean that such questions cannot be pressed philosophically. 
In ~rying to provide a rati~nal justification of inductio~ ， Hum~ admiÍ卢
t~d .that someone might say that his eve可day practices belied his 
dO~bts. In other word~， he ;ccepted that h~ did ~ot take a sceptical 
attitude to induction, which he relied upon a thousand times a day, 
nev~r doubting, for instance, that the sun would rise in thc morning 
Or that he would not step off into nothingness instead of familiar solid 
ground once he left hls room. Howevcr, as Hume remarked. the 
:)hser~ation that he is not a sceptic outsidc his study is all very we \l, 
hu 
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we are directly acquainted with their behaviour, not their mental 
states. A sceptical gap thus opens between knowledge of someone's 
behaviour and knowledge of the mental states that allegedly lie 
behind it. Since neither deductive or inductive reasoning can appar
ently bridge this gap, and since its e1imination by reducing mental 
states to behaviour is unacceptable (see chapter 4, section 4.8) , we 
still appear to lack a solid foundation for rejecting scepticism about 
other minds. 

8.8 P. F. Strawson's a忧empted solution to 
the other minds problem 

A Wittgensteiniar卜inspired account of how mental terms acquire 
their meaning and use , which contains many of the features we have 
discerned above, is to be found in the work of Peter Strawson in his 
book Individuals. 1t wi l1 be instructive to look briefty at this approach 
before 1 bring this chapter to an end. 

A key passage in Individuals runs as follows: ‘It is a necessary con
dition of one 's ascribing states of consciousness, experiences, to 
oneself, in the way one does, that one should also ascribe them, or be 
prepared to ascribe them , to others who are not onesel f. '2写 In other 
words, sclf-ascription is possible only because other-ascription is pos
siblc. Self-ascription can only take place if other-ascription can occur. 
Th is appears, on the face of it 电 to solve the problem of other minds 
at one strokc. Unless 1 can attributc statcs of mind to othcrs, I cannοt 
attributc statcs of mind to mysel f. But this means 1 cannot bcgin from 
my own casc - that is, by attributing mcntal statcs to mysclf and thcn 
wondering whether they can be ascribed to othcrs. Oñly if they arc 
already ascribed to others, or at least 1 am prepared to 'ascribe. such 
stat?s to others, can I form the concept of my own mental states
Havi吨 argued for this position, Strawson then spells out how other
ascnptíon ís possible: ‘One can ascribe states of consciousness to 
oneself only if one can ascribe them to others. One can ascribe them 
to others only if one can identify other subjects of experience. And 
o?e canno~ identify them ~mly as subjects of experience, possessors 
of states of consciousness.'21> 

Thc thought here is that if people are conceived of as purely 
mental in nature, like Cartesian souls, one would not be able to 
ascribe mental states to them.IRe reason is twofold.FIrstly, as we 
noted in chapter 2, if people are conceived of as incorporeal souls, 
then we have no way of distinguishing one soul from ~nother. But 
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then we cannot form the concept of the individual subject of mental 
states. The general principle underlying this is that for a concept to 
be meaningful we omust -be able to specify those features of our 
experience which, if fulfilled , would license the application of the 
concept. But since we cannot have any experience of incorporeal 
souls we have no way of applying the correlative concepts of numeri
cally the same soul, ãnd nuinerically a different soul. Thus we do not 
really know what we mean by one soul, or many souls (since many ís 
a collection of ones). 

Secondly, if we are to be able to attribute features - mental states 
- to these souls, we must be able to specify those experíence-conC1l
tions that would license the application of the mental state in ques
tion. But again , if these states. are empirically undetectable bec于use
they are no~-physical in nature, then we cannot specify t?e ~ondition~ 
which , if fulfilled、 would license the ascription of the particular mental 
state in question. What Strawson is implying, and later makes exp~icit ， 
is that we have to conceive of people as material entities'oTheir ~níque 
occupancy of space then enabÌes ~s to distinguish one subj.ect of exp~
rienêe fr~m a~other. However much two or more people resemble 
each other, they cannot occupy the same space at the sameyme, .so 
we always have' a firm ground Cor distinguis.hing one pers<.>n fro~ th.e 
other (s~e chapter 2, s~ction 2.8.4). The-fact that people haveyhysi
cal characteristics al~o makes pos;ible the ascription of menta.l. sta~es 
to them. It is their publicly observable behaviour whic.h s~pplies the 
~round - or, as Strawson says, the 10gica l1y adcquat~ c~íteno~. a [~rm 
that is reminiscent of Wittgcnstcin- - for thc ascription of v?叮n叩oω》旧u
sta剖te创S of cα:{οlllS以比4讥汇CÎousncss t ο them. Thus wc rcach thc same concluslon 
as wc did in thc CHSC of our discussion 0 1' Wittgcnstcin , namely. t由ha川t 
th削-p阳c盯r阳s
a耐r陀e 1问O吨g♂i叫Cωωallyin叫di吕巾p严cns呻le to them. This position is quite c1early 俨
reverse of .Cartes'ianism. For the Cartesian , one is able to ascnbe 
mcntal states to oneself purely by being uniquely and privately 
acquainted with one's own' stat~s oi mind'-No acquaintance with, or 
knowledge of, anyone else's states of mind is presupposed or neces
sary for self-ascription.Even if there are no other states of mind, the 
Cartesian wil1~;;t~-t~i~ th~i.at least you can be acquainted with , and 
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have diflìeulty in avoiding some form of logical behaviourism. 俨fhis
ohjection wc havc cncountered beforc, having been set out by Galcn 
Strawson. 

Graham 's second objcction is that Peter Strawson's argument begs 
thc question: it assumes in advance that it must be true that other 
people have minds - i.e. that mental terms may truly be ascribed to 
other people. But that , of course, is the very point at issue. 

The point Graham is making was probably most clearly set forth 
by A. J. Ayer in The Concept of a Person.28 Ayer's key criticism of 
Strawson、s argument is that even if one did make, or was prepared 
to make, or even had every reason to believe one was justified in 
making the ascription of a mental state to another putative person, 

it still would not follow that the ascription was true, i.e. that the 
allegcd other person really was in thc mental state ascribed, or indeed 
any kind of mcntal state at al l. 

To illustrate the point hc is making, Ayer imagines the fantasy of 
a child噜 kept from any contact with human beings, at least in his early 
ycars, who is hrought up by automata which resemble and behave 
just likc human bcings. Thcse automata are so constructed that when, 

for cxample, thc child hits them, they cry out or retaliate, and when 
hc asks them questions. they respond by shaking and nodding their 
heads. The child is instructed in the use of language and in other forms 
of behaviour by a voice from a loudspeaker. In this way he learns the 
names of the objects in the room in which he is kept , his own name 
and pronouns and demonstratives. The voice also teaches the child 
the words that describe his own mental states and he also learns how 
ωdistinguish seeing from imagining, and memories of real events 
from memories of dreams. The voice stresses the similaríties between 
the automata and the child. always speaking of them as if they, too‘ 

were conscious, and the child finds that the different states of con
sciousness attributed to the machines fit ín with certain general pat
tems of behaviour they exhíbit and wíth changes ín their behavíour. 
In this way the child comes to attribute ment-al states to himself as 
well as to the automata. In other words. he satisfies Strawson's con
dition that he is ready to ascribe mental states to a range of other 
similar bcings. as wcll as to himsclf. In sho比 he acquires: and Icarns 
to operatc with. the conccpt of a person. C1early, however. all thc 
attrihutions of mcntal statωthat hc makcs, and is quitc happy to 
mak 

The example shows n01 only 1ha1 one might be able 10 ascribe experi
ences to oneself. whilst being invariably miS1aken in ascribing them to 

others. but also that the criteria which are taken to be logically ade
ql 川e for a创肌s沉cαr巾in吨g exp严阳E盯neI
t由ha创t some locution is correct, that in such and such condltmsthls b 
the proper thing to say; it does not necessarily follow that what IS sald 
is true.29 

Ayer continues: 

There is no warrant for assuming his concept of a person _ is .not .th.e 
same as ours . . . It is not that he -has a different concept of what it is 
tobe conscious, or that hc applICS the conccpt incorrectly, but that he 
just happens to be ín a situaiion where the things which he has 己very
reason for thinking to be conscious are not really so. If he wer~ _ ~~ 
infant philosopher吨 he might begin to wonder whether his companIons 
really did have experienc巳s in the way that he did and Infer that they 
did f~o~-th;ir-r;~;~bl-~n~e to himself: Or perhaps if he were struc~ ~y 
some stereotyp巳d quality in their behaviour he would r1811tlycondpde 
that they did no t. Whichever conclusíon he came 肌 his罔s s沉ce叩p阳tIιω1臼$
would not be senseless.How could it beif it were actually justiacd? 

It would appear then, that Strawson's argument does not provide 
a way ofovercoming scepticism about other minds, and neither, sadly, 
do the other attempts to solve the problem canvassed above.Ihis 
is a disappointing conclusion, and hopefully it is mistaken.It does『
however.have thc look and feel of orle of the perennial issues in phiL 
osop-hy:'~~d '1- b~ìi;~;it~i~-lik;iy-to- g~ on pe~plexing generations of 

thinkers to come. 

I Wha川a

tω。 the existence of ot伽he旷r minds? 
2 If ;;~~r:Î';;;~~"'s" ;~;:"i'd~~~;~~I-~ith brain states, would the problem of about 

other minds be identical with the problem of other brainsl 
3 Does knowledge of one￥ own mind depend upon knowledge of other 

minds? 
<\ Could scientific advances ever make it possible: 

(a) to feel someone else's pain? 
(b) directly to see someone else's thoughts? 

5 'Joy. distr础。r amusemer、t are not hidden behind the face 伽at manifests 
them, but visible on it. What we so misleadingly call "the inner" Intuses 
the outer. . . . We see friendliness or animos町 in a face and do not infer 
Its P陀sence from;Mdisposition of 位ωmuscles (which we could not 
even describe).' (Peter Hacker, WI优tgenstein (London: Phoeníx, 199η. 
p.43.) 

How is Hacker、's remark to be inte叩reted， and do you agr回 wí伽 it!
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6 What is meant by describing behaviour as a criterion for the existence of 
mental states? How convincing do you find the criterial account of the 
meanings of mental terms? Does it ultimately lead to neo-behaviourism? 
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9.1 Introduction 
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Ihe anal two chapters ofthis book are devoted to the subject ofper
sonal identity-me present chapter introduces the problpm .Of what 
constitutes personal identity and focuses on physical conuntilty as an 
aCCOunt of it~-C-h~pt~~-lÖ-~~amines the coñtrasting claim that psy-



击、凶几

. _, ..._IIUI 1...."i;aILIι1 (1'::' r Ily!)l l.dl '-口m:mUlty

chological continuity is what is most important for our identity over 
timc , halancing this account with a retrospective of the place and 
importancc of physical continuity in achieving a satisfactory theory 
of pcrsonal identity. 

The problem of personal identity may be broached initially in this 
manne r. What makes a present person 一 let us call him Shaun - at time 
t1 one and the same person as Shaun at an earlier time，的? Shaun, let 
us suppose, was born about nineteen years ago. Since that time he has 
changed considerably from the infant mewling and puking in his 
mother、 arms. He was born practically hairless, but now he has a fine 
head of lank , black hair. His fingernails then were short , unpainted and 
stubby. Now they are 10吨， slender and painted black (after the latest 
fashion). In one sense, Shaun is no longer the person he was. His fea
tures have changed considerahly over the nineteen-year period. Nev
crthclcss、 Shaun at t 1 and Shaun at tO are one and the same person. So 
Shaun , it would appcar, both is、 and is not , the same person. The con
tradiction cxprcsscd in this last statement is, however, only apparent. 
This is hccausc thc statement contains two quite different notions of 
idcntity and samcncss. Hencc there is no collision in meaning when 
asscrting that Shaun hoth is, and is not , the same person. 

Philosophers mark the distinction between these two senses of 
‘ samc' , hy saying lhat qualitatively, Shaun is not the same person as 
hc was. However, numerically, Shaun at t1 is identical, one and same, 
as Shaun at tO. To make sure the distinction between numerical and 
qualitative idcntity is c1ear、 consider the following examples. 

Qualìtative identìty If one thing is qualitatively identical with 
another thing, then it exactly resemhlcs that other thing. For cxampIc, 
your car is exactly likc mine. You own a Vauxhall Cavalicr、 and so do 
1. Your car looks exactly like mine and has all the same features, e.g. 
fuel-injection system , electric windows and so forth. If your car were 
destroyed、 mine would stiII exist, and vice versa. ldentical twins also 
furnish a ready-made example: Felipe and Pedro are so similar that 
usua lIy 1 cannot teIl which one 1 am teaching without looking at the 
cIass list (thankfuIly they are in different c1asses!). 

NU lI1erical idelltìty If onc thing is numerically identical wilh 
anolhcr lhing. thcn rcally wc havc onc thing on our hands, and not 
lwo things. Wc own onc and lhe samc YauxhalI Cavalicr. 1 go out in 
it on Mondays. Wcdncsdays and Fridays. You go out in it on Tuesdays. 
Thursdays and Saturdays. We hoth go out in it on Sundays. If the car 
is dcstroyed. wc hoth simultaneously hecome carless. Other cases 
illustrate lhe point. Thc slugabeds, as you wiIl recall from chapter 3, 

Personal Identlty as rnyslc31 ~U"LIIIUI.， 

tiOI133 , thought that the Morning Star and the Evening Star wcrc 
two quite dhtinct celestial bodies.Nevertheless, they turned out to bc 

nd the same object, namely the planet Venus.King ocd!PUS 
.d his mothcr『 but he did not do this knOWIngly and intentIOn

lly because hc did not know that Queen Jocasta wasonc and thc 
p s n his mother.IRe police little suspected when they Cap? -

tu叫I

b阮een hide∞ou吕sly transformed. 

In relatIon to the topic of personal Identity, the interest of philoso
phers is in numerical, not qualitative identity.So, to return to our 
opening question what does the numerical identity of a person over 
time consist ir川的1at makes S拙h削a以un
h巳 wasthen?

9.2 The metaphysics and epistemology of 
personal identity 

iizcI::funut;乙:飞;二::152:;zmzslt;;1
Shaun阳m阳I
the sam巳 ιcrsOEn1that I taught last week.In the normal case I can tell 
阳 ttuLdent I am ttωhi甘i叩
1 scnt to lhc lihrarv last wcck 、 on thc h币aSl臼s of his P予让由hys幻ical appcarance. 
his hodily fcωω川cω川J且剧刷a川矶tl川 thc sorts 0 1' á 刘h ω hc hah川忡l让巾h币itual吐l由 wcars and 吵

ttt::;:c:忧:;二:1t:巳r巳!?士t飞::;;.乱r飞;
of thesc fcatures is csscntial tωtο) Shau山m today being one and the same 

p飞:;z;;出?巳;;吕飞;r:穴?古:;1?t;zι:乌L二卢rω ale归e-n咄naω1旧a
叫山阳a缸an盹1

2拮2工::巳:2::zf1;:t;t飞:立;::?乞i:刀f月;口?古?E;JrJ;儿;丰h2拮?527LZi;1:rF
ZLiZ立tifliitmntztZcfiic口号:t
suflìcient to < rovcthat the visitor was not ShauI1·perhaps, WIths?mc 

23335ZPT:JJnttuzz;;:如;i恨;二战:21:
finge叩mts had u毗fgone alteratio叫ust as the rest of his appear
ancz2had.It is, after all, merely a contingent fact , and not a logical 
necessity, that people's anger, prints do not signiticandy change over 
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time and also that no two individual's prints are qualitatively exactly 
the 吕ame. If it had turned out that everyone's finger-prints were qual
itatively identical, which logically could have been the case, then 
finger-prints could not serve as a useful , but fallible, means of estab
lishing identity. We would have to have recourse to some other cri
terion - DNA, for example. How, in practice, we tell whether or not 
a person at time t1 is one and the same as someone at time tO cannot 
yield an answer, then, to what the identity of a person consists in, 
what is essential, logically or conceptually, to the person's identity and 
not merely contingently a convenient sign of it. 

What makes Shaun now one and the same as Shaun then is a meta
physical concern about the nature of the identity of persons, what is 
logically indispensable to it, and not merely an epístemological íssue 
as to how we tell that the person we are encountering now is one and 
the same as the person we encountered earlier. The fallible evidence 
to which we appeal in trying to set t1e issues of personal identity 
docs not tell us what is logically constitutive of the identity of persons 
ovcr time. ln answering that question, we need to spell out the nec
cssary and sufficient conditions for a person at t1 to be one and the 
same as a person at tO. ln other words, we need to complete the 
formula: ‘ Shaun at t1 ís one and the same person as Shaun at tO if, 
and only if. "\ 

The notion of necessary and sufficient conditíons can be clarified 
by mcans of some simple examples. A necessary conditíon of some
thing's being a horsc is that it is warm-blooded , but plaínly this is not 
sufficient , as many things are warm-blooded which are not horscs -
birds、 for instance. A condition may bc sufficicnt , but not nccessary. 
For example, it is sufficicnt to be British that you werc born in Britain 
of British parents. But it is not nccessary, since British citizcnship can 
be acquired by naturalízation or marriage. 认rhat thcn would a state
ment of the necessary and sufficient conditions for British national
ity look like? Well , perhaps something like this: a person is a British 
citizen if, and only if, they were born in Britain of British parents, 0' 

they have acquired British nationality through naturalization, 0' they 
have married someone British, 0' . . . 0' . . . (1 don't know precisely 
what thcse other conditions are). The satisfaction of any one of these 
conditions is sufficicnt to make someone British, but n 

t"ersonal loen lJLy d~ …T'" 、U. I _............……, 

9.3 Reductionism and non-reductionism 

The a削motíon of the previous section was that there is somethin与
that is constitutive of personal identity 一 that is, there IS a w?Y OI 
spellingoutin othertems, whichmake no use ofthe concep!ot pe卜
sonal identiHY itself what it consists in.To make thisassumpuonIS to 
embrace a fmm of 卢ductionism ， to commit 0附elf to the belief that 
the ∞ncept of 阳sonal identity can be rendered, without pss of 

::::i号;11125ttJt旦旦旦:;:1:rrzL;节;
when they alleged that everything we want to say about }he mind 
could be captu时 by talk about actual anq possible bchav刷15

However, there arc philosophers who dmagree that the concept ot 
PErsonal identity is analysable in the manner proposed by the reduc-
tiorlists-IEcsc philosophers -non-rcductionists maintain that the 
concept of personal identity is primitive and unanalysable, subscrib
ing to Bishop Butler's dictum that ‘Everything is what it is, and not 
something eÍs;" -Ã -major problem for analyti~al ~忱ehaviou町rmn wai 
阳 it in、二lvedmuladw:any attempt to translate talk about mcn?E 
states into talk about behaviour ended up having to import in!o td 
analysis the very notion of a mental state that it was purportIng to 
analyse.Similarly, so non-reductionists about personal identity claim 、
anypurpomd analysis 。fthcmccptwill i阳itably， at some point , 
need to have recourse to thc unanalysed notion ofonc and the same 
person that it i日 seeking to analyse-Wc will return 10non-reduction
ism in rclation to pcrsonal idcntity latcr. 

