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FOREWORD

The present study on the concept of self by Dr. Absar
Ahmad is an extensive, patient and critical account of the
published doctrines of an interesting group of thinkers
currently active in Philosophical scene. | have read it more
than once with enlightenment to myself and 1 think it
desirable that its aid should be available to both students and
teachers of Philosophy in general and to students of Igbal’s
thought in particular.

In recent discussions of “the mind-body problem”, a
position called Cartesian dualism is frequently mentioned as
a principal alternative to the various forms of materialism.
What seems to be most often intended in such references to
Cartesian dualism is the view that mental events — the most
discussed examples in these contexts being sensations — are
not identical with events in the body (brain, CNS or What-
ever). Dr. Ahmad convincingly vindicates that the basic
position of Cartesianism is correct and that within the
Cartesian system proper the ontological distinction of mental
and physical events is rightly understood as involving a
distinction of substances or logical types of subjects. That is,
sensations (understood as conscious states) are to be construed
as belonging to, as modes of, mental substance or seif; while
physical states or occurrences, such as neural discharge, are
ascribed to, or modally depend on, body or corporeal sub-
stance. By contrast, a materialist holds (for example) that the
sensation of pain is nothing but the firing of certain neurons
under the proper circumstances; that these are no irreducible
mental occurrences and a fortiori no self or mental particular
that has or owns such occurrences. Dr. Ahmad, during the
course of his painstaking and critical discussion shows that
the position of the materialist does not stand philosophical
scrutiny. He calls attention to serious flaws in the reasoning
of his opponents and furnishes grounds worthy of considera-
tion in extending his own position. He maintains that every-




thing commonly identified as an experience or a conscious -
occurrence is conceivable independently of a physical or

bodily occurrence or state. That is, one can introspect a pain,
and form a clear conception of it, without being aware of or

conceiving any physical state at all. He argues that just

because there is no conceptual connection between physical

states on the one hand, and experiences or mental.states on

the other, we must conclude that experiences are never the

same thing as physical states and that experiences and physi-

cal states are had by two different sorts of substantival

particulars.

Dr. Ahmad further argues that the immediate data of
our consciousness reveal to us in the same way a single and
. continuous self, assuring us that in spite of changes we are
the same person that we were in our childhood. This cons-
ciousness of the permanent nature of our self that enters into
all our actions is just as empirical a datum as the one that
tells us of the coming and going of experiences. Nevertheless,
though still an immediate datum, it is a more complex one
and is more difficult to reconcile with the interpretation of
atomistic empiricism. It is inconceivable that experiences
could exist in themselves, for all activity presupposesa subject.
The self is_not something that can be divided in pieces, but
an organic, indissoluble substantial unity. There is, in the
self, a note of novelty and creativity, a free will, an ability
to control the eventual course of our experiences. This means
that Dr. Ahmad is strictly against reductionism and analyti-
cism — the philosophical legacy of Hume’s atomism. He
believes that analysis involves the disarticulation of a complex
~and profound reality whose unity is destroyed when its
component members are separated.

Allama Mohammad Igbal too in his poetry and philoso-
phical writings supports a dualistic view of man. He raises the
question: How could man become capable of analysing and
mastering nature if he was nothing but a part of nature? He



maintains that only his body i.e. the material side of his
being, belongs to natural material elements and hence obeys
the laws of nature. But his inner self, the spiritual element
within him, stands apart and tries to subdue nature and its
compelling forces. Of course, for Igbal, the problem of self
is not merely a metaphysical one. He also addresses himself
to the practical methodsofachievinga self, a human existence
realising its full ego and becoming really one, a single whole,
a substantival subject. Indeed, exactly a similar moral position
was maintained by the eminent British philosopher, F.H.
Bradley, when he wrote: “Are we not forced to look on the
self as a whole, which is not merely the sum of its parts?
And must we not say that to realize self is always to realize
a whole, and the question in morals is to find the true whole,
realizing which will practically realize the true self”’ (Ethical
Studies, p. 69).

Dr. Ahmad’s book is both analytical as well as construc-
tive in approach. It covers a good many topics which are
currently under discussion in academic philosophy. His survey
will greatly help both teachers and students of philosophy,
as also the interested readers, by saving them a great deal
of trouble which otherwise they would have to undertake
for themselves in familiarizing with variegated discussions in
contemporary Anglo-American mental philosophy.

Prof. MUHAMMAD MUNAWWAR
Director, -

Igbal Academy, Pakistan
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PREFACE

This book is a critical study of some of the problems
relating to the concept of self or mind. A positive attempt
has been made to substantiate and advance the case for the
plausibility of an essentially Cartesian view of the self. There
are three types of discussions in the present-day philosophical
scene and it is with these that the present book is concerned.
Firstly, there have been advanced forceful views to the effect
that the characteristic mental events or states are in fact bits
of bodily behaviour or brain states and processes. The third
and fourth chapters form a critical review of Ryle and the
leading exponents of the so-called ldentity theory, and try
to vindicate the ontologically distinct, nonphysical character
of mental items or predicates. Secondly there has been .
a persistent strain of serialist or ‘pundle-view’ of the self
stemming historically from Hume. Chapters 5-7 are devoted
to criticisms of this type of theories. Chapter 5 argues for the
self asa substantival subject of all sorts of mental experiences,
rejecting all serialist or logical construction views of the ana-
lysis of self as the congnizing subject. In chapter 6 it is main-
tained that ‘memory, contrary to views held by most recent
philosophers, itself requires a persistent and identical self for
its explanation. Chapter 7 on Self-knowledge is also a crtiti-
cism of the essentially Hume-type positions against the
awareness of self. Finally, there have been voiced many-
faced views, among others; by Wittgenstein and Strawson —
Conveniently grouped under the ‘person approach’, that repu-
diate the theory of the self this book defends. The last chap-
ter deals with these and related topics and brings out their
limitations and shortcomings.




Philosophy in general is an extremely private discipline
of sensibility and intellectual effort. In particular, my pre-
occupation and deliberation on the concept of self and my
predilection for the Cartesian view of it multiplied this
privacy into a specialized and subtle relationship between
two selves within me: the ‘I’ as the subject, and the ‘me’ as
the object thought about. | must publicly confess that, as a
consequence of this, the three long years (1970-73) which |
spent in London while doing research for my doctorate were
both psychically extremely painful and intellectually most
rewarding. This work is a slightly revised, and in some parts
expanded, version of the thoughts of those years.

It has been my earnest endeavour to be objective, that
is, to occupy myself exclusively with the arguments and the
determination of their cogency, and to avoid the spirit of
polemics. Biting remarks and humour make a book perhaps
more readable, but do not help to promote truth and scholar-
ly reserach. In this work | present a survey of modern Anglo-
American philosophy concentrating on the arguments and
. conclusion of its principal exponents. The book is designed, -
not only for students of philosophy, but also for those whose
interests, whether or not academic, have caused them to be
curious about its subject matter. The reader will find in the
bibliography a list of the works discussed.

Dr. Absar Ahmad

Department of Philosbphy,
University of the Punjab,
New Campus, Lahore.
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Chapter 1
IQBAL’S THOUGHT AND THE PRESENT STUDY

1.1 DUALISTIC STRAIN IN IQBAL

There is no denying the fact that in the post Sayyid
Ahmad Khan period (d.1898) no dynamic intellectual
figure influenced the Muslim mind of the South East Asian
region as profoundly as Allama Dr. Muhammad Igbal. The
main source of his thought is undoubtedly the Quran and the
Islamic philosophical thought, but in developing his ideas and
in presenting them in the current academic jargon he drew
upon the wealth of thought available to him from Western
thinkers. He gained strength and parallels for his thought ~
from the study of Kant, Bergson, Neitzsche, Mctaggart and
many others. This led him to accept the reality of the self
and the force of the will as fundamental and sui generis.
He affirms the intuitive knowledge of God (the Infinite
Self), the human ego or soul (finite seif) and the intuitive
knowledge of its freedom and immortality. The concept
of self constitutes, to my mind, the pivot around which
Igbal’s entire philosophy revoives. His philosophical thought,
in its main strain, is the philosophy of the self. There are no
doubt 2 number of lacunae in his thought which he did not
find time to present as a systematic and consistent whole.
Yet it does not mean that his thought is a collection of dis-
joined and at times contradictory propositions. | strongly
believe that even though Igbal’s preoccupation with the
concept of human seif as a metaphysical entity has a religious -
motif, he in his The Reconstruction of Religious Thought in
[slam makes perfectly plausible and convincing arguments
for its existence and reality.

Igbal commences his chapter on the nature of human
ego by noting the emphasis the Quran lays on the indivi-
duality and uniqueness of man as a unity of life. He is the

7




8 | Concept of Self. . .

trustee of a free personality. Man does not flower or flourish
out of a combination of atomic or nonliving elements,
explicable in physico-chemical terms. He is a spiritual reality
in his ultimate essence, and it is only because of this that he
can fulfill the divinely destined role. Igbal vehemently repu-
diates the view of those evolutionary philosophers who
regard man as a mere accident or insignificant episode in the
gigantic evolutionary process. Man in reality is a finite self.
He ascribes utmost importance to the distinctness of persons
and shows how much this is overlooked or belied in various
forms of materialistic monism, that is in systems of thought
which treat the individual as a phase or element in some
physical whole of being.

Earlier on, he asserts that consciousness may be imagi-
ned as a deflection from life. Its function is to provide a
luminous point in order to enlighten the forward rush of
life. He categorically states that consciousness cannot be
regarded as a by-product or off-shoot of material conditions.
I quote the relevant passage in full:

“To describe it (i.e., consciousness) as an epipheno-
menon of the processes of matter is to deny it as an
independent activity, and to deny it as an independent
activity is to deny the validity of all knowledge which is
only a systematized expression of consciousness. Thus
consciousness is. .. ...... a specific mode of behaviour
of an externally worked machine. Since, however, we
cannot conceive of a purely spiritual energy, except in
association with a definite combination of sensible
elements through which it reveals itself, we are apt to
take this combination as the ultimate ground of spiritual
energy.’”? :
- This means that Igbal rejects the concept of mechanism-
a purely physical concept - claimed by the materialist philo-
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sophers to be the all-embracing explanation of Nature. He is
particularly against the application of this principle of ex-
planation in the domain of Biology and social sciences. The
following lines also clearly indicate the dualistic view which
Igbal holds with regard to physical nature on the one hand
and mind and consciousness on the other:

“The concept of ‘cause’, for instance, the essential
feature of which is temporal priority to the effect, is
relative to the subject-matter of physical science which
studies one special kind of activity to the exclusion of
other forms of activity observed by others. When we
rise to the level of life and mind, the concept of cause
fails us, and we stand in need of concepts of a different
order of thought. The action of living organisms initia-
ted and planned in view of an end, is totally different to
causal action. The subject matter of our inquiry, there-
fore, demands the concepts of ‘end’ and ‘purpose’
which act from within unlike the concept of cause
which is external to the effect and acts from without.”

Thus, for Igbal, consciousness is a unique phenomenon
and the concept of mechanism is totally inadequate for its
analysis. A conscious being possesses such qualities as are
unthinkable in the case of a machine. In another passage
the dualistic strain in Igbal comes out unmistakably thus:

“The ontological problem before us is how to define
the ultimate nature of existence. That the universe per-
sists in time is not open to doubt. Yet since it is external
to us, it is possible to be sceptical about its existence.
In order completely to grasp the meaning of this persis-
tence in time we must be in a position to study some
privileged case of existence which is absolutely unques-
tionable and gives us the further assurance of a.direct
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vision of duration. ‘Now my perception of things that
confront me is superficial and external; but my percep-
tion of my own self is internal, intimate and profound.” 3

Here the duality of two types of objects known has
been mentioned in very clear terms. Our knowledge of ex-
ternal things and persons has been regarded as indirect,
inferential and therefore superficial; on the other hand, we
know our own selves and minds directly, intimately and, as it
were, from within. This distinction has subtle resemblance
with the distinction Bertrand Russell makes between know-
ledge by acquaintance and knowledge by description.
Again, lIgbal maintains an almost Cartesian-like dualism
between mental states and physical/bodily states or events.
He states:

“Mental states do not exist in mutual isolation. They
mean and involve one another. They exist as phases of
a complex whole, called mind. The organic unity,
however, of these inter-related states, or let us say,
events is a special kind of unity. It fundamentally dif-
fers from the unity of a material thing; for the parts of
a material thing can exist in mutual isolation. Mental
unity is absolutely unique. We cannot say that one of
my beliefs is situated on the right or left of my other
belief. Nor is it possible to say that my appreciation of
the beauty of the Taj varies with my distance from
Agra. My thought of space is not spatially related to
space.” 4

Physical or material bodies, for Igbal, occupy space
and for them there can be but a single space. The unity of
mental events, i.e. the ego, however, is not space-bound and
localized in the sense in which physical bodies are space-
bound. Again, quite in line with the Cartesian dualistic view,
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Igba!l maintains that mental and physical events are both in
time, but the time-span of the ego is fundamentally different
from the time-span of physical events. The duration of the
physical event is stretched out in space as a present fact; it
is measurable and clockable. The time in which ego lives and
moves is, however, of a very different nature. Ego’s duration
is concentrated within it and linked. with its present and
future in a unique manner.

According to the dualistic premises, mental events
have another distinguishing characteristic. Mental events
and states like sensing, pain feelings, imagination, thinking,
willing, resolving etc., are taken to be directly inspected inner
states of consciousness. This means that, as against physical
bodies and events which are publicaly observable, mentai
states and occurrences are private and known oniy by the
subject or self which has these states. There seems to be little
doubt that there are mental processes quite distinct from
observable behaviour and that each individual has an access
to his own experiences in having them which is. not possible
for the most favoured observer. lgbal frankly accepts this
essential feature of mental entities in these words:

“Another important characteristic of the unity of the.
ego is its essential privacy which reveals the uniqueness
of every ego. In order to reach a certain conclusion all
the premises of a syllogism must be believed in by one
and the same mind. If | believe in the proposition
‘all men are mortal’, and another mind believes in the
proposition ‘Socrates is a man’, no inference is possible.
It is possible only if both the propositions-are believed
in by me. Again, my desire for a certain thing is essen~
tially mine. lts satisfaction means my private enjoy-
ment. If all mankind happen to desire the same thing,
the satisfaction of their desire will not mean the satis-
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faction of my desire when ! do not get the thing desired.
The dentist may sympathize with my toothache, but
cannot experience the feeling of my toothache. My
pleasures, pains, and desires are exclusively mine, form-
ing a part and parcel of my private ego alone. My
feelings, hates and loves, judgements and resolutions,
are exclusively mine.’”

Physical events and processes occur, and mental events
and processes occur, regardless of how we may interpret
substance-words about the physical and the mental. A vitally
important question here arises: What is the relation of these
events and processes to each other? Do they affect each
other, and if so, how? Students of the history of modern
philosophy know very well that this problem is the crux of
metaphysics and mental philosophy. It is well-known that
philosophers who maintain a mind-body dualistic view
usually support the theory of “interactionsim” in this con-
text. Interactionism begins as a simple “common-sense’’ view.
Indeed, what would be more obvious than that physical
events cause mental events and that mental events in turn
cause physical events? You receive a blow on the head
(physical event) and you feel pain.(mental event), light-
waves impinge upon your retina (physical event) and you
experience a visual sensation (mental event). Every time a
physical stimulus causes something to register in conscious-
ness, we have positive proof that physical events cause mental
events. And it is equally clear that mental events cause
physical events-e:g.,you feel frightened (mental event) and
your heart beats faster (physical event). Examples of this
can be multiplied; and ithe general conclusion which appeals
to most philosophers is that there is a two-way causal rela-
tionship between the self or mind and the body, despite the
question of the. exact nature of this relationship and its
complex and intricate details. Igbal entirely endorses this



Igbal’s Thought and the Present Study 13
view when he writes:

“It is further clear that stream of causality flow into
it (i.e. the ego) from Nature and from it to Nature.”®

The term ‘flow into’ as used here is significant. It is hard
to avoid using some metaphor in describing the relation of
mind and body. It suggests very strongly that he is thinking
of mental processes and physical processes, as envisaged in
the Cartesian position, as influencing causally each other.
Surely, the relation of mind and body is a unique one and
not to be assimilated at all to the relation of physical things
to one another. Here no doubt one is reminded of the diffi-
culty which many have felt of acknowledging the influence
on one another of entities so-essentially different from one
another as mind and body are supposed to be on the dualist
thesis. -Those who do not agree with this thesis usually
raise - the question: Does not causal efficacy require some
common nature? To this Igbal has replied, very properly
in my view, that we only learn about specific causal relations
from experience of them, this being something which empiri-
cists like Hume have themselves helped us to realize. We
cannot on dogmatic a priori grounds rule out causal rela-
tions, however peculiar, if we find in fact that they do occur.
Similarly, Igbal does not agree with those philosophers who
take a mechanistic view of personal causality. He completely
repudiates the view that ego-activity is a succession of thou-
ghts and ‘ideas, ultimately resolvable to units of sensations.
To him, this is only another form of atomic materialism
which forms the basis of modern science and philosophical
materialism. .Such a view could not but raise a strong pre-
sumption in favour of a mechanistic interpretation of mental
states or consciousness. And this type of interpretation or
analysis is vehemently rejected by Igbal.
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1.2 SELF—AN INTUITIVE DATUM

The self, according to Igbal, is a veritable reality. It
exists and exists in its own right. It is through intuition that
we know its reality and nature. Intuition or what he calls
“deeper thought” gives us a direct and an unflinching convic
tion of the reality of our own self. Intuition not only affirms
the reality of the self, it discloses to us its essence and nature
also. The self, as known through intuition, is essentially
directive, free and immortal. Igbal cites the case of F.H.
Bradley in support of his view. According to Bradley, the test
of reality is freedom from contradiction and since his criti-
cism discovers the finite centre of experience to be infected
with irreconcilable oppositions of change and permanence,
unity and diversity, the ego is a mere illusion.”” Yet in spite
of the fact that his ruthless logic has shown the ego to be a
mass of confusion, Bradley has to admit that the self must be
‘in some sense real’,  in some sense an indubitable fact’. Igbal
writes:-

“However thought may dissect and analyse, our feeling
of egohood is ultimate and is powerful enough to
extract from Professor Bradley the reluctant admission
of its reality. . . . . The finite centre of experience,
therefore, is real though its reality is too profound to be
intellectualized.”’8

lgbal does not agree with those philosophical theories
which explicitly aim at eliminating the self from the cogni-
tive stituation. Their argument generally takes the form of
phenomenalistic replacement of the cognizing self by the
complexes of suitably interrelated events. For example,
William james attempted to retain the function of cognizing
subject (or the self) viz., the activity of cognizing, while
replacing the subject itself by a complex of cognitive events.’
Criticizing William James, Igbal very rightly observes:
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“This description of our mental life is extremely inge-
nious; but not, | venture to think, true to conscious-
ness as we find it in ourselves. Consciousness is some-
thing single, presupposed in all mental life, and not bits
of consciousness mutually reporting to one arother.
This view of consciousness, far from giving us any clue
to the ego, entirely .ignores the relatively permanent
element in experience. There is no continuity of being
between the passing thoughts. When one of these is
present, the other has totally disappeared; and how can
the passing thought, which is irrevocably lost, be known
and appropriated by this present thought?’'1°

Indeed our selfhood is the most real thing we can
know. We directly apprehend it and affirm its reality on
the basis of a direct intuition of it. This intuition, however,
is possible only in ‘moments of great decision, action and
deep feeling. Action, effort and struggle open to us the
" deep recesses of our own true being. The knowledge of
the existence of the ego is in no way an inference: we enjoy a
direct perception of the self itself. Intuition alone thus, gives
the surest ground for the existence and the reality of the self.
“Intuition” in philosophy stands for the knowledge we some-
times have without adducing further reasons for it, seeing
each step in an argument, for instance, and the soundness
of the principle of contradiction.

