THE INCONSISTENT TETRAD:

THE HUMAN BODY IS A MATERIAL THING

THE HUMAN MIND IS A SPIRITUAL THING

MIND AND BODY INTERACT

SPIRIT AND MATTER DO NOT INTERACT

DESCARTES

ESSENCE

AN ESSENTIAL PROPERTY OF A KIND K IS A PROPERTY WHICH NOTHING CAN LACK AND YET BE OF KIND K

AN ESSENTIAL PROPERTY OF AN INDIVIDUAL THING IS A PROPERTY WHICH NOTHING CAN LACK AND YET BE THAT THING

THE ESSENCE OF A KIND/THING IS THE TOTALITY OF ITS ESSENTIAL PROPERTIES

DESCARTES’ ESSENCE:

THINKING? AT LEAST I HAVE DISCOVERED IT – THOUGHT; THIS ALONE IS INSEPARABLE FROM ME [CANNOT BE DOUBTED, I.E., CANNOT BE CONCEIVED OF AS NOT PERTAINING TO HIM] . I AM, I EXIST – THAT IS CERTAIN. BUT FOR HOW LONG? FOR AS LONG AS I AM THINKING. FOR IT COULD BE THAT WERE I TOTALLY TO CEASE FROM THINKING, I SHOULD TOTALLY CEASE TO EXIST. AT PRESENT I AM NOT ADMITTING ANYTHING EXCEPT WHAT IS NECESSARILY TRUE. I AM, THEN, IN THE STRICT SENSE ONLY A THING THAT THINKS; THAT IS, I AM A MIND, OR INTELLIGENCE, OR INTELLECT, OR REASON...(Meditations, 27/18).

1. I CANNOT DOUBT THAT I AM THINKING SO LONG AS I EXIST

2. I CANNOT DOUBT THAT I AM THINKING SO LONG AS I AM 

THINKING

RE 1: IT IS POSSIBLE TO IMAGINE MYSELF AS EXISTING WITHOUT THINKING (WHEN I AM KNOCKED UNCONSCIOUS)

RE 2: TO DENY 2 IS AWKWARD IF NOT INCOHERENT

DESCARTES SETTLES WITH: I AM THINKING NOW THEREFORE I EXIST NOW

THE CONCEIVABILITY ARGUMENT

I CAN CONCEIVE THAT: MY BODY DOES NOT EXIST

I CANNOT CONCEIVE THAT: I DO NOT EXIST

SO

I AM DISTINCT FROM MY BODY

SUBSTANCE:

A BEARER OF PROPERTIES OR CHARACTERSITICS BUT NOT ITSELF A PROPERTY OR CHARACTERISTIC

DOES NOT DEPEND UPON EXISTENCE OF ANYTHING ELSE FOR IT OWN EXISTENCE

EXAMINING ATTENTIVELY WHAT I WAS, AND SEEING THAT I COULD PRETEND THAT I HAD NO BODY AND THAT THERE WAS NO WORLD OR PLACE THAT I WAS IN, BUT THAT I COULD NOT FOR ALL THAT PRETEND THAT I DID NOT EXIST, AND THAT ON THE CONTRARY, FROM THE VERY FACT THAT I THOUGHT OF DOUBTING THE TRUTH OF OTHER THINGS, IT FOLLOWED VERY EVIDENTLY AND VERY CERTAINLY THAT I EXISTED; WHILE ON THE OTHER HAND, IF I HAD ONLY CEASED TO THINK, ALTHOUGH THE REST OF WHAT I HAD EVER IMAGINED HAD BEEN TRUE, I WOULD HAVE HAD NO REASON TO BELIEVE THAT I EXISTED; I THEREBY CONCLUDED THAT I WAS A SUBSTANCE OF WHICH THE WHOLE ESSENCE OR NATURE  CONSISTS IN THINKING, AND WHICH, IN ORDER TO EXIST, NEEDS NO PLACE AND DEPENDS UPON NO MATERIAL THING; SO THAT THIS I, THAT IS TO SAY THE MIND, BY WHICH I AM WHAT I AM, IS ENTIRELY DISTINCT FROM THE BODY, AND EVEN THAT IT IS EASIER TO KNOW THAN THE BODY, AND MOREOVER, THAT EVEN IF THE BODY WERE NOT, IT WOULD NOT CEASE TO BE ALL THAT IT IS (Discourse on Method, 54).

YET HE MIGHT STILL ONLY BE:

(A) PHYSICAL THINKING OBJECTS; OR 

(B) THINKING ITSELF

HE IS A NON-PHYSICAL SUBSTANCE BECAUSE HE CAN DOUBT THE EXISTENCE OF HIS BODY AND OF THE WHOLE PHYSICAL WORLD:

IF IT CAN BE DOUBTED THAT THE PHYSICAL WORLD EXISTS THEN IT IS LOGICALLY POSSIBLE THAT IT SHOULD NOT EXIST. 

IF THIS IS LOGICALLY POSSIBLE THEN IT FOLLOWS THAT HE IS NOT ESSENTIALLY A PHYSICAL OBJECT. 

IT ALSO FOLLOWS THAT HE IS A NON-PHYSICAL SUBSTANCE IN THE SENSE THAT HE COULD STILL EXIST EVEN IF NOTHING ELSE (SAVE GOD) EXISTED. (THIS IS ASSERTED IN THE SECOND UNDERLINED CLAUSE ABOVE).

BUT,

(1) IS IT REALLY POSSIBLE TO SUPPOSE THAT ONE HAS NO BODY?

WE GRANT THAT IT IS NOT CONTRADCICTORY TO ASSERT THIS.

(2) EVEN IF THIS IS CONCEIVABLE, DOES IT FOLLOW THAT ONE COULD EXIST WITHOUT ONE’S BODY?

GRANTING THE LINK BETWEEN CONCEIVABILITY OR 

DOUBTING AND LOGICAL POSSIBILITY, TO SAY THAT SOMETHING IS LOGICALLY POSSIBLE DOES NOT ENTAIL THAT IT IS IN FACT POSSIBLE.

(ONE’S EXISTENCE MAY STILL BE CAUSALLY DEPENDENT UPON THE EXISTENCE OF ONE’S BODY.)

DESCARTES MIGHT RESPOND:


GOD CAN BRING ABOUT ANY LOGICAL POSSIBILITY, THEREFORE HE CAN BRING ABOUT THAT I EXIST DISEMBODIED.

(THIS RESTS ON THEOLOGICAL PREMISSES ABOUT THE EXISTENCE AND THE POWER OF GOD.)

DESCARTES MIGHT ALSO APPEAL TO LEIBNIZ’S LAW:

IF TWO OBJECTS ARE THE SAME, THEN THEY SHARE ALL AND ONLY EACH OTHER’S PROPERTIES. 

IF TWO SEEMINGLY DIFFERENT OBJECTS SHARE ALL AND ONLY EACH OTHER’S PROPERTIS THEN THEY ARE THE SAME OBJECT.

THE INCORRIGIBILITY THESIS (IN):

IF S BELIEVES SHE IS IN A MENTAL STATE, THEN THAT BELIEF CANNOT BE MISTAKEN

THE TRANSPARENCY THESIS (TR):

IF S THINKS, S KNOWS THAT SHE THINKS AND WHAT SHE IS THINKING. 

THE THINKER IS THE BEST AUTHORITY ON WHAT SHE IS THINKING BECAUSE, IF SHE IS IN A MENTAL STATE, THEN SHE KNOWS SHE IS IN THAT STATE.

(IN) AND (TR) ARE LOGIACALLY RELATED:


IF IT IS TRUE THAT

(TR) IF S IS IN A MENTAL STATE S KNOWS SHE IS IN THAT STATE,    


THEN IT IS TRUE THAT

(IN*) THE BELIEF S THEREBY HAS ABOUT THAT STATE IS TRUE.


IF IT IS TRUE THAT

(IN) IF S BELIEVES SHE IS IN A MENTAL STATE, THEN THAT BELIEF IS TRUE


THEN

(TR*) THE BELIEF S HAS IN KNOWING SHE IS IN A MENTAL STATE – IF SHE IS IN THAT STATE – CANNOT BE FALSE.

BUT (IN) AND (TR) ARE NIT THE SAME THESIS:

(IN) IF S BELIEVES SHE IS IN A MENTAL STATE, THEN THAT BELIEF IS TRUE


CAN HOLD, WITHOUT HOLDING THAT

(TR) IF S IS IN A MENTAL STATE THEN SHE KNOWS SHE IS IN THAT STATE.

S CAN BE IN AN UNCONSCIOUS MENTAL STATE, BUT DESCARTES THINKS THERE ARE NO UNCONSCIOUS MENTAL STATES!)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEAS

PRINCIPLES OF PHILOSOPHY:

&45. ... FOR A PERCEPTION TO BE A POSSIBLE FOUNDATION FOR A CERTAIN AND INDUBITABLE JUDGEMENT, IT MUST BE NOT ONLY CLEAR BUT ALSO DISTINCT. I CALL A PERCEPTION CLEAR WHEN, IF THE MIND ATTENDS TO IT, IT IS PRESENT AND MANIFEST; JUST AS WE SAY WE SEE CLEARLY WHAT IS PRESENT TO THE GAZE OF OUR EYE AND HAS A SUFFICIENTLY STRONG AND MANIFEST EFFECT UPON IT. I CALL A PERCPTION DISTINCT IF IT IS NOT ONLY CLEAR BUT ALSO PRECISELY DISTINGUISHED FROM ALL OTHERS, SO THAT IT CONTAINS NO ELEMENT THAT IS NOT CLEAR.  &46. FOR INSTANCE, WHEN A MAN FEELS GREAT PAIN, HE HAS A VERY CLEAR PERCEPTION OF PAIN, BUT NOT ALWAYS A DISTINCT ONE; FOR MEN COMMONLY CONFUSE THIS PERCEPTION WITH AN OBSCURE JUDGEMENT AS TO THE NATURE OF PAIN; THEY THINK THERE IS SOMETHING IN THE PAINFUL SPOT RESEMBLING THE SENSATION OF PAIN, BUT THE SENSATION IS ALL THEY PERCEIVE CLEARLY. SO A PERCEPTION MAY BE CLEAR WITHOUT BEING DISTINCT, THOUGH NOT DISTINCT WITHOUT BEING CLEAR.

FURTHER, IF I CAN CONCEIVE SOMETHING CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY IN MY MIND THEN I CANNOT DOUBT IT.

SO, ‘... THE FACT THAT I CAN CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY UNDERSTAND ONE THING APART FROM ANOTHER IS ENOUGH TO MAKE ME CERTAIN THAT THE TWO THINGS ARE DISTINCT...’ (Meditations, 54)

WHAT DESCARTES MEANS BY DISTINCT:

1. IF A AND B ARE DISTINCT, THEN THEY ARE NOT THE SAME THING.

2. OFTEN: A AND B ARE NOT THE SAME SORT OF THING; THEY ARE NOT ALIKE.

3. OFTEN: A AND B DO NOT DEPEND UPON EACH OTHER FOR THEIR EXISTENCE.

IF A AND B ARE DISTINCT SORTS OF SUBSTANCE, THEN A COULD EXIST WITHOUT B AND B COULD EXIST WITHOUT A.

THEN: ‘...I HAVE A CLEAR AND DISTINCT IDEA OF MYSELF, IN SO FAR AS I AM SIMPLY A THINKING NON-EXTENDED THING; AND ON THE OTHER HAND I HAVE A DISTINCT IDEA OF BODY, IN SO FAR AS THIS IS SIMPLY AN EXTENDED, NON-THINKING THING. AND, ACCORDINGLY, IT IS CERTAIN THAT I AM REALLY DISTINCT FROM MY BODY AND CAN EXIST WITHOUT IT.’ (Meditations, 54)

BUT GRANTING THAT MIND AND BODY MAY CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY BE CONCEIVED AS DISTINCT, IT DOES NOT FOLLOW THAT THEY ARE DISTINCT.

INTERACTION AND UNION

‘... BY A BODY I UNDERSTAND WHATEVER HAS A DETERMINABLE SHAPE AND A DEFINABLE LOCATION AND CAN OCCUPY A SPACE IN SUCH A WAY AS TO EXCLUDE ANY OTHER BODY; IT CAN BE PERCEIVED BY TOUCH, SIGHT, HEARING, TASTE OR SMELL, AND CAN BE MOVED IN VARIOUS WAYS, NOT BY ITSELF BUT BY WHATEVER ELSE COMES INTO CONTACT WITH IT. (Meditations, 17).

PINEAL GLAND!

...I AM NOT MERELY PRESENT IN MY BODY AS A SAILOR (PILOT) IS PRESENT IN A SHIP, BUT ... I AM VERY CLOSELY JOINED AND,

AS IT WERE, INTERMINGLED WITH IT, SO THAT I AND THE BODY FORM A UNIT (Meditations, 56).

THOUGHT AND ESSENCE

TO SHOW

I CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY PERCEIVE THAT P IS NOT PART OF MY ESSENCE

I MUST SHOW

I CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY PERCEIVE THAT: IN SOME CONCEIVABLE CIRCUMSTANCES, I EXIST BUT LACK P

(THIS HE ESTABLISHED AS SEEN IN THE QUOTATION ABOVE FROM Meditations p.18)

TO SHOW

I CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY PERCEIVE THAT THOUGHT IS PART OF MY ESSENCE

I MUST SHOW

I CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY PERCEIVE THAT: THERE ARE NO CONCEIVABLE CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH I EXIST BUT LACK THOUGHT

BUT DESCARTES SHOWS ONLY

I DO NOT CLEARLY AND DISTINCTLY PERCEIVE THAT: THERE ARE CONCEIVABLE CIRCUMSTANCES IN WHICH I EXIST BUT LACK THOUGHT

LOGICAL BEHAVIOURISM (LB)

LB CLAIMS THAT BEING IN A MENTAL STATE IS BEING IN A BEHAVIOURAL STATE.

