CH. 5 Mind and Body

Lecture 1. Consciousness 
Chapter section: A. What Is Consciousness? 

i. Descartes said there are two kinds of substances: mind or mental substance and body or physical substance. This idea is called Cartesian dualism. Descartes insisted that the self is a mental substance. What connects his body (a physical substance) to his mind (a mental substance)? That is, how do they interact? 

ii. Descartes, Spinoza, and Leibniz define mind as unextended in space. But we tend to think of the mind in spatial terms (something gets stuck in your head, something slips from your mind, etc.). How can we describe consciousness itself? 

iii. There is a further difficulty: If I can talk about my mind only with difficulty, how can I talk about your mind at all? Other minds present a problem. 

iv. Some people have tried to reject the notion of mind altogether. But the idea of mind can be rejected only with reference to other people because of Descartes' premise: "I think, therefore I am." The statement "I am not thinking" is absurd and unintelligible, and it is self-refuting. A person cannot deny his or her own consciousness. 

v. The separation of mind and body, for Descartes, is not just a metaphysical concern. It supports religious beliefs about the soul, and it even offers an argument for the existence of God. Descartes claimed that his various fleeting thoughts could not be unified into a coherent, enduring self without the intervention of a higher power.
A Cartesian problem for discussion: If we reject the mind, or reduce it to matter, can we maintain our religious beliefs? 
Lecture 2. The Problem of Dualism 
Chapter section: B. The Problem of Dualism 

i. The problem of mind-body interaction is no longer just a technical metaphysical problem having to do with the special notion of substance. The mind is not the same as the brain. It has no shape, no weight, and has the awkward property of being observable by one and only one person. How does a body interact with something that has none of the crucial characteristics of the body? How can something so different as ideas and sensations interact with nervous systems and brain cells? 

ii. Descartes offered the solution of causal interactionism. In other words, mental changes cause bodily changes and vice versa. He felt comfortable with this causal account. His critics maintained that "different substances cannot interact." 
iii. Leibniz offered the solution that there is no mind-body interaction and that monads are not physical. God programmed us so that our mental activities and our so-called bodily activities are exactly coordinated. This is called parallelism. There is no causal interaction at all in parallelism. 

iv. For Spinoza, mental events and physical events are different aspects of the same "something," in his case, the same substance. 
v. Bertrand Russell claimed only that our experiences and ideas are one aspect of some events or activities of which the various chemical reactions of the brain are another aspect. This theory has often been called the dual aspect theory. 
Lecture 3. The Rejection of Dualism 
Chapter section: C. The Rejection of Dualism 
Epiphenomenalism can be understood as a first step on the road to rejecting dualism. On this view, physical bodies cause mental events, but the mind is causally inert—the mind is merely a by-product of physical activity. 

1. Behaviorism (Chapter sections 1. Radical Behaviorism and 2. Logical Behaviorism) 

i. A staunch rejection of dualism is called behaviorism. The late psychologist B. F. Skinner is the best-known behaviorist. Behaviorism refuses to consider any events that cannot be publicly witnessed and thus excludes mental events. Many behaviorists go further and claim that there can be no mental events. 
ii. John Watson argued that belief in consciousness goes back to the ancient days of superstition and magic. He claims that because the soul cannot be experienced, there is no such thing and that consciousness is, like magic, a belief that we are trapped in because of our heritage. 

iii. Gilbert Ryle and Logical Behaviorism 
a. Gilbert Ryle formed logical behaviorism in response to Watson's theory. Ryle discussed category mistakes, which generally means to mistake one type of thing for another.
Ryle believes that Descartes made a category mistake. It is a mistake to think that "the mind" and its events are some strange and mysteriously private sort of thing behind our behavior when, in fact, mind is the pattern of our behavior and not "behind" behavior at all. 

b. The key to Ryle's analysis is what he calls a disposition. A disposition is a tendency for something to happen given certain conditions. Everything mental is really a disposition to behave in certain ways.
Ryle's basic thesis is that applying a mental term—attributing a mental property to a person—is logically equivalent to saying that the person will act in a certain way. This eliminates all mysterious mental things by translating the mental terminology into statements about behavior, not "inner events."
The causal interaction between mind and body has been reformulated as the causal connection between a physical state, a disposition to behave in certain ways, and the actual consequent behavior. 

iv. Behaviorism, in all forms, becomes nonsense in one's own case when we are trying to understand and talk about our own mental states. When I say "I am in pain," I am not predicting my behavior. I am telling you what I feel, quite apart from anything I might do. 
Possible lecture break here. 