Igbal’s notion of intuition can also be explained to
some extent with reference to his intellectual preference for
vitalistic philosophy. He quotes approvingly Spengler’s
theory according to which there are two ways of knowing
and appropriating the world. The one is intellectual; the
other may be calied vital. The intellectual way consists in
understanding and knowing objects as a rigid system of cause
and effect. The vital way on the other hand is the direct
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acquaintance and feel of the inevitable necessities of life
and our reality as subjects of experience or egos.The
broadest definition of the term ‘intuition’ is immediate
apprehension ‘Immediate’ has as many senses as there are
kinds of mediation it may be used to signify the absence of
inference, the absence of causes, the absence of the ability
to define a term, the absence of justification, or the absence
of discursive thought. In its principal meaning, intuition
stands for nonpropositional and noninferential knowledge of
an entity — knowledge that may be a necessary condition
for, but is not identical with, intuitive knowledge of the
truth of proposition about the entity. This sense of intuition
is exemplified par excellence by mystical or inexpressible
intuitions (as partly in Kant and more fully in Bergson) of
such insensible particulars as self, duration, Transcendental
Ego etc.

Self’s being an intuitive datum in effect means that
there is an ultimacy and mystery about self-identity and
the distinctness of persons which we cannot reduce or
analyse at all. It is through intuition that each one of us
gets an immediate experience of his own inner self. This
knowledge is direct, immediate and (to use contemporary
terminology) noncriterial. Here lgbal was influenced both
by Rumi and Bergson. Their emphasis on the deeper leveis of
consciousness, or, in other words, on the spiritual inwardness
of human life and the part which intuition plays in bring-
ing into play this dynamic experience, greatly fascinated
Igbal. He firmly believed that the realm of the self and mind
is vitally different from inert matter and therefore need a
different method of approach. '

1.3 EFFICIENT AND APPRECIATIVE SELF

igbal distinguishes between two types of self: the
efficient self and the appreciative self. Sometimes he also
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speaks of them as two aspects or sides of the self. He main-
tains that a keener insight into the nature of conscious
experience reveals that the self in its inner life moves from
the centre outwards. On its efficient side, it enters into reia-
tion with what is called the world of space. The efficient self
is the subject of associationist psychology — the practical self
of daily life in its dealing with the external order of things
which determine our passing states of consciousness and
stamp on these states their own spatial features of isolation.
The self here lives outside itself as it were, and while retaining
its unity as a totality, discloses itself as nothing more than a
series of specific and consequently numerable states. The
time in which the efficient self lives is, accordingly, the
time of which we predicate long and short. It is hardly
distinguishable from space.

In other words, experience shows us that the self in
its efficient aspect does not depend upon any obscure or
hidden core but depends upon what it does, has done, pro-
poses to do, or is able to do. This self is revealed in its action;
it reveals itself and constitutes itself by acting. It is nothing
before acting, and nothing remains of it if experiences cease
completely. One is not given a readymade self in this sense;
one creates one’s self daily by what one does, what one
experiences. Our behaviour is not an expression of our
efficient seif but the very stuff which constitutes it. From
the side of efficient self, then, what holds experiences toge-
ther, what gives us personality is not a substantial bond but
a functional one, a coordinated structure of activities. Being
never a finished product, the efficient self is always in the
making. It is formed throughout the course of its life. The
efficient self, so to say, has no aboriginal nucleus of its own
that exists prior to its action; it arises and takes on existence
as it acts, as it undergoes experiences. In modern terminology,
the efficient self may be called the functional self. The
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concept of function, in this case, connotes the concepts of
activity, process, and relation.

A deeper analysis of conscious experience, however,
reveals to us what Igbal calls the appreciative side of the
self. With our absorption in the external order of things,
necessitated by the contingencies of daily life, it is extremely
difficult to catch a glimpse of the appreciative self. He says
that in our constant pursuit after external things we weave
a kind of veil round the appreciative self which thus becomes
completely alien to us. It is only in the moments of pro-
found meditation, when the efficient self is in abeyance,
that we sink into our deeper self and reach the inner centre
of experience. In the life-process of this deeper ego the
states of consciousness melt into each other. The unity of
the appreciative ego is like the unity of the germ in which
the experiences of its individual ancestors exist, not as a
plurality, but as a unity in which every experience permeates
the whole. There is no numerical distinctness of states in
the totality of the ego, the multiplicity of whose elements
is, unlike that of the efficient self, wholly qualitative.
There is change and movement, but this change and move-
ment are indivisible; their elements interpenetrate and are
wholly non-serial in character. The appreciative self lives in
pure duration, i.e. change without succession.

A keen and perceptive student of Igbal’s thought will
note that he uses the expression “self”” (pp. 47-48 of The
Reconstruction) for both efficient and appreciative variety
of it, but he uses the expression “ego” exclusively for the
appreciative self — the ‘deeper’ self or what he calls the
‘inner’ centre of experience. Similarly in the title of the lec-
ture of The Reconstruction in which he makes a philosophi-
cal inquiry into the essential nature of man, his freedom and
immortality, he uses the focutions “Ego,” “egohood” or
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“soul’ but not self. And, of course, Igbal makes a perfectly
plausible explanation for the substantival reality of self or
ego. He argues that the atomists (acolytes of Hume and

others), in their eagerness to criticize substance as a meta-

physical postulate, discarded the self, leaving our inner life

-entirely disintegrated. They tried to reconstitute the unity

and continuity of the self by a process of summation in
which only the relationship of member to member is
taken into account. Thus they finally conceived of the self
as a chain of experiences. All the links are united because
each one of them is joined to the one that precedes it and to
the one that follows. The result was a mechanized self that
seemed more like a robot than a real metaphysical self, for
it lacked spontaneous reactions, creative direction, and per-
manence. At best, they conceived of the self as a passive
movie screen upon which is projected an uninterrupted
stream of images which have little or no effect upon the
screen. -

Experience reveals the ego or the deeper self as direc-

" tive and appreciative reality which creates values and is di-

rected towards ends and purposes. What holds experiences
together; what gives us personality, is not, therefore, some-
thing functional or a coordinated structure of activities. It
must be a substantival bond; a persistent metaphysical agent
who acts, judges and experiences mental states.

| shall briefly mention here a case that seems to be
typical — that of an acute thinker who is familiar with the
empirical or serialist doctrine of self extending from Hume
to William James and who, after making all sorts of conces-
sions to this doctrine, seizes upon a substantial nucleus in
man in a manner which greatly resembles igbal’s approach.
| refer to an American philosopher DeWitt H. Parker. |
shall state his doctrine as it is presented in his work, Experi-
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ence ind Substance.'' This is not the only book in which
Parker has been concerned with the problems of the self.
He devoted to the same problem a good portion of an ear-

lier book of his entitled The Self and Nature.'? Pparker
states that he is adopting from the very beginning an empirical

method and promises to discard all theory.of the self as
something that exists outside of experience. In his first
treatment of the subject he adopts an attitude similar to
that of Hume, James and Mach. In the following lines,
however, we see his objection:

“But to all such views there is this important objection
that they seem to reduce the self, which is intuitively
a unity, to a bare multiplicity of factors. For, whether
these factors be denominated thoughts, activities,
elements, or impressions, they are many, and if we
view the self as made up out of them it appears to be,
as Plato said of it, a society rather than a unity, in
fact almost a crowd.”13

Such an objection leads to what Parker calls ““a crisis in
the analysis of the self””. On the one hand we have the
multiplicity of experiences, on the other hand the unity and
“endurance” of the self. Parker decides upon the second
aiternative and, although the process is a slow one, we can
anticipate the result as soon as we know the route he has
chosen. He distinguishes between what he calls “focal self”
and “matrix self”. The former consists of the activity or
the aggregate of activities going on at a given moment—
present thought, impluse, etc. The focal self is an event,
a coming and going, one in the series of events that appear
and disappear. These events, however, do not arise from
nothingness; they are oriented with reference to something
deeper and more stable than they. Every intelligible rela-
tionship that they have with one another is derived from the
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The matrix self, according to Parker, supplies the
stability that the self possesses and which cannot be found
in the focal self. But the question arises: Is this matrix
self changing or immutable for Parker ? His answer is: “I
do not wish to imply that the matrix self is changeless;
but the fact is that it moves more slowly than the pulse of
focal activities”. And he adds that each focal activity alters
the matrix self by enriching it and causing in it an inner
adjustment. What one does not see is how he is going to
manage to explain in this way unity and permanence, which
is what he had set out to do. The author, too, seems to
notice this difficulty, for he suddenly changes tactics and
chooses a course which in its own way will assure him of
unity and permanence. So he writes: ‘“The matrix self
never changes entirely — there is a core which remains the
same over long periods of time, indeed as long as the person
endures.” 14 This core or unchanging nucleus of the matrix
self Parker calls the “‘essential self.”

What is this central core but the acceptance of a meta-
physical being in order to stave off an infinite regress and
to provide an ultimate anchor for the activties of the
self? Parker’s focal self is changeable and finds its stability in
the matrix self; but as the matrix self must also change
since the activities of the focal self modify it, it becomes
necessary for him to admit the reality of another self—
as support of the matrix self— for the stability being sought
after. What is the “essential self’”” but a metaphysical entity
which serves to give stability to the matrix self? It is not
difficult, however, to understand. the reason that Parker,
Igbal and many other like-minded philosophers have in
admitting an irreducible metaphysical core. It arises from
the need to solve the crisis of which they boty speak, to end,
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once and for all, the process of dissolution which seems to
threaten to reduce the self to a mere bundle or assemblage
of its successive states. In other words, they feel the need to
save at any cost the unity and permanence of the self which
are threatened by an unjustified abhorrence for metaphysi-
cal entities,

It is true that certain passages appearing in Igbal’s
lecture under discussion, if superficially read and taken
exclusively on thier own terms, lead one to think that Igbal
maintained a serialist or phenomenalist view of self and not
the Cartesian or metaphysical entity view of it as | have
laboured to show in the above lines. For example, at one
place Igbal writes: “I do not mean to say that the ego is
over and above the mutually penetrating multiplicity we
call” experience. Inner experience is the ego at work.” s
At another place one reads: “Thus my real personality is
not'a thing, it is an act. My experience is only a series of
acts, mutually referring to one another, and held together
by the unity of a directive purpose. My whole reality lies
in my directive attitude. You cannot perceive me like a
thing in space, or a set of experiences in temporal order;
you must interpret, understand and appreciate me in my
judgments, in my will-attitudes, aims, and aspirations.”*$
1, however, venture to think that interpreting these lines on
the pattern of bundle or serialist view of self would be
tantamount to negating the whole spirit of Igbal’s metaphy-
sical philosophy. it is only to an untrained and unsophisti-
cated mind that his approach may look like crude beha-
viourism or phenomenalism. Here we can appreciate the
deeper significance of Igbal’s position only if we see it
against the powerful background of Suhrawardi’s influence
on him. That is the reason why at a higher level act and
agent do not appear different to him; they become the same
thing. Igbal‘s interpretation in fact spiritualizes the whole
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complex by eliminating the distinction between the doer
and the doing, the maker and the making, the actor and the
acting. Yet surely it cannot be said that he did not maintain
the reality of a non-physical particular (distinct from the
body) as the persistent subject of experience.

In the following chapters of this book, through an ana-
lysis of contemporary philosophical theories, an attempt has
been made to put Igbal’s theory of the self in bold rellef
by affirming an essentially Cartesian conceptlon of it.!
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Chapter 2

PRELIMINARIES

2.1 CARTESIAN DUALISM

in the philosophical writings of recent times there has
been a marked tendency to minimize and to obscure the
distinction between the two fundamental types of parti-
culars: the mental and the physical. Among the leading
philosophers of present day the distinction of physical and
mental has gradually become blurred and uncertain — some-
times almost to the point of obliteration. Even where it is in

some sense frankly recognized, it is not accorded fundamen-
tal ontological significance. Reality, it is assumed, must be
taken as altogether one; but, it is said, we may take it dif-
ferently in different contexts. In the -analyses offered by
most analytic and linguistic philosophers, mental occurrences
and processes are either completely repudiated or these and
manifest behaviour and physical operations come successively
into view, but only as theoretically distinguishable aspects of
one identical reality.!

The great constructive systems of thought from Plato
on, however, have on the whole been marked by a profound
consciousness of the duality of nature and spirit, subject and
object, self and not-self. Even some of the modern philoso-
phers who lean towards an eventual monism, have done so
in ways which imply no abatement, but rather a heightened
appreciation of this distinction. Descartes, at the dawn of the
modern period, was of course the arch dualist. Even in
Spinoza the two known attributes of God are among the
necessities of the Divine nature, and since each of them
expresses that nature in its complete extent, and expresses it
differently, they are for ever irreducible to one another. In

27
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the case of Leibnitz, it is true that in his Monadology he
" attained a point of view from which the antithesis of soul
and body loses much of its force, but a consciousness of that
antithesis is closely interwoven with the motives that led him
to formulate the doctrine of monads. 1t is in relation to the
problem of body and mind that his suggestions of the con-
ception of a pre-established harmony appears. And although
the significance of body-mind problem fades away as a
dualistic becomes a pluralistic universe, nonetheless the
distinction of spirit and matter is maintained in the hierarchy
of monads. In a world where all being takes the monadic
form, the dominant and unique status is assigned to the
entelechy or soul. Kant’s Critical Philosophy turns upon the
cleavage between a natural world of causally determined
appearances and a world of ideal possibilities, of which the
active principle is the free will of a moral agent.

The problem of self and mind has occupied a vital place.
in philosophical thought throughout its different stages. It
would indeed be true to say that this problem and its cognate
themes have constituted the main crux of philosophical
studies insofar as they lie at the nexus of ontological, episte-
mological and ethical discussions. There is a vast variety of
problems that are directly or tangentially connected with the
views about mind.and its nature. Considered ontologically,
the dualism of mind and body has been so familiar and re-
current in philosophical circles that Professor Ryle has
called it the “official doctrine.””> The epistemological gues-
tions deal, among others, with the theories concerning
the existence and nature of mind as the subject of cognition
and its relation with the object. And, finally, no ethical and
theological discussion of ‘the philosophical doctrines of
immortality of soul and freedom of the human will is pos-
sible without at the same time considering the status and

- nature of the self as a non-physical reality. Indeed the
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problem of self and mind can be thought of as large network
of roads that crisscross at many points with other fields of
inquiry.