THINKING, HOPING OERCEIVING, REMEMBERING, ETC., ARE BEHAVING OR HAVING A DISPOSITION TO BEHAVE.

MIND AMOUNTS TO PUBLICLY OBSERVABLE BEHAVIOUR.

THE REDUCTION OF THE MENTAL TO THE BEHAVIOURAL IS A LINGUISTIC THESIS: A SENTENCE OR A SET OF SENTENCES ABOUT MENTAL STATES OR MINDS CAN BE TRANSLATED WITHOUT LOSS OF MEANING, INTO THOSE ABOUT PUBLICLY OBSERVABLE BEHAVIOUR.

IF OUR PSYCHOLOGICAL VOVABULARY DOES NOT REFER TO OVERT BEHAVIOUR, IT IS MEANINGLESS. THIS IS BECAUSE:

1. THERE IS OTHERWISE NO WAY OF DECIDING THE TRUTH OR FALSITY OF PSYCHOLOGICAL CLAIMS.

2. OTHERS HOLD THAT PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS COULD NOT HAVE A ROLE IN OUR PUBLIC LANGUAGE UNLESS THERE EXIST PUBLICLY AVAILABLE CRITERIA FOR THEIR USE.

LB DIFFERS FROM BEHAVIOURISM IN PSYCHOLOGY (PB) WHICH IS A METHOD OF STUDYING HUMAN BEINGS, DEFELOPED BY J. B. WATSON AND B. F. SKINNER. IT IS NOT A DOCTRINE ABOUT MEANINGS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS, NOR AN ATTEMPTED SOLUTION OF THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM.

PB: ALL HUMAN BEHAVIOUR CAN BE EXPLAINED AS A SET OF RESPONSES TO STIMULI TO WHICH A PERSON IS SUBJECTED. NEITHER ARE NEUROLOGICAL FACTS INVOKED NOR ARE THE FINDINGS OF INTROSPECTION. KNOWING WHICH STIMULI CAUSE WHICH RESPONSES IS SUFFICIENT FOR EXPLAINING THAT BEHAVIOUR.

PB IS LOGICALLY INDEPENDENT OF PUTATIVE SOLUTIONS TO THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM: DUALISM MAY BE TRUE WHILE PB IS THE BEST METHOD OF EXPLAINING BEHAVIOUR. OR, MATERIALISM MAY BE TRUE WHILE PB IS NOT THE BEST METHOD OF EXPLAINING BEHAVIOUR.

YET, LB CAN BE SEEN AS A PHILOSOPHICAL LEGITIMATION OF PB. FOR, IF ALL MEANINGFUL PSYCHOLOGICAL LANGUAGE IS BEHAVIOURAL LANGUAGE, THEN BEHAVIOURAL PSYCHOLOGY IS THE ONLY MEANIGFUL KIND OF PSYCHOLOGY; OTHER RIVALS TO IT MAY BE RULED OUT A PRIORI.

LB MAY ALSO PARTLY JUSTIFY PB’S CLAIM TO BE GENUINELY SCIENTIFIC. FOR SKINNER AND WATSON THINK THAT A GENUINE SCIENCE SHOULD BE THE STUDY OF PUBLICLY OBSERVABLE SUBJECT MATTER.

HEMPEL

HIS POSITIVISM EMERGED OUT OF LOGICAL POSITIVISM (LP), THE VIEW THAT ANY PHENOMENON MEY IN PRINCIPLE BE EXPLAINED BY THE TECHNIQUES OF NATURAL SCIENCES.

THE VERIFICATION PRINCIPLE (VP):

THE MEANING OF A STATEMENT IS THE METHOD OF ITS VERIFICATION. A STATEMENT (SENTENCE) IS MEANING FUL IFF THERE IS OR COULD BE A PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINING ITS TRUTH OR FALSITY. AND THERE ARE ONLY TWO SUCH CLASSES OF STATEMENTS:

(A) TAUTOLOGIES OF LOGIC AND MATHEMATICS AND ALL DEFINITIONS;

(B) SCIENTIFIC AND COMMONSENSICAL STATEMENTS WHICH MAY BE CONFIRMED OR REFUTED BY OBSERVATION.

THE CRITERION OF VERIFIABILITY (CV): 

CRITERION FOR DISTINGUISHING MEANINGFUL FROM MEANINGLESS STATEMENTS (PSEUDO-STATEMENTS): MEANINGFUL ARE ONLY THOSE THAT SATISFY VP.

SO, BY VP, METAPHYSICAL CLAIMS (ABOUT ORIGINS OF THE UNIVERE, ABOUT GOD, SOUL ETC.) CANNOT BE VERIFIED – BELONG TO NEITHER (A) NOR (B), AND CV MAKES THEM MEANINGLESS.

HEMPEL’S LB IS AN EXTRAPOLATION OF THIS PROJECT BECAUSE HE WISHES TO DISPEL ANY QUALITATIVE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN PSYCHOLOGY AND NATURAL SCIENCES; THERE SHOULD BE A UNITY OF SCIENCE!

PSYCHOLOGY IS THUS TO BE REDUCED TO THE PHYSICAL SCIENCES. 

ONE SUBJECT IS REDUCIBLE TO ANOTHER IFF IT IS POSSIBLE TOTRANSLATE THE THEORETICAL CONTENT OF ONE INTO THE OTHER: BIOLOGY IS REDUCIBLE TO CHEMISTRY IFF ANY SENTENCE OF BIOLOGY CAN, AT LEAST IN PRINCIPLE, BE TRANSLATED WITHOUT LOSS OF MEANING INTO A SENTENSE OR SENTENCES OF CHEMISTRY. ULTIMATELY, ALL SCIENCES SHOULD BE REDUCED TO PHYSICS.

THE TRANSLATION PROJECT

ACCORDINGLY, ALL SENTENCES OF PSYCHOLOGY ARE TO BE TRANSLATED INTO SENTENCES ABOUT PHYSICAL BEHAVIOUR OF HUMAN BEINGS. THIS ACCORDS WITH VP REQUIRING THAT SENTENCE BE VERIFIABLE IN ORDER TO BE MEANINGFUL.

BUT, HOW CAN WE VERIFY CLAIMS OF OTHER PEOPLE’S MENTAL STATES – THE PROBLEM OF OTHER MINDS! FOR HEMPEL THIS IS A PSEUDO-PROBLEM, AND COMES UP WITH PSYCHOLOGY WHOSE SENTENCES CAN BE CONFIRMED OR REFUTED BY OBSERVATION. AND CLAIMS ABOUT BEHAVIOUR ARE OF THOS SORT.

1. WHAT ABOUT THOSE ITEMS AVAILABLE ONLY TO INTROSPECTION?

2. WHAT ABOUT DILTHEY’S CLAIMS THAT MENTAL STATES ARE INHERENTLY ‘MEANINGFUL’ AND THAT THESE MEANINGS CAN BE APPRECIATED BY ‘UNDERSTANDING’ AS A KIND OF EMPATHY. FURTHERMORE, MENTAL IS ALWAYS CULTURE-BOUND.

BUT, HEMPEL HOLDS THAT BOTH (1) AND (2) ARE DEVOID OF MEANING. INVOKING VP, HE PRONOUNCES (1) AND (2) MEANINGLESS, BECAUSE THERE IS NO WAY THAT SENTENCES ABOUT ALLEGEDLY PRIVATE MENTAL EVENTS CAN BE JUSTIFIED:

‘A STATEMENT FOR WHICH ONE CAN INDICATE ABSOLUTELY NO CONDITIONS WHICH WOULD VERIFY IT, WHICH IS IN PRINCIPLE INCAPABLE OF CONFRONTATION WITH TEST CONDITIONS, IS WHOLLY DEVOID OF CONTENT AND WITHOUT MEANING. IN SUCH A CASE WE HAVE TO DO, NOT WITH A STATEMENT PROPERLY SPEAKING, BUT WITH A ‘PSEUDO-STATEMENT’, THAT IS TO SAY, A SEQUENCE OF WORDS CORRECTLY CONSTRUCTED FROM THE POINT OF VIEW OF GRAMMAR, BUT WITHOUT CONTENT.’ (The Logical Analysis of Psychology, 17)

YET, CLAIMS ABOUT THINKING OR BEING IN PAIN, ETC., ARE NOT MEANINGLESS, BUT ITS MEANING CAN BE CORRECTLY GIVEN ONLY IN ONE SPECIFIC WAY: THE MEANINGS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL CLAIMS ARE GIVEN BY SENTENCES WHICH REPORT THE TEST-CONDITIONS FOR THEM.

CONSIDER ‘PAUL HAS A TOOTHACHE’. WHAT WOULD MAKE THIS SENTENCE TRUE? – THE BEHAVIOURAL CONDITIONS! ONE HAVING A TOOTHACHE CRIES, COMPLAINS, HAS A TOOTH CAVITY, THERE ARE CHANGES IN ONE’S BLOOD PRESSURE AND 

CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM.

THIS IS WHAT HAVING A TOOTHACHE CONSISTS IN, NOT ITS SYMPTOM. MENTIONING THEM GIVES THE MEANING OF THE WORD ‘TOOTHACHE’. SINCE MEANING OF A SENTENCE IS ITS METHOD OF VERIFICATION, THE PSYCHOLOGICAL SENTENCE MEANS ITS TEST SENTENCES WHICH INCLUDE PHYSICAL CONCEPTS. THE WORD ‘PAIN’ IS REALLY A SHORTHAND TERM FOR CERTAIN PATTERNS OF BEHAVIOUR. AND THE SAME HOLDS FOR OTHER PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS.

‘ALL PSYCHOLOGICAL STATEMENTS WHICH ARE MEANINGFUL, THAT IS TO SAY, WHICH ARE IN PRINCIPLE VERIFIABLE, ARE TRANSLATABLE INTO STATEMENTS WHICH DO NOT INVOLVE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS, BUT ONLY THE CONCEPTS OF PHYSICS. THE STATEMENTS OF PSYCHOLOGY ARE CONSEQUENTLY PHYSICALIST STATEMENTS [I.E., THOSE THAT MAY BE TRANSLATED INTO THE VOCABULARY OF PHYSICS WITHOUT LOSS OF MEANING]. PSYCHOLOGY IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF PHYSICS.’ (OP. CIT., 18)

1.THE MEANING OF A SENTENCE CONSISTS IN THE METHOD OF VERIFYING IT.

2. THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CLAIMS MAY BE VERIFIED ONLY BY THE OBSERVATION OF PUBLIC BODILY BEHAVIOUR.

3. BODILY BEHAVIOUR IS PART OF THE PHYSICAL WORLD.

4. HENCE, PSYCHOLOGY MAY BE REDUCED TO PHYSICS.

IDEALISM AND DUEALISM ARE ATTEMPTED SOLUTIONS TO THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM AND AS SUCH THEY ARE MEANINGLESS BECAUSE THEY CANNOT BE VERIFIED OR FALSIFIED. IF SO, MATERIALISM BELONGS HERE TOO I SPITE OF HEMPEL’S DOUBTLESS LEANNING TOWARDS IT. 

ONCE WE SEE THAT WORDS LIKE ‘MIND’ ARE SHORTHAND TERMS FOR A BODILY BEHAVIOUR, THERE IS NO CONCEPTUAL ROOM TO ASK WHETHER MINDS EXIST AS WELL AS BODIES.

TO SAY THAT A WATCH IS RUNNING IS JUST A SHORTHAND WAY OF SAYING THAT ALL OF ITS PARTS ARE FUNCTIONING CORRECTLY ETC. IT WOULD BE A CONCEPTUAL ERROR TO THINK THAT RUNNING OF THE WATCH WERE ANYTHING OVER AND ABOVE THIS WELL-FUNCTIONING, OR THAT ITS FUNCTIONING WERE ONLY A SYMPTOM OF SOMETHING ELSE CALLED WATCH’S RUNNING. IT WOULD BE A MISTAKE TO WONDER WHAT HAD BECOME OF THE RUNNING OF THE WATCH, ONCE ALL OBSERVABLE PARTS HAVE CEASED TO FUNCTION.

SIMILARLY, IT IS A CONCEPTUAL ERROR TO CLAIM THAT MINDS ARE SOMETHING OVER AND ABOVE THE BODILY BEHAVIOUR, THAT THAT BEHAVIOUR IS A SYMPTOM OF MENTALITY, OR THAT THERE CANE BE MINDS AS A RESIDUES ONCE THERE IS NO MORE BODILY BEHAVIOUR. THESE CLAIMS ARE NOT FALSE BUT NON-SENSICAL BECAUSE THEY ARE MISUSES OF PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS.

HEMPEL THUS USES LINGUISTIC PREMISSES ABOUT THE CORRECT USE OF OUR PSYCHOLOGICAL VOCABULARY TO ARGUE THAT CERTAIN ONTOLOGICAL CLAIMS ARE MISPLACED:

‘THE TIME-WORN PROBLEM OF THE RELATION BETWEEN MENTAL AND PHYSICAL EVENTS IS ... BASED ON THIS CONFUSION CONCERNING THE LOGICAL FUNCTION OF PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS. OUR ARGUMENT THEREFORE ENABLES US TO SEE THAT THE PSYCHO-PHYSICAL PROBLEM IS A PSEUDO-PROBLEM THE FORMULATION OF WHICH IS BASED ON AN INADMISSIBLE USE OF SCIENTIFIC CONCEPTS.’ (OP. CIT., 20)

1972 HEMPEL ADDS:

‘I NOW CONSIDER THE TYPE OF PHYSICALISM OUTLINED IN THIS PAPER TOO RESTRICTIVE; THE THESIS THAT ALL STATEMENTS OF EMPIRICAL SCIENCE ARE TRANSLATABLE WITHOUT LOSS OF THEORETICAL CONTENT, INTO THE LANGUAGE OF PHYSICS, SHOULD BE REPLACED BY THE WEAKER ASSERTION THAT ALL STATEMENTS OF EMPIRICAL SCIENCE ARE REDUCIBLE TO SENTENCES IN THE LANGUAGE OF PHYSICS, IN THE SENSE THAT FOR EVERY EMPIRICAL HYPOTHESIS, INCLUDING, OF COURSE THOSE OF PSYCHOLOGY, IT IS POSSIBLE TO FORMULATE CERTAIN TEST CONDITIONS IN TERMS OF PHYSICAL CONCEPTS WHICH REFER TO MORE OR LESS DIRECTLY OBSERVABLE PHYSICAL ATTRIBUTES. BUT THOSE TEST CONDITIONS ARE NOT ASSERTED TO EXHAUST THE THEORETICAL CONTENT OF THE GIVEN HYPOTHESIS IN ALL CASES. (OP. CIT., 22, NOTE 1).