9.4 Reductionist theories of personal identity 

Throl胁。ut this book wc have seen that, by contrast with?rdina町
内ysical objects s川 as rocks, trees and ar附cts， human beí咿 tc
viewablEfrom both aM-and thi叶pemon pcrSPECWes From -e 
third-person, objective viewpoint, human beings arc living physical 
organisms whose internal workings and external behaviour are open 
tOpublic scrutilIU and observation.But people adlsωo冒 have a fir削s引t-
perso阳阳O凹on川1

;茹罚2江飞￡U;L骂江:江;立:泣?tt:;卒L♂3:贮玄J2:3:sJ且且:rtτz二弘2::;3江;1r?:汇iCt口:U;芷:芷:: : 
P二:芷2;A:二3立:?i江沁;:1tzra;且L埠2览吉笃;:芷:飞立:t立:2芷;巳;立:f:z:飞骂;z:ιJ♂;r归3 
ourselves. 
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Exerclse 9.1 

隘
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From the third-person perspective, 1 know that Shaun is one and 
thc same person 1 taught last week , because 1 have good reason to 
believe that the living f1esh-and-blood human being before me now 
is physicaIIy continuous with the person 1 taught then. 1 could , natur
aIly, be mistaken. A Shaun lookalike could have been substituted for 
the original Shaun , so that were 1 to trace the path of the lookaIike 
back through space and time, 1 would find that it did not coincide 
with the space/time track traced by the original Shaun. However, not 
only is the substitution of a lookalike unlikely in the extreme, but 
were 1 in any doubt that such a trick might have been pulled, 1 could 
always ensure that 1 never let Shaun out of my sight from last week's 
to this week's lesson. Practically, this would be very difficuIt, but in 
principle it is achievable. In a case like this, how 1 tell that Shaun now 
is one and the same as Shaun then , and what it means to say that 
Shaun now is one and the same as Shaun then, would appear to co
incide. Shaun、s identity over time consists in the physical continuity 
through space and time of a living human body. This is the common
scnsc answcr that many would return to the question of what con
stitutes personal identity, and , as far as it goes, it appears to be correct. 

But what about my own case? Before reading on , think about this 
and the question posed in Exercise 9.1. 

How do I know that it was indeed I who taught Shaun last week, and that it 
wasn't some other teacher who stepped in and took the class? 

The short answer is that 1 remember being here teaching Shaun last 
wcck. 1 have a good memory and distinctly rcmcmbcr coming into 
this room and tcaching Shaun last wcck. In a ca吕c likc this, 1 havc 
access to knowlcdgc of the idcntity of the pcrson who taught Shaun 
- namely myself - from a first-person , non-obscrvational perspective. 
1 reca lI the experience of being here in the c1assroom teaching Shaun, 

and tha t's how 1 know that it was indeed myself, one and the same 
person who is recollecting now, being in the c1assroom a week ago. 
The question ‘1 distinctly remember teaching Shaun last week, but 
was it me that taught him at that time?' is pointless. If 1 reaIly do 
remembcr , then 1 now must be one and the sãme person that did the 
teaching of Shaun then. 

'Thc situation is totaIly unlike the one in which a person steps into 
my shoes for a week. In a case like this, whilst lo'oking rou i-td the 
s~affroof!1: I might conceivably misidentify the teacher ~ho took my 
~Iasse~: th~nking mistakenly it was the pe~son in thc corner, whereas 
in r~ality it ~~s t.hey~~son' by the door: Of course, 1 might have been 
under some kind of delusion when 1 c1aimed that 1 taught Shaun last 
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w ck.For a start , I might have done some teaching, but the person I 
taught mlght have been the Shaun lookalike mentioned earlier.Or, 

dically, it might turn out that I could not possibly have taught 
shalln last week because I was at home with the nu and the illness 

ird memory delusion or amnesia Nevertheless, the 
posshillty of these mistaken memories does not alter the fact that, 
when 1 really do remember, 1 can know ‘ from the inside' , i.e. fr 
arsLperson perspective and non-observationally, that I now 

nd the same person as the perso川ho taugl川haunlas!week-Other
people cannot know in this way-Their only way ofkIIOWIng is through 

bscrmuon ofthc living human being, kcith Maslin, who has 可isted
physically and continuously from last week to this week , tracmg a 
publicly Vedaable unbroken path through time and sp n 

We arc now in a positm1to appreclatc th?t these two ways-m 
WINCh a person's identity may be known have gIven risc to two maj 
theories'of what constit~tes personal identity. Th~ f且ìrst of these is the 

Tηi立江出口i古注骂:2立::尘;与;tt5引1?巳飞t亿古巳:Z山U川tT?汇二口川Tt;L口:巳咒:f工川z口口;:!?TtaT士ltι:LζC」;工t
:白白:白::口;z:缸p』t巳:3;乱:aJ?巳;记引归;z;Z:L尘巳盯::口江';立飞τ:tE口;Z;:μ川:L::川C♂J♂:r川口itτtU川rJ且:

of the physical continuity criterion of ~e?tit~. 且 He lmagmes a ca:; t; 

wlx2tw ch l and his brother Robert『 both make m 
灿;15 tJIZE1…rya;ιly with what we know of the 陆 of Guy 
Fawkes, as well as exhibitlr18 『imilar personality traits to Fawkes.Arc 

n ludc that Fawkes has somehow returned to life in thc 
person of onc of thcsc brothcrs? If wc do‘ wc wi l1 have to try to settle 
~hi~h'(;~cVt~~F'~~'k':;;i~'i~k"~è~~~f~I1y about this and look at Excr 

9.2 bcforc continuing. 

How would we settle which person , if an严 was Fawkes? 缸g划蝇 9.2

ITIC answer would be supplied claimsWilliams, ifwc discovered which 
ofthc two brothers,CharlesojRobert,was physically continuo-swith 

但引22日脂井53533:
not the îdentity of th~ person's body or, i 叫eed， an町yp内hy严川S钊icωa刻Ip归ar口t of f 
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t阳e盯r traits, a臼s we l1 as their a抽刷bi山li副i ti阳e臼s， right dωow阳n tωo beîng to eat , walk 
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and talk , were completely wiped out by drastic tinkering with the 
person 's brain. According to the physical continuity theory, we would 
have one and the same person on our hands after the wipe as we had 
before the destruction of all memories, character traits and abilities. 
This is because, physically, the person's body and brain after the 
drastíc brain surgery are one and the same as the body and brain 
before the operation. But we need to ask: would it really be one 
and the same person, contrary to what the physical continuity theory 
maintains? lf, after the wipe, the person gradually a叫uired the 
abilities to walk and talk, developed new -charactér tráits totally 
unlike the old person and started laying down a whole new set of 
memories, would it really be one and the same person now as the one 
before the brain surgery, despite having one aI1d the same body and 
brain? 

Considerations such as these have led some philosophers, starting 
with John Locke in the seventeenth century, to maintaiñ that personal 
Identity can be analysed in tcnns purely of the continuity and con
nectedness of a person's mental life, and that, ultimately, bodily 
identity and physical continuity are irrelevan t. Remember' that the 
physical continuity theo町 and the psychological continuity the。可，
despite their obvious and radical difference, both belong in the reduc
tionist camp, the one maintaining that personal identTty consists in 
ccrtaln morp partletIlar facts about bodily or physical i由nht)巳 the
other asscrting that personal identity is tó be sp~lt out in terms of 
mcmory and other psychological rclations. We ~i1l now look at the 
fìrst of thesc thcoriωbcfore turning to thc psychological continuity 
thcory in chapter 10. 

9.S The physical continui句 theory

:,.t its simplest, this theory maintains that a present person is one and 
the sam,e.?s a past 'pe~son if, and only if, the perso~ -i~ q~~stion has 
one and the same body today as he had yesterda予 In more detail , 
what this means is that Shaun、 body must have existed continuously 
over the period of time in question'-In other words, it must meet the 
same cnterion for id巳~tity over time as ordinary physical objects, 
namel弘 spa.t.lO-tcmporal physical continuity - the capacity to trace a 
umquc COIltmuous track through time and space-But here we must 
hcareful.Suppose shaun undergoes radical surgery in which his 
arms and legs are detached and then sown ba~k ~;-I; Shau~~~ body 
one and the same after the detachment and reattachment of the 
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limbs?It would surely seem tobc so.Consider another possibility. 
Shaun is quick-frozen and then cut into quarters. After a time these 
quarters arc put back together again and then thawcd out, Shaun 
awakening from the operation apparently unpertu?bed-Is Sthmau山un
body one and the same as it was before the quar此terlI口mg'!l 

Before reading on , look at Exercise 9.3 and consider your react 
to the questions posed above. 

Is the nume町nca剖1 iωde凹nt创i句 of S仙h飞m削a缸刮u町』
and the r‘e曰as岱semb忡Iy of t伽h飞ep阳art内.吃ts挝? What arguments c臼an you d曲ev叽is始etω。 s划u叩ppo内

and attack this claim7 

1 believe there is reason to suppose that the identity of .S.hau~'s 
body is preserved.In case anyone should doubt this, consider the 
situat10n in which I want to go biking in some distant part of the 
count可 b~t d~-~~t ~ant to rea~h this f;r-off region by having to cycle 
there.Since my bike wOEUt tit in my caLI disassemble it, load it in the 
boot and rcassemble the machine once I reach my destination.Is thc 
bik~ ;~;s~;;bi~d~~n~'~~'d-th~. ~ame as the disassembled bike? It 
would bc crazy to suppose it is not.IEe disassembly and reassembly 
of Shaun's body in its frozen State, after which it is thawed and 
resumes normal functioning-is, I contend-in FIndpleno different 
from the disassembly and rëassembly of the ?ike. 

fJ;Jf口::gtrti222:32i::22123::132:
shcds dc~d- s-ki~Jc~lI~.<~~dl~.~:s various -particks from intcrnal p~rt~ 
as his organs agc. In facl ‘ wc arc told by scientists that , ovcr a pcriod 
tlfItmu.all thcmolttcultJS in Shatin--txkiy changu.Neverthclt:"-

23?::234注:;:ntt;工Yr口;二122;1:;;:;?注:;;
puzzle concerning identity. 

ITleseus has an oak ship composed of a thousand seaworthy oak 
planks, but he has seen a teak ship, and hc fancies one of those 
instead.Consequently, hc has one oak plank at a time removed .from 
his ship and a teak plank inserted to take its place-It takes one mElute 
to remove an oak plank and replace it with a teak plank, so after a 
thousand minut~s Theseus' ship is composed entirely o~ t巳ak. To bc 
sure, it has changed a great deal qualitatively.It was made entirely of 
oak and now it is made entirely of teak.But arguably it is still numer
叫lyonc and the sameship, because throughout the changes in thi 
m创ter composing it, its form - that is, its 0耶nizational structure 咛
thc function that the structure sewes-are continuously presenιu 
11比 id~-;;~hi~~'~7 ~~~;'~ht;;~; ~;;'lik~ this: trees, buildings, c1ubs and 
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organizations generally: aIthough their constituent parts gradually 
change, thcir numerical identities are not los t. Despite a complete 
change in the students, the staff and even conceivably all the build
ings, the Esher College of the future will be one and the same as the 
Esher College of today‘ because of the continuous preservation of 
the organization and function of the college in spite of radical , but 
gradual , alterations. 

There are some changes, however, which it seems would destroy 
the numerical identity of Shaun. Consider the following scenario. 
Shaun enters a molecular disintegration device. His body is broken 
down into its constituent molecules, which are then scattered to the 
four winds. Later, by some pure fluke , a body that is qualitatively 
just like Shaun's body at the moment of dispersal is reconstituted 
out of the original molecules, the right sorts of molecule going to 
exactly the same sorts of location they occupied before separation. 
Would this ncw hody be one and the same as the old body which 
was destroycd? It appears it would not. When the molecules are scat
tcrcd , thcy go on cxisting as individual things and retain their iden
titics, hut thc identity of the body they used to comprise is los t. Th is 
is hccausc the organizational structure, which is essential to Shaun's 
hcing thc individual entity or logical substance that he is, is not pre
scrvcd whcn his hody is decomposed into the micro-elements that 
compnse It. 

It seems to hc a sound metaphysical principh: that one logical suh
stance cannot havc two heginnings. Consequently‘ cvt:n after all the 
molccules havc hccn gathert:d up and asscmhled into a body that is 
qualitativcly identical to Shaun 、sold hody、 that ncw hody will still not 
he Shaun、。Id hody、 dcspite hcing made of thc samc matter that com
priscd Shaun ‘ s original hody, and dcspitc hcing qualitativcly indis
tinguishahle from it. 

Suppose. less radically, that ShaUl白 biological molecules were 
replaced with inorganic molecules, which, crlter being gradually 
absorb,ed i".to the various organs, were able to discharge~ e;actly the 
same functions that had been discharged by the original organs 
?ef~)fe th~ gradual replacement of their parts. I~ other w~rds， Sha-un 's 
~ody end~ up something like the hody' of an android. Is it one and 
thc same body after these changes?ITus is much harder to settle-Ihc 
~act that t?e. same functions are discharged inclines us to say that it 
IS on 
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9.6 Physical continuity and brain transplants 

Even if some kind of physical coruinlilty should turn out to be a 
necessary condltion of personal identlty, lt clearly is not sufacient for 
it If Shalln llcs dead on thc noor before mc, then, considered as a 
mass of organized physical matter, Shaun dead has one and the same 
body as he did when he was alive.But the existence of ShallI1's dead 
body cannot provide for thc sameness of the person between yester
day and now, because the person is no longer there.Although we 
SPEak of dead persons, strictly we no longer have a person on our 
hands,but an ex-person-a corpspwhat IS left over of a former person
For the continuity of Shaur内 b二dy even to stand a chance as being 
necessary for Shaun's identity over time, it seems we must specify that 
the body in question is the body of a living organism.Yet even thc 
COIltlnuity of a living body and brain still cannot be sufacient for thc 
preservation of Shaun、 identity.IEis is shown by the possibility of 
total amnesia whlch we discussed carllcr (section 9.4).Although a 
human being who suffered this would have onc and thc same living 
body, it app~ars that radical mental discontinuity 叫uld rule out the 
identity ~{the person before and after the 斗mnesIa:

Locke-s way of accommodating this POSSIbility was to draw a dis
tinction hetween a man - t由ha剖t is. a living human heing 一 and a person. 

2:口:?riιUUtr3江1irt口zz江i::立:且旦口::江!尘:出:口:1芷:5:t叮!;兀:巳;:1:t2;
we would have to sa叨y that what has happcncd isthatonc pcrson Has 

z:s:1;ur口:乙::1:;::tr::12:11:?;:1:
wchtlvc two pcrHOns inhabiting onc antithe same body511CCCSsivcly‘ 

one after the other 
Having drawn the distInωn between the concept of a human 

being and thc concept of a person Locke was also alive toother POSE 
巾ilíties in which it would be ne…sary for thc two concepts to part 
ωmpany. Thus it would be possible to env叫e a sit川onin w1ich 
two 'pe-;~~~~'i~h~bite-d-o~~ ~nd the same human body mOTe or 且ess

汇1tr盐11:57曰:22:321313、叮叮囚
nights;and a night--person whq conversely, could remember events 
that had occurred in the night , but not the day.I11is啕 it appears. 
amounts to two distinct incommunicable streams of consclollsness
manifesting themselves itmugh one and thc same bod气 But if that 
ls a possibility, then it is also possible that one stream of COIlsc10时'
ness Should manifest itself through two human bodies.Lastly. 

斗，销
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although we do not think of parrots as persons, is it not possible that 
there should be a very rational parrot, just like the rational horses in 
Gulliver's Travels? lf so, would we not be forced to concede that 
parrots and horses might also count as persons? 

The reason why the distinction between the concept of a human 
being and the concept of a person may strike us as odd is as follows. 
Firstly, the only persons of whom we presently know are human beings. 
Secondly, since cases of multiple personality are far and few between, 
the bulk of our experience bears out the fact that if we have one living 
normal adult human being in front of us, then we have just one person 
before us. In other words, the entities that fall under the quite differ
ent concepts of a human being and a person respectively normally 
coincide. Let us be quite clear about this. The concept of a person IS 
not equivalent to the concept of a human being. If it were equivalent, 
then talk about non-human persons would be a contradiction in terms. 
But the mere imaginability of life-forms that are not human, yet 
qualify as persons, such as the various assorted characters in the 
science fiction series Star Trek , helps to establish the non-equivalence 
of the concepts in question. Similarly, it is possible to conceive of 
human beings who, unfortunately, have ceased to be persons, such as 
accident victims in permanent comas on life-support machines. 

1 said earlier that physical continuity might turn out to be neces
sary for personal identit予 But what precisdy is meant by physical 
continuity? lt is natural to interpret this to mean that a person now 
is one and same as a past person if, and only if, that person has one 
and the same body now as he or she had then. To put this another 
way, what lies bchind my judgcment about the idcntity of my studcn t. 
Shaun , who furnishcd thc example with which 1 opcncd this chapter, 
is the cntirely natural assumption that thc pcrson bcforc mc now that 
1 call Shaun is physically continuous with thc pcrson 1 callcd Shaun 
in the pas t. 

If 1 were in any doubt that the person before me now was an 
impostor, a mere lookalike, 1 could in the。可 trace the path of the 
individual before me now back through time and space to see if it led 
to the person 1 called Shaun last week. If it did , we would conclude 
that the Shaun before me now is indeed one and the same person 
whom 1 taught last week. lf, altematively, the path of the person 
before me now did not lead back to shalln whom I taug 

_ 
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of the prince's life and his character traits and abilitIes, were to enter 
the body of a cobbler and the cobbler's soul were to enter the 

p严rin肌in配叫1忆C
erl忖Y thought of as the prince was now m re 
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as shown in figure 9.2. 

Shaun last week 
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not Robinson. Brown has had a body-swap, or, to put it another way, 
virtually a whole body transplant , with the exception of Robinson's 
brain. 

It might be objected that this way of presenting the matter merely 
begs the question of the identification of Brownson with Brown. 
However, not only does it accord with many people's intuitions, but, 
more importantly, it is powerfully supported by materialist theories 
of the mind. If the mind just is the brain, as the mindlbrain identity 
theorists robustly claim, or if, less strongly, the mind is supported by 
the brain and is supervenient upon it, either as a collection of non
physical properties or as a function or program incarnated in the 
hardware of the brain, then surely we are bound to conclude that 
Brownson is Brown, not Robinson. According to these materialist 
theories, where my brain goes, there go 1, either because 1 just am my 
brain , or because my existence as a conscious being depends upon 
my brain. In such a case, the identity of a person's body is neither 
neccssary nor suf且cient for the identity of the person. It is not nec
essary because Brown survives in someone else's body - in this case, 
Robinson's. We have here a situation in which there is a different 
body, i.c. Robinson、 but one and the same person, i.e. Brown. It is 
not suffìcient bccause Robinson , before he dies, briefly survives in 
Brown's body. Thc contrasting situation here would be the situation 
whcrc wc have one and the same body, i.e. Brown's, but a numeri
cally diffcrent pcrson , i.c. Robinson. 

Let us grant that this thought-experimcnt succeeds in dcstroying 
由c continuity 0 1' thc bo句 thcory of p"ersonal idcntity. It docs not. 
howcvcr, climinatc thc possibility that thc idcntity 0 1' thc pcrson 
dcpcnds upon physical continuity, namcly, thc physical continuity 0 1' 
somc crucial part of thc pcrson、s body - i.c. the pcrson 's brain , or 
cvcn just possibly somc sct 0 1' physical arrangcment吕 which funclion 
equivalcntly as the brain. 1 shall return to this theme later. 

9.7 Fission 

Not long after Shoemaker had proposed the thought-experiment of 
brain-transplantation. other phllosophers, includi;)'g Da~id Wiggins 
and Dcrek Parfit、 came up with an even more bizarre suggestion. 
lhcy considered what we should say if a person's brain wer;divided 
in two by sevcring the commissural ftbres which hold the hemispheres 
of thc brain together , one hemisphere then being placed in a s~itably 
evacuated skull , and the othcr being inserted -iñto another empty 
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skulI. Now consider the questions posed in Exercise 9.4 in light of this 
suggestlOn. 