The substantival view of the self in the modern sense
begins with Descartes’ discovery of the cogito, and it is to
him that the self-body dualistic position with variegated
shades is traced back in modern discussions of the subject.
The doctrine that the self is an immaterial substance contains
all the greatness of the cartesian conception. This illustrates a
substantival reality that can be seen from within, the self
being the substance that can give a view of its inner nature.
Descartes believed that he had directly and immediately
made evident, without conceptual evasions and complications,
the existence of the self as something non-physical and
immaterial substance: as something that needs only itself in
order to exist. In Descartes the ontological distinction bet-
ween mind and body plays a very important role throughout
his writings. Body is a substance and mind or self is a sub-
stance and both are therefore by definition distinct. The
dualism is grounded not only in their patent and utter dis-
similarity but also in the irreducibility of their different
natures. Thus, consistently interpreted, cartesianism main-
tains bodies and minds to be irreducibly heterogeneous in
their intrinsic essences or characteristics. Mind, self, or spiri-
tual reality is diametrically opposed to corporeal or physical
reality. The attribute of body is extension: bodies are spatial
and passive; the attribute of mind or self is thinking: it is
active and free. The two substances are absolutely distinct:
mind is absolutely without extension, and no material thing
can think. According to Descartes,]” has a clear and distinct
idea of himself insofar as ‘1" is only a thinking and unexten-
ded thing. Here it is certain that ‘I’, that is the mind or self
through which 1 am what | am, is entirely distinct from my
body, and may exist without it. He tells us in the Discourse
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on ~Method ® that a thinking thing is one that doubts,
understands, conceives, affirms, denies, wills, refuses, im-
agines as well as feels. ‘Thought is by no means restricted to
the intellectual or even cognitive activities of the mind. It
embraces everything which we now term as ‘conscious’ states
and events.

As is well-known, Descartes employed the methodic
doubt with a view to discovering whether there was any
indubitable truth. His scepticism was at last halted by the
certainty of his own existence, which he summed up in the
famous dictum: cogito ergo sum. His line of reasoning in the
Discourse on Method, although set forth in a more synthetic
form, is similar to that found in the Meditations. The central
passage reads:

But immediately afterwards 1 noticed that whilst | thus
wished to think all things false, it was absolutely essen-
tial that the ‘I’ who thought this should be something,
and remarking that this truth ‘I think therefore | am’
was so certain and so assured that all the most extrava-
gant suppositions brought forward by the sceptics were
incapable of shaking it, I came to the conclusion that |
could receive it without scruple as the first principle of
the Philosophy for which | was seeking.

And then, examining attentively that which | was, | saw
that | could conceive that | had no body, and that there
was no world nor place where | might be; but yet that
I could not for all that conceive that I was not. On the
contrary, | saw from the very fact that | thought of
doubting the truth of other things, it very evidently and
certainly followed that | was; on the other hand if | had
only ceased from thinking, even if all the rest of what |
had ever imagined had really existed, | should have no
reason for thinking that | had existed. From that I
knew that | was a substance the whole essence or nature
of which is to think. . ..
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However much | doubt, so Descartes argues, | must exist;
otherwise | could not doubt. It is indeed a contradiction to
suppose that which thinks does not exist. Though the ‘cogit’
does not seem to convey any novel information, yet it is of
the very greatest importance for Descartes on account of
the central position it occupies in his philosophy, and be-
cause it does satisfy the three stipulated requirements, viz.,
(a) it is perceived clearly and distinctly, (b) it does essentially
refer to something existing (myself), and (c) one cannot con-
template it at all without knowing it to be certainly true. The
reason why the self, as the subject of thought, must be admit-
ted as real is that it is not an object. That which is objective
and external is always exposed to metaphysical doubt; but
that which thinks is the condition of metaphysical doubt
itself. Here we have a privileged truth which is immune not
only from the doubt which one may feel concerning material
objects, but also of the ‘hyperbolical’ doubt caused by the
fictitious assumption of the evil genius.

From the form of the proposition ‘cogit. . . . ~and from
the presence of ‘ergo’ (therefore) in it, it can be assumed
that Descartes expressed it in an inferential form, and there-
fore it was intended as an argument. That is, the existence of
the ‘I’ or the thinker is deduced or inferred from the fact of
thought. But in reply to Second Objection, Descartes makes
the explanation in these words: “When we observe that we
are thinking beings, this is a sort of primary notion, which is
not the conclusion of any syllogism: and moreover, when
somebody says, ‘I think therefore | am-or exist’, he is not
using a syllogism to deduce his existence from his thought,
but recognizes this as something seif-evident, in a simple
mental intuition.”® The certainty and indubitability of the
thinker’s existence i.c. the self, is implied or given in the very
act of thought; it is known immediately and directly. I intuit,
for example, in my own case the necessary connection
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between my thinking a thought and my existence. That is to
say, | intuit'in a concrete case the impossibility of my think-
ing thought a, b, c, etc. and my existence as the subject of it.

As is obvious from the foregoing, Descartes did not
propose to base his philosophy on an abstract logical prin-.
ciple. Even though he has often been lampooned for being
primarily concerned with essences or possibilities, the plain
truth is that he tried to get at the most indubitable and
existential proposition. The testimony for the ‘I’ — the
substantival self, is direct and based on first-person experi-
ence, and only this personal and subjective affirmation could
meet the test of absolute certitude. It is certain that thinking
cannot exist without a thinking “thing,” or generally, that
any activity cannot occur without a substance of which it is
the activity. The ‘thing which thinks’ or ‘the ego’ is thus a
substantival existent or a persistent particular. A simple in-
spection of mind or a direct act of intuition gives us know-
ledge of the substantival self and certain knowledge about its
nature. Its existence is disclosed through its activity: if we
could never be aware of our own activities or. mental states,
we could never be aware of our own existence as the subject
-of _them. | cognize my mental states or activities as being
" mine. | am acquainted not only with my conscious states, but
also with my self as their subject. The awareness in which |.
am acquainted with my present thought is an awareness in
which | am acquainted with myself as the thinker of it. There
is here no inference from my present thought taken as datum
to the conclusion that this datum depends upon an existent
which is not co-datum with it. The existence of the self or
hinking subject is not discovered by inference, neither is it
assumed: it is directly perceived with, and inseparable from,
one’s present mental state.
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In short, according to Descartes, the self is a single, con-
tinuing, non-material -substantival particular. There can be
no mental state or activity without a subject, no thought —
in the cartesian sense — without a thinking self.

2.2 ‘SELF’ LINGUISTICALLY CONSIDERED®

The word “self” has no well-defined contours, its ety-
mology being lost in darkness. What seems to be fairly well
established is the original pronominal use of the expression.
As a matter of fact the notion of ‘sameness’ is basic in the
pronominal, as well as in the adjectival (self-same) usage,
though the gradual disappearance of the adjectival sense is
symptomatic of the force inherent in the original pronominal
usage. Self is just the sameness, the oneness, the identity of
some individual. This by itself shows that the reference must
be to something with an identity sufficiently real and pro-
longed. Hence selfhood is most appropriately attributable,
not to transient appearances or phases of the flux, but to en-
tities which are capable of sustaining more or less permanent
and substantial character. On closer consideration it is seen
that even among the pronouns the word ‘self’ is chiefly not-
able as stressing the latter notion. Since this sort of i inquiry is
in line with the contemporary fashion of linguistic and
etymological investigations, it is worth-while pausing to get a
rather detailed perspective on the word ‘self’.

| think it is one of the cases in which a philosophical
question is inseparably associated with language and lingu-
istic practice. It is perfectly legitimate to ask as to what subs-
tantives the pronouns “1”, “you” and “he” etc. could be the
substitutes. Among parts of speech the pronouns, or to use
Strawson’s phrase, person-referring expressions, belong to the
class which, so far as can be gathered from the evidence,
goes back to the rudiments of vocal self-expression.”. 1t
cannot be traced to anything beyond itself, because the idea
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which is purported to convey, or, to be more exact, the
subjective impulse of which it is the release, is primitive and
aboriginal. When the human mind first sought to vent itself in
the common medium of sound-symbols, experts of linguistics
tell us, it must have first minted the personal and demons-
trative pronouns. But even at this stage there would inevi-
" tably be a certain difference of motive and function between
the personal and the demonstrative forms. The first of these
were used to symbolize the subjectivity of the speaker, the
listener or the person referred to; the second, to point
out the object upon which it was desired to concentrate
attention.

Now pronouns have no vestige of anything descriptive
about them; they have no connotation of their own, and the
entities to which they refer are so indefinitely variable that
endless possibilities of misunderstanding may arise in the
attempt to identify them. It is this very circumstance that gives
rise to the need for pronouns of emphasis or fixation. While
in their origin they are unmistakably pronouns, and not
nouns, nonetheless since it is their function to draw attention
to entities, the notion of identity tends to acquire the force
of a definite connotation in these forms of speech. At this
stage, they cease to be mere pronouns and become nouns. It
is so that the pronominal becomes the substantival ‘“‘self”, the
self which is the soul or personality and which figures so pro-

-minently in the language of philosophy.

Some writers, however, are severely critical of this
approach. Bernard Mayo, for instance, holds that “the notion
of the self . .. .does not give rise to any genuine problem, be-
cause -it is very largely a mistaken notion based on bad
grammar.’”’® The proper use of the word ‘self’, he maintains,
is merely as a suffix attached to a personal pronoun which is
hot the subject of a verb. In a similar vein, Antony Flew re-
gards the talk of self as ‘“‘bizarre” and “‘the most extraordi-
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nary and artificial deviation from ordinary standard English.”
He substantiates his assertion by claiming that it is only the
philosophers who use “self” as an independent word rather
than as an assimilated reflexive suffix. The plain man may
hurt himself: he never hurts his self. He believes that ‘self’ or
‘selves’ should be used as synonym for terms like ‘persons’
and ‘people’: that ‘this person’ can always be substituted for
“I”” without loss of meaning.

| cannot understand why Antony Flew should think this
usage ‘bizarre’. Examples of its nominative form abound in
modern philosophical and semi-technical discussions. In fact
there is a deeper reason for the philosopher’s use of term ‘self’.
Antony Flew would, | take it, have no objection to my talk-
ing about my being ‘conscious of myself’. Nor should he
object to the assumption that everyone is ‘conscious of
himself’ in some sense. Now the philosophers who employ the
‘self’ as a substantive consider the situation which may be
described as a person’s being conscious of himself from a
point of view at which this situation becomes inspectively
witnessable.!® This may be called the ‘introspective point of
view’, and there is a sense, however oblique, in which the
“point of view from which “he” is being considered is his
own. But from his own point of view a person thinks of
himself primarily as “I”’ or “myself”. He is only secondarily,
or only for certain specific purposes “ Ahmed ” or Jones™.
And | feel sure that, under no circumstances, can ‘this
person’ be substituted for ‘myself’. ‘Persons’ and ‘people’ are
in fact terms of which by far the greater part of the deno-
tation is covered pronominally by the third person of the
personal pronoun. For this reason they are essentially third
person expressions; and my contention is that third person
expressions - tend to conceal that character of persons in
which their peculiarity is that they are all - myselves’. In this
sense the word ‘self’ is, so to say, an introspection-word
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which designates private, substantival identity underlying
conscious experiences. The philosophers who hold a serialist
or logical construction view of self, on the other hand,
maintain that our sense of self is reducible to a relation
between certain successive mental events. In the subsequent
chapters of this book | shall, along with a critical examina-
tion of the serialist theories, make a positive case for the
view that the self is a substantival and abiding subject of all
mental experiences.

2.3 SELF AND COMMON SENSE

Is the distinction between self and body valid? To begin
with, it is generally agreed, by common sense at any rate,
that we must distinguish two sorts of statements about
people. There are those statements which describe a person’s
body, his bodily states and location, and events that occur in
and to his body. It is characteristic of such statements that
they can be made of any physical object whatsoever. There
are, however, statements that are made exclusively about
human beings (and, in some cases, animals). These statements
describe thoughts and feelings, hopes and fears, memories
and expectations, moods and humours, features of persona-
lity and character, acts of deliberating, judging, and choosing,
motives and intentions and so on. It is to such things as
these that importance is attached in any discussion of self
and mind.

It is appropriate to clear up some points here, and per-
haps to apologize for the title of this section. Common sense,
it must be observed, is a blanket term and can be appro-
priated by widely differing opinions and views and for a
variety of purposes. Paradoxical though it may seem, appeal
to common sense has been made even for philosophical
pronouncements that fly in the face of common experience
and belief. ** By commonsenrse views, on the other hand, I
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shall mean views upheld by educated men who are the defen-
ders of enlightened common sense. And this firmly supports
the view that talking in the two distinct types of predicates
seems to us an essential part of human life, that is, the predi-
cates which signify bodily states or activities and predicates
which signify the having of sense-experience, emotion,
thoughts, etc. But it is an historical fact that while respect
for common sense views has been widespread and abundant
in philosophical circles, it has not been continuous. There
have been philosophers who have denied this dualism and
attempted to provide translation or reduction of the mental
into the physical or vice versa. Thus, Berkeley argued that
physicalistic statements should be construed as mentalistic
statements. More recently the physicalists and most logical
behaviourists have argued the reverse, maintaining that men-
talistic statements should be construed as physicalistic state-
ments. No one, however, has provided a translation schema
that has stood up under criticism. Even so formidable a foe
of any mental-physical dualism as Professor Gilbert Ryle;
who analyzes many mentalistic statements in terms of
physicalistic ones, has maintained that, at least, reports of
sensations and feelings cannot be so analyzed.

Common sense is a kind of thinking. The philosopher
must reckon with it. He must recognize that common sense
has usually some cogent grounds for its opinions and that
these grounds are very likely to be correct. lts principal
failing is that it is incompetent to express its grounds clearly
and fully. In the first place, there are some parts of mental
life, in particular imagination and abstract thought, which
have no obvious connection with the working of bodily
organs. We now believe that certain mental states depend in
some way upon the functioning of the brain, and we some-
times speak of using our brain in thought as we speak of
using our eves in vision, but this is a custom of recent origin,
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derived from science rather than from common experience,
We cannot literally, the autocerebroscopic evidence not-
withstanding, bring our brains to bear on a problem as we
bring our eyes to bear on something when we look at it.
Moreover, our mental life could be reduced to simple sensa-
tions like winces or tickles only at the risk of gross distor-
tion because, to quote Prof. Lewis,*? (it) is rarely, if ever,
restricted to discrete simple items of that sort. It is much
more elaborate, alive and subtle. It is constantly changing.
How do we establish the full rich character of mental states
with sufficient precision in a variety of situations to examine
the close correlation between them and the concurrent
physiological states?’ Long before the days of philosophy,
primitive men were impressed by the occurrence of dreams
during bodily rest, and it was reasonably supposed that
belief in souls which are separable from bodies might have been
entertained to explain these phenomena.!® In a similar vein
philosophers have attached great importance to the occur-
rence of intellectual activities without observable correla-
tions in the body. In our own times G.E. Moore was a great .
exponent of mind-body dualism. He puts forward his view in
these words:'* “Common sense believes that there are in
the universe at least two different kinds of things. There are,
to begin with, enormous number of material objects; and
there are also very great number of mental acts or acts of
consciousness.” He further explains, “...  And one of the
chief things which we mean, by saying we have minds, is, |
think this: namely, that we perform certain mental acts, or
acts of consciousness. That is to say we hear and feel and
remember and imagine and think and believe and desire and
like or dislike and love, and are angry, etc. These things that
we do are all of them mental acts — acts of mind or acts of
consciousness; whenever we do any of them, we are con-
scious of something in some way or other: and it seems to me
that things of which we are most certain, when we say we are
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certain we have minds, is that we do these things. . . . It is,
| think, certainly common sense to believe all this.”

Even though Moore is not to be taken to maintain a
strict cartesian dualism, he yet holds a minimal dualism in the
sense of clearly distinguishing between two types of pheno-
mena, the physical and the mental. Indeed at one place he
clearly admitted the substantival view of mind or self as a
reasonable and possible view. “The view, therefore that
‘my mind’ is a mental entity, distinct from any one of my
mental acts and from all of them, seems to me to be only one
among several possible alternatives, against none of which |
have ever seen or can find conclusive arguments. . . .it would
be ‘mental’ in the sense that it was something;not the body,
of which certain mental acts were the acts — that it was that
which is conscious whenever anyone is conscious.”*?

Secondly, it is queer and unnatural, indeed a travesty of
truth, to attribute experiences of any kind to material bodies
as such. Consider, for example, the following proposition:

‘David was in Oxford wher he heard a lecture on

ethics.’ :
It seems plausible on first consideration to maintain that the
word ‘he’ in the second clause must refer to the same thing
as the word ‘David’ in the first clause, namely to a certain
organism with ears. But if we try to insert ‘David’s body’ as the
grammatical subject in each clause, we find a very interesting
difference between the two contexts. Althought it may be
a little unusual, it is nevertheless quite sensible to say that
David’s body was in Oxford at a certain time. And we do
legitimately and meaningfully use such complex subject-
phrase, if we wish to say idiomatically that David’s mind
(or thoughts) was elsewhere. On the other hand it is plainly
absurd to say that David’s body heard the lecture on ethics
No doubt David used his ears when he listened to the speaker,
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but neither his hearing and comprehension nor his admiration
was literally in his ears. From this it is easy to conclude that
words such as ‘David’ and ‘he’ are sometimes used to signify
a body and sometimes to signify a self or mind.