RYLE

THE GHOST IN THE MACHINE

[DUALISM] IS ENTIRELY FALSE AND NOT IN DETAIL BUT IN PRINCIPLE. IT IS NOT MERELY AN ASSEMBLAGE OF PARTICULAR MISTAKES. IT IS ONE BIG MISTAKE AND A MISTAKE OF A SPECIAL KIND. IT IS NAMELY A CATEGORY MISTAKE. IT REPRESENTS THE FACTS OF MENTAL LIFE AS IF THEY BELONGED TO ONE LOGICAL TYPE OR CATEGORY (OR RANGE OF TYPES AND CATEGORIES), WHEN THEY ACTUALLY BELONG TO ANOTHER (THE CONCEPT OF MIND, 16)

DISPOSITIONS

CERTAINLY TO BELIEVE THAT THE ICE IS DANGEROUSLY THIN IS TO BE UNHESITANT IN TELLING ONESELF AND OTHERS THAT IT IS THIN, IN ACQUIESCING IN OTHER PEOPLE’S ASSERTIONS TO THAT EFFECT, IN OBJECTING TO STATEMENTS TO THE CONTRARY, IN DRAWING CONSEQUENCES FROM THE ORIGINAL PROPOSITION AND SO FORTH. BUT IT IS ALSO TO BE PRONE TO SKATE WARILY, TO SHUDDER, TO DWELL IN IMAGINATION ON POSSIBLE DISASTERS AND TO WARN OTHER SKATERS (OP. CIT. 134-5)

OCCURRENCES

INTROSPECTION

MANY PEOPLE WHO BEGIN BY BEING CONFIDENT THAT THEY DO INTROSPECT, AS INTROSPECTION IS OFFICIALLY DESCRIBED, BECOME DUBIOUS THAT THEY DO SO, WHEN THEY BECOME SATISFIED THAT THEY WOULD HAVE TO BE ATTENDING TWICE AT ONCE IN ORDER TO DO IT. THEY ARE MORE SURE THAT THEY DO NOT ATTEND TWICE AT ONCE THAN THAT THEY DO INTROSPECT (OP. CIT., 165)

ONE WORLD

TO TALK OF A PERSON’S MIND IS NOT TO TALK OF A REPOSITORY WHICH IS PERMITTED TO HOUSE OBJECTS THAT SOMETHING CALLED ‘THE PHYSICAL WORLD’ IS FORBIDDEN TO HOUSE; IT IS TO TALK OF THE PERSON’S ABILITIES, LIABILITIES, INCLINATIONS TO DO AND UNDERGO CERTAIN SORTS OF THINGS, AND OF THE DOING AND UNDERGOING OF THESE THINGS IN THE ORDINARY WORLD. INDEED IT MAKES NO SENSE TO SPEAK AS IF THERE COULD BE TWO OR ELEVEN WORLDS (OP. CIT., 199).

EMOTIONS CAN BE OCCURRENCES: FEELINGS, 

AND DISPOSITIONS: MOODS

SENSATIONS: ARE THEY EXPERIENCES? ‘SENSATION’ – A TERM

 
OF ART

MENTAL IMAGES: 

IMAGING & IMAGINING

IMAGING OCCURS, BUT IMAGES ARE NOT SEEN 

HE MEANS: IF I IMAGINE SOMETHING THEN I AM IMAGINING

THAT THING, NOT BEING INWARDLY CONSCIOUS OF A MENTAL PICTURE OF THAT THING.

TRUE, A PERSON PICTURING HIS NURSERY IS IN A CERTAIN WAY, LIKE THAT PERSON SEEING HIS NURSERY, BUT THE SIMILARITY DOES NOT CONSIST IN HIS REALLY LOOKING AT A REAL LIKENESS OF HIS NURSERY, BUT IN HIS REALLY SEEMING TO SEE HIS NURSERY ITSELF, WHEN HE IS NOT SEEING IT. HE IS NOT BEING A SPECTATOR OF A RESEMBLANCE OF HIS NURSERY, BUT HE IS RESEMBLING A SPECTATOR OF HIS NURSERY (OP. CIT., 248).

WITTGENSTEIN

PRIVATE LANGUAGE ARGUMENT (PLA)

IF THERE IS NO PRIVATE LANGUAGE, SEVERAL THEORIES OF THE MIND ARE IN JEOPARDY BECUASE THEY PRESUPPOSE A PRIVATE LANGUAGE.

DESCARTES, FOR ONE, THINKS THAT ONE ACQUIRES THE CONCEPT OF MIND FROM ONE’S OWN CASE:

THE MENTAL IS PRIVATE, COGNITIVELY ACCESSABLE ONLY TO ITS OWNER. ALSO FIRST-PERSON PSYCHOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE IS INCORRIGIBLE.

DESCARTES SEEMS TO BE PRESUPPOSING HERE A LANGUAGE WHICH TAKES OWN MEANING FROM REFERRING TO CONCEPTS OF HIS OWN MIND, WHICH, PERHAPS, ONLY HE COULD UNDERSTAND.

ALSO, A SOLIPSIST, IN FORMULATING THE SENTENCE ‘ONLY MY MIND EXISTS’, ASSUMES THAT THERE MAY BE A LANGUAGE THAT TAKES ON MEANING FROM REFERRING TO THE CONTENTS OF HIS OWN MIND.

THE SAME APPLIES TO THE NON-SOLIPSIST IDEALIST WHO CLAIMS THAT ALL MIND IS EVER ACQUAINTED WITH IS ITS OWN CONTENTS: THOUGHTS AND EXPERIENCES. AND ANY LEARNED LANGUAGE IS LEARNED BY LABELING THESE PRIVATE EXPERIENCES – THEY ARE ITS MEANINGS.

PHENOMENOLOGY (HUSSERL) HAS THE GOAL OF DESCRIBING THE CONTENTS OF ONE’S OWN CONSCIOUSNESS IN A PRESUPPOSITIONLESS WAY; IT MAY WELL BE PRESUPPOSING A KIND OF PRIVATE LANGUAGE.

PHENOMENALISM, HOLDING THAT SENTENCES ABOUT PHYSICAL OBJECTS MAY BE CORRECTLY ANALYSED BY SENTENCES ABOUT CONTENTS OF PRIVATE EXPERIENCES, WITHOUT LOSS OF MEANING. IF THESE CONTENTS ARE PRIVATE, IT MAY BE THE CASE THAT PHENOMENALISM AIMS AT TRANSLATING A PUBLIC LANGUAGE INTO A PRIVATE ONE.

PLA ALSO RENDERS SENSELESS SOME SCEPTICAL QUESTIONS: THAT WE CANNOT KNOW WHAT OTHER PEOPLE THINK AND THAT YOUR EXPERIENCE MAY BE VERY DIFFERENT FROM MINE, SINCE BOTH SEEM TO PRESUPOSE PL.

FURTHER, EMPISRICISTS CLAIM THAT THE MEANING OF A WORD IS AN IDEA: SOMETHING INNER, PRIVATE AND PSYCHOLOGICAL. IF SO, LANGUAGE IS PRIVATE.

WHAT EXACTLY IS A PRIVATE LANGUAGE? CERTAINLY NOT A LANGUAGE I MAY DEVISE TO KEEP A DIARY SO NO ONE CAN READ IT, OR A SECRET CODE. WHAT W. HAS IN MIND IS:

‘A LANGUAGE IN WHICH A PERSON COULD WRITE DOWN OR GIVE VOCAL EXPRESSION TO HIS INNER EXPERIENCES – HIS FEELINGS, MOODS, AND THE REST – FOR HIS OWN PRIVATE USE. ... THE INDIVIDUAL WORDS OF THIS LANGUAGE ARE TO REFER TO WHAT CAN ONLY BE KNOWN TO THE PERSON SPEAKING: TO HIS IMMEDIATE PRIVATE SENSATIONS. SO ANOTHER PERSON CANNOT UNDERSTAND THE LANGUAGE.’ (PI, 243).

THE PL HAS TWO IMPORTANT FEATURES:

(A) TO REFER ONLY TO THE EXPERIENCES OF THE SPEAKER;

(B) NO ONE EXCEPT THE SPEAKER CAN UNDERSTAND IT.

THE GIVEN EXPERIENCES ARE ‘INNER’, ‘PRIVATE’ AND ‘IMMEDIATE’, AND ONLY THE SPEAKER KNOWS WHAT AND THAT THEY ARE.

W. GOES ON TO ARGUE BOTH AGAINST THE ALLEGED PRIVACY OF EXPERIENCES AND MEANING.

IS EXPERIENCE PRIVATE?

SUPPOSE SOMEONE SAYS: ‘ONLY I CAN KNOW I AM REALLY IN PAIN’ (PI, 246):

ON ONE READING IT IS FALSE BECAUSE OTHER PEOPLE FREQUENTLY DO KNOW WHEN I AM IN PAIN. ‘TO KNOW’ ALLOWS THIS.

ON ANOTHER READING IT IS NONSENSE BECAUSE ‘I KNOW I AM IN PAIN’ ADDS NOTHING TO ‘I AM IN PAIN’, EXCEPT, PERHAPS, EMPHASIS. IT MAKES SENSE TO TALK ABOUT KNOWLEDGE ONLY WHEN THERE IS ROOM FOR DOUBT AND ERROR. AND, IT MAKES NO SENSE TO DOUBT WHETHER I AM IN PAIN, SO IT MAKES NO SENSE TO TALK OF KNOWING THAT I AM IN PAIN EITHER. (NOTE THAT IT IS THE POSSIBILITY OF DOUBT, NOT ABSOLUTE CERTAINTY, THAT ALLOWS US TO USE ‘I KNOW’.)  

W. ALLOWS ONE USE OF ‘SENSATIONS ARE PRIVATE’ – TO SHOW HOW THE WORD ‘SENSATION’ IS USED IN ENGLISH. THIS IS JUST A GRAMMATICAL PROPOSITION WHICH SHOWS THE USE OF A WORD.

SUPPOSE, HOWEVER, SOMEONE SAYS: ‘ANOTHER PERSON CAN’T HAVE MY PAINS’ (PI 253). THIS CLAIM MAKES SENSE ONLY TO THE EXTENT THAT THERE IS ROOM FOR ERROR AND DOUBT ABOUT WHOSE PAINS ARE WHOSE. BUT, THERE CANNOT BE A MIX-UP WHETHER THE PAIN YOU ARE FEELING IS REALLY MINE. THAT IS A NONSENSICAL SUPPOSITION. 

TRUE, THERE ARE SOME CASES THAT MAKE SENSE: YOU COULD FEEL A PAIN IN MY BODY, OR THE SIAMESE TWINS MIGHT FEEL PAIN IN THE SAME BODY AREA. BUT, IT DOES NOT MAKE SENSE TO CLAIM THAT ANOTHER PERSON CAN OR CANNOT HAVE MY PAINS.

THE TEMPTATION TO THINK THAT THERE ARE DEEP METAPHYSICAL PROBLEMS IS SIMILAR TO ILLNESS. THEY ARE ILLUSIONS PRODUCED BY MISUNDERSTANDINGS OF OUR ORDINARY LANGUAGE. PHILSOPHY NEEDS TO TREAT A QUESTION LIKE AN ILLNESS! (PI, 255).

IS MEANING PRIVATE?

W. DOES NOT DENY OUR USING EVERYDAY PUBLIC LANGUAGE TO REFER TO OUR SENSATIONS. HE ONLY DENIES THAT THEY ARE PRIVATE IN ANY PHILOSOPHICALLY INTERESTING SENSE. HENCE, OUR VOCABULARY DOES NOT DERIVE ITS MEANING FROM THE LABELLING OF SUCH EXPERIENCES.

W’S ATTACK ON PRIVATE MEANING HAS 3 PARTS:

1. THE LEARNING OF SENSATION WORDS

SENSATION WORDS SUCH AS ‘PAIN’ DO NOT TAKE ON THEIR USE (MEANING) FROM LABELLING SOMETHING INNER AND PRIVATE. THE WORD ‘PAIN’ REPLACES PRIMITIVE EXPRESSIONS OF PAIN. THE CHILD FIRST CRIES AND IT IS THEN BEING TAUGHT THE NEW PAIN-BEHAVIOUR. ‘PAIN’ IS AN EXPRESION OF PAIN, RATHER THAN A NAME FOR PAIN. THE CHILD LEARNS ‘PAIN’ BY INITIATION INTO USES OF THE PUBLIC LANGUAGE, NOT BY SECRET LABELLING.

‘PAIN’ DOES NOT MEAN ‘CRYING’, AND IT CANNOT COMPLETELY BE TRANSLATED BY REPORTS OF NON-LINGUISTIC BEHAVIOUR. HOWEVER, THAT PAIN BEHAVIOUR INCLUDES USING ‘PAIN’.

THE USE OF ‘PAIN’ IS PART OF “NATURAL EXPRESSION OF SENSATION” AND THE LANGUAGE IN WHICH IT FEATURES IS PUBLIC, NOT PRIVATE, BECAUSE SUCH EXPRESSIONS ARE PUBLICLY OBSERVABLE PIECES OF BEHAVIOUR.