2. The Identity Theory 

i. The identity theory states that mind and body or, more accurately, mental events and certain bodily events, are identical. The identity theory denies dualism by insisting that mental terms refer to a neurological process that scientists, someday, will be able to specify precisely.
Thus, mental-neurological events can be described in two ways, "I have a headache" or, if one knows an extensive amount of neurology, "such and such is going on in my brain." 
ii. J. J. C. Smart argues that the identity theory is true because it is compatible with modern science. 
iii. Jerome Shaffer argues that because the two languages that we can use to describe mental-neurological events are so different, the thing(s) that they refer to must be different as well. Shaffer's main point is that if two things are identical, then they must share all of the same properties. But no amount of research could possibly show that brain processes and thought have the same properties. 

3. Eliminative Materialism Eliminative materialism proposes to defend materialism without claiming an identity between what we call mental states and the workings of the brain. This theory claims that our increasing knowledge of the workings of the brain will make our "folk-psychology" talk about the mind outmoded, and we will all learn to talk the language of neurology. Paul Churchland believes that with our increasing knowledge of neurology, our ordinary language will be seriously revised. 

4. Functionalism: The Mind and the Computer 
i. Functionalism, inspired by developments in computer science, is the view that minds are the result of various relations between various physical parts. Although some functionalists hold that someday a computer that has a mind will be constructed, other functionalists assert that mind is a function of patterns of the neural events in the brain. 

ii. John Searle and the problem of conscious computers: Is it possible? Class discussion. 

5. Connectionism
Connectionists complain that functionalists start with behavior, either human behavior or computer behavior, and claim that understanding human consciousness is just a matter of finding the right "program" for that behavior (combination of relations). 
The connectionist claims that the mechanical and physical interactions that occur in the brain determine the kinds of behavior that computers are capable of processing. They are not reductionists; they believe that consciousness is a result of the complicated connections that go on in the brain. 
Lecture 4. The Problem of Consciousness Chapter section: D. The Problem of Consciousness 
i. Incorrigibility is the "immediate" certainty that you feel in the case of your own conscious experience. You might make a mistake in any factual claim about the world because you might be hallucinating, dreaming, or simply being fooled by circumstances. But nothing could lead you to suspect that you might be mistaken about your own experiences. For many years this was used as a defense against materialism. But when Freud introduced the unconscious, he claimed that not everything mental is knowable and that therefore surely not everything "in the mind" can be described incorrigibly. 

ii. One and only one person can experience what is going on. Philosophers refer to this as privileged access, sometimes as the privacy of mental events. Because of these ideas, our states of mind have the very peculiar status of being always knowable to ourselves (though maybe not "incorrigibly") and yet possibly unknowable to anyone else.
The peculiarity of our relationship to our own consciousness is one of the things that makes the notion of "self" so difficult and makes the problem so seemingly unresolvable. It makes the way that we establish our own identities seem categorically different from how others know it.
Thomas Nagel argues that it is consciousness that makes the problem so "intractable" (see reading in text).
Colin McGinn extends Nagel's worry, insisting that consciousness is an unresolvable mystery. 

iii. Some people argue holistically; they argue that people are just people and that it isn't helpful to make a distinction between mind and body. Husserl attacked the spatial metaphors that people use when talking about consciousness. For Husserl, there are acts of consciousness, and there are the objects of those acts. A phenomenologist would analyze my seeing a tree into (1) my act of seeing and (2) the tree as seen.
Husserl's conception of consciousness is called intentionality. To say that consciousness is intentional means that our conscious acts are always directed toward objects and that we should not, therefore, talk about conscious acts as self-contained "contents" that are mysteriously coordinated with the movements of our bodies. Rather, we can simply say that among our various acts as persons are intentional conscious acts as well as physical actions. There is no problem of "coordination" or interaction. 
iv. Maurice Merleau-Ponty attacked dualism from the side that has so far seemed least controversial, the idea that the human body is just another "bit of matter." He described a "dialectic" between mind and body, by which he meant that there is no ultimate distinction between them. The mind and body are nothing other than a single entity. One cannot treat a person as an uneasy conglomerate of mental parts and body parts but rather must begin with the whole person. 
v. Galen Strawson has a view similar to those of Merleau-Ponty and Husserl, arguing for what he calls "cognitive experience." 
vi. William James argued that there is no such thing as consciousness as an entity, only different functions of experience. 