Thirdly, each of us can speak and think about his
essential identity through time without investigating the
continuity of the existence of his body. When a man says
to a friend ‘I have found the answer to the problem that
has been worrying me all through the past week’, he identi-
fies himself, the present speaker, with the person who
formerly had a worry or an expectation a week ago. If
questioned, he will no doubt maintain that the earlier
experiences occurred in connection with the body that now
speaks: for the possibility of using the locution ‘I’ as used in
the intersubjective language depends on the constancy of
such connections. But it is not through consideration of
evidence about his body that he comes to say what he does.
This clearly shows that we have some notion of self-identity
independent of bodily continuity. It is in this sense that
Thomas Reid says that the estate, health, bodily strength
tnat one possesses, do not constitute any part of one’s
personality:“A person is something indivisible, and is what
Lelbmtz called a monad. My personal identity, therefore,
implies the continued existence of that indivisible thlng
which 1 call myself, Whatever this self may be, it is something
which thinks, and deliberates and resolves, and acts and
suffers. | am not thought, | am not action, | am not feeling;
| am something that thinks, and acts, and suffers. My thoughts;
and actions, and feelings change every moment — they have
no continued, but a successive existence; but that self or |
to which they belong is permanent, and has the same relation
to all the succeeding thoughts, actions and feelings which
I call mine.”!$
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Another mental phenomenon, closely related with the
inner sense of one’s identity, is the awareness of a special
kind of unity or internal connectedness which characterizes
human experience. We must admit that a good many rich
and complex experiences which we have in normal life,
can hardly be reduced to discrete and simple stimulus-
response pattern of the behavioursits. Although we see with
our eyes and we hear with our ears, yet our awareness of
sights and sounds together in such an experience as that of
watching a ballet is not a use of these or any other bodily
organs of sense. We may describe this sort of experiential
unity as the compresence of items in consciousness, or, in
Kantian language, as the unity of apperception. It should be
clearly understood here that it is not mere simultaniety;
for a blind man and a deaf man cannot produce it by
attending a ballet together. And clearly it is not adequately
explained by the existence of a micro-neural connection
between eyes and ears detected by an encephalogram;
though, of course, this may be a necessary condition for its
" occurrence in the case | have cited. In the terminology of
Gestalt psychologists, we may say that a man’s total experi-
ence at a moment is not an aggregate formed by addition of
experiences corresponding to various distinguishable
elements of his nervous system, e.g., neurones of his
sensory cortex. The experiential unity of experiences,
therefore, necessitates the recognition of the self — the
noncorporeal subject of experiences.

Fourthly, every one of us will admit that there are
two types of causation involved in the course of daily life.
There are, on the one hand, external or physical causes
which produce mental effects. As examples of these one
can claim blows that cause dull aches, flashes of light that
cause a person to have certain afterimages, pieces of music
that cause a person to have certain feelings or memories.
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On the other hand, mental events, that is, one’s thoughts,
intentions etc., cause bodily behaviour or changes in the
~ external world. For instance, pain causes winces and writhing,
dreadful thoughts cause the heart to pound or a man to
take to his heels, and feelings cause a person to tremble.
This dual causal process, experienced by all, explains
sufficiently why interactionist theories of mind and body
were maintained by a large majority of educated people.
It was Descartes who gave interactionism its classical formu-
lation. He claimed that there are two sorts of substances
in the world, mental substances and corporeal substances.
Man is composed of both substances so intimately com-
bined that events in the one can affect events in the other.
Although interactionism has been censured by many, it
still enjoys .considerable currency among phllosophers,
scientists and biologists.!”

Finally, all the materialistic or behaviouristic views
that reject the free and spiritual agency in man i.e. the self,
leave a vacuum at the heart of our moral and practical life.

-They make us out to be hollow men in a wasteland. They
tell us that we are machines—enormously complicated
machines, but in the end nothing more. Enlightened com-
mon sense has always rejected these views, and maintained
that human behaviour can only be understood in terms of
such distinctive concepts as purpose, intention, conscious-
ness, nationality, and morality. And these concepts rule
out the possibility of causal explanation, in the sense in
which mechanical explanations are causal explanations.
A.l. Meldon, among others, holds this view when he writes:

“absolutely nothing about any matter of human
conduct follows logically from any account of the
physiological conditions of bodily movements.’’ 8
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Without self-identity, no sense can be made of moral
responsibility. No serious philosophers have disputed it.
The philosophers who have resolved personal identity into
a serial identity, do not mean the same thing by the ‘same
person’. The personal identity implied by the moral respon-
sibility is the identity of the same individual being through-
out time — the identity presupposed in the identity of
‘substance’. The personal identity which consists in the
unity of a series is inadequate for moral responsibility. A
series is not the sort of thing that can do things and is held
responsible for them. Philosophers who have argued to
dispossess the self of reality have done so only by taking
too abstract a view of it. For there is one context in which
we must admit the self: that is, in morality. On any view
either the self is a necessary element in it, or its existence
is a necessary presupposition of moral experience. So we
must either deny morality — whichis unthinkable; or else
admit the self. Another connected issue is the possibility
of survival. If the determinant of a person’s identity, i.e.
his self, is not necessarily connected with the continuance
of his body through time, then it is logically possible for a
person to survive the death of his body. If a person is an
entity, distinct from the series of experiences and the
physical body, that is to say, if bodily identity is not a
necessary criterion of personal identity, perhaps bodily
death is merely one major event in a person’s history and
not the end of him. This clearly supports a doctrine held by
millions, and is thoroughly familiar. So the problem of the
nature of the self has a religious, theoretical and personal
value which depends in part on whether the self be ontolo-
gically capable of surviving the death of its body. If for
example the mind and certain parts of the brain or its
functioning could be shown to be identical, then one could
not reasonably hope that one might outlast the destruction
of one’s brain (or of the relevant parts thereof). The religious
belief in survival is clearly intelligible on the cartesian view
of self.??
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2.4 SELF AND PERSONAL IDENTITY

The fundamental question about personal identity has
seemed to many philosophers, to be the question of what
makes a given set of experiences, experiences of one and the
same person. The problem of personal identity, as discussed
from Locke to the present day, is that of clarifying the
principle that determines one’s identity amidst changing
experiences, that is to say, what it is that helps to identify,
in spite of a lapse of time and the changes it may have
wrought, a person as the same particular one we knew
before. The problem, in other words, can be reduced to the
question: in what sense is the mind a unity? what makes a
person A who owns experiences CDE the same person who
owns experiences XYZ? What justifies us in calling two sets
of experiences, separated by an interval of time, experiences
ot one and the same mind. The short and most convincing
answer to this problem is that there is a single persisting self
which owns both experiences. The cartesian substantival
self explains this in the most convincing way, and also in
a manner which validates the experience of identity felt by
each person in his own case. The self as the non-bodily
substantival subject of experiences and mental states consti-
tutes the core or nucleus of a man’s continued identity. This
also explains the quite familiar employment of the word
‘person’ in the sense of a possession, as when we speak of
‘my person’, ‘his person’ etc. Locke defined ‘person’ as
“a thinking, intelligent being, that has reason and reflection,
and can consider itself as itself, the same thinking being in
different times and places; which it does only by that con-
sciousness which is inseparable from thinking, and seems to
me essential to it.”’?° For him, accordingly, ‘person’ and
‘self’ became nearly synonymous in their meaning and usage.
It is to one and the same entity that we refer when we use
the locutions self, mind, soul, subject of experience and
conscious agent. According to Locke, identity of a person
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is simply identity of consciousness, so that | remain the
same person if | am conscious of being so, even though my
body should change drastically and be diminished through
age, disease or amputation. A man, as against the person,
is a certain sort of living (physical) organism whose identity
depends on its biological organization and physical attri-
butes. He draws the conclusion that if it is possible for the
same man (that is, a man who is the same man in the sense
that there is bodily continuity) to have at time t{,one
distinct consciousness and at time t, another distinct con-
sciousness, we could not speak of the man as being the same
‘person’ at time t, as he was at time t It is , therefore,

the identity of soul or self that makes a man the same man.

Since the thoughts, feelings, images and other mental
experiences a person or self has, are transitory and keep
changing, philosophers who maintain a serial or Humean
view face the problem of explaining what Hume calls the
“bond that unites them.”?! Hume’s view is known as the
‘bundle’ view, since it maintains that the mind is ‘nothing
but a bundle or collection of different perceptions, which
succeed each other with an inconceivable rapidity, and are
in a perpetual flux and movement’. The problem is to say
how events are related so as to belong to one bundle rather
than another. Hume suggested that they are related by
resemblance, contiguity and causation, but in the Appendix
to his Treatise he admitted that he had failed to account
for the real simplicity and identity of the mind: As a matter
of fact there is a curious unreality about Hume’s discussion
of whether we can observe any real bond between the per-
ceptions (experiences and mental states) of a person.
Obviously this question cannot be raised unless one can
already distinguish himself from others, i.e. has conscious-
ness of his own self-identity. In other words, Hume was
asking whether there is any uniting bond among those
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perceptions that belonged to one person. But why should
this question puzzle him if he can already distinguish
between those perceptions that belong to, are owned by,
one person and those that belong to another" In asking
his question, Hume was assuming that the perceptions
which persons are alleged to consist of are somehow known
to be in parallel strings, so that the only question remaining
is what unites those perceptions that belong to any one
string.

From the standpoint of cartesian self as the persistent
subject of experiences, the problem of the unity of a person
is a spurious problem. There is a unique and simple ‘self’
which each person is able to detect and observe within
himself; it is the determinant of one’s personal identity.
The identity of a person is the identity of an abiding sub-
stantival self. There is in the self, a note of novelty and
creativity, a free will, an ability to control the eventual
course of one’s experience.The self is intuitively given and
is a simple particular; it is irreducible and defies analysis.
The unity of the self is not to be found in the sum of its
states. The contemporary analytic philosophy which sprang
from Hume’s atomism or associationism stresses the chang-
ing nature of the self and altogether ignores its permanence
and substantial unity. Analysis involves the disarticulation
of a reality whose unitary character is destroyed when its
components are separated. It is like the little boy who wants
to find out what makes his toy work and ends up defiantly
facing a heap of loose nuts and bolts. On the contrary,
when we use such phrases as ‘same person as me’, ‘I’,‘my
mmd’ we mean that there is such a thing as one identical
mind, and not that there are only series of feelings and
experiences. The person or mind is one and the same entity,
the substantival subject of experiences. We certainly talk as
if it were my mind which hears, my mind which thinks,
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my mind which wills; in short my mind is some entity of
which my mental states and acts are states and acts. Hume’s
view of the self is clearly wrong and misleading. On Hume’s
view , we should have to hold that, when | say that | or my
mind, am seeing this paper or thinking those thoughts,
what | mean is that my seeing and my thinking are, each of
them, one among the mental acts which constitute me or
mind. And it does not seem to me that this is what | do
mean. When | say that | am seeing this room now and saw
another yesterday (and | am sure that | really am and really
did), | mean to assert quite a different sort of relation
between me and my seeing, from that the latter is a part of
me-one member of a collection of acts which constitutes
me.

Moreover, even on Hume’s view of personal identity,
there still remains the problem of saying what kind of
relation it is that all my mental acts have to one another,
which constitutes them ‘mine’, They most certainly have
some relation to one another, which we express by saying
that they are all ‘mine’, some relation which distinguishes
them from the mental acts and states of other people. And,
if we consider what this relation can be, this consideration
also seems to me to point to the falsity of Hume’s theory.
What | seem to know, when | know that ail my mental acts

are mental acts of mine is that they all have a peculiar
~ relation to some other entity which is me. | seem to know
that their relation to one another consists in the fact that
they all have the same relation to this other entity,viz.,
myself, | do not seem to be directly aware of any other
relation which they all have to one another.

No bundle theory has yet withstood criticism. Accounts
of personal identity in terms of resemblance, contiguity,
or causation are too weak because it is merely an empirical
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fact that only events in the same mind tend to be so
related; it is not impossible for mental events to be so rela-
ted and still be states of, or events in, different minds.
A brief mention of Ayer’s position will elucidate my point
here. In The Problems of Knowledge Ayer, while consider-
ing the question of the relation that unites mental events to
individual selves, states that “‘on the one hand, | am inclined
to hold that personal identity can be constituted by the
presence of a certain factual relation between experiences.
On the other hand, | doubt if it is meaningful to talk of
experiences except as the experiences of a person; or at
least of an animate creature of some kind....”%% Ayer
does not think that the circularity involved here is vicious.
It shows, he thinks, “that we could not understand what is
meant by an experience unless we could not understand
what is meant by being a person; but....to understand
what is meant by an expression does not entail that we can
give a satisfactory analysis of its use.” In my view, how
ever, Ayer’s account is not only incoherent but also gravely
misconceived. The incoherence is apparent from the fact
which he himself notes that in his account, ‘“the relation
between experiences.... must be logically necessary”
since the position which he is here trying to establish as
conceivable entails the theory that a person /s a bundle or
collection of experiences or properties, which, as he correc-
tly notes earlier in the chapter, 2® any property which
individuates a person can be denied to this person without
contradiction, and so, he thinks, belongs to the person only
contingently. Despite denying that the circularity invovled
in his account is vicious, Ayer concludes towards the end of
his discussion that he has “not succeeded in discovering any
relation by which the constituents of Hume’s bundles would
be adequately held together.”’?4{ think, therefore, that the
only plausible view is that | am an entity, distinct from
every one of my mental acts and from all of them put
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together: an entity, whose acts they are; which is that which
is conscious when | am conscious; and that what | mean by
calling them all ‘mine’, is that they all of them are acts or
states of this same entity. It is the ego,the ‘me’, the subject
which is conscious and active while experiencing.

The facts clearly favour the cartesian substantialist
view. It is actually observed that the self has a degree of
stability that contrasts with the constant flux of experi-
ences. These experiences seem to be states of the self. The
observation of the permanent character of the self has
rightly been considered proof of its substantival nature. Its
permanence, in the sense of constant presence, seems to be
an undeniable fact; we can actually never discover an exper-
ience that does notbelong to a subject self. Despite changes
of moods, we say that we are dealing with the same person
whom we met last year. We mean that, though our friend
has changed a great deal in appearance (something bodily or
physical), he has not been replaced by another individual.
So the unity and continuity of the same individual seems
to require a persistent self. And indeed the immediate data
of our consciousness does reveai to us a single and contin-
uous self, assuring us that in spite of the changes we are the
same person. Our intimate intuitions tell us that the self is
a unity, a substantival particular, and not an amorphous
mass of a disconnected experiences — an identical real
particular, and not an intermittent series of transitory
states.

Many of the best philosophers writing today in the
field of mental philosophy would strongly resist an attempt
such as this to insert a wedge between the concepts ‘person’
and ‘self’. Indeed they would prefer to avoid the word
‘self’ altogether, and discuss the problem exclusively in terms
of the word ‘person’. Their approach is based on the conten-
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tion that there is no distinction between identity in one’s
own case and identity in the case of others, and hence that
an understanding of the identity of persons in general is
eo /jpso an understanding of one’s own identity. This
approach — let me call it the ‘person-approach’—is part and
parcel of a programme of deliberate reversal of Descartes’
approach to epistemology. According to the philosophers
of person-approach, we learn all there is to know about
self-identity by understanding in what the identity of other
persons consists. It connects personal identity with ques-
tions of identification. Its point of view is exhibited in the
question, ‘what must we take a person to be if we are to
achieve successful referential identification (as we are)?’
it would follow on this approach that if referential identi-
fication of persons depended on identification of their
bodies, then we must take a person to be at least a bodily X.
It is clear, however, that this approach is primarily con-
cerned with the identity of other persons and only deriva-
tively concerned with the identity of one oneself. As per-
sons we are aware of each other, but we are also aware of
ourselves. We possess self-awareness. The problem of self-
identity, then, is the problem of the identity of the self of
which each has this awareness. For an external observer to
identify me as a person is to note some of my bodily or
physical characteristic. But for me the matter is quite
different. The fact is that to myself | am more than just
this particular ¢’ — a mere instantiation of a general descrip-
tion. To view me in such a way is to de-individualize me, in
the sense that my significant individuality is reduced to a
general description. From my own point of view, there-
fore, the most important elment in my individuality is not
my characteristic (something physical), but rather what Aas
them, namely, myself. The problem of personal identity
then, as | see it, is the problem of accounting for the iden-
tity of the conscious subject qua conscious subject On this
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theory, in each person there is to be found a mental (or
spiritual) substance which is the subject of his mental states
and the bearer of his personal identity. The self or soul is
not only logically dstinct from a particular human body
with which it is associated; it is also what a person funda-
mentally is.

I should like, in the end of this introductory chapter,
to sketch the general lines on. which | think the basic
insight of Descartes’, namely, that we as selves are incor-
poreal, substantival subjects of experiences, can be shown
to be sound as well as philosophically plausible. In this
book | shall argue that the Humean or phenomenalist
account of self and the person-approach philosophies,
are both radically at fault. The serialist accounts make it
difficult to understand the self qua subject: they give no
intuitively acceptable account of the unity and the endurance
of the self. On the other hand, the latter theories are misgui-
ded in their view that identification in terms of spatio-
temporal relations- is an exhaustive index of reality. A
critical reader may say that | have in making these claims,
bitten off more than | can, or propose to, chew. But | shalil
only submit that it will take the rest of the book to cash
them. Let us then begin at the beginning.
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Chapter 3

MENTAL EVENTS ARE NOT BITS OF BEHAVIOUR
G. RYLE

3.1 INTRODUCTION

As indicated briefly in the previous chapter, the main
argument for the ontological reality of the self is that it is
the subject of all sorts of mental predicates, i.e., the subject
to which mental events, states and processes like sensing,
knowing, imagining, feeling and so on, are ascribed or attri-
buted. Now in the history of philosophy there has been a
continuous strand of thought that has denied the distinct,
mental or non-physical character of these states. Recently the
logical or analytical behaviourism of Ryle has tried to main-
tain that all references to the mental must be understood
in terms of, in principle, witnessable bodily activities—that
is, we must explain all mental life in terms of the publicly
observable behaviour. It is, therefore, central for the purposes
of this book to show that the mental and the physical or
bodily are two radically different kinds of events and
processes, and that besides the bodily events there is a series
of distinctly different series of mental events, viz., feelings,
thoughts, images, intentions etc,

According to the cartesian dualist theory, the material
and the mental are irreducibly different from one another,
so different indeed as to be polar opposites, since exten-
dedness or spatiality is commonly regarded as definitory
~characteristic of the one, and unextendedness as definitory
characteristic of the other. A familiar quotation from Des-
cartes’ works reads :

Extension in length, breadth and depth constitutes the
nature of corporeal substance; and thought the nature
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of the thinking substance. For every other thing that
can be attributed to body presupposes extension and is
only some mode of an extended thing; as all properties
we discover in the mind are only diverse modes of

thinking.!