2. AN ARGUMENT AGAINST THE POSSIBILITY OF PRIVATE OSTENSIVE DEFINITION

THE CLAIM THAT ‘PAIN’ A LEARNT PUBLIC EXPRESSION OF PAIN IS W’S ALTERNATIVE TO PRIVATE OSTENSIVE DEFINITION. (THIS KIND OF DEFINITION DIFFERS FROM A VERBAL DEFINITION.)

WORDS IN GENERAL DO NOT TAKE ON MEANING FROM SIMPLE OSTENSIVE DEFINITON. WORDS HAVE A VARIETY OF USES. A MEANING OF A WORD IS DETERMINED BY THE LANGUAGE GAME IT PLAYS. MEANING IS NOT INNER, MYSTERIOUS, PRIVATE, AND PSYCHOLOGICAL, BUT OUTER, EVIDENT, PUBLIC, AND BEHAVIOURAL. MEANING IS USE!

OSTENSIVE DEFINTION IS POSSIBLE BUT IT PRESUPPOSES THE PUBLIC LANGUAGE – ITS STAGE SETTING.

PRIVATE OSTENSIVE DEFINITION: SUPPOSE SOMEONE WANTS TO KEEP A DIARY ABOUT THE RECURRENCE OF A SENSATION. HE WRITES A SIGN ‘S’ EACH TIME THE SENSATION OCCURS. THIS IS IMPOSSIBLE, CLAIMS W., FOR SOMEBODY WHO DOES NOT ALREADY HAVE COMMAND OF A PUBLIC LANGUAGE WITHIN WHICH ‘S’ HAS THE ROLE AS THE NAME OF A SENSATION.

THERE IS NOTHING FOR A PUTATIVE OSTENSIVE DEFINITION TO CONSIST IN; THE SUBJECT CANNOT POINT TO HIS SENSATION. HE CAN CONCENTRATE ON IT AND ‘POINT INWARDLY’ BUT IT IS AN ILLUSION TO THINK THAT A REFERENTIAL CONNECTION BETWEEN ‘S’ AND THE SENSATION COULD BE THUS ESTABLISHED.

THERE IS NOTHING THAT IT CONSISTS IN FOR ‘S’ TO BE THE NAME OF THE SENSATION AND NOTHING FOR IT TO CONSIST IN FOR THE SENSATION TO BE NAMED CORRECTLY OR INCORRECTLY BY ‘S’. THERE NO SUCH THING AS BEING RIGHT OR WRONG IN LABELLING THE SENSATIN ‘S’, SO NO SUCH LABELLING TAKES PLACE HERE.

‘BUT IN THE PRESENT CASE I HAVE NO CRITERION FOR CORRECTNESS. ONE WOULD LIKE TO SAY: WHATEVER IS GOING TO SEEM RIGHT TO ME IS RIGHT. AND THAT ONLY MEANS THAT HERE WE CAN’T TALK ABOUT “RIGHT”’ (PI, 258). 

WE CAN NAME SOMETHING CORRECTLY OR INCORRECTLY BUT ONLY IN A PUBLIC LANGUAGE WHERE WE HAVE CRITERIA FOR BEING RIGHT OR WRONG.

3. A STATEMENT OF THE NEED FOR A BACKGROUND  OF RULE-GOVERNED COMMUNICATION AND PUBLIC CRITERIA FOR THE USE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS.

PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS CANNOT BE LEARNED ONLY FROM ONE’S OWN CASE. THE LEARNER MUST HAVE THIRD-PERSON CRITERIA FOR THEIR USE. IF EVERYONE FELT PAIN BUT NEVER SHOWED IT, THEN ‘PAIN’ COULD HAVE NO USE IN OUR PUBLIC LANGUAGE. THE WORD HAS A USE BECAUSE WE MAY BE RIGHT OR WRONG IN APPLYING IT TO OTHERS. BEHAVIOURAL CRITERIA PROVIDE THE CONDITIONS FOR THE TERM’S USE.

IF THE PLA WORKS, THEN IT UNDERMINES THE CARTESIAN VIEW. DESCARTES THINKS FIRST-PERSON PSYCHOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE IS THE MOST CERTAIN AND THE MOST FUNDAMENTAL. NOTHING IS MORE CERTAIN THAN THAT HE THINKS AND ALL HIS OTHER KNOWLEDGE IS BASED ON THIS, INCLUDING KNOWLEDGE OF HIS EXISTENCE. IF THE PLA WORKS, THEN DESCARTES’ INTELLIGIBILITY OF HIS OWN MIND TO HIM RESTS ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THERE IS A PUBLIC LANGUAGE AND THE COMMONSENSE WORLD OF HUMAN COMMUNICATORS.

DESCARTES’ DOUBTS ARE POSSIBLE ONLY IF GROUNDLESS. IT IS THE MEANINGFULNESS OF HIS OWN LANGUAGE THAT DESCARTES NEVER DOUBTS.

U. T. PLACE

‘CONSCIOUSNESS IS A BRAIN PROCESS’

-SCIENTIFIC HYPOTHESIS-

DISPOSITIONAL MENTAL CONCEPTS: ‘KNOWING’, ‘BELIEVING’, ‘INTENDING’... CAN BE TRANSLATED INTO BEHAVIOUR SENTENCES, BUT THE OCCURENT MENTAL CONCEPTS: ‘HAVING AN AFTER IMAGE’, ‘IS IN PAIN’ RESIST SUCH TRANSLATION:

1. IT IS POSSIBLE TO KNOW THE MEANINGS OF ‘PAIN’, ‘SENSATION’ ... WITHOUT KNOWING NEUROLOGY.

2. THE MODES OF VERIFICATION FOR STATEMENTS ABOUT CONSCIOUSNESS AND STATEMENTS ABOUT BRAIN PROCESSES ARE VERY DIFFERENT.

3. THERE IS NO CONTRADICTION IN CLAIMING ‘I AM IN PAIN’ AND ‘NOTHING IS GOING ON IN MY BRAIN’.

CONTINGENT IDENTITIES

‘CONSCIOUSNESS IS A BRAIN PROCESS’ IF TRUE IS NOT NECESSARILY TRUE; IT IS TO BE TAKEN IN THE SENSE OF 2 BELOW:

THE ‘IS’ OF IDENTITY:

1. THE ‘IS’ OF DEFINITION: ‘RED IS A COLOUR’.

2. THE ‘IS’ OF COMPOSITION: ‘HER TABLE IS AN OLD PACKING CASE’.

THE ‘IS’ OF PREDICATION:


HER HAT IS RED.

IT MAKES NO SENSE TO SAY ‘HER HAT IS RED AND NOTHING ELSE’ BUT IT DOES MAKE SENSE TO SAY ‘HER TABLE IS AN OLD PACKING CASE’ AND NOTHING ELSE, OR ‘CONSCIOUSNESS IS A BRAIN PROCESS AND NOTHING ELSE’.

TRUTH-CONDITIONS:

‘CONSCIOUSNESS IS A BRAIN PROCESS’ IFF CONSCIOUSNESS IS A BRAIN PROCESS; 

YET, WHAT MAKES THE TWO SETS OF OBSERVATIONS OF THE SAME EVENT? 

PROBLEMS:

1. OF DIRECT CONTINUITY

2. OF SORTAL SIMILARITY

NEITHER 1. NOR 2. ARE PROBLEMS FOR 

‘CLOUD=COLLECTION OF WATER PARTICLES’

BUT, ‘LIGHTNING=MOTION OF ELECTRIC CHARGES’

FACES BOTH 1 AND 2. 

YET HOW DO WE KNOW THAT CONSCIOUSNESS IS A BRAIN PROCESS?

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL PROBLEM

TOKEN-TOKEN IDENTITY

SUPERVENIENCE AND MATERIALISM

MIND-BODY SUPERVENIENCE: THE MENTAL SUPERVENES ON THE PHYSICAL IN THAT ANY TWO THINGS (OBJECTS, EVENTS, ORGANISMS, PERSONS, ETC.) EXACTLY ALIKE IN ALL PHYSICAL PROPERTIES CANNOT DIFFER IN RESPECT OF MENTAL PROPERTIES. THAT IS, PHYSICAL INDISCERNABILITY ENTAILS PSYCHOLOGICAL INDISCERNABILITY. (OR: NO MENTAL DIFFERENCE WITHOUT PHYSICAL DIFFERENCE.)

THIS DOES NOT SAY THAT THINGS THAT ARE ALIKE IN PSYCHOLOGICAL RESPECTS MUST BE ALIKE IN PHYSICAL RESPECTS,BUT ONLY THAT CREATURES COULD NOT BE PSYCHOLOGICALLY DIFFERENT AND YET PHYSICALLY IDENTICAL.

THIS PRINCIPLE DOES NOT BY ITSELF IMPLY THAT EVERYTHING WITH SOME PSYCHOLOGICAL PROPERTY MUST BE A PHYSICAL THING, A THING WITH SOME PHYSICAL PROPERTY. THIS FURTHER IDEA IS CAPTURED BY:

THE ANTI-CARTESIAN PRINCIPLE: THERE CAN BE NO PURELY MENTAL BEINGS (SAY, CARTESIAN SOULS). THAT IS, NOTHING CAN HAVE A MENTAL PROPERTY WITHOUT HAVING SOME PHYSICAL PROPERTY AND HENCE WITHOUT BEING A PHYSICAL THING.

THE SUPERVENIENCE PRINCIPLE, AS STATED, MAKES CLAIM ONLY ABOUT HOW MENTAL PROPERTIES COVARY WITH PHYSICAL PROPERTIES, NOT THAT THE FORMER ARE DEPENDENT ON THE LATTER. HENCE TO CLAIM THIS, ONE NEEDS:

MIND-BODY DEPENDENCE: WHAT MENTAL PROPERTIES A GIVEN THING HAS DEPENDS ON, AND IS DETERMINED BY, WHAT PHYSICAL PROPERTIES IT HAS. THAT IS TO SAY, THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CHARACTER OF A THING IS WHOLLY DETERMINED BY ITS PHYSICAL CHARACTER.

THIS PRINCIPLE ENTAILS THE SUPERVENIENCE PRINCIPLE, BUT GOES BEYOND IT IN AFFIRMING THE ONTOLOGICAL PRIMACY, OF THE PHYSICAL IN RELATION TO THE MENTAL, THEREBY OPENING THE POSSIBILITY OF EXPLAINING THE MENTAL IN TERMS OF THE PHYSICAL. IF MENTAL FEATURES OF THINGS ARE WHOLLY DEPENDENT ON THEIR PHYSICAL NATURE, THERE IS A POSSIBILITY OF EXPLAINING WHY A GIVEN THING HAS THE MENTAL FEATURES IT HAS, OR WHY IT HAS CHANGED IN SOME MENTAL RESPECT, BY POINTING TO FACTS ABOUT ITS PHYSICAL NATURE.

THESE THREE PRINCIPLES DEFINE MINIMAL PHYSICALISM. FOR IF YOU ACCEPT THEM YOU ARE A PHYSICALIST; REJECTING ONE OR MORE OF THEM AMOUNTS TO SAYING THAT THERE ARE THINGS IN THE SPACETIME OTHER THAN PHYSICAL ONES, LIKE CARTESIAN SOULS, OR AT LEAST THAT SOME THINGS IN THE WORLD HAVE SOME PROPERTIES THAT ARE INDEPENDENT OF THEIR PHYSICAL NATURE.

DAVIDSON'S 3 PRINCIPLES
(1) THE PRINCIPLE OF CAUSAL INTERACTION:

     IT IS TRUE THAT AT LEAST SOME MENTAL 

     EVENTS INTERACT CAUSALLY WITH

     PHYSICAL EVENTS.

(2)  THE PRINCIPLE OF THE NOMOLOGICAL CHARACTER

     OF CAUSALITY:

     IF TWO EVENTS ARE CAUSALLY RELATED THEN

     THEY ALWAYS FALL UNDER SOME STRICT 

DETERMINISTIC LAW (IF THE EVENTS MENTIONED IN THE LAW ARE ALSO PREDICTED BY IT).

(3)  THE PRINCIPLE OF THE ANOMALISM OF THE MENTAL:

     IF AN EVENT IS ANOMALOUS THEN THERE COULD

     BE NO NATURAL LAW WHICH COULD PREDICT IT.

(1), (2) AND (3) APPEAR TO BE MUTUALLY INCONSISTENT:

IF (1) THEN (2), BUT (3) RULES OUT (2). 

CONVERSELY, IF (3) THEN NOT (1),  OR (1) BUT NOT (2)

BUT D. RECONCILES THE THREE PRINCIPLES BY HIS OWN VERSION OF THE MIND-BODY IDENTITY THEORY!

ANOMALOUS MONISM:

     EVERY MENTAL EVENT = SOME PHYSICAL EVENT

BUT

     NOT EVERY PHYSICAL EVENT = A MENTAL EVENT

NOMOLOGICAL MONISM:

     (A) EVERY MENTAL EVENT IS PHYSICAL

     (B) THERE ARE PSYCHOPHYSICAL LAWS

           SO THAT THE OCCURRENCE OF ANY

           MENTAL EVENT CAN BE PREDICTED

D. ACCEPTS (A), REJECTS (B)

ANOMALOUS DUALISM (CARTESIANISM):

      (A) NO MENTAL EVENT = A PHYSICAL EVENT

      (B) NO MENTAL EVENT CAN BE PREDICTED

D. ACCEPTS (B), rejects (A)

NOMOLOGICAL DUALISM:

      (A) MENTAL AND PHYSICAL EVENTS ARE CORRELATED

            IN SOME WAY SUCH THAT THE SUFFICIENT

            KNOWLEDGE OF THE LATTER WOULD MAKE

            POSSIBLE THE PREDICTION OF MENTAL EVENTS

      (B) NO MENTAL EVENT= A PHYSICAL ONE

D. REJECTS BOTH (A) AND (B)

ANOMALOUS MONISM:

     (A) EVERY MENTAL EVENT = SOME PHYSICAL EVENT

     (B) NO MENTAL EVENT CAN BE PREDICTED, NO

          MATTER HOW COMPLETE IS OUR KNOWLEDGE

          OF PHYSICAL EVENTS: THERE ARE NO

                                            PSYCHOPHYSICAL LAWS

SUPERVENIENCE OF THE MENTAL ON THE PHYSICAL:

     IF TWO EVENTS ARE SIMILAR IN ALL PHYSICAL

     RESPECTS THEN THEY CANNOT DIFFER IN ANY

     MENTAL RESPECT

     AND

     NOTHING CAN CHANGE IN ANY MENTAL RESPECT

     WITHOUT THEREBY CHANGING IN SOME PHYSICAL

     RESPECT.