Does the original person survive the split or not门f he does survive. does h~ Exerc.ise 9.4 
survive as the left hemisphere or the rightf Or as both?What do you think 
is the right response to' this question! Think about the issue and discuss it 
with someone else before reading on. 

This fantasy was not engaged in purely for amusement; there 
wa;-~-s~~i;'~;J D~i~t b~hi~d-it~'up to 'the point when t~e. th<:>u?ht
CXImimentof;plimgthe brain and tmspl川ngωh of the h仙es
was envisioned ‘ thc central concern of philosophers, as this expos1-
tIon rekcts, waS with identity.Mat does it mean to say that a glvcn 
person‘ Pl , is numerically id~ntical (or not , as the case may b时， with 
another apparently different person, P2?Ihi?question was partICU
lady pressing in relation to the question of llfc after death.If I die, 

and do not continue to exist as a ghostly Cartesian soul, but then God 
resurrects my body by gathering up the bits of which I was made and 
putting them back together again just as they were when I was alive, 
do I continue to exist or not?IEe concern WIth identity meant that 
there were only two possible responses to this question.Either i am 
one and the- ~-~~e as rth~ resurre~ted person , or 1 am not~dent~ty lS 
an all-or-nothinσrelation: either it obtains or it does not. lhere IS no 
halfway house JL matter of degree such that it would make sense 气
SUppose that somcthi吨 could be more or less numerically identic-a 
with somc othcr thing. To rcpca t: rcgarding idcntity‘ cithcr X is 
numcrically idcntical with Y. or it iSll 't. 

lhc prohlcm with thc rcsurrcction thcory, in which ‘ at dcath , the 
body is cither slowly dispcrscd in thc grave，。r scattered in thc vast 
breath bv the crcmatorium lìrcs、 is tha1.ln keeping with the consid
CMons;由anced in se臼ωct阳
u山s. Even if all the molecules of the p叶mo阳m person constituted 
the body of the post-mo巾m resurrectee, even to the extent ot occu
pying the same nlaces and causal roles they had before the person s 
dem凤themIrm时 perso川ould not be one and the same as thc 
pre--mortem person, but only a brilliant replica-To say that this would 
not be v町姐ti印ng would bc to understate theuse IK gr叮
appeal of doctrines of life after death is surely that they arc supposιu 
to provide for one's own personal survival.'Io be told that the matter 
of whlch you were composed will go back to the void, ultimately to 
comprise 阳川川白ωsof们O阳 p严阳CωO叩pl川
fhormtuIHmIn1g'precisely because these other things are not me 1mm 1a1j. 
although 1 might comfort myself now t由ha刽t people will not forget me, 
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that 1 will 'live' in their memories or hearts, or will continue through 
my children or the hooks 1 write, ultimately 1 have to recognize that 
my life will come to an irrevocable and permanent end, precisely 
because 1 am not my children , my books or other people's memories 
ofme. 

More mystical doctrines, which maintain that the soul, like a 
drop of water, will merge with a great ocean of spirituality and, in dis
solving into it, lose all identity and individuality, are similarly 
unsatisfactory, because my survival as an individual with a con
sciousness of himself and his past and present life is lost according 
to such a doctrine. 

However, the split-brain thought-experiment raised for consider
ation the possibility of something that had not been contemplated 
before, namely that there could be survival without identity. To appre
ciate how this is meant to be possìble, let us suppose that a present 
student of mine, Florence, is the person whose brain will be split. 
The operation is performed , and afterwards the left hemisphere of 
Florence's hrain goes to a body on the left to make up the person 
Florencc(1), whilst the ríght hemisphere goes to a body on the ríght 
to make up a person Florence(2). After the operation has been 
successfully performed hoth Florence(1) and Florence(2) wake 
up. When asked who they are, they both say they are Florence. 
Moreover, hoth Florence( 1) and Florence(2) make identical memory 
c1aims which exactly fit Florence's life. They are, moreover, claims 
ahout what Florence did and underwent ‘ from the inside' 一 that is to 
say, they are madc not from the point of an extcrnal third-person 
observer of Florence, hut , rather, as far as we can determine, from 
Florence's prìvate, first-person pcrspective, i.c. as the pcrson who did 
or underwent the things in question. Florcncc's situation is illustratcd 
in figure 9.3. 

\\\\\\、\、川Dt由阳巾h川M叫lYS

\\\二// 

Figure 9.3 Split-brain 

Notice that 1 say F1orence(l )'s and Florence(2)'s memo可 claims
fit F1orence's life, not that Florence(l) and Florence(2) both remem-

~ ;-~， 
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ber what Florence did. The reason why 1 say this can he explained as 
follows.Let us suppose that what Florence(1)and Florence(2)both 
claim to rememb~~ doing before Florence had her hrain divided is 
being taught by me last week-Florence(1)will most naturally express 
this memory claim by saying ‘1 remember being taught by Keith 
Maslin last ~eek' ， and Fl~reñce(2) will say the same. But thi~ s~n
tence can be expanded to read: ‘I remember that I was taught b1 
Keith Maslin last week'. and this means that the first occurrence ot 
'1' in this sentence mu;t refer to one and the same person as the 
second occurrence of' 1'. To state more simply what 1 am saying, what 
the sentence is claiming is that 1, Florence(l) , am o n.e and t~e ~~m~ 
person as Florence who was taught by kcithMaslin last week.Simi
larly, the sentence issuing from the mouth of Floren叫2) 产 also
claiming is that 1, Florence(匀， am one and the same person who was 
taught by Keith Maslin last ~eek. Florence(l) has as much right to 
make thi~ claim as does Florence(2) (and vice versa) , but the problem 
should now be apparent-If Florence(1)really is one and thc same as 
Florence, and Fl~;ence(2) really is one and the same as Florence'，~~e!， 
we sh~ll 'b-~-f;r~~d-t~ -~;;';brace- the contradiction that Florence(l) is 
one and the same person as Florence(2).Quite clearly, thisls mam
festly untrue, ~i~cer Fi~rence(l) and FÌorence(2) exist in two differ
ent places, one on the left and one on the righ t. 
刊e principle that leads to this conclusion is called the transitivity 

of identity:if X is numerically identical with Y, and Y is numerically 
identic-~i-~ith2::~h;~'î~~i~~líy X must he numerically identical with 
Z. To set this out formally: 

Lct ‘五 mean ‘ is numcrically idcntical with 、
lhcn , if 

1 Florence = Florence(l) , and 
2 Florence = Florence(匀， then
3 Florence(l) = Florence(2) 

and this is manifest1y an absurd result. 
Ele problem comes about because in standard English usage the 

statement ‘1 remember being taught by Keith Maslin二 ímplies that 
the person or persons making the memoη， claim , ín thís casc Flo
rcncc(1)and Horence(2)arc one and the same person who under, 

went the thing that is rer…nbered. But Florence(l) and Florence(2) 
cannot bothbe--r~~-e~bering in the standard sen.s~ in.. ~he .c~se 
question, because if it is granted that they may both legitimately say 
that th~y ;;~;b~~ 'b~ing t~ught by Keith M~s~in b~f?~e t~e fissi 
this ~il{ I~~d~-~~~~ h;~~O s~~;， by the transitivity of identity, to the 
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nonsense c1 aim that Florence( 1) and Florence(2) are one and thc 
same person. 

To get round this dirtìculty.‘ philosophers had a simple device. 
Instead of saying that both Florence(l) and Florence(2) remember 
being taught by Keith Maslin. we should say instead that they quasi
remember or as-if remembe r. Quasi-memory is just like ordinary 
memory of events. not made from a third-person perspective but 
from a first-person viewpoint,‘from the inside' , except that the effect 
of the term 、 quasi' is to cancel out the implication that the person 
doing the quasi-remembering is one and the same as the person who 
did the action quasi-remembered. Ordinary remembering by a 
person of something they did can then be viewed as a form of quasi
rcmembering; it will in effect be quasi-remembering where the 
pcrson doing the quasi-remembering is one and same as the person 
who did the action remembered. 

However. to return to our original question, what happens to the 
original Florenee when the fìssion takes place? Some responses 
appear to be ruled out from the start. Firstly, we have no grounds 
for saying that Florence is identical with Florence(l) rather than 
Florence(2). nor that Florence is identical with Florence(2) rather 
than Florencc(l). since both Florence(l) and Florence(2) have an 
equally good claim to the title. Sccondly, we are prohibited , upon pain 
0 1' contradiction, from saying that Florence is numerically identical 
with Florence( 1). and that Florence is also numerically identical with 
Florence(2). Thirdly、 it seems wrong to say that Florence no longer 
exists. If both transplants take、 and both people wake up with 
quasi-memories of Florence、 s life. there seems to be a sense in which 
Florence is still around. As Parfit once put it. how could a double 
success amount to a failure? 

One way to approach this problem is to imagine that you are Flo
r~nce and about to undergo the fission operation. Would you regard 
the prospect as equivalent to death, or do you think that in some 
se.nse.you. or at least a significant part of you, will survive? Compare 
what happens when a tulip bulb di-vides. The tulip in some sense does 
创川ve. as both halves. The fìssion of a tulip bulb is not 叫uivalent to 

po~nding ~he bulb to pulp. The bulb cert~inly does not ~urvive the 
pulPIng-whc川队 in going on to form two new plants. then: is a sensc 
in which it does survive. 

In the 白arne way. we ;lre invited to think that flssion do 
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From Florence( I ) 's viewpoint、 these quasi-rnemones are no 
different from genuine memories of Florence 啕 s life since they wcre 
produced in essentially the same way that ordinary memories are 
produced when no fìssion is involved. Similarly. Florence also 
survives as Florence(匀， who. from her viewpoint , also has a store 
of quasi memories that fit Florence's life and are as good as the real 
thing. (In a sense, from the first-person perspectives of Florence(1) 
and Florence(2) , the quasi-memõries of Florence's life are the _ real 
thing, because they ar~ phenomenologically indistinguishable from 
genume memones.) 

What the fission case would appear to establish is that we can have 
personal survival without identity. It does not matter that we can~ot 
have identity. 认吨lat we are really interested in is survival ‘ and the 
fìssion example is person-preserving in that it gives us what we ~ant ， 
namely contlnuity-in somë form , even though neither of the prod.uc~s 
of the fission , Fl~rence(l) and Florence(2) , can c1aim to be strictly 
numerically identical with Florence. 

An important feature of the fission case just outlined, is that we 
have both physical and psychological continuity. Indeed: i~ would 
appear in this ca凡 that there is psychological continuity only because 
~e have physical continuity. The physical processes tha~ g.o on in ~~Ch 
half of Úle' brain support the ~e~tal liie of each of the res.ulti~g 
persons, Florence(l)" ~nd Florence(2). just as the proc~ss~s in the 
:.ntire unsplit brai~ ~upported the mentallife of the original person ‘ 

F\orence 
Th is prompts the question: can we envisage a situation !n ~hic~ 

We had' psychological" continuity without the physical con~i~uity of 
t~e brain? Ìf so. then perhaps wé could survive the d~ath and d~s川c
tion of our own brains. 111Îs leads us, by a natural progression. to 
Psychological continuity as a theory of personal identity, which forms 
the subject of the next chapter. 

Could I remember being someone other than who I now am! Questions 
2 What philosophical diffi.culties are involved in supposing that, after my 卢巾ink

death , God will resurrect me! about 
3 Does the possibility of brain-fission establish that what matters for per-

sonal survival is physical continuity and not identity? 

$UII由dons 旬rfurd酶r readinl 

-mere donot appear tokmany texts on permnal idEntity WHIterlpn
marily as introd;c;i~nst~ ~he lopic. In Intr~ducing Persons: Theories and 
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Arguments in the Philosophy o[ 儿1ind (London and Sydney: Croom 
Helm. 1986) 啕 Peter Carruthers helps to plug this gap. and the relevant 
parts of his book are recommended for those new to this area of philo
sophy. 

• Sidney Shoemaker's Sel[-Knowledge and Selj二Identity (Cornell: Cornell 
University Press. 1963) is the book that launched a revival of interest in 
personal identity in recent times. It is highly recommended. 

• In Problems o[ the Se旷 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973) , 
Bernard Williams has made original and important contributions to the 
debate‘ and this book collects together many of his important papers. lt 
is essential reading for anyone interested in personal identity. 

• Sidney Shoemaker and Richard Swinburne's Personalldentity (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 1984) is an interesting and lively debate between two infiu
ential thinkers favouring different approaches to personal identity. It is 
highly recommended. 

10 

• 

10.1 Introduction 

John Locke (1632-1704) was the originator of the theory that 
personal identity consists in psychological continuity. To provide an 
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outline 0 1' the theory啕 we can no better than to quote Locke's own 
statement of it: 

For, it bcing the same consciousncss that makes a man bc himself to 
himself、 pcrsonal identity depends on that only, whether it be annexed 
only to one individual substance、 or can be continued in a successÍon 
of several substances, For as far as any intelligent b巳ing can repeat the 
idea of any past action with the same consciousness it had of it at 自rst ，
and with the same consciousness it has of any present action, so far it 
is the same personal s巳 I f. For it is by th巳 consciousness it has of its 
present actíons that it is self to itself now, and 50 will bc the 5ame self 
a5 far as the same consciousness can extend to actions past or to come , 

and would be by distance of time no more two per50ns than a man bc 
two men by wearing other c\othes today than he did yesterday甸 with a 
long or short sleep in between: the same consciousness uniting those 
distant actions into the 、mme person, whatever substances contributed to 
their productiof/. I 

lne cssence of the Lockean approach is this: personal identity con
sists neither in the persistence of an organized portion of matter, the 
human body or an important part of that body, the brain , nor in the 
continuance of an immaterial Cartesian soul, but, rather, in a certain 
kind of continuity and connectedness between a series of experi
ences. The substances in which these experiences are incarnated are 
irrelevant to the identity of the person. Th is is reminiscent of func
tionalism. What makes mental states what they are is not the stuff, 
whether matcrial or even just possibly immatcrial (see chapter 5, 
section 5.1) , which happens to embody them , but thc input/output 
relations that can be specificd purcly forma Ily. Similarly, what Locke 
is c1aiming is that as long as there is a connccted serics of cxperiences, 
we have personal identity, even if this chain of mental states were to 
be transferred from one physical substance, or even from one im
material substance, to another. 

Put more precisely, Locke is c1aiming that a present person at time 
t1 is one and the same as a past person at time tO if, and only if, the 
present person can remember what that past person did: ‘For as far 
as any intelligent being can repeat the idea of any past action with 
the same consciousness it had of it at first , and with the same con
sci l?~sncss it has of any present action , so far it is the same personal 
se If.' è 

Howcvcr. this immcdiatelv raises the foIIowing question: is 
mcmory of a past cvcnt, say an action that you performed , necessary 
to makc the person doing thc remembering onë and the same as the 
person who did the action? Think about this, and look at Exercise 
10. L before reading on. 
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Is a person X, one and the same as a person Y, only if X can remember, from 
a first-person perspective, what Y did? 

10.2 Reid's objection to Locke's account 

The first objection that may occur to you is this: surely you can forget 
that you did certain things, and yet this does not mean that you were 
not one and the same person that did them , 1 may have forgotten that 
it was me, and not mÿ wife, who put the rubbish out last week , an? 
yet, for alI that吨 1 am -one and the- same person who put the rubbish 
ou t. More dramatically, Ivan Demanyuk might genuinely insist that 
he has no memory o(committing horrors in the Nazi death camps; 
and yet for all th~t he may have- been the person who perpetrated 
those atrocities, 

This objection was developed by Thomas Reid (1710-96); via t~e 
following -story, Consider a ~oldief who was once a boy who sto~~ 
apples from a~ orchard and was flogged in consequence. Later s_ti~l ， 
that same boy became a brave enslgn who captured a standard in 
battle. 

Afterwards, the ensign gained promotion and ultimate!y became ~ 
famous general. Jf me';;ory is supposed to be necessary for personal 
identity we get the following resul t: 

a Thc brave cnsign can rcmember stcaling the applcs, so he is one 
and t由hc 缸蚓圳1m】c r卢)(元)cr马卢J才r附F

b 1引刊ne gcneral can r阳emeω;m时ber taking the standard ‘ so he is one and 
the same person as the brave ensign. 

c The gene~al ， however, cannot remember stealing the apples as a 
boy, so he is not one and the same person as the boy. 

Now look at Exercise 10.2. 

What does Reid's counter-argument show, would you sayl Consider your 
response before reading on. 

!t would appear that if the general is the brave ensign by .(b), ~~d t~e 
brave ensrg~ is the boy by~ (a) , then the general is th: boy (by ，~he 
transitivity-of identíty: "if ; = 'y: and y = z, then x = z). But a.ccord~n~ 
to (c) the"general is~ot the b~y， be~ause he cannot remember what 

Exercise 10.1 

b幡咖.10.2
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the boy did. Hence the general both is, and is not, one and the same 
person as the boy. But this is a manìfest contradìction, hence we must 
reject memory as a necessary condition of personal identìty. 

10.3 Dealing with Reid's objection 

Locke was on the right track , according to the contemporary philoso
pher Derek Parfit/ but he overstated his case in insisting that a 
present person X could not be identical with a past person Y who 
committed some crime, unless X remembered committing the crime. 
Parfit suggests that X can be Y just as long as there is enough of what 
he calls continuity and connectedness - C & C - between memories 
as well as other psychological features. By connectedness, Parfit 
means direct memory connections: if X can remember what Y did a 
number of years ago, from the inside, then X ìs identical wìth Y. But 
even if dìrect connections are lackìng, there may still be contìnuìty. 
The idea here is that there is an overlapping chain of direct memo
ries. Thus on Sunday 1 can remember some of what 1 did on Satur
day, but perhaps nothing of what 1 dìd on Frìday. However, on 
Saturday 1 can remember some of what 1 did on Friday, although 
nothing of what 1 did on Thursday. On Friday, though, 1 can remem
ber some of what 1 did on Thursday, bul none of whal 1 did on 
wpdncsday..-and so on andHO forth-Revising Locke-s criterion in 
this way, we can say that X is idcnlical with Y bccausc therc is sufti
cicnt conlìnuity and conncctcdncss bclwccn thcm. Wc can sec lhc 
proposal rcprescnlcd dìagramatically in fìgurc 10.1. 

问onday

L- Tuesday 

仁- Wednesday 

t一 Thursday
~ Friday 

~ Saturday 

Past 

Figure 10.1 Overlapping memory chains 

t一- Sunday 

Present 
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The coroIIary of this account is that if there is no C & C of psy
chological features at aU , as in the case of total amnesia imagined in 
chapter 9、 section 9.4, then it appears we are entitled to conclude that 
a present person is not one and the same as a past person, even 
though there is physical continuity in terms of the persistence of a 
body and brain. 

Parfit's modification of Locke can accommodate other sorts of psy
chological C & C besides memory, for example the connection 
between an intention to do a particular adion and the later perform
ance of that act. There are also connections between past beliefs and 
desires and present states of mind , as weII as connections between 
past and present personality traits, habits and abilities. 

Parfit points out that, as identity is a transitive relation (if x = y 
and y = z, then x = z) and connectedness is not a transitive relation 
(if on Monday 1 remèmber what 1 did on Tuesday, and on Tuesday 1 
remember what 1 did on Wednesday, it does not follow that on 
Monday 1 remember what 1 did on Wednesday) , then connectedness 
alone cannot count as the criterion of identity. What is also needed 
IS continuity. 