Corporeal things or material objects, and, therefore,
physical events too, are extended; that is, they must be
spatially located. Incorporeal or spiritual things and mental -
phenomena are nonspatial and unextended. The above
quotation is the classical and most explicit formulation of the
distinction of res cogitans and res extensa— the mental and
the physical, and as ! shall show in the sequel, it is on this
very point that the present-day materialists have mounted.
their attack.? Descartes’ reason that the mental i.e., mental
states and items, are not spatial is that the objects of direct,
introspective awareness do not reveal any spatial or extension
characteristics. It clearly sounds absurd to ask: How much
room does his imagination take up? How long is her pain
feeling? These embarrassing questions are variants of Hume’s
enquiry can anyone conceive of a passion of-a yard in length,
a foot in breadth, or an inch in thickness’? They imply, as
it does, that it is nonsense to ascribe spatial position to
mental realities.

Another important point, also stressed by Descartes,
that marks off the mental from the physical or bodily occu-
rrences is the so-calied ‘asymmetry’ of first person and third
person reports which results from the fact that each person
has, in Ryle’s terms, a ‘privileged access’ to his own mental
events. When you say of me that | am in pain you say it on
the basis of observation you make of me, my behaviour, and
the situation | am in; when | say | am in pain, | do not say
this on the basis of such observations. To put this more
precisely, in saying that an event is mental | mean that it is
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an event the reporting of which is for one and only one

person (namely, the person to whom the event occurs), not

grounded in any external observation. | am directly and

immediately aware of my own images and thoughts, doubts,

certainties, volitions, fears and hopes, pleasures and pains,

etc. By saying that the mental phenomenon is ‘not grounded

in any observation’ is meant that no appeal to observation is

necessary to show that a first person mental report is true.

Even Wittgenstein at one time is reported to have held this

asymmetry of mental and physical phenomena® He main-

tained that propositions ‘He has toothache’ and ‘I have

toothache’, are not two values of the single propositional

function ‘X has toothache.” When 1 say sincerely that | have

a pain, it makes no sense to doubt or wonder whether or not

| am in pain. But | may doubt or wonder whether or not
another individual is in pain, the knowledge of other person’s
mind always being based on analogical inference from mani-

fest symptoms and behaviour. Alternatively phrased, this

means that the two realms are known to us in sharply

contrasting ways. In respect of the material reality and event,
there is direct access of a ‘public’ nature, through the medium

of the senses common to all of us. But in respect of mental

particulars and happenings, direct access is a privilege
reserved for the individual in whom or to whom they happen.

in this sense, then, and to use Ryle’s terminology, mental

events on the cartesian theory are ‘occult’ and only physical

events or processes are ‘overt’ or publicly observable.

The mental and the physical are very different qualita-
tively, a difference which can easily be recognized empirically
when we compare a throb of pain felt by ourselves to a ner-
vous reaction observed by a physiologist, or a thought in
our mind to the movements of the larynx on which beha-
viourists enlarge. That these experiences are not to be identi-
fied with behaviour (physical or linguistic) is not a philoso-
phically far-fetched hypothesis but a plain matter of fact
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empirically known. Ryle, on the other hand, has argued not
only that many psychological terms do not stand for definite
introspectable realities — states, occurrences, events, etc.,
but that the dualist theories of consciousnessand introspec-
tion are logical muddles and their supposed objects ‘myths’.
He wishes to deny that there are mental occurrences over
and above the bodily behaviour. Since Ryle has attracted a
large number of camp-followers in current discussions of
mental philosophy, | propose in this chapter to examine
critically his onslaught on the reality of mental events at
some length.

3.2 CATEGORY—-MISTAKE ARGUMENT

Ryle in his The Concept of Mind* has stigmatized: the
traditional cartesian notion of mind and mental states as a
‘dogma of the ghost in the machine’. He has attacked the
dogma broadly in two ways — firstly by advancing the argu-
ment of category — mistake and, secondly, by analysing the
mental concepts into physical or bodily occurrences. In this
section, | shall deal with the first.

“Ryle thinks that the cartesian dualist theory is a bundle
of -confusion because there has occurred and improper
juxtaposition of the terms of different order or categories.
As such terms, according to Ryle, are incapable of being
brought into inteiligible relation with one another, he
believes that their mixing up has resulted in incoherence and
confusion. ‘Mind’ and ‘Matter’ are terms of different orders
or categories. They cannot as such be legitimately conjoined
or disjoined. The conjunctive phrase body and mind’ is, for
Ryle, a meaningless phrase. He asserts that the dualists have
committed a category mistake by describing mind in terms

~which are suitable only to the body. However neither -in
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The Concept of Mind nor elsewhere is any serious attempt
made by Ryile to give a rigorous account of the notion of a
category itself. Roughly speaking, the ossential thesis seems
to be that there is a special kind of confusion which can be
illustrated by that of taking team spirit as an element in a
game as being on equal footing with serving or receiving,or
of taking Oxford University as an institution as being on
equal footing with its constituent colleges. Ryle then goes on
to claim that dualism treats the mind or seif as an entity on
equal footing with the body and mental operations and
events as being on equal footing with bodily activities, and
that this is a confusion of the same kind as those in the two
illustrative cases.

Now, with regard to Ryle’s thesis that the ghost of the
self and the mental is born of iliegitimate mixing up of the
terms of different orders or categories, we may point out
that Ryle does not give us any criterion in his published
work to distinguish such orders or categories. The rejection
of the ghost on the basis of category mistake should have
been preceded by a prior definition and criteria of categories.
Unless the reader knows what exactly Ryle understands
by a category, he will be ill at ease to appreciate the so-
called category mistake. It is true that when Ryle illus-
trates the category mistake with the help of a few examples,
he makes the reader feel that something has gone wrong.
But in order that one may be familiar with the mistake and
crticize it fully, one ought to be equipped with an adequate
criterion to determine the category differences. This is what
Ryle has failed to provide in The Concept omed Warnock
has therefore rightly objected .

“ If one is not prepared, and indeed is deliberately
unwilling, to say just what a category is, and ‘what
categories there are, can one really be entitled to employ
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the term category”’?®

In an ealier paper on categories, however, Ryle
briefiy discusses categories and category differences, though
even there he is not explicit about the test that will deter-
minate concepts into different categories. The test he there
provides is: “Two proposition-factors are of different cate-
gories or types if there are sentence-frames such that when
the expressions from those factors are imported as alternative
complements to the same gap-signs, the resultant sentences
are significant in the one case and absurd in the other.”’
Obviously, the category of which Ryle is talking here is,
like that of Aristotle, a logical or a grammatical one. Even
as to the appropriateness and adequacy of Ryle’s charac-
terization of category, it may be pointed out that it has not
generally found favour with the critics. Elsewhere he has
himself preferred not to take the term ‘category’ so seriously.
For example, in Dilemmas he says that he recommends it
‘not for the usual reason, namely, that there exists an exact,
professional way of using it, in which like a skeleton key, it
will turn all our locks for us; but rather for the unusual
reason that there is an inexact, amateurish way of using it
in which like a coal hammer, it will make a satisfactory noise
on doors which we want opened to us’.”

Now, whatever inherent merit or drawback Ryle’s
concept of ‘category’ might have, | am here not so much
concerned with it as with his more important assertion that
‘mental’ and ‘material’ when conjoined or disjoined make no
sense. If, on the contrary, ordinary language is to be trusted,
we certainly find that the structure of this language is dualistic.
Mental and physical concepts are freely used together and
they convey significant information to us. For example, state-
ments like.
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‘I was trembling with anxiety’.
‘An attack of flue left me discouraged and depressed’.
‘Eagerness was written all over his face’.

“ A resolute decision finally enabled me to overcome my
addiction’, are a few illustrations which indicate that ordi-
narily language unhesitatingly combines mental and physical
terms in its description and explanation of human behaviour.
Ryle will, of course, interpret the meaning of these sentences
in his own usual behaviouristic way. For him mental concepts
always mean some externally recognizable behaviour. But
clearly when | report my moods, feelings, emotions, senti-
ments, thoughts, images, dreams, etc. that | experience, |
am not reporting my behaviour, be it actually occurring or
likely to occur under certain conditions. | am reporting
those states or processes of my direct experience which 1
live through (enjoy or suffer). Also in the case of others,
when | report their thoughts, feelings and other mental
happenings, 1 do not report their behaviour. | report their
mental states and processes, which | know indirectly through
inference from their behaviour. Though this inferential
knowledge of other mind may, at times, turn out to be false,
still it works out well and justifies itself in the practical
conduct of our life. There are evidently conscious mental
states, quite distinct from bodily changes. Experience of pain,
to be .sure, is not the same thing as a physical movement
of any kind. To think that one can be reduced to, or identi-
fied with, the other is radically mistaken, because their
properties are different. If a pain were any kind of physical
motion, we could ask what its direction and velocity were,
‘nor it makes sense -to talk of the direction or velocity of a
toothache. On the other hand, we speak of the pain as dull
or excruciating, while a dull or excruciating motion is mean-
ingless again. So, savs Ryle, we are quite justified in charac-
terizing and treating them as categorially or ontologically
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different. Categorial impropriety in such cases has not been
proved by Ryle’s examples mentioned earlier.

3.3 DISPOSITIONAL AND BEHAVIOURAL ANALYSIS
OF MENTAL EVENTS

As to the second line of attack on mental states and
occurrences, we find Ryle maintaining that the meaning of
mental terms such as ‘thinking’, ‘anger’, ‘intention’, etc.,
can be explained wholly in terms of bodily behaviour and the
physical circumstances in which they occur. He thinks
that dispositional or behaviouristic analysis of such concepts
enables him.to say that they primarily mean some bodily
behaviour, actual or possible. Intelligent action, for example,
~is for him oply a manner of doing things in certain ways.
Similarly, ‘anger’ ‘joy’ and the like mental states mean only -
characteristic behaviour patterns. Thinking means ‘silent
speech or soliloquy . It is simply saying in a certain frame of
mind.

Let me first make a few observations about the general
aims of Ryle’s main work. In the introduction to The Concept
of Mind Ryle declares that his aim in the book is not to
‘give new information about minds’. It is not to ‘increase
what we already know about minds’, but simply to ‘rectify
the logical geography of the knowledge which we already
possess’. He thus seems to think that the rectification of the
logical geography does not amount to a contribution to our
knowledge of mind. But can a reader of The Concept of
Mind escape the impression that Ryle has indeed sought to
advance a new theory of mind and mental events? The
central aim of the book has been to explode the cartesian
view of mind or self and to erect on its ruins a new theory—
the theory of dispesitional or behavioural account of it.
Throughout the book, his fire has been directed against
the cartesian dualism, and he argues to the effect that mind
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is nothing but a bundle of dispositions to behave in certain
ways. This is certainly presenting a new picture of the mind.
His method is primarily linguistic and not factual. So even
when he has engaged himself with the programme of concep-
tual re-mapping of the language in which we talk about,
its effect has been to present an altogether new map in which
the self or mind is left out in order to make room for disposi-
tions and behavioural tendencies. Ryle’s statement of the
avowed aim is, therefore, extremely confusing and disturb-
ing. A pertinent question that arises here is whether a recti-
fication or re-mapping of mental-conduct concepts is possible
without any regard to our knowledge of mental operations.
It is needless to say that a talk having no consideration for
facts will be destitute of useful logic, that is to say it would
be without any significance.®

The sum and substance ot Ryle’s position is that ‘“‘to
talk of a person’s mind is not to talk of a repository which
is permitted to house objects that something called ‘physical
world’ is forbidden to house, it is to talk of the person’s abili-
ties, liabilities and inclinations to do and undergo certain
sorts of things, and of doing and undergoing of these things
in the ordinary world”.? Mind and mental events are thus
denied any reality over and above the body and bodily states.
Mind is thought to be a disposition, a set, a style, an einstel-
lung or an organic state of readiness to do and undergo
certain public things in thier appropriate situations,. A dis-
position, however, is not an occult or inner quality or poten-
taility. It is nothing actual. It simply signifies a tendency for
certain events to occur if some conditions are realized.
When a glass is said to be brittle, it does not mean that
brittieness is a property secretly present in the glass. It only
means that when a certain situation obtains, e.g. when it is
hit with a stone, a certain event takes. place, i.e. the glass
breaks into pieces. Similar is the case with the feeling of
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vanity or other emotional feelings. When an individual is
said to be vain, it does not mean that there is an inner element
of vantiy in him which he feels or experiences. It simply
means that he is prone to behave in certain ways under
specific circumstances. Ryle thus believes that disposition-
.words are not the names of actual psychical characteristics.
Dispositional statements are not the categorical report of
some actual inner state or occurrence. They have only a
hypothetical import. To say this man knows French, is to
say that if, for example, he is ever addressed in French or
shown any French newspaper, -he responds pertinently in-
French, acts appropriately or translates it correctly in his
tongue. This in brief is an account of Ryle’s idea of disposi-
tion into which he has sought to reduce many mental con-
cepts. Sentences like ‘Jones is vain’, ‘jones is a careful
driver’, ‘Jones knows French or German’ do not invite an
- invisible cartesian ‘peep-show’; they are formulations of law-
like statements about tendencies, about one of Jone’s ten-
dencies, which have been inductively arrived at by observing
~Jones and can be tested for their truth or falsity by fruther
observations. Before proceeding further, I shall make a few
comments on this theory.

) Ryle’s theory of disposition raises a number of ques-

tions. First of ail, why should Ryle think that a disposition
is primarily a tendency to behave overtly? Why should
‘knowing French’ mean only such overt acts as replying in
French, or reading a newspaper and so on? (Even these
cannot be unconscious or unmindful activities). Why should
it not also mean a covert feeling of confidence in tackling
whatever there is in French and understandmg what he reads
in French? Why should ‘vanity’ mean only the overt act
of boasting or a peculiar type of behaviour. alone?» Why
should it not also mean a private experience of annoyance
when it is touched? Ryle’s account of disposition lays an over-
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emphasis on overt acts, but dispositions may be dispositions
to act outwardly as well as to feel and experience inwardly.
Sibly makes similar remark when he observes. . . he inclines
to say that dispositon-statements are not only hypotheticals
about possible acts (which is true) but about (at least predo-
minantly) overt acts. Why then this emphasis on the overt’.1?
Besides, the limitation imposed on mental concepts of
signifying only some bits of behaviour, is beset with further
difficulty. If vanity means only the possibility of doing this
and that, then on seeing that somebody does just that, we
may infer for certain that he is vain. But can anybody be so
confident of his finding? There is no contradiction involved
in the assertion that a man does all that a vain man would
normally do but still he is not vain. He might not be doing
those things out of vanity but for some other motive. The
same can be illustrated with the help of what Ryle calls a
family concept — the concept of ‘intelligence’. Ryle thinks
that intelligence is a disposition of doing things in certain
ways. He equates intelligent action with a certain manner or
procedure, so that if somebody is intelligent, he will do
certain acts in that manner and if he does them in that
manner, he is intelligent and thoughtful. An intelligent
student, however, might do worse at the examination.
Conversly, somebody might do well at times but he may
not be intelligent. His so-called intelligent action (externally
observed) may be only a chance performance. This shows
that intelligence cannot be identified with the manner
of doing things, though it is closely connected with such
manner or procedure. Ryle‘s reduction of mental concepts
into dispositions and overt behaviour is clearly mistaken.
Many of the logical problems that Ryle’s analysis of mental
concepts has raised are due to his failure to distinguish the
inner, mental experience from the external or public evi-
dence. It might be that for elucidating the essence of mental
concepts, some reference to their public correlates is necessary,
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but “it is one thing to insist that the terms in which we
appraise mental qualities are unintelligible without reference
to what the subject of those qualities do and quite another
to say that we can find the whole meaning of such terms
in overt actions”." It is indeed too much to say that mental
events like reflection, deliberation and intelligent thinking
are completely and exhaustively reducible into behaviour.
Ryle’s assertion that the thoughts of a circus clown are
completely objectified in his trippings and tumblings is
unacceptable because besides the idea of amusement, there
might be several other thoughts (the thought or motive
of profit etc.,) present in the clown’s mind. His reduction
of the meaning or significance of mental events in terms
of merely publicly observable behaviour is therefore radically
misguided.