THE HOLISM OF THE MENTAL

LOGICAL BEHAVIOURSISM WAS WRONG IN HOLDING THAT A PERSON’S BELIEFS AND DESIRES COULD BE SPECIFIED INDEPENDENTLY OF ONE ANOTHER, AND DECIDED SOLELY BY THE INSPECTION OF THR INDIVIDUAL TOKENS OF BEHAVIOUR.

BUT, A PERSON’S MENTAL STATES LARGELY COHERE WITH ONE ANOTHER.

PROPOSITIONAL ATTITUDES

S 
BELIEVES

HOPES
THAT P (SAME CONTENT)

DESIRES

MEANING IS LINKED TO BELIEF:

1. AN ADEQUATE THEORY OF MEANING FOR LANGUAGE L , WILL ENABLE US TO DETERMINE THE MEANINGS OF THE SENTENCES OF L.

2. WHAT S MEANS BY SENTENCE ‘P’ DOES NOT DIFFER FROM WHAT S BELIEVES WHEN S BELIEVES THAT P.

3. MAKING SENSE OF S’s BELIEFS HELPS IN MAKING SENSE OF S’s DESIRES AND ACTIONS.

4. HENCE (FROM 1,2,3), SUCH A THEORY OF MEANING WILL HELP EXPLAIN HUMAN THOUGHT AND ACTION TOO.

MATERIALISM AND FREEDOM

IT IS A FEATURE OF PHYSICAL REALITY THAT PHYSICAL CHANGE CAN BE EXPLAINED BY LAWS THAT CONNECT IT WITH OTHER CHANGES AND CONDITIONS PHYSICALLY DESCRIBED. IT IS A FEATURE OF THE MENTAL THAT THE ATTRIBUTION OF MENTAL PHENOMENA MUST BE RESPONSIBLE TO A BACKGROUND OF REASONS, BELIEFS, AND INTENTIONS OF THE INDIVIDUAL (p. 222).

BUT, THERE IS NO THREAT TO THE IDENTITY THEORY; ANOMALOUS MONSIM RATHER PROVES A VERSION OF THIS THEORY:

1. IF SOME MENTAL EVENT CAUSES A PHYSICAL EVENT THEN – BY THE NOMOLOGICAL CHARACTER OF CAUSALITY – THEY CAN BE DESCRIBED SO AS TO FALL UNDER A NATURAL SCIENTIFIC LAW.

2. BUT, IF THEY FALL UNDER SUCH A LAW, THEY MUST BOTH HAVE A PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION.

3. HENCE, EVERY MENTAL EVENT THAT IS CAUSALLY RELATED TO A PHYSICAL EVENT IS A PHYSICAL EVENT. (SO, IT IS AT LEAST TRUE THAT EVERY MENTAL EVENT THAT IS CAUSALLY REALTED TO A PHYSICAL EVENT IS ITSELF PHYSICAL.)

YET, SINCE THERE ARE NO PSYCHO-PHYSICAL LAWS, IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOR THE SCIENTIST TO PREDICT MENTAL EVENTS AND HENCE TO PREDICT HUMAN THOUGHT AND ACTION.

EVEN IF SOMEONE KNEW THE ENTIRE PHYSICAL HISTORY OF THE WORLD, AND EVERY MENTAL EVENT WERE IDENTICAL WITH A PHYSICAL, IT WOULD NOT FOLLOW THAT HE COULD PREDICT OR EXPLAIN A SINGLE MENTAL EVENT. (p. 224)

YET, THE FREEDOM OF MENTAL EVENTS FROM NATURAL LAW IS CONJOINED WITH THEIR CAUSAL EFFICACY:

MENTAL EVENTS MAY BE THE CAUSES OF PHYSICAL EVENTS BECAUSE THEY ARE PHYSICAL EVENTS, SO A PERSON’S THOUGHTS AND ACTIONS MAY HAVE EFFECTS IN THE MATERIAL WORLD. THAT A PERSON’S THOUGHT AND ACTION ARE CAUSALLY EFFICACIOUS AND THAT THEY ARE INEXPLICABLE AS THOUGHTS AND ACTIONS BY ANY DETERMINISTIC NATURAL SCIENCE IS A LARGE PART OF WHAT WE MEAN BY SAYING THAT THEY ARE PERFORMED FREELY.

FUNCTIONALISM

BEING IN A MENTAL STATE IS BEING IN A FUNCTIONAL STATE.

A FUNCTIONAL STATE IS A STATE THAT MAY BE INDIVIDUATED IN VIRTUE OF ITS CAUSAL RELATIONS.

CAUSE ---------------MENTAL STATE  (MS)------------- EFFECT

SENSORY INPUT ... MS, MS, MS ...
 BEHAVIOURAL OUTPUT

THE TOTALITY OF THE CAUSAL RELATIONS WHICH A GIVEN MS ENTERS IS ITS CAUSAL (FUNCTIONAL) ROLE (CR).

BEING A PARTICULAR SORT OF MS IS HAVING A PARTICULAR SORT OF CR.

BEING A PARTICULAR MS IS HAVING A PARTICULAR CR, JUST THAT ONE.

FUNCTIONALISM IS INDEPENDENT OF MATERIALISM, BUT ENTAILS MATERIALISM WITH THE ADDITION OF AN EXTRA PREMISS, I.E., (2) BELOW:

1. EVERY MENTAL STATE IS BOTH A CAUSE AND AN EFFECT. (FUNCTIONALIST THESIS) 

2. ALL CAUSES AND EFFECTS ARE PHYSICAL CAUSES AND EFFECTS. (EXTRA PREMISS)

3. HENCE, EVERY MENTAL STATE IS A PHYSICAL STATE.

IN FAVOUR OF PREMISS (2) ONE MIGHT SAY:

A. REMEMBER THE PROBLEM OF INTERACTION!

B. NON-PHYSICAL CAUSE OF A PHYSICAL EFFECT OR VICE VERSA CANNOT BE INCORPORATED INTO THE SYSTEM OF SCIENTIFIC LAWS.

THERE ARE TWO KINDS OF FUNCTIONALISTS:

MATERIALISTS

NON-COMMITTAL ONES

IF PREMISS (2) IS FALSE, FUNCTIONALISM IS LOGICALLY CONSISTENT WITH DUALISM, IDEALISM, NEUTRAL MONISM, PHENOMENOLOGY, BUT NOT WITH LOGICAL BEHAVIOURISM.

FUNCTIONALISM HAS COME TO BE A THEORY OF THE MIND BY TWO DIFFERENT FAIRLY INDEPENDENT ROUTES:

1. ARMSTRONG: MIND IS NOT BEHAVIOUR BUT ITS INNER CAUSE. HENCE, MENTAL STATES ARE INDIVIDUATED THROUGH THEIR CAUSAL RELATIONS AND IDENTIFIED WITH FUNCTIONAL STATES.

2. ALAN TURING AND THE STUDY OF AI: THE STATES OF A COMPUTER RUNNING A PROGRAM ARE DEFINED BY INPUT AND OUTPUT RELATIONS AND BY THEIR RELATIONS TO EACH OTHER. SOFTWARE DESCRIPTIONS ARE FUNCTIONALIST DESCRIPTIONS. A SYSTEM CAN BE DESCRIBED IN THIS WAY WITHOUT ANY ONTOLOGICAL COMMITEMENT TO WHAT WOULD REALISE THE RUNNING OF SUCH A PROGRAM.

PUTNAM

MIND-BRAIN IDENTITY THEORY (MBIT) CANNOT BE DISMISSED A PRIORI.

CAN PAIN BE IDENTIFIED WITH ANY PART OF THE BRAIN? ‘PAIN’ AND ‘BRAIN’ DIFFER IN MEANING BUT IT DOES NOT ENTAIL THAT PAIN IS NOT A BRAIN STATE (REMEMBER U. T. PLACE): TEMPERATURE = MEAN KINETIC ENERGY; ALTHOUGH ‘TEMPERATURE’ AND ‘MEAN KINETIC ENERGY’ DO NOT MEAN THE SAME. ONTOLOGICAL CONCLUSIONS MAY NOT BE SOUNDLY DERIVED FROM SEMANTIC PREMISSES. WHAT IS IDENTICAL WITH WHAT CAN ONLY BEDECIDED EMPIRICALLY OR SCIENTIFICALLY, NOT A PRIORI.

IN SPITE OF RESISTING THE A PRIORI OBJECTIONS, (MBIT) IS NOT THE BEST THEORY. FUNCTIONALISM IS SUPERIOR:

MY STRATEGY WILL BE TO ARGUE THAT PAIN IS NOT A BRAIN STATE, NOT ON A PRIORI GROUNDS BUT ON THE GROUNDS THAT ANOTHER HYPOTHESIS IS MORE PLAUSIBLE. ... I PROPOSE THE HYPOTHESIS THAT PAIN, OR THE STATE OF BEING IN PAIN IS A FUNCTIONAL STATE OF THE WHOLE ORGANISM (PUTNAM, MLR, 433).

SINCE THIS IS ONLY A HYPOTHESIS, IT IS TO BE VERIFIED (OR FALSIFIED) EMPIRICALLY, I.E., SCIENTIFICALLY, AND IT IS THE ROLE OF PHILSOPHY ONLY TO FORMULATE HYPOTHESIS SCHEMATA. THAT PAIN IS A FUNCTIONAL STATE IS ONE SUCH HYPOTHESIS SCHEMA.

WHAT DOES IT MEAN THEN TO SAY THAT A MENTAL STATE IS A FUNCTIONAL STATE?

THE CLUE IS IN THE CONCEPT OF A TURING MACHINE (TM), I.E., OF A PROBABILISTIC AUTOMATON (PA), A COMPUTER HAVING FACILITIES FOR THE INPUT AND OUTPUT INFORMATION AND AN INTERNAL MECHANISM FOR THE INTERNAL PROCESSING INFORMATION.

AT ANY MOMENT TM IS IN A STATE OF PROCESSING INFORMATION (BY MECHANICALLY SCANNING A TAPE DIVIDED INTO SQUARES).

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        IF TM IS IN ONE STATE OF A CERTAIN TYPE, IT FOLLOWS WITH CERTAINTY THAT IT WILL BE NEXT IN A STATE OF A CERTAIN TYPE – IT IS A DETERMINISTIC SYSTEM WITH PROBABILITIES OF 1 AND 0.

TM IS A GOOD MODEL FOR THE UNDERSTANDING OF ORGANISMS: WE HAVE THE SENSORY INPUTS RECIEVED VIA THE FIVE SENSES AND MOTOR OUTPUTS WHICH ARE BODILY MOVEMENTS INCLUDING BREATHING.

PA CAN BE REALISED IN PHYSICALLY DIFFERENT WAYS: HUMAN BEING, CAT, ROBOT...

WE KNOW WHAT THE PHYSICAL REALISATION OF THE INPUT AND OUTPUT MECHANISMS IS BUT WE DO NOT KNOW WHAT THE INTERNAL REALISATION OF THE STATE OF THE PA IS. (WE KNOW WHAT THE INPUTS AND OUTPUTS OF PAIN ARE, BUT NOT WHAT PAIN IS.) WE KNOW ABOUT THE STATE OF THE PA ONLY AS DESCRIBED BY ITS MACHINE TABLE. 

MACHINE TABLE REPRESENTS THE SET OF POSSIBLE STATES THE PA MAY BE IN.

A DESCRIPTION OF S, WHERE S IS A SYSTEM, IS A TRUE STATEMENT TO THE EFFECT THAT S POSSESSES DISTINCT STATES S1, S2...Sn WHICH ARE RELATED TO ONE ANOTHER AND TO THE MOTOR OUTPUTS AND SENSORY INPUTS BY THE TRANSITION PROBABILITIES GIVEN IN SUCH AND SUCH A MACHINE TABLE. (MLR, 434)

THE MACHINE TABLE BASED ON THE TRUTH OF A PARTICULAR DESCRIPTION IS CALLED THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION OF THE SYSTEM S.

AT ANY GIVEN TIME, THE DESCRIPTION WILL REPORT THE TOTAL NUMBER OF STATES, S1, S2,...Sn, THAT THE MACHINE IS IN. THIS IS THE TOTAL STATE OF THE SYSTEM.

THE CLAIM THAT BEING IN PAIN IS BEING IN A FUNCTIONAL STATE OF A WHOLE ORGANISM MAY BE BROKEN DOWN INTO FOUR SEPARATE CLAIMS:

1. ALL ORGANISMS CAPABLE OF FEELING PAIN ARE PA. THIS IS TRIVIALLY TRUE BECAUSE ANYTHING CAN BE DESCRIBED AS A PA; I.E., ANYTHING IS LOCATED WITHIN A NEXUS OF CAUSES AND EFFECTS AND ITS EXISTENCE BETWEEN THESE MAKES A DIFFERENCE TO THE NATURE OF CAUSAL SEQUENCES. IN ANY CASE, ANY ORGANISM FEELIN PAIN IS A PA BECAUSE EVERY SUCH ORGANISM CAUSALLY INTERACTS WITH ITS ENVIRONMENT.