Furthermore, Parfit distinguishes between strong and weak con
nectedness, because connectedness is a matter of degree. For X to be 
identical with Y there must be enough psychological connections 
belween X and Y, ìn other words, there musl be strong connecled
ness. Whilsl ‘ enough' cannot be precisely defìned , Parfit maintains 
thal it can bc said lhat X is numerically idenlìcal with Y if thc number 
~f conncctions on any day is at leasl half lhc numbcr of connections 
lhal hold , ovcr cvcry' day: in Ihe livcs οf cvcry aclual pcrson. 

Parfìl is now cnablcd 10 usc lhc nolion of strong connectcdness 
in dctìning pcrsonal idcntily. Unlikc conncclcdncss, continuity is a 
lransitivc relation. lf X on Monday is continuous with Y on Thesday, 
and Y on Tuesday is continuous with Z on Wednesday, then X i~ 
~ontinuous with Z~ Parfit suggests the foIIowing defìnition of personal 
identity, what he calls the p~ychological criterion: 

(1) There is psychological continuity if and only if there are overlap. 
ping chains of strong connectedness. X today is one and the same 
person as Y at some -past time if and only if (2) X is psychologically 
contìnuous with Y, (3) this continu即 has the right kind of cause, and 
(4) it has not taken a ‘ branching' form. (5) Personal identity over tlme 
Just consists in the holding of facts like (2) to (4): 

At this stage, however, the meaning of conditions (3) and (4) an_d t~~ 
reason for- their inclusion may nõt be very clear. However, 1 will 
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briefly postpone an explanation of them , as this task is best left until 
1 have dealt with other objections to the Locke/Parfit model of per
sonal identity as psychological continuity. 

10.4 Butler's objection to Locke's argument 

Certainly. if X can genuinely remember in the usual way from the 
inside what Y did , then it follows that X is Y. If 1 now can remember 
teaching Florence last week , then 1 must be one and the same as the 
person who taught Florence last week. The reason , as we saw earlier, 
is obvious. ‘ 1 remember teaching Florence last week' is elliptical for 
'1 remember that 1 taught Florence last week'. For this sentence to 
make sense, the reference ofthe two occurrences of the pronoun '1' 
must be to one and the same person throughout. But this leads to a 
very te \l ing objection first formulated by Bishop Joseph Butler 
(1 692-1752) , namely that Locke's account is circular. Butler wrote: 
‘ One should really think it se1f-evident, that consciousness of per
sonal identity presupposes, and therefore cannot constitute personal 
identity、 any more than knowledge, in any other case, can constitute 
tru川1川th 啕 which it presuppose臼s.'

In other wor时ds趴， if it r陀ea剖11均y 比s true t由ha剖t 1 remember teaching 
Florence last wcck ‘ then t由hi比吕 presuppοses 1 am οne and the same 
pcrson who taught FlorcncC.lf it wasn't me that taught Florence啕 thcn
1 am mist归州ta川a叫血1叶l
Mηy nu山lmcnca川1 idcntity with thc pcrson who tau只ht Flo>rcncc is bcing 
us叩cd a剖目 t巾hc cr忖it臼erion of whethe盯ro川r not 1 havc 正I!cnuinc mcmorv 01 
tcaching hc r. It is prcciscly in this w町 that th己 notion 01' gcnuinc 
memory prcsupposes personal idcntity and why memory cannot be 
appealed to in order to constitute personal identity. 

10.5 Dealing with the circularity objection 

Parfit‘、s 巳lab币oration of Locke's theory stillleaves it open to the chargc 
O叫f cαi让rcωωu川11川l

O创! memor叮Y I附s replaced with quasi-memory, as that was defined 
earlier (chapter 9, section 9.7).I have a quasi-memory of teaching 
Fhrcncc la?t week.an apparent memory of instructing her, but 
this leaves it open as to whether it reallÝ was me th~t-taught her 
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or someone else. Hence, the identity of the person doing the quasi
remembering is not presupposed, and circularity in the analysis is 
CIfcumven ted. 

To make Parfit's modified analysis as clear as possible, consider the 
following real-life case. 1 remember that when 1 was 3, my father and 
1 witnessed a lifeboat being launched at Exmouth in Devon. Any 
attempted analysis of my identity over the intervening years since 1 
was 3 which uses the notion of memory presupposes personal iden
tIty, as we have seen , so let the analysis be put instead in terms of 
quasl-memory, thus: 

1 1 seem to remember the lifeboat being launched. 
2 Someone did see the lifeboat being launched. 
3 My apparent memory is dependent, in the right kind of way, on 

that past experience. 

This formula leaves it open that the someone in (2) might not be 
myself. 1 might quasi-remember someone else's experiences. It wiU 
probably be objected that this never happens. 1 never in fact do 
re~ember someone else's experiences ‘ from the inside', that is, from 
a first-person rather than a tÎ1Ïrd-person perspective. True, but must 
this necessarily be so? 

Suppose memory is somehow encoded in brain cells and surgeons 
deVelop a techniquc of transplanting these cells from one person to 
a.nothcr. Th is could enable thc recipicnt to access the memorics 0 1" 

the donor ‘ from thc inside. so that it sccmcd to thc rccipicnt that he 
was rcmcmbcring what thc donor cxpcricnccd from the insidc. The 
巳xpcricncc 0叫{目ccming tωοr阳t
b币k川川且￠叮叮叩J斗斗J川!川山阳川u山川』比M吕叫t likc rc口mcm川.1b币X咒cn
mt阳act ， bc quasi-remembcring someonc else ‘s cxperiences. The fact 
that they were someone else'~ experiences would not enter into the 
~ode of presentation of those experiences 一 the experiences would 
oe presented to me just as if they were my very own ongmal 
expenences. 

In terms of my seeming to remember seeing the lifeboat being 
~aunched ， what c~uld have~happened is this. Ov~r a number ofyears 
1, .t?tally lost all memory of s~e'ing the boat launched, but my fat?~r 
did no1. Subsequently. Í had som~ of his memo町 ce Il s implanted in 
me‘ and as a result it seems to me that 1 am remembering seeing the 
launch of the boa1. In reality, 1 am only quasi-remembering the 
launch , since it is my father's ~xperience ~f seeing the boat coming 
out of the lifeboat shed that is cãusing my apparent memo町 ofthe
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cvcnt , and not my experience of seeing the boat launched that is 
causing my memory of it. 

What this slightly fanciful example is designed to bring out is 
that memory is a causal notion. The same applies to quasi-memory. 
For a present experience to count as a memory experíence, or even 
a quasi-memory experíence, it must have been caused by someone's 
oríginal experience, either one's own experience in the case of 
ordinary straightforward memory, or someone else's in the case of 
quasi-memory. If what seemed to be a memory experience was 
caused , say, by the injection of a drug or a bang on the head, then it 
could not count either as ordinary remembering, nor even quasi
remembering. The experience would not be any kind of memory 
experience at al l. 

However, to return to the main argument , let us remind ourselves 
that what we are looking for is a non-circular account of personal 
identity framed in terms of the causal notion of quasi-remembering, 
of one past experience causing another present experience, where 
this rclation is couched in such a way that the identity of the person 
whosc experiences are in question is not presupposed. The three 
statements presented above may appear to have captured what is 
needed , hut unfortunately there is a problem with spelling out what 
is required hy condition (3). 

To appreciate the difficuIty, let us consider a modi且cation of the 
Iifehoat example. Suppose that having seen the boat launched、 my
father totaIIy forgets this experience. 1, however, do not , and some 
ycars later remind him of thc even t. Th is has the cffect of reviving his 
memory. However, some time after this 1 myself totaIIy forget the 
original experience. Many years pass, until onc day my fathcr tc lIs me 
h~~ wc saw. th~_ lifchoat launched. At a yct later datc, 1 forget his 
telling me this. However, as a result of his 'teIIing me, it suhsequently 
seems to me that 1 really do remember seeing the lifeboat launched. 
In reality, I do not, however.IEis is because my memory impression 
has resulted from his words and not directly from eÙher- my ex
perience of seeing the boat launched, nor even from his experience 
of the event. Thus 1 am not genuinely recalling the experience, 
nor ev~n. quasi-rememhering it. It only seems to me that 1 am. 
~eve~thel~ss， my. original experience of seeing the lifeboat launched 
has played a role in producing my apparent memo可， and hence 
co~~!ti(?n~ (1), (2) and (3) are sãtisfi~d. The problem is that (3) is not 
satisfied in the 
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memory of it took a wayward route through an external agent , 

namely my father. 
The difficulty cannot, however, be avoided by specifying that for 

an apparent quasi-memory to count as a genuine quasi-memory, and 
therefore to qualify for incIusion in the analysis of personal identity, 
the causal chain reaching from the original experience to the quasi
memory of it must run intemaIIy through one and the same person 
and not pass extemally through other persons. The reason why this 
stipulatiõn cannot be made sh-ould be plain, namely, that it employs 
the very concept of one and the same person for which we are sup
posed to be accountin只 in a non-circular way. 

Let us reconsider atresh what Parfit is trying to do. What seems to 
emerge, at the end of the day, is that Par缸's aim is to provide a theory 
of personal identity purely in tenns of the causal relations that obtain 
between experien~~s and other psychological features. Ultimate~y， 
that is all th-at personal identity rëaUy amounts to for Pa巾， a chain 
of experiences' and other psyc-hological features causaIly rela_ted to 
each other in the 咆ht， that is, in ‘direct' , no川ayward 叩ts of wa叭
However, it seems ðoubtful that even this modi且ed analysis can aVOld 
the importation of circularity into it. 

Yet, be that as it ma弘 ít is of some ínterest to note 由at Pa巾's
account has a historícal precedent in that it bears more !han ~ p~ssing 
resemblance to Hume'; bundle theory of the sel f. Hume's the.ory 
arose in the followíng way. He wanted to he cIear what the .~ubject 
of the experiences, the ‘l' or self to which they all helong, reaIIy was. 
Th ís sUhJect of cxperiences, ít seems, could not itsclf merely be 
anothcr ëxocrícnce: hut was to hc set ovcr and ahove thcm as a dif
fcrent SOft' of itcm , the kind of thíng capahle of possessing experi
enccs, hut which is not reducihle to any one of the肌 or， indeed , even 
to thcir totalitv 

Hume belie'ved that all meaningful concepts, or ideas as .~e ~al!ed 
~hem， ultimately derived from sen;e experience which supplied ~hat 
he calIed ‘ impr~ssíons'. Accordíngly, f~r Hume, the way. to g~t.cIe~r 
about any concept that is obscure is to trace it back to Its orlglns ln 
sense. Lack of c1iríty about the selt, he thought, meant tha! ~ne ~~~t 
try to find the sense' impression from which the concep_t o.f t.h.e self is 
supposed to be derived as a faint ímage. In order to find this sens吃
imprcssion , Hume introspected to find the seIf who is ~~e oW，~e~ ~~t 
experi 
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cluded , must ultimately be nothing more than a bundle of experiences 
related in appropriate ways. But what are these ways? If we consider 
six expericnces, El , E2, E3 , E4, E5 and E6, by what principle do 
we decide if we have just one self consisting of six experiences、 or

two selves consisting of three experiences each, or three selves 
consisting of two experiences each , or three selves consisting of two 
experiences each , or even six selves consisting of just one experience 
each? 

Hume observed that there were just three ways in which they 
could be related to each other. Firstly, they could be contiguous, that 
is, c10se to each other. Secondly, they could resemble each other. 
Thirdly, they could be related causally. Which of these relations, if a町，
can be used to decide which experiences are to constitute which self? 
Think about this question and then consider the question posed in 
Exercise 10.3. 

What diffìculties can you fìnd with Hume's proposal? Discuss this with 
someone else before reading on. 

To begin with, contiguity does not seem to be of much use because 
it is not clear in what sense experiences can be contiguous to 
each other as opposed to what the experiences are experiences 
o f. Hume's own example in his Enquiry concerning Human Under
standing is of apartments that are next to each other. However, 

whilst rooms can literally be contiguous to each other, it is difficult 
to attach scnse to the c1 aim that pcoplc's cxpcricnccs of sceing 
rooms arc ncxt to cach othcr, unlcss this is mcrclv an obscurc way ot 
saying that two ftcsh-and-blood pcoplc , cach of whom is having an 
cxpericnce of sccing onc of thc rooms, arc standing ncxt to each 
othcr. 

Secondly, similarity of expericnces is neither necessary nor 
sufficient for determining which experiences belong to which people 
It is not necessary because it is possible that someone could have a 
stream of experiences、 none of which resemble each other. It is not 
su!ficient because different people 's experiences could resemble each 
othcr. 

That leaves causa1ity. Is it necessary for an experience to bc 
ca山ally li~kcd to other experiences to count as part of the bundle 
叩at constitutcs the self? The idea of a particular' experience, which 
has n~ causal rclation to any other expùience and y~t counts as thc 
::.xperi~nce of one and the same persol1, does not seëm unintelligible. 
But whatever the truth is in deciding this difficult question , a causal 
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relation between one experience and another does not seem suffi
cient to make them part of one and the same self. Th is is because it 
makes sense to suppose that one person's experience could give rise 
to another person's - my sadness, for example, could make you feel 
sad - and yet , despite the causal link between the two experiences, 
my experience of sadness would still be mine, whilst yours would 
remain yours. Going back to the case where my father's experíence 
of seeing the lifeboat launched is supposed , after some of his brain 
cells have been placed in my brain , to cause my quasi-memory of the 
launch, the fact that his original experience causes my later quasi
memory is not sufficient to classify the original experience as mine 
rather than his. In fact , as 1 have already pointed out , this talk of 
quasi-remembering someone else's experiences, but genuinely 
remembering my own experiences, would appear to be invoking the 
correlative notions of numerically the same and different people, 
which is, of course, the very notion that we are supposed to be 
providing an analysis of purely in terms of the connected~~ss an? 
continuity of e口xp严阳e盯rier
seems t出ha创t the cir比cu川darit句Y t由ha以t Pa盯rfi缸1's invocation of quas臼l-memor叮Y IS 

?esigned to eliminate cr~eps back in at the end of the day. As ~?lin 
McGinn has aptly observed , it seems that causal theories can seldom 
deliver sufficiencv 。

Parfit , I think , ~ould be unfazed by these criticisms. What his posi~ 
tion amounts to, it seems to me‘ is this. There are human bodies and 
brains and therc are also cxperiences. Some of these cxperience.s ar~ 
causally relatcd to cach oth~ r. Whcn cnough cxpcrienccs are related 
to cach othcr by strong conncctcdncss and continuity in th.e. sens~ 
cxplaincd carlic~ (scc s~ction 10.3), thcn we havc a (onc) subject of 
cxpcncnccs. As Parlìt himsclf says: 

Because we ascribe thoughts to 阳
E口X眈 But thinkers are not- separately existing entities. The eXlsten.ce 
of a thinker just involves the existence of his brain and body, the 
doing of his deeds, the thinking of his thoughts, and the occurre_nce 
of certain other physical and - mental events. We could the白白re
时e民巾e any person's life in impersonal terms. In e口Xp肘la斗叩101川户
the unity of thislife. we need not c1aim it is the life of a partlcular 
person. We could describe what , at different times, was thought and 
fc!t and observed and done, and how these various events werc inter
rclated. Persons would bc mentioned here only in terms of the dcscrip
tions of the content of many thoughts, desires‘ memories. and so on. 
Pcrsons need not be c1ai rn"ed to -be the thinkers of any of thesc 
thoughts.1 
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There could he a few experiences that are causally related to those 
linked by strong continuity and connectedness, but which do not 
exhibit strong continuity and connectedness themselves.But these 
less strongly li出ed experiences would not count as the memoríes 
of a single self. They would , perhaps, constitute quasl-memones 
instead, that is, memories, from the inside, of other people's experi
ences. Besides my experiences, which are my expenences on 
Hume's/Parfit's view precisely because they exhibit strong continuity 
and connectedness a~d therefore comprise the central core of myself, 
there will be a few other experiences that are causally linked to 
this core, but more tenuously. These extra experiences will include 
quasi-memories such as my quasi-memory of seeing the lifeboat 
l白mched， which was given rise to by my father's original experience 
in the case where his brain cells were implanted into me. There is, 
unavoidahly, a certain indeterminacy about just how strongly linked 
cxperienc白 have to be to count as a tract of a persOI山 history. This 
m…ns, as Anthony O'Hear has pointed out, that there is, on Parfit's 
VICW,‘no clcar criterion for deciding when one self ends and another 
hC l!ins.'x 

This leads Parfit to what he finds a consoling view of death. After 
hc has died , Parfit explains, there will be no one living who will be 
him. Thcre will , however, be many experiences, none of which will be 
linked to his present experiences by such direct connections as those 
presently ohtaining in tlÏ.e case of his memories, or which are involved 
when a prescnt intention is fulfilled by a later act. But some future 
expcriences will he rclated to his present experiences in less direct 
ways. Some memories will he of his life, and there will he some 
thoughts and policics influenced hy Parfìt's thoughts when he was 
alive. ‘ My death\he says,‘will hreak the morC dircct rclations 
between my present experiences and futurc cxpcrienccs, hut tt 
will not break -various other relations. . . . Instead ôf saying, "1 shall 
be dead" , 1 should say, "There will be no future experiences that will 
be related , in certain ways, to these present experiences." ,9 This way 
of redescribing death makes it less bad for Parfit, although he 
observes that for Hume it made it much worse, throwing him into ‘ the 
most deplorahle condition imaginable, environed with the deepest 
darkness'. 1O from which the only cure was dining a 
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10.6 Identi句 and survival without 
physical continui句

Partìt's theory enables him to deal comparatively easily with what 
happens in th~ case of split brains. The experiences supported by the 
two hemispheres after fission will be linked by chains of strong con
tinuity and connectedness to the experiences which occurred before 
the split. Although. because of the transitivity of identity, neither of 
the two fission products can be literally identical with the original 
person, the two sets of experience comprising each of the fission 
products will be strongly continuous with the original person:s ex
periences. Hence. there is a sense in which the original person is not 
annihilated but continues to exist as two streams of causally related 
experiences. A river that divides. similarly, does not disappear, but 
continues to exist. as two seoarate but individual ftows of water con
tinuous with the' original rlver. In this way there can be survival 
without identity. 

There is, m~reover. Parfit claims, another way in which survival 
without identity is possible, but which does not involve dividing 
brains or ulti~ately' even any tinkering with a pe~son~s ~hysical 
aspects at all. Inte~estingly， f~r reasons that will shortly become 
clearer, this other possibility is much closer to Locke's original 
suggestion that pers'Onal ide~tity has nothing to. d.? ~i~h the i，de~ti
ties of material ôr immaterial suhstanccs. hut is de且nahle purely for
mally, as Par且 maintains. in terms of the relations hetween 
expenences. 

To appreciatc thc point Parfìt is making. wc are invited to. ímag~ne 
a dcvi~~ callcd the' hrain-state-transfer:device. This consists of a 
cubicle, which you enter and are then scanned, the relative positions 
of the molecul~s in your body being recorded by the. m~c~ine. Y?ur 
bOdy and brain are then v~porized ， after which the information 
stor~d in the machine is tra~smitted to a distant planet where a 
molecule-for-molecule replica is created out of the ma:e.rials ~n the 
planet's surface. This per~on looks exactly like you, and has ?l.l yo.ur 
skills, abilities. cha~acter traits and hahits. Moreover, everything hc 
claims to rememher fits your life in eve可 detail. Before reading on , 
considcr the question posed in Exercise 10.4. 