As a matter of empirical fact most psychological terms
refer to occurrences and not to mere disposition or tendency
to behave in a particular way. For example, ‘reading care- .
fulty’ or ‘minding what one is doing’. Here ‘reading care-
fully?, refers to two types of components involved— a mental
and a physical one. The physical posture of the reader,
open eyes, and holding of the book, all refer to the physical
factors while exercising carefulness or attention is a2 mental
activity, irreducible to any physical descriptions. The sugges-
tion however that there must, in addition to dispositions of
knowing and believing, be episodes or occurrences in which
the dispositions are actualized is countered by Ryle in terms
of the concept of ‘heeding’. While discussing what heeding
or minding is, Ryle says that a driver’s minding of his driving
consists in his preparedness to meet certain sorts of emer-
gencies. If he is prepared or disposed to handle the expected
and unexpected emergencies, if he is alert to chuck-holes and
pedestrians, if he forsees that the donkey standing there
might bolt out the street etc. etc. he is certainly minding
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what he is doing. This is true. But, Ryle is here using the
term ‘minding’ in the sense of ‘doing carefully’. If a driver
is disposed to drive his car carefully, his disposition or
preparedness only shows how very attentive (something
mental) he is. For a driver who is not disposed to drive
carefully may also be minding what he is doing as he might
(he must!) be driving consciously, not just mechanically or
out of habit. The word ‘minding * may mean both ‘doing
carefully’ and ‘doing consciously’ of which the first implies
the second though the second does not imply the first. A
driver, therefore, has to mind first in the sense of ‘doing con-
sciously’ before he can mind in the sense of ‘doing care-
fully’. So, when Ryle explains the driver’s minding in terms
of his disposition to meet the emergencies, he is only point-
ing out to a mental activity on the part of the driver, i.e. that
~he is taking care to avoid accidents. He would not say all that
he says unless it were also assumed that the driver is con-
tinuously purposing to do all he is doing as part of an on-
going mental process which would be equally genuine and
distinct from the bodily movements involved in the driving.
Attending to driving, like other mental states and occur-
rences, seems obviously something the driver feels or ex-
periences in a way that cannot be reduced at all to any mode
of his dispositional or bodily states.

Ryle has himself realized that concepts of heed, e.g.,
noticing, concentrating, caring, attending etc., are not fuily
explicable in dispositional terms. In the case of these con-
cepts, Ryle has to take recourse to the characterizations, of
‘mongrel-categorical’, or ‘Semi-dispositional’. Such concepts,
he maintains, are half-dispositional and haif-episodic. They
have both an episodic and a dispositional reference. To say
that ‘X is reading carefuily’ is to say

(1) that he is doing something now (the incident is
agatable or clockable and certain adverbs which
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are applicable to occurrences are applicable to
his fact of reading) and

(2) he would be able to answer questions about the
subject of his study, if he is called upon to do
so in future.

Obviously, (1) makes it episodic and (2) dispositional.
The proposition ‘X is reading carefully’ containing the heed
concept ‘carefully’ is therefore, neither fully dispositional
nor fully episodic. It is in the language of Ryle, mongrel-
categorical or semi-dispositional.

Now by introducing the concept of ‘mongrel-categori-
cal’ for elucidating the meaning of heed concept, Ryle is -
gradually modifying his original position to an extent that
it hardly appears to survive. His case against the dualist
is that they interpret all mentalistic sentences as categorical
reports about the happenings of an inner world. By so
deing, he holds, the dualist has misunderstood the logic of
mental concepts. Mental concepts, according to Ryle, do
not report any happening or episode for “‘there are no such
happenings; there are no occurrences taking place in a second-
status world . . . . ”’1? He appears to hold firmly that mental
concepts are dispositional and not episodic in import,
that categorical statements about mental events are to be
interpreted as hypothetical statements about possible be-
"haviour; and that the logic of disposition-words is different
from the logic of episode-words. But when the question of
explaining the logic of ‘heed’ verbs arises, the occurrence-
dispesition dichotomy proves for him a great handicap. He
then yields to maintain that the logic of occurrence and
disposition words meet in the heed words: they are at once
dispositional and episodic or occurrent. This obviously
weakens his original thesis considerably.
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Certainly when we apply a heed concept to a person’s
actions, we are, in Ryle’s words, describing ‘one operation
with a special character’; but this ‘special character’ is surely
a conscious or mental side of it, and not, as he suggests,
just a disposition. The ‘complication’ may need an induc-
tive test to be ascertained by an external observer; it is
directly and immediately evident to the performer himself.
Again, since cases arise in which intelligent (intertionally
directed) actions are outwardly indistinguishable from non-
intelligent actjons, it appears that we must, in Ryle’s words,
often ‘look beyond the performance itself’ in determining
whether an act is or is not a working of mind. But where do
we look? Surely the answer lies in the fact that we look to
some ‘ inner performance’ inaccessible to the external observer,
which clearly also- seems to admit what Ryie is disposed
not to admit, namely, what he calls a performer’s ‘private
or privileged access’ to his own inner, mental occurrences
and states.

It can legitimately be concluded from the above that
no satisfactory account of mental states and events can be
given, without invoking the inner experienced content, in
terms of such things as style of performance, disposition to
certain characteristic performances, and acquired skills or
habits.

In the rest of this section | shall state briefly Ryle’s
behaviouristic and quasi-behaviouristic treatment of individual
mental phenomena like volition, emotion, sensation, imagi-
nation and images, intellectual activities and consciousness.
His explicit aim throughout is an attempt to remove the
mentalistic bite from all these by reducing them into witness-
able, public activities.
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Ryle discusses the concept of volition or the ‘will’ and
argues strongly that there is nothing like volition or the will.
No man is seen using this term in his everyday conversation.
The cartesians maintain that unless the mental episode of
volition occurs, the body cannot move to act. In order that
the action may be actually performed, a prior act of will has
to be performed by the mind. But Ryle does not find any
evidence of ‘inner, mysterious thrust’ in the common
talk of people. Nobody ever speaks of having a volition at
10 A.M., or having five quick or slow volitions between
breakfast and lunch. Novelists have never described volitions
of their characters. But all the same Ryle does not want to
discard the concepts ‘voluntary’ and ‘involuntary’. These
terms are used in practical life, but they do not mean
adjectives relating to an occult phenomenon calied volition.
The question of voluntary or involuntary is not decided
with reference to a private act of will. It is decided with
reference to ‘could have avoided’ or ‘could not have avoi-
ded.” If somebody could have avoided doing something,
the action is called voluntary, otherwise not. Moreover,
these terms are only used with reference to a man who is
suspected of a -guilty action. Proceeding further, Ryle
explains those idioms of everyday use which may appear to
refer to the mental states of volitions, for example, ‘behaving
resolutely’, ‘strength of will’, ‘effort of will’ and so on.
Behaving resolutely, for him, means not getting back in
effort, strength of will is sticking to a task, and effort of
will means acting in face of other stronger temptations.

How about emotions which, on the dualist theory,
are defined as experiences of turbulence in the private
stream of consciousness? Ryle maintains that this explana-
tion is another extension of the dogma of the ghost. He
makes a list of the senses in which the term emotion is used,
and it appears to him that it is used either for feelings, or
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for motives (inclinations) or for moods or agitations (com-
motion). He takes them one by one and tries to show that
none of them has any reference to an inner state or occurr-
ence. Bodily feelings like itches, tinglings, throbbings, aches,
etc. are completely translatable into bodily terms. The
feeling of despair can be located in the pit of the stomach.
The tense feeling of anger can be located in muscles of
the jaw and the fist. Those which cannot be so located

pervade the whole body. So, in effect, Ryle maintains that

feelings refer to bodily sensations. There is nothing secret or
mental about them. Theorists (Ryle’s term for the dualists)
confuse motive words as feeling words. By so confusing
them, they come to believe that motive terms are names of
internal experiences called emotions. All motive words are
names of propensities or dispositions. Patriotism, for exam-
ple, is not a feeling; it is a disposition of a patriot to behave
in certain special ways when appropriate occasions arise.
Similarly mood words cannot be taken to designate feelings;
they refer to certain frames or bent of mind. When some-
body happens to be in a certain mood, he is likely to do many
things, which usually he would not do. For exampie, if
somebody is in a hilarious mood, he would not talk harsh,
he would not give serious consideration to the defects of
others, he would be more benevolent, etc. So, instead of
referring to actual feelings, they refer to short term, mono-
polizing tendencies of the individual. They cannot be
understood as pointing to the episodes of feeling occurring
in the mind. Words standing for agitation, e.g. ‘worried’,
‘excited’, ‘embarrassed’, €tc., are names of moods or suscep-
tibilities to moods. Ryle calls agitations as bodily condi-
tions. They are liability conditions because when one gets
into the agitated frame of mind, one is liable or bound to
behave in typical ways. That is, they have only dispositional
use, not episodic; they do not stand for any occurrent
feeling.




74 Concept of Self. . .

The mental status of sensations and perceptions is
likewise rejected. ‘Sensation’, for Ryle, is used merely for
tactual and kinaesthetic perceptions. Sensation is not a
species of perception; it is not an ingredient in perception.
It is wrong to suppose that seeing, hearing and smelling are
comprised of sensations, Nobody says that he has first visual
sensations and then seeing or he has first auditory sensation
and then hearing. The case of seeing, hearing or smelling is
decided without reference to the cartesian notion of sensa-
tion. There is no neat sensation vocabulary, and as such
sensations cannot be described in unambiguous language.
- Whenever a sensation is described, it is described with the aid
of the vocabulary of common physical objects e.g. it looks as
such and such and sounds like such and such. Sensations are
never the objects of observation: we do not observe sensa-
tions as such. Sensations may only be noticed but not
observed just as alphabets may only be written but not spel-
led. If sensations would have been observed, we would re-
quire the sensation of a sensation and the series would go on
ad infinitum. He emphatically asserts that “it is robins and
games that we observe, and it is sensation that we never
couldobserve” 13 Perception itself is reduced to recognition
and identification. Recognition consists in the utilization of
the previous knowledge which is learnt by practice as we
learn bicycling. “The verb ‘to see’ does not signify an ex-
perience, i.e., something that I go through, am engaged in. It
does not signify a sub-stretch of my life-story.””"* When we
fail to utilize our previous knowledge of the objects, we get
a mistaken perception. Ryle thus concludes that there is
nothing mental or ‘other-wordly’ about sensations and
perceptions.

What about images and imagination which we report in
sentences like ‘Jones imagines he is in Germany,’ ‘He has an
image of an ideal leader About sensations it is indeed true
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to a certain extent that they are closely connected with the
physical, physiological or neurological factors. But images
are decidedly mental and non-physical. Ryle’s central thesis
in his chapter on ‘Imagination’ is that there are no images
or internal pictures and afortiori, therefore, there is no
mind to have them. He accepts that picturing or visualizing
or imaging does occur but he denies that there are images to
be seen. Picturing or imaging is only pretending or fancying
to see (which in fact one does not see). When the child ima-
gines her doll smiling, there is neither an actual smile nor a
copy of the smile: The child simply fancies that her doll is
smiling. Just as in a game she can fancy herself to be a bear,
so she can fancy her doll to be smiling. Ryle observes: “Ima-
ging is not having shadowy pictures before some show-organ
called the ‘mind’s eye’; but having paper pictures before the

eyes in one’s face is a familiar stimulus to imaging” 5 Imag-
ing or picturing or seeing in imagination is not seeing, not

even sham-seeing.

Let us now see what Ryle says about cognition and in-
tellectual activities. Statements like ‘fones solved the puz-
zle’, ‘He inferred a wrong conclusion’ * Cathy looked for her
cat’, on the cartesian view, are held to describe typical
mental operations. But Ryle rejects this account. He aserts that
judging, conceiving, inferring, etc. are in principle quite
akin to the operations of tying knots, following tunes, or
playing hide-and-seek; that is, there is nothing occultly pri-
vate about them. He goes on to say that we have no fixed
criteria to settle as to what human actions are intellectual.
If thinking thoughts leading to discoveries is an intellectual
occupation, playing chess, constructing bridges, introducing
bills in parliament are no less so. Thinking thoughts is not
doing something on a hidden mental stage; it is using words
and sentences either silently or aloud accofding to con-
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venience in a certain frame of mind. Ryle distinguishes between
the two senses of thought and thinking. In one sense thought
is an activity; in another it is the product of such an activity.
When we say this man is engaged in thinking something out,
we certainly mean an activity, because thought in this sense
may be hard, protracted, inturrupted or careless.
But when we say ‘so and so is what he thinks’, thinking or
thought here refers to the result of an activity for thought
in this sense may be true or false, valid or fallacious, publi-
shed or unpublished. He accuses the cartesians of confusing
the vocabulary of thought as products with the vocabulary of
thoughts as activities. Ryle believes that the terms ‘judg-
ment’, ‘abstraction’, ‘subsumption’, ‘deduction’, ‘predication’, -
etc., are meant for the description of thoughts as products
and not for the description of thoughts as activities. Had
they reported internal happenings or episodes, Ryle would
- require them to reply certain queries. If asked how many
cognitive operations did one make while exploring the solu-
tion of a problem, one should be able to answer. Were those
operations easy-going or tiring? Was the going over to the
conclusion from the premises enjoyable or painful? Was his
conceiving quick or gradual, slow or difficult? These ques-
tions make him mute, for Ryle, not because they are diffi-
cult to be answered, but because they are meaningless, since
no inteltectual acts are to be found on the mental plane.
While writing or speaking anything significant or meaningful,
we are never in the know of two operations, one taking
place externally either with pen or tongue and the other
occurring internally in the mind. Thinking, according to Ryle,
is not the mental act of doing something in a secret chamber:
“To say something significant, in awareness of its signifi-
cance, is.not to do two things, . . . It is to do one thing with
a certain drill and in a certain frame of mind, . . . Saying
something in this specific frame of mind, whether aloud or
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in one’s head, is thinking.”’'® Meaning of an idiom or
sentence is simultaneous with its use. It does not lead ex-
pression; it goes with it. No antecedentact of occult thinking
is required to fill in meaning in the subsequent verbal pro-
nouncements.?” The verbs ‘conclude’, ‘prove’, ‘arrive at’,
etc., are achievement or ‘‘got it’”’ verbs. Question of time
about achievement is invalid, though it is valid for processes.
We can safely ask how much time one took to run a race
but we cannot ask how much time one took to win it. So,
argues Ryle, we cannot logically describe an argument with
the help of temporal characterization—either as quick or
slow or in a flash. Of course, when an argument is expoun-
ded or an exposition is made, it takes time. In the case of
‘knowing how’ we are not having knowledge of this or that
truth, but simply displaying the ability to do certain sort of
things. Knowing how to do things, being able to perform
intelligently, is logically independent of any interior theoriz-
ing: it involves only a display of intelligence that others can
witness.

Finally, consciousness and introspection are attacked
on similarly argued conceptual and behaviouristic grounds.
Consciousness, on the cartesian view, is the constant element
of all mental events and processes. Owing to consciousness and
introspection, any mental happening is instantaneously
revealed to the agent. Ryle, on the contrary, declares that this
theory of consciousness and introspection is a logical mud-
dle: a product of misconceived notion and confused convic-
tions. Here too he advances the strictly linguistic argument
that people never speak of ‘knowing through consciousness’ or
getting some truth as ‘ a direct deliverance of consciousness.’
Further, if the mental would be known by consciousness,
consciousness itself being mental must be known by another
consciousness and so on ad infinitum. His radical objection
to the cartesian theory of consciousness is that there are no
occult or secret objects to be illumined by consciousness.
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He asserts, ‘‘The radical objection to the theory that minds
must know what they are about, because mental happen-
ings are by definition conscious, or metaphysically self-
luminous, is that there are no such happenings; there are
no occurrences taking place -in a second status world, since
there is no such status and no such world and consequently
no need for special modes of acquainting ourselves with the
denizens of such a world”.!® Introspection also is repudi-
ated on simifar grounds. It requires us to attend to two
things at once which is logically impossible. The object of
introspection and the act of introspection, both being men-
tal, must be attended all at once. Again, introspection must
be known by another introspection; we cannot in that case
avoid the infinite regress.

Another general strategy Ryle employs in rejecting the
mental occurrences and states of consciousness, cognition,
moods and feelings, etc., is known as the ‘avowal’ theory.
According to this theory, sentences like ‘I feel bored’, ‘I
am depressed’, have meaning all right, but are not used to
‘make statements, i.e., they are not used to describe or report
or assert anything. They are simply bits of behaviour, the
effects of certain inner (physical) condition. If I feel pain,
twiddle my thumb, or say ‘Hohum’, | am not describing,
reporting or asserting anything; | am not making a statement
which is either true or false. The avowal theory takes the
utterance ‘I feel bored’ to be a (learned) bit of behaviour,
like ‘Ho hum’, which results from certain inner (physical)
conditions, and not a statement, description, report or
assertion at all. And the same goes for the utterances of the
form ‘I just had the thought that....’,‘l wish that ....,

and the like. Ryle writes:
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“In its primary employment ‘Il want. ...’ is not used
to convey information, but to make a request or de-
mand. It is no more meant as a contribution to general
knowledge than ‘please’. To respond with ‘do you? or
‘how do you know?’ would be glaringly inappropriate.
Nor in their primary employment , are ‘I hate. . . and
“ lintend . ... ' used for the purpose of telling the
hearer facts about the speaker” *°

The fundamental contention here is that despite the
assertoric form of the grammar of these sentences they can-
not be used and understood to make assertions. Avowals are
not assertions,. nor are they descriptions. They bear no
truth-values, and hence it makes no sense-to speak of
knowledge or ignorance, doubt or certainty in respect. of
them. Sentences like ‘1 have pain ‘I am afraid‘ ‘I want
(wish, believe, feel). . . ’ are non-cognitive avowals: that is to
say, they bear no truth-values because they describe no
proper objects of cognition. Saying ‘| have pain’ though not
a natural pain expression, is not an object of possible know-
ledge, is not a description, is not true or false: it is an acquired
kind of pain behaviour, no different from an ejaculation
‘ouch’ wrenched out of me. The doctrine of avowals is also
prominent in the later writings of Wittgenstein. Especially
in the Philosophical Investigations, it is asserted many times
in numerious different ways. The thesis is generalized to cover
all psychological verbs, and is used to repudiate the distinct
character of mental states and occurrences. The expressive
or non-cognitive view of mental concepts run through all of
his later writings. in the Blue Book he wrote:

“The difference between the propositions ‘I have pain’
and ‘he has pain‘ is not of ‘L.W. has pain’ and ‘Smith
has pain’. Rather it corresponds to the difference
between moaning and saying that someone moans.”’?®
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The same argument appears in a variety of ways at
many places in the /nvestigations. Statements of mental
states and experiences are construed as extensions of natural
expressive behaviour. The following two quotations bring -
out the thesis clearly : '

“Words are connected with the primitive, the natural,

expressions of the sensation and used-in their place. A

child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk

to him and teach him exclamatians and, later, sentences.
- They teach the child new pain behaviour.”?!