2. EVERY ORGANISM CAPABLE OF FEELING PAIN POSSESSES AT LEAST 

(A) ONE DESCRIPTION OF A CERTAIN KIND, I.E.,

(B) A KIND OF FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION.

THESIS (A) FOLLOWS FROM THE FACT THAT SUCH ORGANISMS ARE PAs, BECAUSE ALL PAs HAVE DESCRIPTIONS OF THEIR STATES, AND THESIS (B) FURTHER FOLLOWS GIVEN ITS LINK WITH (A).

BEING CAPABLE OF FEELING PAIN = THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION, BECAUSE THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION OF A SYSTEM IS WHAT THE SYSTEM IS CAPABLE OF: THE SET OF POSSIBLE STATES IT COULD BE IN, GIVEN A DESCRIPTION.

NOTE: HAVING A CERTAIN FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION IS NOT IDENTIFIED WITH BEING IN PAIN. BEING IN PAIN IS A FUNCTIONAL STATE. THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION IS A SET OF STATES A SYSTEM IS CAPABLE OF, AND PAIN IS ONLY ONE SUCH STATE.

3. NO ORGANISM CAPABLE OF FEELING PAIN POSSESSES A DECOMPOSITION  INTO PARTS WHICH SEPARATELY POSSESS A DESCRIPTION OF THE KIND MENTIONED IN (2). NO PART OF AN ORGANISM IS AN ORGANISM AND NO GROUPS OF ORGANISMS (A SWARM OF BEES) ARE ORGANISMS.

4. FOR EVERY DESCRIPTION REFERRED TO IN (2) THERE IS A SUBSET OF THE SENSORY INPUTS SUCH THAT AN ORGANISM WITH THAT DESCRIPTION IS IN PAIN WHEN AND ONLY WHEN  SOME OF ITS SENSORY INPUTS ARE IN THE SUBSET. REMEMBER THAT IT IS POSSIBLE TO SAY WHAT A PARTICULAR STATE IS IN TERMS OF ITS INPUTS AND OUTPUTS, AND PAIN IS SUCH A STATE.  

PAIN IS THEN A FUNCTIONAL STATE OF THE WHOLE ORGANISM, AND CANNOT BE ONLY A STATE OF A BRAIN. FURTHERMORE, IT DOES NOT EVEN HAVE TO BE A STATE OF THE BRAIN, AND PUTNAM’S FUNCTIONALISM IS NOT INCOMPATIBLE WITH DUALISM.

RE LOGICAL BEHAVIOURISM, PUTNAM THINKS IT IS WRONG TO IDENTIFY PAIN WITH PAIN BEHAVIOUR, BECAUSE PAIN IS THE CAUSE OF PAIN BEHAVIOUR, AS CLAIMED BY THE MATERIALISTS, BUT UNLIKE THEM THINKS THAT THIS CAUSE IS THE STATE OF THE WHOLE ORGANISM.

SINCE PAIN IS THE STATE OF RECEIVING SENSORY INPUTS WHICH PLAY A CERTAIN ROLE IN THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION OF THE ORGANISM, WE NEED TO KNOW MORE ABOUT THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION. THE FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION NECESARY FOR AN ORGANISM TO FEEL PAIN IS THAT THE ORGANISM MUST POSSESS A PREFERENCE FUNCTION: 

IT MUST BE ABLE TO DISCRIMINATE WHAT IT FAVOURS FROM WHAT IT SEEKS TO REJECT. THIS CAPACITY IS BUILT INTO THE FUNCTION OF PAIN. LEARNING FROM EXPERIENCE IS ALSO PART OF THE FUNCTION OF PAIN. ITS INPUT FACILITIES MUST ALSO INCLUDE PAIN SENSORS WHICH PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT DAMAGE TO THE ORGANISM.

LEWIS

AN ADEQUATE THEORY OF MIND MUST BE BOTH MATERIALST AND FUNCTIONALIST: ANY MENTAL STATE IS A PHYSICAL AND A FUNCTIONAL STATE. THIS CONCLUSION IS FORCED UPON US IN ORDER TO SOLVE A PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEM.

THE PROBLEM:

1. IT IS LOGICALLY POSSIBLE THAT A PERSON SHOULD BE IN A MENTAL STATE OF A CERTAIN KIND, SAY PAIN, WHERE THAT STATE HAS NONE OF THE CAUSAL RELATIONS WE TYPICALLY ASSOCIATE WITH THAT KIND OF STATE.


S IS IN PAIN BUT SHOWS NONE OF THE CAUSES OR EFFECTS OF PAIN.

2. IT IS ALSO LOGICALLY POSSIBLE THAT A BEING SHOULD BE IN A MENTAL STATE EXHIBITING CAUSAL RELATIONS TYPICAL OF THAT KIND OF STATE, WHILE THAT STATE IS NOT REALISED BY THE CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM


S IS IN PAIN, SHOWS THE CAUSES AND EFFECTS OF PAIN, BUT IS NOT IN THE NEUROLOGICAL STATE OF PAIN.

THE MADMAN AND THE MARTIAN

MADMAN: PHYSICAL EXCERCISE ---- PAIN ----SNAPPING FINGERS

HE FEELS PAIN BUT IS NOT DISTRACTED BY IT AND MAKES NO EFFORTS TO AVOID IT. THIS IS ‘MAD PAIN’. THERE IS A SENSE IN WHICH WE AND HE ARE BOTH IN PAIN. HIS PAIN FEELS TO HIM AS OUR PAIN FEELS TO US.

MARTIAN: PINCHING ----PAIN ----WRITHING AND GROANING

HE HAS NO CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM. HIS PAIN IS REALISED BY A HYDRAULIC SYSTEM OF FLUID-FILLED CAVITIES. THERE IS A SENSE IN WHICH WE AND HE ARE BOTH IN PAIN. HIS PAIN FEELS TO HIM AS OUR PAIN FEELS TO US.

LEWIS’ MATERIALIST AND FUNCTIONALIST THEORY IS MEANT TO CAPTURE THAT ALL THREE CASES ARE CASES OF PAIN.

THE LESSON OF MAD PAIN IS THAT THE CAUSAL RELATIONS IT IN FACT HAS ARE ONLY CONTINGENT. THE LESSON OF MARTIAN PAIN IS THAT THE PHYSICAL REALISATION IT IN FACT HAS IS CONTINGENT.


HENCE, PAIN DOES NOT NECESSARILY HAVE A PARTICULAR KIND OF CAUSAL ROLE AND DOES NOT NECESSARILY HAVE A PARTICULAR KIND OF PHYSICAL REALISATION. AND LEWIS DOES JUSTICE TO BOTH OF THEM.

THE (MBIT) PROVIDES A SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM OF MAD PAIN BUT FAILS TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM OF MARTIAN PAIN. FUNCTIONALISM (OR LOGICAL BEHAVIOURISM) PROVIDES A SOLUTION TO THE PROBLEM OF MARTIAN PAIN BUT FAILS TO SOLVE THE PROBLEM OF MAD PAIN.

CAUSAL ROLES

THE CONCEPT OF A MENTAL STATE IS THE CONCEPT OF A STATE APT FOR BEING CAUSED IN CERTAIN WAYS BY STIMULI PLUS OTHER MENTAL STATES AND APT FOR COMBINING WITH CERTAIN OTHER MENTAL STATES TO JOINTLY CAUSE CERTAIN BEHAVIOUR.

THE CONCEPT OF PAIN IS, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS FUNCTIONAL DEFINITION, THE CONCEPT OF THAT WHICH OCCUPIES A PARTICULAR KIND OF CAUSAL ROLE. WHATEVER OCCUPIES THIS ROLE IS PAIN: C-FIBRES FIRING ETC.

MATERIALST FUNCTIONALISM


DISTINCTION:

PAIN IS A STATE OF CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM, BUT THE CONCEPT OF PAIN IS NOT THE CONCEPT OF PART OF THE CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM, BUT OF THAT WHICH HAS A CERTAIN CAUSAL ROLE.

PAIN IS NECESSARILY THAT WHICH HAS A PARTICULAR  CAUSAL ROLE BUT PAIN IS CONTINGENTLY A STATE OF THE CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM BECAUSE IT HAPPENS TO HAVE THAT CAUSAL ROLE. ‘PAIN’ IS DEFINED FUNCTIONALLY BUT PAIN IS REALISED PHYSICALLY: 

PAIN MIGHT NOT HAVE BEEN PAIN! PAIN NECESSARILY IS THE OCCUPANT OF THE CAUSAL ROLE, BUT THE OCCUPANT OF THE CAUSAL ROLE MIGHT NOT HAVE BEEN C-FIBRES FIRING.

IN OUR CASE, IS REALISED BY AND SO IS CONTINGENTLY IDENTICAL WITH A STATE OF THE CENTRAL NERVOUS SYSTEM - C-FIBRES FIRING. 

WHAT ABOUT MARTIANS? PAIN IS NECESSARILY THE OCCUPANT OF A CERTAIN CAUSAL ROLE, I.E., IN ALL POSSIBLE WORLDS, INCLUDING MARS. THE OCCUPANT OF THE CAUSAL ROLE IS, HOWEVER, DIFFERENT ON MARS: IT IS CONTINGENTLY CHANGES IN HYDRAULIC PRESSURE.

WHAT ABOUT MAD PAIN? PAIN IS DEFINED AS A STATE APT TO PRODUCE CERTAIN EFFECTS, SUCH THAT IT DOES NOT ALWAYS HAVE TO PRODUCE THEM. MAD PAIN IS REALISED BY C-FIBRES FIRING AND THIS IS THE STATE THAT IS APT FOR PRODUCING THE EFFECTS CONSTITUTIVE OF PAIN’S CAUSAL ROLE IN HUMANS.


THE MADMAN IS IN THE STATE APT TO PRODUCE THE EFFECTS OF PAIN AND TO BE PRODUCED BY THE CAUSES OF PAIN, SO HE IS IN PAIN.

SO, LEWIS DOES JUSTICE TO BOTH THE CAUSAL ROLE AND THE PHYSICAL REALISATION OF PAIN AS WELL AS TO THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL PROPERTIES OF PAIN. MAD PAIN IS A FELT SENSATION JUST AS OUR PAIN AND MARTIAN PAIN IS. ‘PAIN IS A FEELING. SURELY THAT IS UNCONTROVERSIAL. TO HAVE PAIN AND TO FEEL PAIN ARE ONE AND THE SAME’. (Rosenthal, 233).

THE RAMSEY-LEWIS METHOD (RLM)

TO EXPLAIN WHAT A MENTAL STATE (MS) IS, WE NEED TO REFER TO OTHER MSs AND EXPLAINING THESE STATES REQUIRES REFERENCE TO OTHER MSs ETC., WHICH LEADS US TO EITHER INFINITE REGRESS OR TO LOOPING BACK IN A CIRCLE.

CIRCULARITY THREATENS TO ARISE AT A MORE GENERAL LEVEL AS WELL, IN THE FUNCTIONALIST CONCEPTION OF MENTALITY ITSELF ACCORDING TO WHICH TO BE A MS IS TO BE A CAUSAL INTERMEDIARY...

THE RLM WAS OFFERED TO AVOID THE THREAT OF CIRCULARITY; HENCE

CONSIDER THE ‘PAIN THEORY’ T:

(T) FOR ANY X, IF X SUFFERS TISSUE DAMAGE, AND IS NORMALLY ALERT, X IS IN PAIN; IF X IS AWAKE, X TENDS TO BE NORMALLY ALERT; IF X IS IN PAIN, X WINCES AND GROANS AND GOES INTO A STATE OF DISTRESS; AND IF X IS NOT NORMALLY ALERT OR IS IN DISTRESS, X TENDS TO MAKE MORE TYPING ERRORS.

STATEMENTS MAKING UP T DESCRIBE LAWFUL REGULARITIES (OR CAUSAL RELATIONS). THE ITALIC REPRESENTS NONMENTAL PREDICATES, THE BOLDFACE REPRESENTS PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPRESSIONS.

WE RAMSEIFY T BY EXISTENTIALLY GENERALIZING OVER EACH MENTAL EXPRESSION OCCURRING IN IT, GETTING:

(TR) THERE EXIST STATES M1, M2, AND M3 SUCH THAT FOR ANY X, IF X SUFFERS TISSUE DAMAGE AND IS IN M1, X IS IN M2; IF X IS AWAKE, X TENDS TO BE IN M1; IF X IS IN M2, X WINCES AND GROANS AND GOES INTO M3; AND IF X IS NOT IN M1 OR IS IN M3, X TENDS TO MAKE MORE TYPING ERRORS.

EVIDENTLY T IMPLIES TR. IN CONTRAST TO T, TR CONTAINS NO PSYCHOLOGICAL BUT ONLY PHYSICAL/BEHAVIOURAL EXPRESSIONS: M1, M2 AND M3 ARE JUST SOME STATES. ‘M1’, ‘M2’ AND ‘M3’ ARE PREDICATE VARIABLES WHILE ‘IS NORMALLY ALERT’, ‘IS IN PAIN’ ETC., ARE PREDICATE CONSTANTS.

ALTHOUGH TR IS WEAKER THAN T (SINCE IT IS IMPLIED BY, BUT DOES NOT IMPLY, T), TR IS JUST AS POWERFUL AS T, AS FAR AS PHYSICAL/BEHAVIOURAL PREDICTION GOES; THE TWO THEORIES MAKE THE SAME INFERENTIAL CONNECTIONS BETWEEN NONPSYCHOLOGICAL STATEMENTS: E.G., BOTH ENTAIL THAT IF SOMEONE IS AWAKE AND SUFFERS TISSUE DAMAGE, SHE WILL PROBABLY WINCE AND THAT IF SHE DOESN’T GROAN, EITHER SHE HAS NOT SUFFERED TISSUE DAMAGE OR IS NOT AWAKE. SINCE TR IS FREE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPRESSIONS, IT CAN SERVE AS A BASIS FOR DEFINING PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPRESSIONS WITHOUT CIRCULARITY.