Is the replica person identical wi由 you， or merely a brilliant duplicate? What 翻机树他唱
is your 陀action to this thought-experiment? Consider reasons for and against 叫飞U

the claim 由at the 陀plica is you. 
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According to Par巾， the person is you. After all , everything that 
really matters for your survival is in place, namely, strong continuity 
and connectedness of mental and psychological life generally. 
Granted , you do not have the one and the same body that you had 
on earth, but why should that be important? lf you survive in the 
brain-transplant case with a numerically different body, then why not 
in this situation? It is merely that the transference of the person in 
this case is carried out in a more sophisticated, less messy, way. To be 
sure, in the case of the brain transplant you still ended up with one 
and the same brain, whereas in this situation you acquire a totally 
new brain, the old one having been vaporized. But again, why should 
that matter, as long as your psychology and memories are intact? 
Further, let us suppose that after you have been on the distant planet 
some time you become bored and wish to go travelling. Accordingly, 
you enter the brain-state-transfer-device again many times, each time 
being transported to a different planet and acquiring a new body and 
brain at every stop. This fits what Locke said about personal identity 
prccisely: ‘ For, it being the same consciousness that makes a man be 
himself to himsclf, personal identity depends on that only, whether it 
bc annexed only to one individual substance, or can be continued in 
a succession of several substances. '11 

Parfìt can also deal very easily with a second scenario, in which you 
cnter the cubiclc as bcforc, but this time the machine malfunctions 
and docs not vaporize your body bcfore transmitting the information 
to the distant plane t. Consequently, wc end up in a situation such that 
thc pcrson who cntcrcd thc transportcr is p叩chologically and phys
ically continuous with thc person who stcppcd out of it on carth. 
whilc thc pcrson on thc distant planct is p吕ychologìcally， but not 
physically, continuous with thc original pcrsoll 011 carth. This situa
tion is rcprcscntcd diagrammatically in lìgurc 10.2. 

Person who leaves transporter on distant planet at time t2 (C) 
~ 

Psychological but not physical continuity 

~ 
Person who enters -一头一一 psychological and -一头- Person who leaves 
transporter at time physical continuity transporter at time 
tl (A) t2 (B) 

Figure 10.2 Physical and psychological continuity 

Which person has thc bettcr claim to be you: B or C (see figure 
10.2)? By the same logic that we applied in the split-brai~ exa~ple， 
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the cIaim is that you survive as B and C, though the transitivity of 
identity prohibits you from being identical with either. The fact that 
one of the pair, B, is physically continuous with you , whereas C is not , 
is irrelevant to whether or not you survive on the Locke/Parfit 
approach. ln matters of survival, psychological , not physical , conti
nuity reigns supreme. The Locke/Parfit theory also easily provides for 
personal identity. ln keeping with the sketch that has been given of 
the theory, we have personal identity in just those cases where no 
branching occurs. After fission has taken place, if one of the hemi
spheres dies and the other survives, the survivor will be you. There is 
no other competition for the title, which you win by default. Sim.ilarl.y, 
when the briin-state-transfer-device does not misfunction and only 
creates a single replica , that replica is you , there being no other can
didate available for that honour. This should hopefully have now 
made it cIear why condition (4) was included in Parfit's formal s~at:
ment of personai identìty as psychological continuity in section 10.3. 

As we saw above, the Locke/Parfit approach is analogous to treat
ing you as a function or program run on the hardware of. the. brain; 
the material er巾odiment bei吨 strictly irrelevant to you川riden叫t口ityan
5阳ur凹vi时va挝1. You could go from body and brain to body and b怕ra创m矶， )川ustt 

a臼s information on a floppy disc éan be transferred intact to another 
dis比c i证f the original d副isc becomes damaged. 

ln the farÌÍasy above, this is all managed by the brain-state
transfer-device啕 but this possibility can bc given a theological twist. 
God ‘ being all-powerfu l. ~an do a~ything that is logìca!.ly po~~ib.lee. S(~ 
whatcvcr the transportcr can do啕 God can do cqually wcll , if not 
bCHcr. Thìs is how lifc aftcr dcath ìs possibk、 according to this vicw. 
At dcath y归川o叩》旧u山r 1川、)0叽叫)(ιd句.ly 川 b忖肌M川汀)ra川r口ra川1刊lin让in a川川川fl阳cdω‘
p汗)ro】珞grammc， t山hc 吕叫trcam ο叫f‘ cxp币飞cr川icnccs which exhibi币刊旧it strong conneCl
cαω!(址dn~ss and continuity. He pr~scrvcs thcsc expericnces n?~ in. physi
cal hardware. but in' hìs mind. After all , there is no objection, as 
functionalists agreed , that a program could not be equally wel.l insta,n
tiated in non-~aterial as ~ell-as material arrangements, since the 
program possesses an abstractness wh 
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survive being scanned in the machine? Is the machine not better 
descrihed as an execution chamber‘ which swiftly and painlessly dis
ìntegrates you? On this view, the replica of you on the distant planet 
is just that , a mere replica, a brilliant forgery. The survival of this 
replica no more provides for your survival than does the fact that 
your appendix wiII be preservcd eternally in a bottle, as Anthony 
Flew once memorably remarked. 12 

1 suspect that many people's intuitions will accord with the con
clusìon that the brain-state-transfer devìce. when it does not mal
function , is not pcrson-prcserving. When the machine goes wrong, the 
person who enters it survives by a lucky accident because his body 
and , most importantly, his brain are left undisturbed. But the full 
rationale of this response needs to be articulated, and this leads us 
back to physical continuity as a criterion of personal identity. 

10.7 Physical continui句 revisited

Peter Unger has powerfully argued that physical continuity is neces
sary for thc preservation of personal identity. J3 A Ithough it is impos
sihlc to do justice here to the full range and subtlety of Unger's 
discussion , his central thesis can he put directly and simply. He 
acknowlcdges that the prcservation and continuity of a person 's 
psychological lifc are crucial to their survival and identity over 
time. If your hrain werc scramhled so that aII memories and other 
psychological features were lost , you too would hc los t. Moreover啕
if you arc to exist at a future timc, thcrc must he、 from now until 
that timc , thc continuous existcncc of your hasic mcntal capacitics. 
Unger puts great emphasis on the continuous preservation of psy
chological capacitics. These capacities can continue to exist, even 
when they arc not being exercised , or even during those periods 
when they could not be exercised, as, for instance, if your brain were 
rrozen. 

By ~omparison with Descartcs, who thought that the human mind 
must he conscious even during periods o( dreamlcss sleep and in 
the mother's womh, Unger only requires the preservation of thc 
capacltICS, not thelr actual exercise during periods of consciousness. 
The hrain , rathcr than the rest of the body, is vitaIIy important 
~er~， h~causc ， in common with othcr materiali~ts， Unger belie~es that 
the h白山 supports mental Iife. In fact , he is preparcd to go further, 

mamtaining that each conscious experience is a physical process 
in the brain. But this is not a position' he argues for, 'no~， as h~ points 
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out himself, is he required to, in order to give the account of pcrsonal 
identity which he does. He remarks that he could quite happily 
be a non-reductive monist as far as his account of personal identity 
goes. 

Unger presents his theory that personal identity is ultimately 
grounded in physical continuity of thc brain, not as a matter of logical 
or conceptual nccessity, but just becausc that is the theory that the 
facts as we know them wiII support. 14 He is willing to al10w for the 
possibility that there are worlds where personal identity is not mate
rial1y based, but thcse possible worlds are not our world. In our w~rld， 
personal identity doeS, as a mattcr of fact , depend upon the continu
ous preservation of a person's psychology by their brain. 

Let us now see what Parfit , in contrast, says about the importance 
of physical continuity to personal identity. Parfit distinguishe可
between what hc calls the strong, intcrmcdiate and weak versions of 
the psychological criterion. 

According- to thc strong version, thc physical causc of ~sycho
logical contiñuity must bc -thc normal cause, that is, the brain. Thc 
weak version, at the opposite cxtreme, maintains that even if the 
cause is abnormal, personal identity is preserved. The br~in-st~te
transfer-dcvice is supposedly just such an abnormal cause of p.~yc~o
logical continuity. The tho~ght here is that altho~gh no~~al~y t~e 
brllÌn preserves the continuity of mcntallife, the working of the brain
state-transfer-devicc, albcit ã somewhat unusual way of carrying out 
thc same function , wiU do just as wcll. How the prcscrvati<:)ll ?f ~sy: 
chological contìnuity is a~tually carricd out hy a set of physical 
arrangcmcnts docsn~t rcally maùcr, as long as onc way.or thc ot~er 
it gct~ donc. Thc intcrmcdi~tc vcrsion , as thc namc implics, wants the 
hcst of hoth worlds. Thc causc of psychological continuity m~st ~it~er 
be the brain, or at least somcthi~g-not too different from the brain , 

for example, an ordinary organic brain that has bcen graduall~ trans
muted by the replacement of its parts by bionic replaceme!1t: mto. an 
inorgani~ structure supposedly subserving the mental function 
carried out by the original brain. 

A I1 three ~ersions ~re agreed on the importance of _psych~logi~~1 
continuity for survival and personal identlty. Thcy differ onl~ w.i.th 
regard to' how this may acc~ptably he achievcd. Unger str~)llgly" d~s
agrecs w 
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transported for the sake of a good story and because it satisfies our 
imagmat lOns. 

But it would be better , Unger proposes吨 if the scanning machine 
were called , more neutrally, a taping device , which merely records the 
information regarding the position of your molecules. The transmis
sion of this information to a distant planet, where it is used to con
struct a replica of you out of suitably modified local materials, hasn't 
the slightest tendency, Unger maintains, to show that you actually 
succeed in making the journey. When you enter the taping device, 
your body and brain are vaporized, and that is the end of you. The 
dissolution of your brain spells the end of the preservation of your 
psychological capacities in a way that some of the other things that 
might be done to your brain do not , for example, the gradual replace
ment of all its working organic cells with bionic replacements, as the 
intermediate criterion envisages. Freezing your brain, quartering it, 
putting it back together and thawing it out might all be consistent 
with the preservation of your psychological capacities. But shattering 
your brain into thousands of nerve cells, even if subsequent1y these 
are all reattached to each other in the original structure before the 
catastrophe occurred , is not. The newly assembled brain may well 
support a person's mental life, but this person would not be you in 
any sense , you having disappeared permanen t1y at the moment your 
brain was scattcrcd to the elements. 

If this last statcment is correct , then not even God is capahle of 
resurrccting you hy reasscmhling all your molecules. Hc might well 
put all thc particJcs of which you wcrc made hack togcthcr again as 
thcy wcrc whcn you wcrc living, and hc might thcrchy crcatc a ncw 
living pcrson. But this would not hc you. 'Ihc ncw pcrson would 
mcrcly havc hccn madc out of thc matcrials 0 1' which you formcrly 
had hccn constituted , thc organizational structure that existcd con
tinuously whilst you were alive and which during that time grounded 
your psychological capacities, having been lost. Compare the fo l1ow
ing case: a statue made of a lump of gold cannot exist without the 
gold , but it is not the same as the lump. The lump survives being 
melted down, but the statue does not. Hence, something is true of the 
lump that is not true of the statue, and by Leibniz's Law (see chapter 
2, section 2.7.1) this rules out their identity 
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reassembled. These are composite objects whose very nature con
sisted in being assembled and which allow for their parts to be grad

lly changed and for them to bc taken apart and put back together 
again ,whilst still retaining their identity-We may not permit ouselv 
the same licence with regard to lumps of stuff. 

In stressing the importance of th~ continuity of the brain and its 
structure in preserving a person 啕 s psychological capacities, and he 
thCIr identity, it might be wondered whether this leads to the strange
SOUMingthesis that a pcmn is identical with nothingbut, ultima!cly, 
his or h~r brain. Mar; called this kind of position Cartesian mat 
alism-Ihc mind/brain identity theorists appear to bc committed to 
thls position, and IEomas Nagel has also toyed with the idea.IEc 

angerless of the position may be brought out when we rcaect that吨
according to the Cartesian, we cannot say that keith Maslin is ave 
feet two inches tall, or weighs so many pounds.Strictly, we have to 
say that kcithMasurfs body, but not keithMaslin, has these physi
cal characteristics, the real keith Maslin being an immaterial soul 
who lacks al1 physical features. 

Maintai~i~g -th-;t the person is the brai~ !ead~ :? a. s~甲ilarly odd 
re ult.According to this view as for traditional Cartes n 

t me because y二u have never seen my brain. EquaII弘
川m my brain , we would sure仙ep圳)l叫 from 叩出:tJ

eping、 fa l1 ing in love, getting angry‘ forgivmg someon 
ing the television.reading a hook or playing the piano-for bra-
d ‘ )f these things 

Ib identify mc with iny hmn is surely 1ωoid山ωCI川2咒I
()f mc认‘ alh币X兀t: l才it a vita叫11川ly imp严tο}汀川r川lan川t pa盯I町川r川t with川tο)l旧u川I川t which 1 douht币叫t Je s阴s could 
no刊t do any 0 1' thc t巾hin即g段gs门叩巾-斗呐j队川u川I
if l山hc (α;0汗mtinued cx川i目叫tcncc ο叫l' my h忖币吁rain dl川J川tcr口mInIω2βs my c∞on川lllllUdll\.，灿L 

and identity OVtC3r1uimG'11docs not follow that I mustbe identical with 
my brain.Rcturning to the example of thc statue and the lump of 
gold, the identity ofF things might be axed by the identity of G things, 

without Fs being 忧ntical with Gs, as Brian Garra川OiI山 out IE 
statue cannot be identified with the lump for the reason~ glVen 
earlier, but ‘ the identity conditions for the lump ax the idcI111ty con
ditions of the statue in thc following way:necessarily, if thc statuesque 
l 

海边也



f>~ 

f Cf;:)Ulldl 旧entlry as t'sychologícal Continuity 

now (whom you will remember from chapter 9) is one and the same 
person as Shaun then if, and on1y if: 

1 Shaun now has psycho10gica1 continuity in the sense of the preser
vation of his psycho10gical capacities. 

2 There is a1so physica1 continuity which is responsible ultimate1y 
for the psycho10gica1 continuity. The cause of (1) is a normal 
cause, i.e. Shaun's brain, or perhaps something very 1ike Shaun's 
brain, such as a gradua l1y evo1ved bionic replacemen t. The so
called brain-state-transfer-device does not count as a norrna1 and 
acceptab1e cause of psychologica1 continuity. 

3 Branching, which would supp1y another equa l1y good candidate 
for the status of being Shaun, has not occurred. 

I 0.8 Personal identi句 and non-reductionism 

There are philosophers today，由ough P时ably only a small minor
Ity, who reject the reductive accounts of personal identity in terms of 
either physícal or psycho10gical continuity, or a combiri'ation of the 
two, outlined above.For such philosophers, personal identity is a con
ccptually primitive notion, unanalysable into other concepts such as 
thc physical continuity of the brain, or causal relations between 
V阳var盯no川 p严s叩y巾10问O吨gíω?归叫al s川归削t阳ωa创te创so时r c∞o】汗m削川nd时凶dωJition队 no仙ta时胁a址拍圳bl协冒叶句Iym阳emo呼 Iη刊l1e pc 卜
sistence of thc subject of consciousness, the ego or sclf‘ that to which 
I' is supposed to refer, is rcpresentcd as a furthcr fact ovcr and ahovc 

thc holding of mcntal or physical rclatinns bctwccn various statcs. 
Hence, the persistence of the self or subject of cxpericncc cannot bc 
reduced to the holding of such relations.In the past this view was 
most famously associated with the eighteenth-century philosopher 
Bishop .J?seph But1er, who, in rejecting ~ reductioni~-t~ie~ -~f the' self, 
w:~， makin~ a move ~imi1ar to those who have rejected a causa1 theory 
of the persistence of physical objects, the the。可 that the persistence 

f such objects can be regarded as a tempo时Iy extended series of 
time. slíces or stages which are causally co~nect~d to each other. The 
persEStencc of a physical object is something over and above, and 
therefore not reducible to, the obtaining of causal relations between 
its physical states at different times, or its continuity in sp 

Contra可 t~ what the psychological continuity theory implies. a 
-r ductlonlst account of personal identity entails that a pcr 

couusuffer complete and radical amnesia of the type mentioned 
arlier and yet stìU be one and the same perso~~-M~r~~v~~~'~ii -past 
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experiences and old psychological features cou1d be swept away, and 
a new set of experiences and characteristics installed , and yet it would 
be one and th~ same consciousness, one and the same self, through
out the changes. If it is true that persona1 identity consists in a further 
fact over and above menta1 conñectedness, then no contradiction can 
possib1y result from the supposiωn that a person will survive the 
very radica1 changes to their psycho10gica1 1ife that we are 二叩nvβ 
aging. It wi l1 be oñe and the same person after the changes as It was 
before the drastic a1terations were imp1emented. 

In support of such a claim, Richard Swinburne wrítes: 

Many religions have taken seriously stories of persons pass~ng t~ro.~g~ 
the waters of Lethe (a river whose waters make a person forget all of 
his previous life) and then acquiring a new body. Ot~ers ~ho ?ave 
hea;d these ;tories may not h~ve b;lieved them tr~e; b~t .~hey ?~v~ 
usually understood them , and (unless innlienced by philTophical 
dogm~) ， have not suspected them of involving contradiction. ,n 

Equally, according to the theory which regards personal identity as 
primitive and urlanaiysable, the identity of a person has nothing to 
do WIth the identity of their body, or any part of it.At the end of the 
day, what does or does not happen to the body, including the brain, 

has no effect upon , or re1evanëe to, the person:s id~ntí~~. 
By now, it should bc becoming clearer that what.in effect, the non

reductive account of personal identlty amounts to is an espousal of 
substance dualism.IEc self.thc subject of consciousness, cpnnot k 
idcntified with a matc~ial objcct such as thc body or the brain ‘ nor as 
consisting in a succc 
o叫叫}此川thc刊阳C盯r. B品 nCI 由伽C盯r 1比s t由hc sclf 刊du川cit巾i让ib冒Ic tωo > t由hc s四川川C盯cri川巾ie臼so叫f mentaωal sta剖te臼s 

which ít en时ljo叮y吕 during the period of its existence.It is that which has 
thc ment~I-Jst~te~-i~-40uesti~n but which cannot ,be. ide~ti且ed wíth the 
states it has.Since the self is that single thing, that unitary subject of 
experiences, which persists and stays the 抽出e throughout even ve可
radicalchanges in its psychologicallife, and SIncejn addition, its id?n-

332:;212fg?ZitZAfL:11:1: 口:t;1zziJ立即
that the self has to be conceived of, pace Carteslamsm, as a SImple, 

logically indivisib1e substance. 
Ihis theory, if correct, has important consequences for the thought-

exper 
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spheres does not survive the operation. The surviving hemisphere is, 
to all intents and purposes‘ identifiable with the original person , there 
being no other suitable candidate available. 

For the dualist , however , none of thî吕 will do. U nlike cases where 
tulip bulbs, amoeba or rivers divide and thus in some sense survive 
as the parts of new entities, simple soul substances cannot divide. 
Such souls are not made up of smaller soul-like parts, hence, although 
when the brain is divided, part of it goes to the right and part to the 
left, it is not meaningful to speak of half the soul going to the left and 
half to the right. Thus, in the case of souls we are prohibited from 
having survival without identity. If the soul survives the brain split 
(and there is every reason to suppose it would, since it does not 
depend for its existence on physical states of affairs) , then there are 
only three possibilities as to what happens to it in relation to the two 
resulting physical organisms whose skulls contain the left and right 
hemispheres of the original brain. Firstly, the soul goes where the 
right hemisphcre goes. Secondly, it goes where the left hemisphere 
goes. Thirdly, it goes to neither hemisphere. If this third possibility 
were realized , then the result would be the creation of two soulless 
organisms - zombies, in effect - as no mentality would be associated 
with either entity. There would be a living functioning body contain
ing a functioning brain , yet because mentality is not supervenient 
upon、 nor îdentical with , brain processes咱 these bodìes would lack any 
vcstige of a mentallifc. There would , so to speak , be no onc at home 
in each 0 1' these cases. 