“It cannot be said of me at all (except perhaps as a
_joke) that | know | am in pain. What is it supposed to
mean, except that | am in pain.”’?2

To sum up the avowal theory: philosophical behaviour-
ists like Ryle, Wittgenstein and others eémphasize that a
great deal of ordinary speech involving the mental concepts
does not have a descriptive function, because if the utteran-
ces cited above are taken as reports, it is easy to think that
they are reports of inner mental occurrences. The utterances
rather function as a piece of behaviour: something within

“-.language which serve as conventional substitute for behaviour

that, for example, naturally expresses pain: a sophisticated
linguistic substitute for a wince or a groan. They are exclama-
tions, warnings or signals — in other words, bits of behaviour
publicly exhibited. :

In summary, according to logical or analytical be-
haviourism of Ryle, psychological or mental statements of
all sorts are always translatable into physical language, that
is, into sentences about physical occurrences and physical
states. The meaning of different terms like volition, emotion,
sensation, cognition, imagination, is entirely exhausted by
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their reference to observable behaviour. By means of in-
troducing a number of philosophical distinctions, such as
‘task and achievement’, ‘avowals’, ‘mongrel-categorical’ etc.,
he has tried to show that when we attribute some mental
predicate to someone, we are attributing to him some bit of
behaviour (either its performance or its outcome) or a dis-
" position toward some behaviour or both .

3.4 CRITICISMS OF RYLE’S THESIS

In the preceding section a brief resume of Rylean
attempts to dispense with all specifically mental happenings
(acts of will, sensation, volition, etc.) was taken to show
how he supports a materialistic or neo-behaviourist view of
mental events and states. G.J. Warnock very aptly sums up
his theory when he says: “This is the thesis that there really
exist only bodies and other physical objects, that there
really occur only physical events or processes, and that all
statements ostensibly referring to minds are really catego-
rical statements about current bodily behaviour, or more
commonly hypothetical statements about predicted bodily
behaviour; that, hence, there is really no such thing as pri-
vate inner life at all, and that in principle every thing about
every individual could be known by sufficiently protracted
observation of his bodily doings.”??3

One very general, but a sharp, criticism that | shall
bring against Ryle’s theory is that a man’s statements about
his own intentions, thoughts and feelings, are (by and large)
not based on his observation of his own behaviour. Thus the
philosophical behaviourist’s conception of the ‘content’ of
psychological terms is grossly mistaken and erroneous. Ryle
thinks that my statement ‘I am excited’ obtains its meaning
from observations such as would be expressed by the sen-
tences ‘l see my hands trembling’, ‘l hear my voice quavering’
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and so on. But reflection on the use of these sentences
reveals that this is not so. If you did not believe that | am
excited, | might try to convince you by making.you take note
of how my hands are trembling and my voice quavering or
choking. But | do not undertake to convince myself that |
am excited by such an observation; or if | did, it would be a
very untypical case. If I say ‘| am annoyed with Anne because
of her misdemeanour!, my statement will not normally
be based on my observation of my own physical (bodily)
expressions of annoyance. Nor do | say that | am angry be-
cause | see my face is flushed or my fists are clenched, or
because | hear myself shouting. So in normal cases | do not
say any such thing on the basis of the observation of exter-
nal , publicly witnessable bodily changes. The strangeness of -
Ryle’s departure from what is an empirically evident fact
shows that logical or philosophical behaviourism does not
give a true account of the way mental concepts are actually
employed and the inner occurrences to which they refer. As
a matter of fact, we do not base our intentions and know-
ledge of other mental states on our awareness of events in
our bodies. No one knows what these internal physical
occurrences would be which are supposed to precede or
accompany my different actions, thinking, imagining and so
on. It is certain, therefore, that Rylean theory about the
mental events is wildly remote from the facts.

The Concept of Mind is anti-cartesian and anti-dualis-
tic, which leaves no room for inherent privacy in the mental
life of the individual. But though the general trend of the
book is a downright condemnation of inner mental events,
there are statements in the book which, if closely viewed,
lend support to the theory of their distinct ontological
character. A few paragraphs which establish this observation
are the following:
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‘Much of our ordinary thinking is conducted in inter-
nal monologue or silent soliloquy, usually accompa-
nied by an internal cinematograph-show of visual ima-

gery.’24

‘It makes no difference in theory if the performances
we are apprising are operations executed silently in the
agent’s head. . . . . of course it makes a lot of differ-
ence in practice, for the examiner cannot award marks
to operations which the candidate successfully keeps |
to himself.’2$

‘If you do not divulge the contents of your silent soli-
loquies and other imaginings, | have no .other sure
way of finding out what you have been saying or pic-
turing to yourself.’26 ‘

Ryle himself admits that Boswell’s description of John-
son’s mind was incomplete, ‘since there were. notoriously
some thoughts which Johnson kept carefuily to himself and
there must have been many dreams, day dreams and silent
bablings, which only Johnson could have recorded and only
a james Joyce would wish him to have recorded.’?’

Ryle thus apparently at some places accepts that there
are silent thoughts and imaginings; that is, they are not to
be reduced to outward bodily changes or behaviour concur-
rently going on with those thoughts and imaginings. He also
accepts that if the person is unwilling to reveal them they
may not be known to others. Such statements are clearly in-
consistent with the wider aim of the book and smack of
some concession to the view that mental events are not to
be identified with, or reduced into, bodily states and ex-
ternal behaviour. It is obvious that a person who is canscious
or who is in some particular conscious state, nray not be
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behaving in any noticeable way. He may just be flat on his
back, eyes shut. Yet he may still be conscious, having sen-
sations and thoughts, and so on. He may be in pain, for
example, without wrihting, groaning, complaining. How is the
logical behaviourist of the Rylean  type to take this into
account in his theory?

The analytic behaviourist may hold that future be-
haviour is relevant, for example, what a person will write in
his diary tonight, what he will confess under torture to-
morrow, what he will say on his deathbed. But it is clear
that this is not sufficient, for the person in pain now may
never show future behaviour appropriate to his being in pain
now. Again, some behaviourists distinguish between overt
and covert behaviour, the latter being movements that are
not noticed, either because they are so very slight or be-
cause they occur inside the body where they cannot be
observed very easily. Thus thinking has been associated with
very slight movements of the lips or with slight movements
of the tongue or vocal chords. However, this attempt to
evade the difficulty raises. new difficulties. Firstly, recent
work with the drug curare, which produces temporary
paralysis, indicates that even covert behaviour may be
absent during mental events. Patients with enough curare to
produce complete muscular paralysis report, after the drug
has worn off, that there is no absence of consciousness,
thoughts, sensations, ability to think, images or the like,
during the paralysis 28 So it is not possible to identify men-
tal events with behaviour in any sense, either overt or
covert. Secondly, suppose we did find certain slight muscular
movements in the vocal cords when people think. Could it
be possibly argued that when we say of someone that he
just has a thought, we mean by those words something
about muscular movements in his vocal chords? Surely not.

One could fully understand such a remark without the
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slightest knowledge of the muscles of the vocal chords. So
it is not at all plausible to hold that the mental terms can
be analysed in terms of actual or possible behaviour. A para-
lysed man may be completely incapable of any behaviour,
but he is still conscious and aware of his mental states.
Conversly a robot may behave as perfectly as a human being,
but it is not for that matter capable of having conscious
experiences.

By analogizing thoughts with speaking,29 Ryle is clear-
ly in the tradition of behaviourists like ).B. Watson and
Skinner who took thinking to be ‘sub-vocal speech’ or ‘lary-
ngeal behaviour’. In one sense, however, he differs from
them, in that he is not doing empirical psychology when he
makes these claims. Perhaps he would not be disconcerted
in the least by the empirical discovery that thinking can and
does go on even when there is complete paralysis of all the
organs and muscles involved in talking. But then the fact of
the ‘matter is that thinking and talking are quite different
concepts. Talking necessitates public and overt behaviour;
thinking does not. So the assimilation of thinkingto overt
activity involved in talking is incorrect. Again, the desperate
move of taking thoughts and other mental phenomena to be
dispositions (to talk and behave in various ways) is.no better
hypothesis either. Even Ryle himself concedes that at least
some mental words refer to genuine occurrent events and
not to dispositional states. This point needs some elabo-
ration.

Ryle gives a special status to two classes of mental pre-
dicates, those which refer to bodily sensations such as itches,
tinglings, throbbings, aches, etc., and those which refer to
feelings, of which he gives as examples, ‘a throb of compas-

sion’, ‘a shock of surprise’, ‘a thrill of anticipation’, ‘a
twinge of remorse’, ‘a qualm of apprehension’, ‘a pricking of
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conscience’, ‘a glow of pride 3° These are obviously not
bits of behaviour. Nor are they, Ryle admits, dispositions or
propensities to behave. They are genuine non-behavioural
events experienced by persons. As Ryle says, “ ‘| have a
twinge’ asserts that an episode took place.””®! of course, it
could be either a bodily sensation like a twinge of rheuma-
tism or a feeling like a twinge of remorse, “though the word
‘twinge’ is not necessarily being used in quite the same sense
in the alternative contexts.” Similarly he insists on the
- occurrent, episodic nature of feelings as against some emo-
tional states, which he interprets as dispositions: ‘inclina-
tions and moods, including agitations, (which) are not
occurrences and do not therefore take place either publicly
or privately. They are propensities, not acts or states. . . . .
Feelings, on the other hand, are occurrences’. The relegation
of some of our emotional predicates to dispositions is held
while admitting that feelings and sensations, at least, are not
dispositions.?> And since they clearly are not items of be-
haviour either, they must have some special status. Ryle
does not himself draw this conclusion but it is inescapable.
The predicates which refer to feelings and sensations of the
sort indicated above are not analysable or reducible into
public, overt pieces of behaviour, nor propensities towards
such acts; therefore they must signify something private and
covert, something mental and non-physical.

One ground on which Ryle denies the mental events is
that they are not datable or clockable. But is there any
truth in this contention? It appears to me, on the contrary,
that mental occurrences or states that we experience take
place at a particular moment of time. They do occur at
some datable time. Not that it is always possible to say
exactly when they occurred. It is quite clear that it would
be odd to ask Rylean question about a thought which oc-
curred to you,'For how long did that thought occur to you?’



Mental Events are not Bits of Behaviour 87

Yet it clearly does make sense to ask, ‘When did that
thought occur to you?’ In this respect having thoughts is like
arriving at the station; one’s arriving is an event which
occurs at some datable time but does not take time. Since
most of our thought occur instantaneously and quickly and
occupy a very small moment or duration of time, it has led
‘Ryle to deny incorrectly that they are datable occurrences
like walking, gardening, etc. [ think it is quite sensible to
argue that at least we can say that a particular thought
occurred at a certain temporal boundary. For the occurrence
represents, in Rylean terms, an ‘achievement’; and most
achievements do not refer to what fills a duratien, but to
what happens at a certain boundary of time. So it could be
said that my thought, a b or ¢ occurred in time in the way
that my walk in the garden occurred in time; and that we
quite propetly refer to them by saying ‘I had it last week,
yesterday. ‘or this morning’. ‘Ryle’s allegation that mental
events and episodes cannot be dated orclocked is, therefore,
without any point or substance. Whenever we report the
occurrence of thoughts or mental states in sentences like ‘At

midnight the thought crossed my mind that . . . .. "t
suddenly came.to me that . . ..’ ‘Just then | recollected
that . . .. ” we report the occurrence of an event which took

place at a particular time.

Ryle’s behaviourist -treatment of imagination and sen-
sation is very curious indeed . He has devoted a whole chap-
ter to imagination, but | entirely fail to understand how
anyone can be satisfied by what he says. He says that opera-
tions of imagining are exercises of mental powers expressed
through picturing or fancying. | should have thought, on
the other hand, that it is as obvious as anything can be
that something inner (mental) is happening when | imagine
-something, which cannot be known to anybody else unless |
do something overt to let it be known. Ryle’s thesis against
the experiential reality of imaging and imagination is challen
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ged not only by common reports of people but aiso by experi

mental evidence. }. R. Smythies speaks of his experiment
with normal persons who were administered hallucino-
genic drugs to have hallucinations. While under the spell
of hallucination, these persons, he reports, were particu-
larly impressed by how similar ‘seeing’ is to seeing.?® Asa
matter, of fact, the seeing of an image in the mind’s eye is so
crystal clear and tangible that a writer has gone to the length
of saying that Ryle’s non-seeing of images might be due to
the peculiar constitution of his brain: % In fact, Ryle’s de-
parture from common experience reported by all about ima-
gination is so evident that we cannot but agree with Morris
Weits when he says that ‘Ryle’s denial of images rested upon
a proposed new use of an expression and not upon the eluci-
dation of a regular one’.?$

In the case of sensations and observation, one is agree-
ably surprised to find Ryle expressing candidly dissatisfac-
tion with his own theory. He observes *. . . .. | am not satis-
fied with this chapter. | have fallen in with the official
theory that perceiving involves having sensations. But this
is a sophisticated use of ‘sensation’.”’*® Indeed he again and
again finds himself helpless with regard to the concept of
sensations. In his separate article on sensations, Ryle confes-
ses the weakness of his thesis when he writes: ‘One of the
things that worries me is the notion of sensation or sense-
impression’®” In the same article there is a bold andfrank
statement again where he appears to yield in favour of the
dualistic notion of sensation. [t reads: ‘However, after all
this has been said, | confess to a residual embarrassment.
There is something common between having an after-image
and seeing a misprint, Both are visual affairs. How ought we
to describe their affinity with one another, without falling -
back on to some account very much like a part of the ortho-
. dox theories of sense-impressions? To this | am stumped
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for an answer’. These confessions clearly go against the pro-
gramme of Ryle, namely, the behaviouristic analysis of
sensations and other mental states. Since consciousness and
sensation is the precondition of all assertions and denials,
| do not see how it can itself be denied and repudiated. To
deny the non-physical experienced mental content or ‘datum
of consciousness’ is to commit the philosophical error of
denying the obvious. And Ryle surely is doing just that.
While speaking of awareness as something radically distinct
from the body or the bodily, H. H. Price observes ‘It is too
fundamental, and if any one says he cannot understand
what | am talking about, 1| do not know how | can help
him.’38

Ryle has advanced ‘infinite regress’ argument against
the cartesian notions of volition, introspection and cognition.
He asks whether volitions are themselves voluntary or in-
voluntary. Questions like this are taken to constitute a re-
ductio ad absurdum of dualist view of mental states of
volition and introspection, etc. But | find that Ryle is asto-
nishingly slap-dash in rejecting mental experience through
verbal trivialities. No one talks of voluntary or involuntary
volitions. If a ‘voluntary action’ is defined in terms of voli-
tion, this would itself be a good reason for saying that the
person is aware and freely willing a particular action. There
could be no freedom of will without distinct mental proces-
ses. Will is involved in, is in fact the essential ingredient in,
all our actions. We cannot give a proper account of what is
meant by doing things on purpose without recourse to the
notion of some non-physical activity of volition. It is certain
that we do talk about decisions and efforts of will, | may
say—°1 decided to reply in this way as soon asl heardMr. A’s
argument’ or ‘Before going to bed | decided that | should
return to Oxford as soon as possible’, and since the decision
in cases like these precedes any overt action it obviously
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cannot be identified with carrying out the decision. And, of
course, | instantaneously know these decisions the moment
| entertain them in my mind. Indeed Ryle’s infinite regress
argument against mental events presupposes that he takes
observation or perception of external objects as paradigm of
knowing (in his case ‘noticing’ only). Mental events and
states like volition, conation etc. are not, however, external
objects. They are known by the person himself when he is
engaged in them, and, as a matter of fact, this knowledge
does not involve the logical difficulty of infinite regress to
which Ryle refers. H.D. Lewis, among others, brings out this
point clearly when he writes:

‘The insistence on distinct mental processes of
which each is aware in the first instance does not
imply that we are ‘watching’, ‘inspecting’ or.‘monitor-
ing’ what we do. We might be doing that for some psy-
chological purposes perhaps. But we do not normally
monitor what we do. Nor do we normally engage in-
retrospection either. But this in no way precludes our
being aware of what we are doing (or thinking) in the
very process of doing it. This is not an additional ‘piece
of theorizing’, to suppose that it is the wildest travesty,
it is not theorizing but being aware of what we are
about in the very process of being engaged in it. What-
ever problems may be involved in describing this, they
cannot be burked or explained away by directing atten-
tion to something quite different.”®®

Lastly, as | noted in the preceeding section, one impor-
tant theory in the array of varied arguments Ryle brings
against mental states and occurrences is the non-cognitive
avowal or expressive view of psychological statements.
Reports of experience-occurrences are assimilated to avo-
- wals, that is, to gestures and mere expressions of moods:
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my sentences about my present sensations and other experi-
ences have the same logical status as my outcries and facial
expressions. Since avowals do not describe, report, or assert
anything mental or experiential, they are neither true nor
false.