TR (ABR): ( M1, M2, M3 [T(M1, M2, M3)]

X IS IN PAIN   = DEF.   ( M1, M2, M3 [T(M1, M2, M3) & X IS IN M2]

(NOTE THAT ‘M2’ REPLACED ‘IS IN PAIN’)

SIMILARLY,

X IS NORAMALLY ALERT  = DEF.   ( M1, M2, M3 [T(M1, M2, M3) & X IS IN M1]

X IS IN DISTRESS = DEF.   ( M1, M2, M3 [T(M1, M2, M3) & X IS IN M3]

CONSIDER THE DEFINITION OF ‘PAIN’. IT SAYS THAT YOU ARE IN PAIN JUST IN CASE THERE ARE STATES M1, M2, AND M3 THAT ARE RELATED AMONGST THEMSELVES AND WITH PHYSICAL/BEHAVIOURAL STATES SUCH AS TISSUE DAMAGE, WINCING AND GROANING AND WITH THE DESCRIBED TYPING PERFORMANCE, AND YOU ARE IN M2. ALTHOUGH THIS DEFINITION OF THE CONCEPT OF PAIN INVOLVES THAT PAIN IS CAUSALLY RELATED TO OTHER MSs, MSs ARE NOT SPECIFIED AS SUCH. ALSO, THE THREE MENTAL CONCEPTS ARE INTERDEFINED WITHOUT CIRCULARITY; ALL THE DEFINED EXPRESSIONS ARE ELIMINABLE BY THE USE OF THEIR DEFINIENTIA.

THE TRICK IS TO DEFINE PSYCHOLOGICAL CONCEPTS EN MASSE. (NOTE THAT THE TURING MACHINE FUNCTIONALISM IS A SPECIAL CASE OF THE RLM, IN WHICH THE PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY IS PRESENTED IN THE FORM OF THE TURING MACHINE TABLE WITH THE INTERNAL MACHINE STATES.)

WHAT SHOULD THE UNDERLYING PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY T BE LIKE? IT MUST INCLUDE ALL PSYCHOLOGICAL PROPERTIES AND CARRY IFORMATION ABOUT EACH OF THEM. THERE ARE TWO MAJOR OPTIONS FOR IT TO BE:

1. COMMONSENSE PSYCHOLOGY

2. SCIENTIFIC PSYCHOLOGY

(1) HAS GREATER STABILITY AND UNIVERSALITY THAN (2).

NOTE THAT OUR SAMPLE FUNCTIONALIST DEFINITIONS CAN ACCOMODATE THE PHENOMENON OF MULTIPLE REALIZATION OF MSs. TO SEE THIS, SUPPOSE THAT T IS TRUE OF BOTH HUMANS AND MARTIANS, WHOSE PHYSIOLOGY IS VERY DIFFERENT FROM OURS. THEN TR, TOO, WILL ALSO BE TRUE OF BOTH HUMANS AND MARTIANS: IT IS ONLY THAT THE TRIPLE OF PHYSICAL STATES <H1, H2, H3>, WHICH REALIZES THE THREE MENTAL STATES <PAIN, NORMAL ALERTNESS, DISTRESS> AND WHICH THEREFORE SATISFIES TR IS DIFFERENT FROM THE TRIPLE <I1, I2, I3> WHICH REALIZES THE MENTAL TRIPLE IN MARTIANS. BUT IN EITHER CASE THERE IS A TRIPLE OF STATES, AS TR DEMANDS, WHICH ARE CONNECTED IN THE SPECIFIED WAYS. SO WHEN YOU ARE IN H1, YOU ARE IN PAIN, AND WHEN A MARTIAN IS IN I1, HE IS IN PAIN, SINCE EACH OF YOU SATISFY THE STATED DEFINITION OF PAIN.

FUNCTIONALISM AND PHYSICALISM

RLM REQUIRES THAT THE UNDERLYING PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY BE TRUE, BECAUSE A SINGLE FALSE STATEMENT WOULD MAKE IT FALSE. SO, IF WE TAKE (2) TO BE SUCH A THEORY AND RAMSIFY IT, IT HAD BETTER BE TRUE.

ANOTHER QUESTION ABOUT THE TRUTH OF SUCH A THEORY ARISES WHEN WE HAVE TWO (OR MORE) THEORIES, T1 AND T2, EACH GIVING A CORRECT SYSTEMATIZATION OF INPUTS AND OUTPUTS FOR THE SUBJECT S, BUT SUCH THAT EACH POSITS A DIFFERENT SET OF INTERNAL STATES. THAT IS, T1 AND T2 ARE BOTH BEHAVIOURALLY ADEQUATE PSYCHOLOGIES FOR S, BUT EACH ATTRIBUTES TO S A DIFFERENT PSYCHOLOGICAL MECHANISM THAT CONNECTS S’s INPUTS TO ITS OUTPUTS.

IS THERE SOME FURTHER FACT ABOUT THESE THEORIES, OR ABOUT S, THAT WILL DETERMINE WHICH (IF ANY) IS THE CORRECT PSYCHOLOGY OF S WHICH THEREFORE IS TO BE RAMSIFIED TO YIELD CAUSAL-FUNCTIONAL DEFINITIONS OF MSs?

THE ONLY WAY TO DISCRIMINATE BETWEEN BEHAVIOURALLY ADEQUATE PSYCHOLOGIES IS TO INTRODUCE A PHYSICALIST REQUIREMENT (SIMILAR TO THAT IN SOME OF THE TURING MACHINE FUNCTIONALISTS), ALONG THE FOLLOWING LINES:

(P) THE STATES THAT THE RAMSIFIED PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY TR AFFIRMS TO EXIST ARE PHYSICAL STATES; THAT IS, THE VARIABLES ‘M1’, ‘M2’... OF TR AND IN THE (FOREGOING) DEFINITIONS OF SPECIFIC MENTAL STATES RANGE OVER PHYSICAL STATES.

A FUNCTIONALIST WHO ACCEPTS (P) WILL INTERPRET THE ONTOLOGY OF OUR ORIGINAL UN-RAMSIFIED PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY ANALOGOUSLY: THE INTERNAL STATES POSITED BY A CORRECT PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY ARE PHYSICAL STATES. THE IMPLICATION OF THIS FOR PSYCHOLOGY IS: UNLESS THESE PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS ARE INTRODUCED, THERE SEEMS TO BE NO WAY OF DISCRIMINATING AMONG BEHAVIOURALLY ADEQUATE PSYCHOLOGIES. CONVERSELY, THE FACT THAT WE DO NOT THINK THAT ALL BEHAVIOURALLY ADEQUATE PSYCHOLOGIES ARE CORRECT OR TRUE SIGNIFIES OUR COMMITMENT TO THE REALITY OF THE INTERNAL, THEORETICAL STATES POSITED BY OUR PSYCHOLOGIES, AND THE ONLY WAY TO DO SO IS TO REGARD THEM AS INTERNAL PHYSICAL STATES OF THE GIVEN ORGANISM.

THIS REFLECTS THE ACTUAL RESEARCH STRATEGIES IN PSYCHOLGY AND THEIR METHODOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS: THE CORRECT PSYCHOLOGICAL THEORY MUST, IN ADDITION TO BEING BEHAVIOURALLY ADEQUATE, HAVE ‘PHYSICAL REALITY’ IN THE SENSE THAT THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CAPACITIES, DISPOSITIONS, AND MECHANISMS IT POSITS HAVE A PHYSICAL (NEUROBIOLOGICAL) BASIS.

OBJECTIONS AND DIFFICULTIES

QUALIA

THE FUNCTIONALIST’S CLAIM THAT WHAT ALL INSTANCES OF PAIN HAVE IN COMMON – IN VIRTUE OF WHICH THEY ARE ALL PAIINS – IS THEIR CHARACTERISTIC CAUSAL ROLE (CR). BUT ISN’T IT MORE OBVIOUS THAT THEY ARE PAINS BECAUSE ALL OF THEM HURT?

THESE QUALITATIVE FEATURES OF SENSATIONS ARE CALLED QUALIA. THEY ARE THE QUALITIES INVOLVED IN SEEING A RIPE TOMATO OR IN SMELLING A ROSE.

THIS QUALITATIVE ASPECT IS WHAT FUNCTIONALISM MISSES AND SO DOES MATERISALISM.

MATERIALISM AND QUALIA

ON THE BASIS OF THIS, JACKSON ARGUES AGAINST MATERIALISM. SOMEBODY CALLED FRED IS UNLIKE US AND SEES TWO COLOURS WHEN HE LOOKS AT RIPE TOMATOES. WHAT KIND OF EXPERIENCE DOES FRED HAVE WHEN HE SEES THE COLOUR WE DO NOT SEE? NO AMOUNT OF PHYSICAL INFORMATION ABOUT HIS BRAIN AND OPTICAL SYSTEM TELLS US. WE HAVE ALL THE PHYSICAL INFORMATION, HENCE KNOWING ALL THIS IS NOT KNOWING EVERYTHING ABOUT FRED. ALSO WHAT IS IT THAT MARY - WHO GREW UP IN A BLACK AND WHITE ROOM AND LEARNED EVERYTHING ABOUT COLOURS – HAS ACQUIRED WHEN RELEASED FROM HER ROOM? IT IS NEW KNOWLEDGE. PHYSICALISM LEAVES SOMETHING OUT. 

(LEWIS RESPONDS: KNOWING WHAT IT IS LIKE IS NOT THE POSSESION OF INFORMATION AT ALL. IT IS THE POSSESION ABILITIES – TO RECOGNIZE, TO IMAGINE, TO PREDICT ONE’S BEHAVIOUR BY MEANS OF IMAGINATIVE EXPERIMENTS. 

ALSO: MARY, EX HYPOTHESI, ALREADY KNEW ALL THERE WAS TO KNOW ABOUT THE RELEVANT BRAIN STATE. SO THE PREMISS IN THE ARGUMENT THAT ASSERTS THAT MARY LEARNED SOMETHING NEW IS FALSE.)

HENCE NEW EPIPHENOMENALISM: IT IS POSSIBLE TO DEFEND THAT CERTAIN PROPERTIES OF CERTAIN MENTAL STATES, QUALIA, ARE SUCH THAT THEIR POSSESION OR ABSENCE MAKES NO DIFFERENCE TO THE PHYSICAL WORLD. IT MAY BE THAT THE INSTANTIATION OF QUALIA MAKES A DIFFERENCE TO OTHER MENTAL STATES BUT NOT TO ANYTHING PHYSICAL.

(i) BUT, ISN’T THE HURTFULNESS OF PAIN CAUSALLY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SUBJECT’S SEEKING TO AVOID PAIN? JACKSON: BOTH HURTFULNESS AND BEHAVIOUR MIGHT BE EFFECTS OF CERTAIN BRAIN HAPPENINGS.

(ii) IF DARWIN IS RIGHT, THEN QUALIA EVOLVED OVER TIME AND ARE CONDUCIVE TO SURVIVAL. SO, THEY CAN HARDLY HELP US SURVIVE IF THEY DO NOTHING IN THE PHYSICAL WORLD. JAKSON: THEY CAN BE BY-PRODUCTS OF CERTAIN BRAIN-PROCESSES THAT ARE HIGHLY CONDUCIVE TO SURVIVAL. A POLAR BEAR’S HEAVY COAT IS THUS A BY-PRODUCT OF ITS BEING WARM WHICH IS ITSELF CONDUCIVE TO SURVIVAL.

(iii) HOW CAN I KNOW ABOUT OTHER PEOPLES’ QUALIA UNLESS THEIR BEHAVIOUR IS THE OUTCOME OF THE QUALIA. JACKSON: WE CAN ARGUE FROM THEIR BEHAVIOUR TO ITS CAUSE IN THE BRAIN AND FROM THIS CAUSE TO THE QUALIA AS ANOTHER OF ITS EFFECTS.

FUNCTIONALISM AND QUALIA.

IT SEEMS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT CRs AND PHENOMENAL QUALITIES COME APART. THE POSSIBILITY OF QUALIA INVERSION SEEMS TO PROVE IT. IT IS POSSIBLE THAT WHEN YOU LOOK AT A RIPE TOMATO, YOUR COLOUR EXPERIENCE IS LIKE THE COLOUR EXPERIENCE I HAVE WHEN I LOOK AT A BUNCH OF SPINACH AND VICE VERSA. THE DIFFERENCES NEED NOT SHOW UP IN ANY OBSERVABLE BEHAVIOURAL DIFFERENCES: WE BOTH SAY ‘RED’ WHEN ASKED ABOUT THE COLOUR OF TOMATOES ETC. 

YOUR COLOUR SPECTRUM MIGHT WELL BE SYSTEMATICALLY INVERTED WITH RESPECT TO MINE WITH NO INFLUENCE TO BEHAVIOUR. THIS IS THE INVERTED QUALIA PROBLEM. 

OR, IMAGINE A ROBOT THAT IS FUNCTIONALLY EQUIVALENT TO US BUT HAS NO QUALIA. THIS IS THE ABSENT QUALIA PROBLEM. 

IF INVERTED QUALIA OR ABSENT QUALIA ARE POSSIBLE IN FUNCTIONALLY EQUIVALENT SYSTEMS, QUALIA ARE NOT CAPTURABLE BY FUNCTIONAL DEFINITIONS, AND FUNCTIONALISM CANNOT BE AN ACCOUNT OF ALL PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES AND PROPERTIES. LIKE MATERIALISM, IT LEAVES SOMETHING OUT.