Howevcr, if we discount this third possibility、 thcn thc person , as 
a soul 吨 survives eithcr ìn connection wìth the right hemispherc. or 
with thc left , but not with both simultaneously. ln a way, this is a sat
isfying result , bccausc ìt bears out an intuitioll about pcrsonal idcn
tity that it is hard to shake句 namcly电 that ìs all-or-nothing and docs not 
admit of degrees , contrary to what psychological and physical conti
nuity theories appear to imply. There could be another reason why 
this result may be thought to be satisfying. Imagine that you yourself 
are going to have your brain divided because your original body is 
riddled with inoperable cancer. You are worried about whether you 
will survive, but are reassured by the surgeon , who has read Parfit. 
and who tel 
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thc subject of consciousness. lt is more plausible to view the 
identities of pcrsons as dependent upon those physical structures 
that underpin and makc possible thc continuity of the various sorts 
of psychological capacity. Besides, as we saw in chapter 2, the problem 
of how incorporeal souls are to be individuated and identified means 
that substance dualism is ultimately a deeply unattractive account 
of the nature of persons, and hence a reductive view of personal 
identity is much more likely to be true. 

How plausible is Pa而t's account of personal identity in terms of psycho
logical continuity? 

2 When Captain Picard in Stor-Trek beams down to a planet￥ surface and 
back, is it really Picard who steps out of the transporter or a brilliant 
replica? 

3 What philosophical problems are raised when endeavouring to establish 
。ur continuing identity through time? 

" Is it possible for you to survive as each of two di何'erent people? 
5 If you were going to su何er a complete memory wipe , should you be 

worried about will happen to your body afterwards? 

$ugωtions for fur由er reading 

• A key text in the modern debate is Derek Parfì t's Reasons and Persons 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984). It is lively, original and fun , and highly 
recommended. 

• J. Dancy (ed.) , Reading Parfìt (Oxford: Blackwell. 1997) contains an 
ímportant collection of papers on Partìt. 

• Pcter Ungcr's Identity, Consciou:、ness， and Va/ue (OxfonJ: OUP, 1990) is 
an important book whích makcs a highly pcrsuasivc casc for thc physi
cal contínuity account of pcrsonal idcntity. 

• B. Garrett ‘ Personalldentity and Consciousness (London and New York: 
Routledge. 1998) brings together physical and psychologícal accounts of 
p.er~onal_ i~entíty， and is useful for the overview i i proviðes as well as the 
c1arity of íts discussions. 

• A book that contains intriguing díscussions of multiple personality and 
the effects of commissurotomy Îs K. V. Wilkes, Rea/ Pe~pÚ: Personallden
tity without Thollght-Experiments (Oxford: Clarendoñ Press, 1988). It ís 
also useful for íts díscussion of consciousness and Aristotle's picture of 
thc mind. 

• Scc also Wilkes's paper ‘ Psuchc vcrsus the mind' , in M. Nussbaum and 
A. o. Ro时 (cds)、 Essay，)' O r! ArislOt/e:~ De Anima (Oxford: Clarendon 
Prcss, 19(2). 
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.') 'Ihc other arguments, which you are encouraged to explore t υr yourse/L 
can he found principally in the /'haed(人 the M('//(人 and the N('I'"hli( \ 
and a good exposition and criticism 0 1' them is to hc found i l1八 .(ì.N.
Flew's An /ntroduc lÎon 10 We.l'tern Philo,\'{}fJhy (London: 'Iharnes and 
Hudson , 1971). as well as in Stcphen Priest、 Theories oI the Mil/d 
(Harmondsworth: Penguin , 1991). 

6 G. Ryle , The Concept;;f Mind (Harmondsworth: Pe吨uin ， 1973 [1949]) , 

pp.180-1. 
7 Lest 1 should be accused of offering a crude caricature of Cartesianism , 

~ ,should point out that 1 am prese-nting the standard interpretation of 
his philosophy of mind which is commo'ï1 ly taught in A-Ievei and under
graduate courses. It is also to be found in the reactions to his work 
by philosophers such as 10hn Locke (1 632一1704) and David Hume 
(1 711-76) and , more recentl y.‘ in Gilhert Ryle's (1 9(XJ-82) celebratcd 
The Concepl of Mind (1949) , to which we owe Cartesian dualism 's 
deliberately abusive characterization as ‘ the dogma of the ghost in the 
machine'. However, just as it is often said that Marx was not himsclf a 
Marxist吨 so nowadays it is increasingly being c1aimed that Descartes was 
not a Cartesian dualist! See‘ for example, G. 8aker and K.J. Morris, 

U巳比'arte.l" Dualism (London and New York: Routledge. 1996). 
There is some truth in this radical c1 aim. For example. evcn hy thc 

tlme he was nearing the end of his most famous work. the Meditatiolls. 
Descartes was already substantially moving away from the view of the 
nature and relation of mind and body which he had expounded earlier 
in the Secolld 儿leditation: and further refinements and differences can 
be found in his letters and other published and unpublished work s. An 
II1vestrgation into these other elements of Descartes' thought belongs 
111 another place. however. In conclusion , Cartesian dualism as tradi
tionally understood certainly represents a possible position - in fac t. 
according to some philosophers it represents the common-sense vie鸭 of
what the mind is - hence my reason for (Iargely) confining myself to it 
in this early chapte r. 

8 R. Descartes. 儿led;lal;ons (London: E、 eryman Classics. 19扫6).
p.88. 

9 R. Descartes, letter to an unknown corresponden t. August 164 1 
In P. Geach and G. E. M. Anscomhe (eds). f)escarte.\': Phil(}\ophlcal 
Writin ,l?s (Nelson Univcrsity Papcrhacks for Thc Open (:nivcr\il} 
1970). p. 266. 

10 R. Dcscartcs. Thr Principle.\ of Phil川。phv. Sccti()n 1 X t 1 川I1d( ，
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15 B. Spino风 1:'lh肌 In E. Cu巾y (叫)， The Co//ecled ~协rh of Spinoz 

(巳:; :巳;;严:工r;?γccto川n 川e盯ersi叮i盯ty Press, 1 钳附州5盯)， P阶h阳r陀时efac臼e ω川Pa川 , r川川川n阳阳川1<阳川oω>t

lM 。 P2瓦h止;2;L汇::;j ;tf2;:刀;;立(40TP:T;fViJJPt ;f . G仿c臼创叫a町ch a削nd A灿n盯1陀s优m阳叫cωωcorr创佣rη毗I
17 Ihid. 

JjiiW假331圳市::::::11::
2l22::;2 点:;工ZZJfLZtif Gmh auI1比ombe (eds) 

22 T. Hohbes,‘SecondObjcuionofthemrdsetofObjcuionsandReplies 

n j;1j;Iii引:习jj5:?;击??A;叮::止盯;Tη?古2口::2:::肌:?ll罚;2;;兀:二;?以忧U叼2;;:η?tT叭n弘;士芦民n凡川?飞飞右YV:二二A以jj二Jrr.5:f俨俨8;r俨In川nωG
i 3i川;j;2旦1it引):3:3??;川:Z2r刀汇ω::立刀乙ω川::刀乙川川::二匀忧忧圳;L川川川山rJ♂r扣J巳含阶:rkt;立川;汇t
27 Ouotcd in ihid. , p. 196. 
2抖。uotcd in ihid. , p. 195. 

:z ; L与沁;巳i;:『rrU衍i♂止?;汇:立刀::::二;Jr:r?7节11旷飞♂Pho倪e川川9惆附9叨叽7
3川I. Kant. Crilique of PI仰 Re卢so-niva
J2 Ihid.. A'.3Úï"'" '" ' "'1." neason ~ vanous editions), A.363. 

33 lbid. 

Chapter 3 The MindIBrain Identity Theoη 

lWEiiF言:2711古515;二hf饥刀;252:;2
2LJr1211:飞ιf;-73fr2;TLme Mm4Bmtn Idrnw 
3Compare R Brandt and ikim'5 
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.'1 Sce 1. Scarlc 灿灿 jJLpil c: ‘ rk.1(75) 
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7 D. Davidson , in S. Guttcnplan (ed.) , The Blackwe// Comp(/Il i刊11 1υ I!w 
Ph加i/oοωPλ川‘耳ω￥

X Compare 1. Kim , Phi/o,l'Ophy of Mind (Bouldcr、 CO: Wcstvicw Prcss. 
1996), p. 58. 

9 1, have been very much helped in my understanding of these issucs hy 
ibid. , ch. 9. 

10 Searle, The Rediscovery of Ihe Mind , p. 40. 
11 S. Kripke, Naming and Necessity (Oxiord: Blackwel l. 1972). 
12 Compare what David Chalme'rs has tωO 叫 in The Con阳ciωOωu阳4

(Oxford: OUP, 1996创)， p. 147: 

Kripke runs the argument in two different ways啕 one against 
token-identity theories and once against type-identity theories. 
Token-identity theories hold that parlicu/ar pains (such as my pain 
now) are identical to particular brain-states. (such as the C-fihres 
firing in my head now). Kripke argues . . . that a particular pain 
could occur without the particular associated brain state, and vice 
versa , so they cannot be identical. Type-identity theories hold that 
mental states and brain states are identical as Iypω: pain , for 
example, might be identical as a type to the firing of C-fibres. 
Kripke holds that this is straightforwardly refuted by the fact that 
one could instantiate the mental-state type without the brain-state 
type and vice versa. Overall 啕 we can count four separate argu
ments here, divided according to the target (token or type iden
tity theories) and according to the method of argument (from the 
possibility of disembodiment or from the possibility of zombies). 

13 K. V. Wilkes, Physicalism (London: Routledge and Kegan Pau l. 1978). 
p.102. 

14 D. M. Armstrong and N. Malcolm. Consciollsness and Causalilv (Oxford: 
Blackwell. 1984). p. 99; emphasis in original. 

15 My position is e~sentially- the same a~ Karl Popper's. Writing about 
eliminative materialism - which he refers to as promissory materialism 
- he says: ‘ there is rationally. not of more interest to be found in the 
thesis of promissory materialism than. let us sa y.、 in the thesis that one 
day we shall abolish cats or elephants by ceasing to talk ahout them: or 
in the thesis that one day we shall abolish death by ceasing to talk ahout 
it. (Indeed. did we not get rid of hed-hugs simply hy rcfusíng to talk 
ahout them?)' Sce Popper. The Se/f and 11.\' 8rain (1ρndon. Hcidelherg. 
Ncw York: Springcr Internationa l. 1977). p. 97. 

Chapter 4 Analytical 8ehaviourism 

For a vcry precise and rigorous formulation of analyticaJ heh川IOUfl、m
see John Foster's The Immaleria/ Se扩'A Defence of Ihe CarlelW f/ ('on
ception of Ihe Mind (Lρndon: Routledge. 1 明 1). pp. 33-4仇

2 See Norman Malcolm, Dreaming (Lρndon: Rou t1edge and Kegan Pau l. 
1959). Malcolm disputed Ihat he was c1aiming thal dreams are nothing 
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hut waking cxpericnccs - for exampl巳‘ h巳 writ巳曰:‘ Inde巳d 1 am not trying 
to say what drcaming is: 1 do not und巳rstand what it would mean to do 
that\and '11 is not casy to und巳rstand th巳 relation hetween dreams and 
waking convictions of having dream t. Th巳 dream and the waking con 
viction are not one and th巳 sam巳 thing‘ in the sense that the morning 
star and the evening star are one and the same' (p. 59). N巳vertheless，

the g巳n巳 ral philosophical verdict seems to have gone against Malcolm 
and the position he was espousing was felt by a number of philosoph巳rs
to amount to the reduction of dreams to waking impressions. 

3 Hume's 且rst analysis of causation can be found in his Enquiry concern
ing Human Understanding and concerning the Principles of Morals , ed. 
L. A. Selhy-8igge and P H. Nidditch (Oxford: Oxford University Press‘ 

3rd edn 电 1995) in section 7 of the first enquiry concerning human under
standing. Hume later improved on it , recognizing that although knowl
edge of cause and cffect may be hased on experience of regularities‘ It 
nccd not rcduce to mere regularities. The causal relation is better cap
turcd 、 Humc rccognized啕 hy the formula ‘ if the first object had not heen 吨
thc sccond had ncvcr cxistcd'. Th is statement is what philosophers call 
诅飞。nt rary-to-fact conditiona l' and it is not equivalent to the c1aim that 
whcncvcr onc sort of cvcnt occurs , it will hc followed by another sort. 
Rathc r. it statcs a dcpendcncy of one event upon another, saying that 
if O I1 C sort of cvcnt wcre not to occur, then neither would the oth巳r
sort. 

4 Th is is rcminiscent of a man , reported by Oliver Sacks in The Man who 
Misto(}k his Wife for (/ lIat (London: Picador, 1986) 吨 who suffered from 
visual agnosia. and seemcd contìned to heing ahle to produce such 
dcscriptions. Hc could not see a glove as a glove and descrihe it in 
~~~an terms as an article of c10thing designed to tit human limhs and 
fulfil human purposes , hut could only char~cterize it scientifìcally as 'a 
contmuous surface , infolded upon itsel f. 11 appears to have five out
pouchings、 if this is the word' (p. 13) 

5 C. Hempe l. 'ηle Logical Analysis of Psychology' , reprinted in Ned 
~I?~k (~?)， Readings in the Philosophy ~)f P5y~holoÙ， vol. 1 (Cam
brldgc.MA:Haward University Press.11980).p.19. 

6 Ihid.. p. 17. 
7 The utterance of any sentence is not necessarily an affìrmation or state

ment of some fact intended to convey information ‘ in this case how It 
is with that person experi 
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\0 Scc Foster吨 The Immaterial Selt: pp. 42-3: 

And so吨 in trying to sp巳 11 out thc meaning of ‘ Smith hclicvcs D to 
be due north\he [the analytical hehaviouris tJ will find himsclf 
falling back on s巳ntenccs of the form: 

3) If Smith w巳re to hav巳， additionally, such and such other mental 
states, he would be behaviourally disposed to behave in such and 
such ways and thus he will 且nd himself relying on a further range 
of psychological concepts whose behavioural analyses still have 
to be supplied. 8ut now it is c1ear that 吨 if it is structured in this 
way吨 the analytical process will be unending‘ and indeed , until it 
starts to turn back on itself‘ ever-widening. The behaviourist 
will never be able to reach an ultimate construal of the original 
want-statement , since each time he turns his attention to a glven 
mental state which he has so far taken for granted , he is forced to 
take other mental states for granted in specifying its behavioural 
sign ificance. 

11 S. Shoemaker吨 and R. Swinburne, Personalldentity (Oxford: 81ackw巳 1 1.
1984) , p. 99. 

12 G. Ryle ‘ The Concept of 儿1ind (Harmondsworth: Penguin , 1973). Sec 
Alan Donagσs observation that The Concept of Mind ‘ is a c1assic of 
modern analytic Aristotelianlsm 吨 dressed in a behaviourism now out 
of style' in éhoice: The Essential Element in Human Action (London: 
Routledge and Kegan Pau l. 1987). p. ix. 

I3 Ryle ‘ The Concept of 儿1ind. p. 23. 
14 Ibid.. p. 17. 
15 Ihid.. p. 57 (my emphasis). 
16 Ryle'~ disi~c1 inati~n to engage in the kind of analysis Hempel was 

aiming for is illustrated in his 'i-emark that The Concept of Mind would 
be stig~atized ， harmlessly, as behaviourist. He is also reported as having 
said that he was never anything more than ·only one arm and one leg a 
behaviourist 吨 {see Alex 8yrne's '8ehaviourism' , in S. Guttenplan (ed.). 
A Companio~ 10 the Ph iÍosophy of Mind (Oxford: 81ackwel l. 1994). 
p.135). 

17 Ryle吨刀!e Concept of Mind. p. 43. 
l 拭 H. Putnam , '8ra'ins ànd Behaviour' , in Putnam (cd.). Miml, l.a l/KlwKc 

。nd Rea/ity: Phi/o.\'ophim/ 1击1pcn. vo l. 2 (Camhridgc: ('!!P. 1'J7川
p.:no. 

I!) Ryle. The Cυnlï'pt of Milll/. p. 2.14. 
20 C;'mpare Christ;)ph~r Peac(~ke 's fantasy of a marioncllc. outwardly 

just like a minded human heing‘ hut actually radio-controlled from 
Mars, and lacking aIl internal mental statcs: Sense anc/ Content (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1983). 

21 Putnam. '8rains and 8ehaviour' , p. 334. 
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Chapter 5 Functionalism 

T. Crane, The Mechanical Mind (Harmondsworth: Penguin , 1995) , pp. 
93-9. 

2 N. Block‘'Troubles with Functionalism\in N. Block (ed.) , Readings in 
the Philosophy o[ Psychology, vo l. 1 (London: Methuen, 1980). 

3 K. V. Wilkes, Physicalism (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul , 1978). 
4 S. Shoemaker,‘Functionalism and Qualia\in N. Block (ed.) , Readings 

tn Ihr phtlOSophy o/Psychology, vol-1(London:McthUEII , 1980) , p.261 
(myemphasis). 

5 In their book Philosophy o[ Mind and Cognition (Oxford: Blackwell , 

1996) , David Braddon Mitchell and Frank Jackson 飞 thus choose to call 
metaphysical functionalism , common-sense functionalism. 

6 Block,‘Troubles with Functionalism', pp. 276. 
7 Th is possibility was first mooted by Joh'n' Locke (1632-1704) in An Essay 

Concerning Human Understanding , Book 11 , xxxii.15): it ispossible th~t 
‘ by the different structure of our organs it were so orde~ed ， that the 
same object should produce in several men 's minds different ideas at 
thc same time. v.g. if the idea that a violet produced in one man's mind 
by pl?eyes were the same that a marigold produced in another man's, 
ana Vlce versa\ 

8 F. Jackson,‘Epiphenomenal Qualia' , in W. Lycan (ed.) , Mind and Cog
ntfIOn(Oxhrd:Bladwell-1990) , pp.46977;and ‘ WI刚 Mary Didn't 
Know' , in D. Rosenthal (ed.) , The Ñ~ture o[ Mind (Oxford: OUP, 1991), 
pp.392-4. 

9 刀le .ima~ina~y cas~ of Mary can be supported by a dramatic real-life 
incident.ln An AnIhropohpgixron Marx (London:Picador-1995).Oliver 
Sacks dcscrihcs the case of Mr J who h~d been a' ~~-~~~~~i~l' ~;ìis t. but 
fol!owing a car accidcmsuddenly and PEmancntly lost tlll his colour 

n. Jn a lettcr 10 Dr Sacks. Mr 1 wrotc: 

‘ My vìsìon was such thal everylhing appeared 10 mc as vÎewÎng 
black and whìle lelevision. WiÚlÌ n d;ys: i ~~~Id djstì'~g~i~h "~lIers 
a~d my. ~ìsi?n became thal of an eagle - 1 can see aOworm wrig 
gling a block awa予The sharpness otfocus Î~i~~;~dibi~~BÙT - 1 
AM ABSOLUTELY COLOUR BLIND.I have visited ophthal
mologists who know nothing about this colour blind bu'si~~ss. 1 
have visited neurologISts.to no avail.Under hypnosis, I still can't 
dislinguish colours. (have been involv~dj~'al{ ki'~d~:;i t~'~~~.-ÿ~~ 
name it My brown dog ES dark grey-Tomato juice is black.Colour 
TV is a hodge-podge.' (p. 1) 

刀lC unforlunale Mr J went on to describe the leaden world which he 
had cornc to mhablt as not merely one in which colours WEre missino 
but as one !n which what he did see had -a d巾IS归t阳a副s白时fu川J I. "‘"咄‘
whi川tes Elanng.yct discoloured and off-white, the blacks cavernous
tverythmg wrong, unnatural.stained and impure , (ibid·-P-5). 
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Mr I's case is the reversal of Mary's. She comes to know what it is 
Iike to exoerience colour, whilst he loses the ability to know. But the 
philosophical point remains啕 namely that if the visual experience of the 
entire human species had been like Mr I's visual world from the very 
start , could we know, purely on the basis of a knowledge of our neuro
logy.‘ what it is like to see the fiaming red of sunsets, the iridescent azure 
of a Morpho butterfiy or the fresh green of horse-chestnut leaves in 
spring? 

10 P. Churchland ‘ Reduction啕 Qualia， and the Direct Introspection of 
Brain States', The Journal o[ Philosophy LXXXII (January 1985) , 

pp.8-28. 
11 Jackson. 'What Mary Didn't Know' , p. 393. 
12IEc dISUnction bethcn ‘ knowledge by description' and 'knowledge by 

acquaintance' can be found in B. Russell , The Problems o[ Philosophy 
(Oxford: OUP, 1959)、 pp.25-32

13D-kwis, Pomenpt to ‘ Mad Pain and Martian Pain', in Lewis, Philo
sophical Papers , v~1. 1 (Oxford: OUP, 1983) , pp.130-2, and ‘What Expe
Hence IKaches', in Lyean, Mind and cogniIton-pp.499-519;L Nemirow, 
Review ofT.Nagcl, MorIal Questions, phtlosophicaI RrVIEW-(1980):PP-
475斗， and ‘ Physicalism and the Cognitive Role of AequalManee , In 
Lycan, Mind and Cognition , pp. 490-9. 

14 Jackson,‘What Mary Didn't Know' , p. 394. 
15i searlf-Minds, Bratns and Scttncr(Hannondsworth:Penguin, 1984)-
16 1. Searl二， The Rediscovery o[加 Mind (Car巾ωge ， MA: MIT Press, 

1992) ‘ p.2 1O. 
17 Jbid. , p. 213 
IHIhe phrase. ‘something it is like to be us-is taken from Thomas 

Na吨ge l'嘻s well-known essay ‘ What i臼s it like t阳o b阮e a ba剖t?γ.\. Nagel claims 
t山ha川t no amour川 of in时毗fo川F汗r巾a瓜川tion gleaned 巾。ut a person from a third
pcrson-objectivc perspcctivc can tell us what it is like to bethat person
What it isltkc to hc a person is something that can only be known 
from a orst-person-subjective perspective.SimIlady-what It is like to bE 
a bat can only beknown from the bat's subJEdive VIewPOInt-We are 
so different from bats, and bats are SO different from us regarding 
Ensory and intellectual modes and capacities, that WC WIll never fully 

grasp the nature of a bat's experience as it seems to a bat, and bats, llke 

:ziXlJJstzlyzri兀tlli11tLZi32飞;1:;;:
among other places-in his Moml Quωωns (Camhridgc: CU P. 1979) , 

pp. 165-80 
l9A.Kenny.ThrMetaphysicsof Mind (Oxford:Clamndon Prcs5.l989)· 

p.152. 
20 Jbíd..p.153 
2l E Dennett..Brainstorms (Brighton:Harvester Press.1978).p123 
22 Searle, The Re 
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quoted in 0. Flanagan ‘ The Science ofthe Mind (Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press, 1984) , p. 42. 

24 Ibid. 

Chapter 6 Taking Consciousness Seriously 

D. Davidson, Mental Events (1 970). reprinted in Davidson、 Essays on 
Actions and Events (Oxford: OUp, 1980) , p. 214. 

2 J. K~m: Mind in a Physical World (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998) , 
pp.5-6. 

3 If the disappearance form of the mind/brain type-type identity theory 
were true , it would sound odd to say that the mental supervenes on the 
phPIcal, as this would betantamount to claimlng that a single phe
nomenon , characterizableas cither mental or physical, supervenes upon 
itsel f. Perhaps a supervenience theorist could try to get round this, 

however、 by maintaining that there can be no change in the description 
of a person-s mental State, unless there is a change in thedescription of 
the person's physical state (brain state). The ide~tity of the me~tal and 
thc phymalmld be seen as the limlti吨 case of supervenience. Iden
tJty caters for the other features of supervenience o~tlined above. The 
~cntal wil.1 vary according to the physi~al because it is the physical , and 
!hE m?ntal will depend for its existence on the plmical 啕 because， again , 
It just IS the physleal-IEE one feature the reductionlst identity theory 
cannot cope with is that supervEmeneE is supposed to beasymmetric
thE mEntal cannot change unless thE PhysICal charlgcs-but the physIE 
ωcan change without thc mental cha叩吨 because of thc possibility 
)f the multiple-realizability of mental stat~~ byp-h;si~~ï-~taí~;.-ïf-t由h】E
type伫-句pe ident即 thcory wcrc truc , then it would be equally thc case 
that the physleal could not change unless thc mental changes.tvccallHC 
the mental is thc physica l. 

4 R. M. Harc , Tlte l.anRltaf.(e of Moral:叫Oxford: ()UI气 1952).
5 Ibid.. p. 145. 

6 S. Burwood , P. Gilbert and K. Lennon ‘ Philusophy of Mind (London: 
UCL Press, 1998) , p. 36. 

7 1. Searle‘ Rediscovery of the Mind (Cambridge , MA: MIT Press, 1992). 
p. 1 

8 1. Searle啕 Intentionality (Cambridge: CUp, 1983), p. 267. 
9E Lcpore and R.van GIlliek , searlr and His criftcs(Oxford;Blackwell ‘ 

1991). 
10 Ibid.. p. IX2. 

川1. Searlc. The Mystery (扩 Cυnsciol/sness (London: Granta Books. 1997). 
pp.19ι5. 

12 Ibid.. p. 拭.

13 Searle‘ T!w RediscOI'e尺Vυ'1 the Mind , p. 126. 
14T.Nagcl.·what IS It LIKE to bea Barr.rtpr·ln Nagel-Mortal Qurstiυns 

(Cambridge:CUR l979).pp.l65-80. 
15 C. McGinn , The Pruhle;'l ';f c~~s~:i~usness (Oxford: OUP. 1991) , p. 1. 
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16 G. W. Leibniz吨‘Monadology\first published posthumously in 1. E 
Erdmann (ed.) , Leibniz, Opera Philosophica , 2 vols (Berlin , IX40). 

17 C. McGinn , 'Can We Solve the Mind/Body Problem\in The Prohlem υ/ 
Consciousness , pp. 11-12. 

18 D. Chalmers, The Conscio /ls Mind (Oxford: OUP, 1996) , p. 121. 
19 The charge of mystery-mongering levelled at McGinn has been labelled 

the ‘ New Mysterianism' by Owen Flanagan in his book Conscio /lsness 
Reconsidered (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1992) 啕 p. 9. The Old Myster
ians were substance dualists who thought consciousness was a feature 
of the non-physical soul , and thus in principle beyond the reach of 
scientific explanation. The New Mysterians reject substance dualism 
but still nev~rtheless believe that the nature of the link between brain 
Drocesses and consciousness will never be uncovered and the relation 
川1 eternally remain a mystery. See also McGinn's book , Minds and 
Bodies: Phi/~sophers and their Ídeas (Oxford: OUP, 1997) , pp.106--7, for 
the intriguing 'revelation that the New Mysterians borrowed their 
title fro;; a defunct 1960s rock band called Question Mark and the 
Mysterians. 

20 D. Hume、 A Treatise of Human Nature , ed. L.A. Selby-Bigge, rev. P.H. 
Nidditch (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978) , p. 247. 

Chapter 7 Psycho-Physical Causation 

D. Davidson ‘ Mental Events' , in Davidson (ed.) , Essays on Actions and 
Eventv(Oxford:Clarendon press‘ 1980). Th is article first appeared in L. 
Foster and J. W. Swanson (eds) , Experience and Theory (Cambridge啕
MA·University of Massachusetts Press and London:Duckworth-1970)-

2 L. T~)I~;~y.~Th~ D~ath of Ivan lIyitch'. in The Works of Leo Tolstoy. vol. 
15 (Oxford: OUp, 1934). 

3 T. Burge,‘Mind-Body Causation and Explanatlon--ln John Hcil and 
Alfrcd Mele (eds) , Mental Caw、atiυn (Oxford: Clarendon Press‘ 1995). 
pp.102-3. 

4 D. Davidson , Actions, Reasons and Causes' , in Davidson (ed.). Essays 
ions and Events. 

5DM-ArIIESLongandN.MaleolRConkiomrmMCausality(Oxfo时
Blackwell吨 1984) ， p. 71. 

6 Ibid. ‘ p. 72. 
7 D. Davidson,‘Actions, Reasons and Causes\p.4. 
X Ibid. , pp. 16-- 17. 
。 Ibìd. 电 p.17.

10 D. Davidson，‘币linking Causes飞 in Heil and Mclc (cds). Mental Call.ω-
tion , p. 13. 

11 Ibid. 
12 Ibid.. p. 6 
l口3 1. K阳1m盹1 ， P川Ph白印i!oοωsophy ofMin时d(BouωId由缸巳盯r川Oα:We臼s剑阳stvi仰川V叫i忧ew Press. 1996). p. 232 
14 1. -S~;';I~~'Th~-R~dis~overy ~f the Mind (Cambridge, MA: MIT Pre 

1992). p. 126. 
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15 Compare Samuel Guttenplan's discussion of this point in his article ‘An 
Essay on the Mind'、 in Guttenplan (ed.). A Companion to the Philoso
phy of Mind (Oxford: Blackwell , 1994), section 3.4. pp. 84-6. 

Chapter 8 The Problem of Other Minds 

Obviously there could be a doubt about the existence of other brains if 
scepticism about the existence of an external world is invoked. But this 
doubt would equally embrace the exist巳nce of on巳、 own brain and 
body, and not merely those of other people. 1 leave this extreme gen
eralized scepticism to one side because it has no relevance or applica
tion to the specific problem of the existence of other minds. 

2 1 exclude the possibility of tel巳pathy on two grounds. Firstly, its exist
ence does not s巳em to have ever been convincingly established. Sec
ondly, and more importantly, it is far from clear that it is a coherent 
notion. How, for example, if certain thoughts come into my mind、 am 1 
supposed to be able to identify them as yours rather than mine? 

3 Strictly sp巳aking， the behaviour in question will have to be character
ized in non-intentional terms, that is, in terms that do not already 
attribute, or imply the existence of. states of mind to the alleged person 
with whom we are concerned. If we are not careful to characterize the 
behaviour in neutra l. non-mentalistic terms, the question about the 
existence of other mental states will be begged in their favour. We must 
avoid assuming from the outset the existence of that whose existence 
we are supposed to be establishing. 

4 H. Putnam , Brain.s and Behaviour in Mind, Language, and Reality. vol 
11 (Cambridge: CUP, 1975) , p. 330 (italics in original). 

5 Th is has led some philosophers to wonder whether inductive in
ference really is a species of infcrcnc巳 at all. and has given rise to thc 
notorious difficulty of how induction is to be justificd. a large issuc 
in its own right which cannot be pursucd furthcr hcrc. See David 
Hume's An Enqlliry ClJncemillg J//lmall Ulldersta /lding. section IV. 
parts j and 11 , and section V. part 1. for a famous discussion of the 
problem of induction. 

6 J. S. Mil\、 An Examination of Sir William Hamilcon 's Philosophy , 6th 
edition (New York: Longman's Green and Co, Inc. , 1889), p. 243. 

7 1 am grateful to Roger Lindsay for this analogy. 
8 1. Kant、 Critique of Pure Reason 、 trans. N. Kemp Smith (London: 

Macmillan 电 1963) A52 , p. 93. 
9 G. Frege. 'On Sense and Meaning' 、 in P. Geach and M. Black (巳d纱，

T~~nslati(}ns fmm the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege. 3rd edn 
(Blackwel\: Oxford. 1980). p. 59. See also S;mu~1 Guttenplan in A Com
palllon ω the Philosophy of Mind (Oxford: Blackwell、 1(94). p. 55. 

10 L. Wittgenstein. The Bllle and Brown Books (0 

E 、，、'"、-~、、， rF. -一

12 lbid 
13 L. Wittgenstein , Zettel (Oxfo时 BlackwelL 1967), para. 332 
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Phoenix, 1997). p. 19. 

35?32zrzzzzJJity(CaEnkid肝 MA: MIT Press, 1994). pp 
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29 Ibid. , p. 108 (my emphasis). 
30 Ibid. 

Chapter 9 Personal Identity as Physical Continuity 
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IT1115 if an iIlncss had Interrupted the continuity of my bond of 
consciousness, so that l did not know how I had arrived at my 
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3s.shoemaker, sdf-knowledge and sdfLIdr川ty (Cornell: Cornell Uni
versity Press, 1963) , ch. 1, sections 8-10. 

Chapter 10 Personal Identity as Psychological Continuity 
J. Locke, An εssay concer 

11ing Human undrrstanding (London:Every-
2tiJdbraql%l)vol IM1ap XXVIII sec 10 mycmpham 

: ti: :r♂f t R ωω….1'(阳阳o川…7ηF

5 ; trill1 3: 巳:11 1532 % f H B e r n a r d (例叫ed耐dω) 加川W胁0巾
6 C. McGinn , Tlu仪eC噜'hara【αte旷rο付{ιM仇in衍1(1 (Ox对fo川rd仕: OUp, 1992刀)， p. 1 川l口2尘: 

!引引扭引;古i5引ji;引卧川5括击拙!7节卅卅?{币悍悍;F巳阴r萨萨川:11与;:与叩;F出刊;f括i::
:i5监驼i5击证茸i♀正Eji:;旦川t:引i引川叫川川川i5引引驯黠i1旦凯川j1旦拈!f古川:3引j5;业Jiiii Ei但113j i ll:在:;1

7Parat Rrasons and prr』OFILP-251.v

8 2ι二:'1t:旦;:尘:乌卢Z旦止:2:;f出tr?忧2:总马: 2纽:川cH同i毕g悼酬灿hI抽hIar让由归阳Ia阳a剖an川J: Hum盯ma川na阳nan阳m川叫a创m川川nit山it阳ti阮i比mc臼s 

l;; tt hf卢;去;;?……n盯川sa阳nd Pe 叫
1 1 Locke. Tre α tis冒冒俨

X以X盯川V川叩川11川11 忧町c.I瓦jO豆)〈: :2::r.飞飞2￡:;
l口2 C牛r口卢fι?ti:均川:z!?汗俨0ωd'川V，队叶叫'.ι川'.M川Min时1时dmω叫 川川刊川wYor此k and 叫on: Ma町川川叫cml州ml削l川l卜-
l口3 P. Ungcr仁.Identμit~队'.C，ο11.\'1汀ïωοIIsne，‘S宫fS，‘.1'， and Vall 
14Ibid..p.l O2Compare John Mackicd V l tr(Oxford:OIJR1990)· 

Notes to pp. 277-83 299 

1 would say that it is an empirical question what makes co
consciousness possihle [and by implication , personal identity], just 
as it is an empirical question what inner constitution generates the 
more readily observed properties of gold. And if it is an empiri
cal question , we now know at least the outline of the answer: what 
makes co-consciousness possible is the structure of the central 
nervous system and the persistence of that structure through time 
. . . The concept of personal identity. as we are now interpreting 
It , is not the concept of bodily continuity, but it is the concept of 
something that turns out to be the continuity of a certain part of 
the body [the brain]. 1t is conceivable that personal identity should 
have been the persistence of some immaterial substance, since 
it might have been upon this that the possibility of the co
consciousness of experiences depended. We have no reason to 
suppose that it does: but it is an empirical , not an analytic truth , 
that we do not survive bodily death. 

Th is interpretation of the concept of personal identity is, of 
course, cIosely analogous to Armstrong's view of the mind as by 
definition the inner cause of behaviour, and , hence, contingentIy, 

the central nervous system. But it is a more satisfactory answer to 
this question because the awkward issue of property-identity does 
not arise here. A materialist view of the thinker is less controver
sial than a materialist view of thoughts. (Problems from Locke 
(Oxford: Clarendon Press、 1976) ， pp. 200-2.) 

15 B. Garratt , Personal Identity and Self-Consciollsness (London: Rout
ledgc, 1999) , p. 10. 

16 R. Swinhurnc‘ PersonlllldentÎty (B1ackwell. Oxford. 1994) , p. 25. 
17 Mackic. Prohh明S frOfll I, ocke. p. 202. 
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and thus possess representational conten t. For example, my hclicf that thcrc 
~re fairies at the bottom of my garden represents my garden as having fairics 
Ifl ít. Even though nothing in reality corresponds to this helief, that is what 
the belief is abou t. When the world is as the belief represents it as being, the 
belief is true. 

Agential description 

An agential description is one that characterizes someone's behaviour using 
mental terms, including those that describe the behaviour as an action 
performed by an agen t. A non-agential description , by contrast, describes 
behaviour using only concepts drawn from physics and carries no implica
tíon that mentality is presen t. For example,‘He raised his arm' would be an 
agential description because it attributes an action , performed intentiona lIy 
and chosen for a reason. By contrast, the description ‘A human limb seen to 
move through intervening regions of space in such and such a way and over 
such and such a period of time', carries no implication as to whether an 
actlon was perfonned or no t. 

Ampliative 

A term that is applied to arguments whose conclusions contain furthcr 
Information not found in their premises, and thus amplify what is to be 
白und in those prcmiscs. Inductive arguments provide the standard ca比
For example, the conclusion that the sun wi lI continue to rise because it 
has always risen in the past goes hcyond our present evidence for this 
hclief. 

Analytical behaviourism 

A form of rcductionism that c1aims that a lI talk about mental states can be 
rendered , more pcrspicuously and without loss of meaning, into talk about 
actual and possible patterns of behaviour. 

Analytical reduction 

Thc hasic idea behind analytical reduction is that talk ahout a ccrtain 
c1ass of things can be rendered , without loss of mcaning. into talk ahout 
another c1ass of things in a way that makes it cIearer what is hcing asscrtcd. 
For examplc. it has be巳n proposed that talk ahout physical ohjccts can 