REPLY: MENTAL STATES ARE REALISED BY INTERNAL PHYSICAL STATES OF THE SUBJECT; SO FOR HUMANS THE EXPERIENCE OF RED, AS A MENTAL STATE, IS REALISED BY A CERTAIN NEURAL STATE. YOU AND I CANNOT DIFFER IN RESPECT OF THE QUALIA WE EXPERIENCE AS LONG AS WE ARE IN THE SAME NEURAL STATE.

BUT, THERE ARE TWO PROBLEMS WITH THIS REPLY:

1. EVEN IF IT IS CORRECT SO FAR, THE REPLY DOES NOT ADDRESS THE QUALIA ISSUE FOR PHYSICALLY DIFFERENT SYSTEMS (SAY, YOU AND THE MARTIAN) THAT REALISE THE SAME PSYCHOLOGY. NOTHING IT SAYS MAKES QUALIA INVERSION IMPOSSIBLE FOR YOU AND THE MARTIAN; NOR DOES IT RULE OUT THAT QUALIA MIGHT BE ABSENT FROM THE MARTIAN EXPERIENCE.

2. THE REPLY ASSUMES THAT QUALIA SUPERVENE ON PHYSICAL/NEURAL STATES, BUT THIS SUPERVENIENCE ASSUMPTION IS WHAT IS AT ISSUE. HOWEVER, THE ISSUE ABOUT QUALIA SUPERVENIENCE CONCERNS THE BROADER ISSUES ABOUT PHYSICALISM AND NOT SPECIFICALLY A PROBLEM WITH FUNCTIONALISM.

THE CROSS-WIRED BRAIN

EACH OF US HAS A ‘PAIN BOX’ (PB) AND AN ‘ITCH BOX’ (IB) IN OUR BRAINS, EACH CONTAINING NEURAL FIBERS THAT GET ACTIVATED WHEN WE EXPERIENCE, RESPECTIVELY, PAIN OR ITCH. WHEN PAIN SENSORS IN OUR TISSUES ARE STIMULATED, THEY SEND NEURAL SIGNALS UP THE PAIN INPUT CHANNEL TO THE PB, WHICH THEN GETS ACTIVATED AND SENDS SIGNALS DOWN ITS OUTPUT CHANNEL TO OUR MOTOR SYSTEMS TO CAUSE APPROPRIATE PAIN BEHAVIOUR. AND SIMILARLY FOR THE ITCH: WHEN A MOSQUITO BITES YOU, YOUR ITCH RECEPTORS SEND SIGNALS UP THE ITCH INPUT CHANNEL TO YOUR IB, CULMINATING IN YOUR ITCH BEHAVIOUR.

SUPPOSE NOW A MAD NEUROPHYSIOLOGIST REWIRES YOUR BRAIN BY CRISS-CROSSING BOTH THE INPUT AND THE OUTPUT CHANNELS OF YOUR PAIN AND ITCH CENTRES. THE SIGNALS FROM YOUR PAIN RECEPTORS NOW GO TO YOUR (FORMER) IB AND THE SIGNALS FROM THIS BOX NOW TRIGGER YOUR MOTOR SYSTEM TO EMIT WINCES AND GROANS. SIMILARLY, THE SIGNALS FROM YOUR ITCH RECEPTORS NOW GO TO YOUR (FORMER) PAIN BOX, WHICH SENDS SIGNALS TO YOUR MOTOR SYSTEM THAT CAUSES SCRATCHING BEHAVIOUR. EVEN THOUGH YOUR BRAIN IS CROSS-WIRED WITH RESPECT TO MINE, WE BOTH REALISE THE SAME FUNCTIONAL PSYCHOLOGY; WE BOTH SCRATCH WHEN BITTEN BY MOSQUITOS AND GROAN WHEN OUR FINGERS ARE BURNED. FROM THE FUNCTIONALIST POINT OF VIEW, WE INSTANTIATE THE SAME PAIN-ITCH PSYCHOLOGY.

SUPPOSE NOW WE BOTH STEP BAREFOOT ON AN UPRIGHT DRAWING PIN; BOTH OF US GIVE OUT A SHARP SHRIEK OF PAIN AND HOBBLE TO THE NEAREST CHAIR. I AM IN PAIN. BUT WHAT ABOUT YOU? THE FUNCTIONALIST SAYS YOU ARE IN PAIN TOO. WHAT MAKES A NEURAL MECHANISM INSIDE THE BRAIN A PB IS EXACTLY THE FACT THAT IT RECEIVES INPUT FROM PAIN RECEPTORS AND SENDS OUTPUTS TO CAUSE PAIN BEHAVIOUR. WITH THE CROSS-WIRING OF YOUR BRAIN, YOUR FORMER IB HAS NOW BECOME YOUR PB, AND WHEN IT IS ACTIVATED, YOU ARE IN PAIN. THIS IS WHAT THE FUNCTIONALIST CONCEPTION OF PAIN IMPLIES. BUT IS THIS PLAUSIBLE?

THIS IS A VERSION OF THE INVERTED QUALIA PROBLEM. HERE THE QUALIA THAT ARE INVERTED ARE PAIN AND ITCH (OR THE PAINFULNESS OF PAIN AND THE ITCHINESS OF ITCH), WHERE THE SUPPOSED INVERSION IS MADE TO HAPPEN THROUGH ANATOMICAL INTERVENTION. IT SEEMS THAT IN THIS CASE WHAT YOU EXPERIENCE IS AN ITCH, NOT A PAIN, IN SPITE OF THE FACT THAT THE INPUT-OUTPUT RELATION THAT YOU EXHIBIT IS ONE THAT IS APPROPRIATE FOR PAIN. WE ARE INCLINED TO THINK THAT TYPES OF CONSCIOUS EXPERIENCE SUCH AS PAIN AND ITCH SUPERVENE ON THE LOCAL STATES AND PROCESSES OF THE BRAIN NO MATTER HOW THEY ARE HOOKED UP WITH THE REST OF THE BODY OR THE EXTERNAL WORLD, AND THAT THE QUALITATIVE CHARACTER OF OUR MENTAL STATES IS CONCEPTUALLY AND CAUSALLY INDEPENDENT OF THEIR CAUSAL ROLES IN RELATION TO SENSORY INPUTS AND BEHAVIOURAL OUTPUTS. (SUCH AN ASSUMPTION IS IMPLICIT IN THE ‘BRAIN IN A VAT’ THOUGHT EXPERIMENT IN WHICH IT IS SUPPOSED THAT A DISEMBODIED BRAIN IS KEPT IN A NORMAL STATE OF CONSCIOUSNESS BY BEING FED WITH APPOPRIATE ELECTRIC SIGNALS...).

AS OUR NEURAL SYSTEM IS PRESENTLY WIRED, PINPRICKS CAUSE PAINS, NOT ITCHES. BUT THIS IS A CONTINGENT FACT ABOUT OUR NEURAL MECHANISM; IT SEEMS CONCEIVABLE (EVEN TECHNICALLY FEASIBLE) TO REROUTE THE CAUSAL CHAINS INVOLVED SO THAT PINPRICKS CAUSE ITCHES, NOT PAINS, AND SKIN IRRITATION CAUSE PAINS, NOT ITCHES, WITHOUT DISTURBING THE OVERALL FUNCTIONAL ORGANISATION OF OUR BEHAVIOUR.

FUNCTIONAL PROPERTIES, DISJUNCTIVE PROPERTIES, AND CAUSAL POWERS

MENTAL PROPERTY M IS THE PROPERTY OF HAVING A PROPERTY WITH CAUSAL SPECIFICATION H.

FUNCTIONALISM HOLDS THAT MENTAL PROPERTIES ARE MULTIPLY REALISABLE: FOR EVERY MENTAL PROPERTY M, THERE WILL IN GENERAL BE (INDEFINITELY) MANY PROPERTIES Q1, Q2,..., MEETING THE CAUSAL SPECIFICATION H, AND ANYTHING WILL COUNT AS INSTANTIATING M JUST IN CASE IT INSTANTIATES ONE OR OTHER OF THESE Qs. M IS A SECOND-ORDER PROPERTY, Qs ARE FIRST-ORDER PROPERTIES. IF M IS PAIN, THEN, ITS FIRST-ORDER REALISERS WILL BE PHYSIOLOGICAL PROPERTIES, AT LEAST FOR ORGANIMS, AND WE EXPECT THEM TO VARY FROM ONE SPECIES TO ANOTHER.

THE CONSTRUAL OF MENTAL PROPERTIES AS SECOND-ORDER PROPERTIES SEEMS TO CREATE SOME PUZZLES. IF M IS THE PROPERTY OF HAVING SOME PROPERTY MEETING SPECIFICATION H, WHERE Q1, Q2,..., ARE EXACTLY THOSE PROPERTIES SATISFYING H, IT SEEMS THAT M IS IDENTICAL WITH THE DISJUNCTIVE PROPERTY OF HAVING Q1 OR Q2 OR... FOR TO HAVE M IS JUST TO HAVE EITHER Q1 OR Q2, OR...

NOW, THOSE WHO BELIEVE IN MULTIPLE REALISABILITY OF M PROPERTIES WILL DENY THAT THEY ARE DISJUNCTIVE PROPERTIES – DISJUNCTIONS OF THEIR REALISERS – BECAUSE THE FIRST-ORDER REALISING PROPERTIES ARE VERY DIVERSE AND HETEROGENEOUS SUCH THAT THEIR DISJUNCTIONS CANNOT BE CONSIDERED TO BE WELL-BEHAVED PROPERTIES HAVING THE SYSTEMATIC UNITY REQUIRED FOR PROPERTYHOOD. AND SUCH DISJUNCTIONS  ARE NOT SUITABLE AS NOMOLOGICAL PROPERTIES – THOSE IN TERMS OF WHICH LAWS AND CAUSAL EXPLANATIONS CAN BE FORMULATED. IF SO, IT DISQUALIFIES MENTAL PROPERTIES, CONSTRUED AS SECOND-ORDER PROPERTIES, AS SERIOUS SCIENTIFIC PROPERTIES.

THE FUNCTIONALISTS MIGHT REFUSE TO IDENTIFY SECOND-ORDER PROPERTIES WITH THE DISJUNCTIONS OF THEIR REALISERS, REJECTING DISJUNCTIVE PROPERTIES AS REAL PROPERTIES ON THE FOLLOWING GROUND: FROM THE FACT THAT P AND Q ARE PROPERTIES, IT DOES NOT FOLLOW THAT THERE IS A DISJUNCTIVE PROPERTY, THAT OF HAVING P OR Q. FROM THE FACT THAT BEING ROUND AND BEING GREEN ARE PROPERTIES, IT NEED NOT FOLLOW THAT THERE IS A PROPERTY OF BEING ROUND AND GREEN: THINGS THAT WOULD HAVE IT, SAY, ROUND TABLE AND GREEN SQUARE DOORMAT, SEEM TO HAVE NOTHING IN COMMON IN VIRTUE OF HAVING IT.

THE ISSUE HERE IS, HOWEVER, INDEPENDENT OF THE QUESTION OF DISJUNCTIVE PROPERTIES. FOR THERE IS ANOTHER LINE OF ARGUMENT LEADING TO THE SAME CONCLUSION. IT IS WIDELY HELD THAT MENTAL PROPERTIES HAVE CAUSAL POWERS: INSTANTIATING A MENTAL PROPERTY CAUSES OTHER EVENTS TO OCCUR (OTHER PROPERTIES TO BE INSTANTIATED). THIS IS THE FOUNDING PREMISS OF (CAUSAL-THEORETIC) FUNCTIONALISM. HOWEVER, WHERE DOES A MENTAL PROPERTY GETS ITS CAUSAL POWERS? WHAT IS THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN M’s CAUSAL POWERS AND THE CAUSAL POWERS OF ITS REALISERS, THE Q’s?

IT SEEMS THAT IT IS ONLY PLAUSIBLE TO THINK THAT M’s CAUSAL POWERS ARISE OUT OF THOSE OF ITS REALISERS, I.E., THEY ARE THE SAME AS THOSE OF ITS REALISERS. (WHERE ELSE COULD THEY COME FROM?)

M IS, HOWEVER, MULTIPLY REALISED, BY DIFFERENT PHYSICAL STATES WHICH ARE OF DIFFERENT PHYSICAL KINDS BECAUSE OF HAVING VERY DIFFERENT CAUSAL POWERS. (THIS ALSO APPLIES TO TURING MACHINE FUNCTIONALISM.) FOR THIS REASON, IT IS NOT POSSIBLE TO ASSOCIATE A UNIQUE SET OF CAUSAL POWERS WITH M. EACH INSTANCE OF M IS AN INSTANCE OF, SAY, EITHER STATE P1 OR P2 OR P3, AND AS SUCH REPRESENTS A UNIQUE SET OF CAUSAL POWERS, BUT M TAKEN AS A KIND OR PROPERTY DOES NOT. THIS MAKES M A PROPERTY WITHOUT ANY CAUSAL/NOMOLOGICAL UNITY GIVING M LITTLE CHANCE OF ENTERING INTO SIGNIFICANT LAWFUL RELATIONSHIPS WITH OTHER PROPERTIES. MOREOVER, IT HAS BEEN SUGGESTED THAT KINDS IN SCIENCE ARE INDIVIDUATED ON THE BASIS OF THEIR CAUSAL POWERS, WHICH DISQUALIFIES M AND OTHER MULTIPLY REALISABLE PROPERTIES AS SCIENTIFIC KINDS. THIS IN TURN MAKES M’s PSYCHOLOGY VERY DUBIOUS AS A SCIENCE, DASHING THE FUNCTIONALISTS’ HOPES OF HAVING SUCH AN AUTONOMOUS SCIENCE IRREDUCIBLE TO BIOLOGY AND PHYSICS. MENTAL KINDS ARE IN DANGER OF FRAGMENTING INTO THEIR MULTIPLY DIVERSE PHYSICAL REALISERS, AND ENDING UP WITHOUT THE KIND OF CAUSAL/NOMOLOGICAL UNITY REQUIRED OF SCIENTIFIC KINDS.
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