he translated , without loss of meaning. into talk about actual and possihlc 
experiences that someone might have. Similarly.、 analytical hchavíourism 
maintains that talk about the mind is translatable, without loss of meaning. 
into talk about actual and potential public behaviour. See also ontologiωt 
陀duction.
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Argument 

In philosophy. an argument is not a row, but an attempt to move rationally 
or logica l!y from statements called ‘premises' in order to establish the truth 
of another statement ca lJed the ‘ concI usion'. There are two kinds of 
argument吨 deductive and inductive. In a deductive argument which is valid. 
the concI usion logically follows from the premises, so that if the premlses are 
asserted and the conclusion denied , a contradiction results. The conclusions 
of inductive arguments do not logical\y follow from the premises but go 
beyond them in the sense explained under the entry ‘ampliative' . 

Atomistic 

lntentional mental states, such as beliefs and thoughts, are holistic. That ís to 
say吨 they presuppose and entail a whole network of other intentional states 
and cannot occur in isolation. The belief that the dustman has not collected 
the rubhish. for example , entails all sorts of other beliefs, such as what day 
of thc weck it is啕 the existence of a rubbish collection service and so forth. 
By contrast电 non-intentional states like sensations are atomistic in the sense 
that thcy can occur on their own and carry no implications for the existence 
of any other state of mind. 

Bi-conditional 

A hi-conditional is a statement that states logically necessary and sufficient 
conditions and takes the form ‘ if p then q, and if q then p' where p and q 
stand for propositions. Th is is oftcn ahhreviated to ‘ p if, and only if, q' or ‘P 
iff q\For example. ‘ if Martin is an only child , then he has no hrothcrs and 
sisters and if Martin has no hrothcrs and sistcrs, thcn hc is an only child'. 
This may not sounu very illuminating, hut in thc philosophy of mind an 
attcmpt has hccn made to fìnd true hi-conditionals 0 1' thc sort ‘ X IS 
in mental state m if、 and only if, his brain is in physical statc p\ If this last 
statement were true, then mental states would be ~ne and the 'same c1ass of 
phenomena as brain states and the mental would effectively have been 
reduced to the physica l. 

Biological naturalism 

Th is is a term associated with the philosophy of mind of the American 
philosopher John Searle. Mental states are a c1 ass of natural phenomena , 

namc\y hiological phenomena. They do not lie outside the order of naturc 
ín a supernatural or non-natural world. but are as much a part of our 
hiological history as processes such as digestion and the secreti~n of bile hy 
the live r. There is an implication that mental states can be associated only 
with organic Iife-forms and not inorganic artefacts such as computers and 
robots. 

趾晶
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Cartesianism 
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possesses extension but lacks thought. 

Causation 
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happen. 

Cognition 
cognition refers to the OPErations of the Intellect and understandlng by 
means of which we arrive at knowledge and beliefs. 

ComDutationJcomputational 
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putttttonal thcowof mIM tlams that thE mIM is tTESt understood as a 
computEr program run on thE hardwarE(WEtwarE?)of the bram-SEE in thIS 

connection functionaUsm. 

ConationJconative 
That aspect of the mind that is to do with acting. willing and trymg. 

Counteñactual conditional 
A countErfactual conduonal is a statemunt that takes thc form·lf IWCrc 
to occur , then y would occur' or ‘ ifx had not occurrcd·thcn y would not havp 
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not been struck on the box吨 a Il being equal ‘ it would not have burst into 
flame' and ‘ if the match were to be struck on the box , all being equal 吨 then

it would burst into flame'. The point of the 'all being equaJ' cIause is to rule 
out the operation of interfering causes、 such as the matches getting wet , 
which would prevent the normal outcome of striking the match. 

De dictolde re necessity 

De dicto necessity is the kind of necessity that attaches to words, for example, 

that necessarily alI bachelors are unmarried , or that necessarily 2 + 3 = 5. De 
re necessity is the kind of necessity that relates to things. To understand this 
we need to use the terminology of possible worlds. Thus we can say that there 
is a possible world in which Clìnton was never the President of the United 
States, but there is no possible world in which Clìnton was not Clinton. Sim
ilarly, although there is a possible wor\d in which Clinton was bald , there is 
no possible world in which he was not human. Charles Dodgson might not 
have written Alice in Wonderland in some possible world , but in every pos
sible world he could not have been other than Lewis Carroll. 

Deductionldeductive argument 

In an argument that is deductiveJy valid , the conclusion is logically entailed 
by the premises so that to advance the premises but deny the conclusion 
leads to a contradiction. This is because the information contained in the 
conclusion is already present implicitly in the premises. 

Disjunctionldisjunctive 

A disjunclivc 骂lalcmcnt is of Ihc 'eilhcr/or' varicly and slalc何 altcrnalivcs.
'Thcrc can bc indusivc disjunctivc slalcmcnls • c.g. yO l1 can havc cilhcr hccr 
or cakc or holh - and cxdusivc disjunclions c.g. yOll can havc cilhcr hωr 
or cakc , hul nol bOlh. 

Dispositionldispositional 

A dispositional property of a thing states how that thing would behave were 
certain conditions to be fulfilled. ‘ Solubility' is a dispositional property of 
sugar, that is to say that wh巳n immersed in water, for example, it wilI dis
solve. Similarly.、 a person who has an irritable disposition need not actually 
be fuming and fussing , but is prone to do so in circumstances that would 
otherwise lead others of a more serene temperament to remain unruffled. 
See also occurrent. 

Dualismldualistic 

Dualism takes two forms: substance dualism and property duaJism. Accord
ing to substance dualism, human beings are composed of two radicaIly 
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s. See also non-reductive monísm. properties such as conscIOusnes 

Eliminativism 

Associated p吨咄咄arti比cωu阳
Paul and patrm churchland eliminativm not 白er向 denies t阳e are 
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sClence. 

Epiphenomenalism 
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but these states can have no effcct on thc brain procems 
depend.and arc causally impotent to bnng about any physical changcs. 

Epistemology/epistemological 
Iipislumologymthcthcory oi knowlctIEc and conccrnRitSElf wt111ISSues such 
aswhat isknowlttlgu.how tlowu know, and can wc know anything. 

Existential and universal quantifiers 

3235;; 四
:2口:17二:12;tttTZ}JZLLZ口;15bald ie sommenm 

Functionalismlpsycho-functionalism 
Functionalmm coneEiVES of the mind as a function.run on the hardware of 
the brain, whereby sensory Inputs are cOEEVErted into behavioural OUIputa 
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to know. cIbe problem of whether înduction can be rationally justitìed , to 
which Hume (1 711-76) first a/erted us、 remains a much-dcbated íssue to thís 
day. 

Intentionality/intentional 

Intentionality ís the feature whereby many mental states possess a re
presentational content. Some íntentional states吨 such as beliefs, purport to 
represent how the world actually is. If the world is as a belief represents 
it as being, the belief is true, otherwise it is false. Other íntentional states, 
such as desires and intentions, repr巳sent how the agent wants the world 
to be. Desires and intentions that do not succeed in bringíng about the 
states of affairs at which they aim are frustrated or unfultìlled. See also 
aboutness. 

Intrinsic and derivative intentionality 

Many philosophers, of whom the American John Searle would be a prime 
example, have cIaimed that intentional states are intrinsic to brains and not 
derived from other intentional systems. Computer programs. by contrast, are 
not intrinsically about other states of affairs, and do not possess genuine 
underived intentionality. cIbe contents of such programs exist only because 
we are there to interpret the programs. ln a world devoid of minds, com
puter programs would lack a content, as would language, books and symbols 
in genera l. Two pieces of wood , formed into a cross, mean nothing in them
selves. We invest such a structure with meaning. thereby turning it into the 
Christian symbol for the rcdemption of mankind by Christ. 

LAD (Ianguage acquisition device) 

ηlC Amcric,m linguis t. Noam Chomsky. daimcd that learning theory which 
is founded upon stimulus/rcsponse psychology cannot explain how children 
acquirc language so quick/y. nor their abi/ity to understand and to generate 
an indetìnite variety of sentences and constructions they have never encoun
tered before. To exp/ain this, he postulated a LAD. a language acquisition 
device, incarnated in the neural machinery of the brain , which embodies an 
innate universal grammar. not learned from experience. that provides the 
rules the child needs to recognize and cIassify the different examples of utter
ances which it encounters. ln this way. the chiJd quickJy learns what utter
ances are meaningfu/. and which arc to be discardcd. 

Leibniz's Law 

Le ibniz's Law. formuJated by the grcat German philosophcr Gottfricd 
Leibniz (1646-1716) is a/so known as the 'identity of indiscernibles\ It statcs 
that if an object , X. is one and the same thing as an object. Y. then all the 
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properties of X must be the same as all the properties of Y. Hence. if X pos
sesses at least one property lack巳d by Y, and vice versa , then X and Y cannot 
be numerically identical‘ i.e.on巳 and the same. Leibniz's Law is a useful tool 
for evaluating identity claims. For example. if mental states are identical with 
brain states, then all the properties of mental states must be poss巳ssed by 
brain states, and vice versa. If just one property can be found that is pos
sessed by a mental state but not a brain state. and vice versa, then mental 
states cannot be brain states. There are exceptions to Leibniz's Law. lt will 
not work, for example, with verbs that denote intentional m巳ntal stat臼.It

may be true that Lois Lane is imagining she is kissing Superman and not 
imagining she is kissing Clark Kent (so something is true of Superman but 
not Clark Kent) , but this cannot establish that Superman is not Clark Kent 
(we know full well that he is). 

Logical positivism 

Logical positivism was associated with members of the Vienna Ci rcle which 
Hourished between , approximately, 1924 and 1936. The logical positivists 
were much concerned with the unity of science and scientific method. A 
central aim was to formulate a criterion that would demarcate meaningful 
utterances from meaningless ones, and this led to formulation of the verifi
cation principle, according to which a statement was meaningful if, and only 
if. it could be verified in principle on the basis of experienc巳. Later, under 
the pressure of criticism , the verification principle transmuted into the falsi
fication principle, according to which a statement was devoid of literal 
meaning unle臼 it could in principle be falsi且ed empiricall沪

Materialismlphysicalism 

According to matcrialism , all that rcally cxists are physical oÞjccls and 
physical phcnomcna. Mcntal stat肘， ultimatcly, arc nothing ovcr anJ abovc 
physical statcs of affairs、 incluJing propcrtics. 

Mental phenomena 

Mental phenomena comprise states of mind , including mental happenings 
and processes. A prime example of a mental state is consciousness, and con
sciousness, in different sorts of ways, appears to be integral to the existence 
not only of non-intentional states such as sensations and moods, but also of 
the v叩 panoply of intentional states such as beliefs, thoughts, desires and 
emot lOns. 

Metaphysics 

Metaphysícs raises questions about the nature of existence which lie bevond 
the scope of the sciences. Typical questions in metaphysics are: what is the 

严吃~、

ture of causation? What is the mind 吨 and how does it differ from-and relate 
zz:sfmt COIlstM叫c叫 of a person…m川h川
the difference betwe巳n things and their properties? 

MOßlsm 
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rlalistic rnonisrn maintains theopposi-te:only spintual substances.I.c.non-

physical souls and their properties. exist. 

Naturalism 

ELr:252:121:izr;几口:1;1:JZ;23113212
biology. 

Necessarv and sufficient conditions 
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3挝拙宫黑;:耐:黑阳3拙3阳;照3凹:旦川黯诺帮( 
‘of bcing a Br忖itutElh1cditUiz￠rn 1i"s that Orn1c was born of BrHEuti臼sh parent臼s in Brita剧m.
But it i臼s not nece 目附sary.s叮inc‘ι: c i t i Z c In1 s thM1u1 IE c a n a l s o b e ac q u i r e d i n o t h e r w a y s. 

Nomological 
mological is ‘ law-Iikc' 

From the Greek nomos，l.e叫 law. Thus‘ nomolog 

Non-intentional mental states 
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holistic. 
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which it may be applied. Occasionalism 

The doctrine of the mind/body relation associated with the French philoso
pher Nicholas Malebranche (1638一1715). Malebranche held that the mind , 
conceived of as a non-physical soul , has no causal commerce with the mate
rial body, but that when mental and physical events occur , God is present on 
every occasion - hence the title of the doctrine - to ensure that the right 
sorts of correspondence between the mental and physical occur, so that it is 
as if they affected each other. Malebranche adopted the doctrine to get 
round the Cartesian problem of how physical and non-physical things could 
possibly have any effect on each other. 

Personal identity 
刊c cmallle;tion is:WM makes a person x at tk present moment 

one and t阳hkc : m阳E川 p严ersOl创川I
and s蛐u时Jf画趾ci怡eEnM Eu t c o nd i ti o n s o f t h e n u m e r i c a l i d e n t i t y o f t h e p e r s O n o v e r tuM1HImne . 

Occurrent 

Occurreot mental states are those that are currently present to conscious
ness - for example, the ache in my shoulders 1 am experiencing at this 
momen t. Occurrent states contrast with dispositional states, which manifest 
themselves when certain conditions are fulfìlled. My beliefs are dispositional 
in the sense that 1 am not currently conscious of them. but 1 can call 
them to mind if and when the occasion demands, in which case they become 
occurren t. 

Phenomenalism 

Phenomenalism is a species 们n叫:?31:113;ι323ffall
talk about physical objects ín terms 0 

Ontology/ontological 

t古:号;;;古古:古古币币:节古帘汛;;吕旦;;2lL口川;?口叩tt口叩;弘叩;且且2诅如:::中中c干牛亨??节y斗:号f引凹引;古古it:5古川?引ii苦引;击:::;击王旦旦烈淤1f在芷;;击?i:苔峦: 
::; ι ;工旦叩川:口旦贮ω川;2江口出:巳巳出叩拙:1f2凯:!1Zr川lJ:r忧l;U口川:V咒lt:
巳:立芷tt:;i江1ti s :穴bY:::;:;;乌且旷i斗J;ru?r:J s o … z t y p i c a l Cdx amr口m咐1
phcnomena. 

Thc branch 0 1' mctaphy川ωwhich conccrns itsclf with thc naturc (}f what 

Ontological reduction 

An ontological reduction contrasts wíth an analytical reduction. An analyti
cal reduction maintains that talk about one sort of thing can be rendered in 
different words without loss of meaning. Thu民 talk about triangles can be 
translated. without loss of meani吨， into talk about three-angled ftgures. The 
two kinds of talk are equivalent in meaning. An ontological reduction never 
maintains 山at dcsc叩tions of a phenomenon and the analysis of it are 
cquivalcnt in mcaning. but only that the terms which fìgure in the analysis 
constítute all the facts about th巳 phenomenon which is being ontologically 
reduced. Th us. talk about heat is not analytically reducible to-talk about the 
behaviour of molecules - the two kinds' of tafk have irreducibly different 
meanings - but nevertheless there are no heat facts at the macro-level over 
and above behaviour of molecules al the micro-Ieve l. 

Ph吨icalisrn

;:ij;:lJWjiEljg;331313f川j::1
cepts are physical concepts. 

cXlsls 

PlatolPlatonic 
Plato was born in Athens ln t·.428HE and IS most famous for his wrumpon 

EHEgEE!;21355川J
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kinds of thins they are by sharing tn the nature of the Forms.or by being 
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imperfcct copies or reflections of them. KnowJedge is acquaintance with the 
non-sensory Form执 belief acquaintance with sensory particulars. Plato also 
espoused dualism, and thought that the nature of the soul was similar to that 
of the Forms. 

Premise 

A premise is a statement supporting a conc\ usion and is supposed to lead to 
it. 1 n valid deductive arguments , the premises of the argument logica\ly entail 
the conc\usion. 

Psycho-physical causation 

Mind-to-body causation. 1n other words, mental states act as causes to bring 
about bodily behaviour. There is still a puzzle as regards what mental states 
must be like to be able to do thi乱 Materialists and physicalists straightfor
wardly hold that mental states must ultimately be physical in nature, but 
therc arc scrious difficulties in reducing the mental to the physical as this 
Icavcs out consciousness and qualia. 

Psycho-physical parallelism 

Th is thωry‘ invented by Leibniz啕 was design时， like Malebranche's occa
sionalism. to avoid the problem posed by Cartesian dualism , namely how it 
is possible that a non-physical soul (mind) can affcct the physical body吨 and
vice versa. Mcntal events and physical events run parallel to, and are syn
chronized with. cach othe r. Th is is becausc God、 who winds up the mind and 
body c\ocks. synchronizcs thc right kinds of mental evcnt with thc right kinds 
of physical cvcnt. and thcn scts thc clocks ticking. Unlikc Malchranchc's 
God. Lcibniz's docs not have to bc around on cach and cvcry occ1\sion to 
makc surc the appropriatc mcntalJphysical corrcspondcnccs ohtain. 

Qualia 

Qualia comprise the felt or phenomenological aspects of experience, such as 
the itchy feel of a blanket , the dull ache of cramp or the vivid gr巳en and 
golden of a field of young rice. Qualia are supposed to be subjective and 
private to the individual person , and exist in addition to public , physical 
events in the brain and ccntral nervous system. 

Ramsey sentence 

Invented by the Cambridge philosopher Frank PJumpton Ramsey (1佣'3-30).
the aim of a Ramsey sentence is to eliminate circularity in analyses of phe
nomena. For example. to avoid defining an item Iikc ‘ positive charge' in 
terms of its opposite 'negative charge', and vice versa , the way out of the 

Glossary 3 I 3 

circ\e is to talk about 怕川t巾hd叫叫侃叫
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but quite often this is a IS -3mc state or condition of a person 
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dualists maintatn. 
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would equally seem that there cannot be featureless or propertyless sub
stances. Substances and properties were made for each other. It is a marriage 
made in metaphysical heaven 啕 which no philosopher can put asunder. Some 
philosophers啕 e.g. Spinoza (1632-77) ‘ have maintained that ‘ strictly speaking吨

God is the only genuine substance, because God咱 unlike all else‘ does not 
depend for his existence on anything external to him 

Supervenience/subvenience 

A supervenient phenomenon arises from ‘ and depends for its existence 
upon , a subvenient base. Moreover, there can bc no changes in the super
venient phenomenon with a corresponding change in the subvenient base, 

but the converse does not apply, owing to the possibility of the multiple reali
zation of the supervenient phenomenon by a variety of subvenient bases. 
The exact nature of the supervenience relation is controversial. 

Syllogism 

A syllogism is a form of deductive inference in which a conclusion is drawn 
from two premises. For example,‘A \l fish live in water\ ‘A \l things that live 
in water are cold-blooded' , so ‘A l\ fish are cold-blooded'. Each premise con
tains an expression , which occurs in the conc\usion 、 and an cxpression , called 
thc ‘ middle term' , which doesn' t. In this case, the middle term is ‘ live in 
watcr'. There arc four basic forms of statcment that can figurc in sy l\ogisms 
Thcsc arc: ‘A l\ A arc B\ 、 No A are B\ ‘ Some A arc B\and 'Somc A arc not 
8\Thcrc arc 256 ways in which thesc statements may bc comhincd , but only 
1401' thesc comhinations rcprescnt valid arguments, i.c. argumcnts whcrc Ihc 
condusion logica l\y fo l\ows from thc prcmiscs. 

lìmt‘,Iogy 

A lau lO logy is a kind 0 1' ncccssary truth hccausc il mcrcly rcpcals itscl f. FOl 

examplc, the line ‘A rosc is a rose is a rosc' (hy the poetess Gertrudc Stcin) 
is a tautology. 

Verificationismlverification principle 

Verificationism is a central doctrine of the logical positivists which maintains 
that unless a statement could be verified em-piric;lly, i.e. established as true 
in principle on the basis of experience、 it is devoid of meaning. (币lis did not 
apply to necessary truths and falsehoods.) 币le problem is that there arc all 
khds?f statements that cannot bc vcriaed and ydarc meaningful c.g.a 
ctty WIll ncver be bullt on this spot (anexamplEgiven by the Am巳rican
philosopher, Hilary Putnam). In additi~n ， how i~ on; suppo;ed to verify the 
verification principle itself - by observation or experi~ent? Th巳 cardinal
error made by the principle is that whilst it must be 'possible to specify what 

~Iossary j I ;) 

state of affairs‘ if it occurred ‘ would make a statement true if that statemcnt 
lsto bc meanllroful.it isentlmly another matter to be able actually Ioiind 
outmn in prln州e， whe阳 thatsImdaffamoMIns111erc maybed 
kinds of statements whose truth we will never be able to discover, even 1n 
principle、 but that does not make them meaningless. 
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