Now the theory of avowals seems to me as far from
actual facts as any theory can be. The fundamental feature
around which my counter-argument revolves concerns the
fact that ‘I am in pain’ has, after all, a structure, and as such
it is complex or articulated. My use of this sentence is only
intelligible in so far as | know what ‘pain’ means, i.e. know
how to apply the predicate on the basis of inner experiential
context which constitutes its meaning; for this is a precondi-
tion for my ascribing it to myself with justification and
truth. The following points against the truth-valueless the-
sis involves exploring the consequences of this feature of the
sentence ‘l am in pain’.

Firstly, a point from common everyday intelligible dis-
course. ‘l am in pain’ is a base for sentence-forming cpera-
tions upon sentences. Thus, for example:‘He thinks (knows,
believes, hopes, fears, etc.) that I am in pain’. Such complex
sentences are thought of as true or false; no such operations
could be carried out upon mere ejaculations.

Secondly, Ryle and Wittgenstein have apparently never
extended their thesis to denying truth-values to ‘I was
in pain’ or ‘I will be in pain’. But these are the past and
future tense transformations of the sentence in question.
Moreover if it is now the case that | was in pain, then it was
the case that I was in pain, and if it is the case that | will be
in pain then it will be the case that | am in pain; none of
which can be the case if ‘I am in pain’ has the logical status
of an outcry or facial expression. :
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Thirdly, ‘I have been.in pain for hours’ is not plausibly
analysable into a past tense sentence conjoined with an
assertoric expression of pain, but it does imply the statment
of an occurrent on-going pain experience — ‘l am in pain’.

Fourthly, the avowal thesis appears to make assertion
of identity such as ‘The pain | have now is the same throb-
bing pain | had yesterday’ unintelligible.

Fifthly, ‘1 am in pain’ can appear in molecular senten-
ces, e.g. ‘I am in pain and the doctor has not come’, without
the molecular sentence lacking a truth-value. This means ‘I
am in pain’ refers to an experience actually. felt by me. Simi-
larly, ‘I have pain’ can appear as a premise in a valid argu-
ment, e.g. ‘All persons with pain of such and such a kind -
- suffer from disease D, | have a pain of such and such a kind,
therefore, | suffer from disease D’.

Sixthly, one is not only able to say that he has pain,
but also to describe with precision its phenomenological
features, e.g. that it is dull or sharp, throbbing or nagging,
searing or stinging, etc. Indeed we have a rich vocabulary
for the phenomenological descriptions of sensation and
other experiences. These descriptions are informative and
supply important diagnostic data. They are ordinarily con-
ceived of as true or false. Moreover there is, by and large,
no natural expressive behaviour which manifests those phe-
nomenological features, and our descriptions of them do not
replace any primitive behaviour.

Finally, ‘I am not in pain’ is the negation of ‘I am in
pain’. It is, like the sentence it negates, asserted with justi-
fication and truthfully. But it is normally informative rather
than expressive, and it cannot, I am sure, be said to be a
learnt substitute for a natural form of ‘absence-of-pain’
behaviour.
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These seven points strongly suggest that ‘I am in pain’
said by A is used to make an assertion, bears truth-value and
is meaningful, i.e., reports an inner mental experience that A
is really having. Avowal theory of Ryle, Wittgenstein and
others is therefore clearly wrong in denying the inner mental
happenings described and reported by psychological state-
ments.

The positive points which have emerged from the fore-
going can be summed up in the following propositions:

1. Logical or analytical behaviourism of Ryle in re-
ducing or characterizing mental events and states
as observable bodily behaviour and dispositions to
perform certain activities is based on mistaken as-
sumptions and wrong arguments about them.

2. Mental events and states like sensing, pain feelings,
imagination, thinking, willing, resolving, et al., are
the directly inspected inner states of conscious-
ness in the cartesian sense. :

Let us now move on to some other recent attempts
which are purported to reject the distinct reality of mental
states. ‘
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Chapter 4
SOME REPUDIATIONS OF MENTAL EVENTS :
IDENTITY THEORISTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

A version of materialism, currently the most seriously
discussed and attracting interest in a scientific ethos, is
known. as the Identity Theory. It is the view that thoughts,
feelings, wishes and the rest of mental phenomena are iden-
tical with, one and the same thing as, states and processes
of the body (and, more specifically, states and processes of
the nervous system, or even of the brain alone). Thus the
having of a thought is identical with having such and such
bodily cells in such and such states, other cells in other
states. Such a theory has already been attractive to many:
psychologists, but until recent years most philosophers had
thought that.there are obvious and conclusive objections to
this sort of theory. In the last decade or so, however, the
Identity theory has been revived by philosophers arguing in
closely allied- ways. The revival is associated with such
names as Herbert Feigle, Quinton, U. T. Place, J.J.C. Smart,
Armstrong, Paul Feyerabend, efal. Whereas Feigle has
called it the Central-state theory, other philosophers speak
of it as the ldentity theory, that is the theory which identi-
fies mental states with purely physical states of the central
nervous system. This label is less explicit than ‘Central-state
theory’ although it is briefer. The materialism of this theory
is very appropriately called ‘scientific’ because it holds that
everything consists, in the last resort, of the ultimate enti-
ties of physics.

99
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The exponents of identity theory maintain that there
is a plausibility in regarding some characteristics, e.g. vanity,
anger, or fear as mere- “‘behaviour pattern”. But they also
think there are ‘inner experiences’ — sensations, imates, etc.
that cannot legitimately be analysed in terms of behaviour.
These experiences are kept within the scheme of ma-
terialism by holding that they are brain processes. The
identity theorists use the familiar philosophical distinction bet
ween significance and reference or connotation and denotation
to make the claim that mentalistic expressions and physica-
listic expressions differ in significance or connotation but
will turn out as a matter of empirical fact to refer to or de-
note one and the same thing, namely physical states or
phenomena. Examples generally cited of this kind of de
facto identity are those of the morning star and the evening
star, water and H, O, and lightening and a particular sort of
electrical discharge. In all these cases the discovery of iden-
tity is claimed not merely as a philosophical one but, at
least in part, an empirical discovery. Formulated in terms
of de facto or contingent rather than logical identity, this
theory is supposed to survive many of the standard refuta-
tions of older materialism and behaviourism. For example,
it is quite correctly argued by the dualists that a thought
cannot be identical with a brain event because a man can
know very well what his thought is without knowing any-
thing about his brain. But, according to mental-physical
identity philosophers, this shows only that there.is no logi-
cal identity; the identity must be an empirical one, it-must
be conceived of as purely contingent, not as logically neces-
sary. They believe that what goes on the occasions we make
experience reports like.

‘l am thinking about his proposal’ or
‘| see an after-image’, et cetra,
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is in fact a physcial event. The general idea is, then, that
mental terms, descriptions or predicates do not have the
same sense as physical ones, but they do have the same re-
ference as certain physical predicates: that is they do not
mean the same as these physical predicates but they do
apply to, they are true of, the very same thing, namely cer-
tain physical events, states or processes. Thoughts, feelings,
wishes and the like are identical with physical states. Not
‘identical’ in the sense that mentalistic terms are synony-
mous in meaning with physicalistic terms but ‘identical in
the sense that the actual events picked out by mentalistic
terms are one and the same events as those picked out by
physicalistic terms. Let me elaborate this theory a bit by
giving here the salient features of Feigle’s position.

Feigle begins by accepting many points regarding the
dualism of mental and physcial events: he acknowledges in
a most firm and uncompromising way, the distinctive and
irreducible character of the direct experience itself, as ‘lived
through, enjoyed or suffered’?> and even more in speaking
of ‘the privacy of immediate experience’.® It is also insisted
“that there. are ‘immediate data of first person experience’
or conscious events or processes, €.8. directLy»experienced
sensations, thoughts, feelings, emotions, etc. —described
in many places as ‘raw feels’. In spite of conceding all this,
Feigle thinks that the main issues must be capable of settle-
ment, in the last analysis, in a scientific way providing a co-
herent and adequate descriptive and explanatory account of
the spatio-temporal-causal world, and the answers must
come within ‘the intersubjective observation language of
common life’. This is indeed how the enterprise becomes
respectably scientific. Cartesian view of mental events and
states must be dismissed by just invoking the rule of parsi-
mony which warns one not to multiply entities {factors,
variables) beyond necessity.
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Proceeding on these assumptions, Feigle sets out to
identify ‘raw feels’ with neurophysiological processes. He
declares that if there should be any mental states not infer-
able on the basis of intersubjectively accessible neurophy-
siological states, then their role is suspicious. Again, he ques-
tions the non-spatial character of mental events, contending
that many mental terms, e.g. motherly love, is a universal
and as such the question of location does not arise; though
he admits that these terms or concepts may be applied to in-
dividuals. There is, for example, the fact of someone feeling
depressed. ‘In this case’, Feigle asserts, ‘there is quite
clearly a location for the feeling of depression. It is in the
person concerned’.* The referents of what is directly pre-
sented in experience, raw feels or ‘acquaintance terms’, are
identical with the referents of ‘objective’ or physical terms
having to do with a state of affair in the world: they are
empirically identifiable with the referents of some neuro-
physiological concepts of molar behaviour theory. In other
words, ‘what is had-in-experience and knowable by acquain-
tance, is identical with the object of knowledge by descrip-
tion provided first by molar behaviour theory and this is in
turn identical with what the science of neurophysiology des-
cribes. (or, rather will describe when sufficient progress has
been achieved) as processes in the central nervous system’.®

In this chapter | shall be concerned to show that there

| appears little justification in the writings of the leading

Identity philosophers for the view that mental events and
states as directly experienced and phenomenally described
are one and the same or identical with, physical states of
the nervous system including brain. My contention will be
that the arguments of philosophers who deny the distinct
and irreducible reality of mental events are not valid argu-
ments, and rest upon a series of mistaken assumptions
which | shall in turn expose. Let me here state in bare
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outline the main points on which | shall base my criticisms
of individual Identity philosophers in subsequent sections of
this chapter.

The identity theory is, in part at least, an empirical
theory hypothesizing that each particular mental event
occurs if and only if some particular brain event occurs. It is
still too early to say whether this hypothesis is even pro-
bable or not. Indeed | shall provide evidence from the views
of recent eminent scientists an7d neurophysiologists who
hold exactly the opposite view. However, even if this
hypothesis per impossible turns out to be true, it would not
establish the identity theory, which holds not just that
mental and neural events are correlated in some regular, law-
ful way but that they are one and the same event, and,
moreover, that these events are, basically, physical. One
general objection to the identity theory comes from the fact
that it makes sense to ask of neural event where it occurred
in the body (even if the answer is that it occurred in no lo-
cal place but throughout the nervous system), whereas it
makes no sense to ask where in the body the thought occur-
red. Feigle’s assertion that—'it [the feeling of depression] is
in the person concerned’— is extremely odd and unheipful.
Since two putatively different things can turn out to be one
and the same only if they have the same location, it cannot
be the case that mental events like thoughts, feelings, sensa-
tions, etc. and neural events are idnetical. Another objec-
tion to the identity theory is that it cannot account for
essential feature of the mental, namely the privileged posi-
tion of the subject with respect to his mental events. If they
were ordinary physical events, why should the subject be
in a position to report their occurrence without having to
make the observations or inferences others have to make?
That they can be known, but not in the way physical events
can be known, suggests that they are not physical events.
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" 1 shall now proceed with a critical examination of the
views of three leading Identity philosophers—Quinton, J.].
C. Smart and Armstrong, and try to argue that their at-
tempts do not stand up under philosophical scrutiny.

4.2 SPATIAL LOCATION ARGUMENT: QUINTON

Anthony Quinton is an Oxford philosopher who
among others challenges the distinct character of mental -
reality and events. Even though he concedes a great deal to
the standard dualist views of mental and bodily states, he
eventually comes to hold a position very similar to that of
identity theorists. Quinton, for example, concedes that it
has been widely held by philosophers as a matter of explicit
belief that there are two realms of mental and physical reali-
ties, and that room must be found, in any adequate and
plausible theory, for that consciousness of ourselves which
we all enjoy. Again, he is prepared to accept that there are
at least some mental states which are private and of which
each one ‘has direct awareness in the psychological sense’.
His examples of the two different types of redlities also fit
neatly the strict cartesian dualist scheme—‘It would be
generally agreed that mountains, clouds, snowflakes and
protein molecules are physical and that a farmer’s hope for
rain, a man’s image of Salisbury Cathedral and someone’s
feeling of embarrassment are mental’.’

One wonders then as to how, in spite of these frank
dualistic admissions, can Quinton maintain that mental
states are also physical and externally observable ? His mo-
dus operandi for the alleged identification of the mental
with the physical, like others, lies in the view that spatial
characteristics can be applied without ambiguity to mental
and bodily alike. Quinton makes a number of interesting
and illuminating remarks during the course of his article,
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but in the end he entirely fails to beconvincingregarding the
spatiality claim of mental events and experiences. Generally
-speaking, spatial location of mental states is most apparent
to him in the case of bodily sensations, which seem to be
‘at’ or pervade a certain region of the body. But in these
cases, as also in dreams and vivid imaginings, the spatiality
is, in his own words, of ‘a suspect or at any rate marginal,
kind.” Take, for instance, the pain | claim to have in my
right ankie. Is this claim rebutted if there is no injury to my
right ankle or if | have no right ankle at all ? If it is not,
then what | have claimed is that | have a pain and that it
feels as if there were an injury to my right ankle. Quinton’s
answer with regard to this is that “in this case the pain has
only a courtesy -position. . ... it cannot have a real position -
since there may not be such aplace as ‘in my rightankle’ 7. '°
He further says that in neither case i.e, in real or halluci-
natory pain, is pain itself literally in the right ankle in the
‘way that my right ankle-bone is. It seems therefore that he
here makes substantial concessions to the dualist views re-
garding the ‘inner’, non-physical character of sensations. So
far so good.

But we have yet to see Quinton’s major and ‘further
reason’ for maintaining that mental states and events must
have a real position. He writes:—

“. ... That unless experiences have a position in space
they cannot be individuated. Suppose that two people,
A and B, have qualitatively indistinguishable feelings
of annoyance at a high whistling noise in their immedi-
ate neighbourhood, being at the same time and
persisting for the same period. How in these circum-
stances are we to justify the belief we are very stongly
inclined to hold that there are two experiences going
on here and not just one.” 1!
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His argument, in effect, is that if two experiences have
‘exactly the same introspective content, or are qualitatively
indistinguishable, there is no way in which we could distin-
guish between these except on the basis of spatial location.
The conclusion he draws from this is that ‘in our ordinary
understanding of the matter an experience is where the
body of the person who has it is’!?> He goes much further
than this simple and perhaps innocuousstatement, and in the
closing part of the article he identifies the mental reality
with t?e physical —‘the criterion of the mental is the cereb-
ral’. !

Quinton’s argument, though seemingly conclusive
against the dualistic non-spatial view of mental experience,
is open to several crticisms.

In the first place, the hypothetical situation described
in the argument raises diffcult practical questions about the
sense in which experiences could be qualitatively indistin-
guishable. It is hard to believe that this condition can ever
be achieved insofar as even the most simple experiences are
bound to be affected by the context of other experiences in
-which they occur, by the experients’ dispositions, past his-
tory and so on. This consideration clearly is a serious
limation to Quinton’s imaginary situation on which his
argument is so heavily based.

Secondly, Quinton’s notion of the ‘individuation of
experiences’ involves a serious conceptual confusion. He is
approaching the problem of experiences from a third person
~point of view or, as it were, from outside. Whereas it is
important to realize here that the criterion of the individu-
ation of experiences in the first person is radically different

from those employed in the case of other persons, Professor-

H.D. Lewis also drew attention to this point when he
wrote:
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“We have to distinguish between the way in which we
identify or recognize some experience in its particulari-
ty, when it is the experience of someone other than
ourselves, and the identification of some experience as
an experience of one’s own, or the ‘individuation’ of
it in a particular person’s experience.”! 4

1t is difficult to see why Quinton advanced this sort of
argument after he had himself {as | pointed out above) ac-
cepted the private and direct awareness of mental states and
experiences. His alleged spatiality requirement is only rele-
vant for learning about other people’s experiences and dis-
covering that a particular experience is had by seme indivi-
dual. This, of course, is done through observation of a per-
son’s body and behaviour. Does not Quinton here take a dog-
matic and unjustified approach to the subject according to
which there must be some kind of observable criteria for all
meaningful claims ? His other strictures on the dualist’s
positions—like e.g., ‘‘can the dualist attach any sense to the
idea that two experiences of disembodied persons that are
strictly contemporaneous and indistinguishable in intros-
pective content are really distinct and not one and the same
experience,”5and (it could never be) shown that a single
experience cannot be owned by two such substances’' ¢ bear
witness to the same uncritical adoption of the essentially
third person.point of view. The simple fact is that the ex-
periencing person himself does not require any spatial cri-
teria for individuating or discovering an experience as his
own. In other words, in having any particular experience,
one is bound to be aware of it as belonging to oneself, in a
way that is completely different from ways used in dealing
with other persons. Indeed it seems to me that the very talk
of experiences in abstracto, as it were, is patently false. An
experience is jpso facto known to be the experience of an
agent who has it the very moment it occurs.!? It is admit-
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tedly not easy to philosophically characterize and determine
the nature of this quite peculiar way by means of which a
self, as an indivisible being, owns or appropriates an experi-
ence. But surely this is no pretext for accepting the consi-
derations adduced by Quinton about the necessity of spatial
reference for identification of experiences.

Finally, by his own declaration, Quinton has tried to
associate himself with the ldentity theorists in their supposed
complete identity of the mental and the physical. However,
his argument, if examined closely, does not in any sense
warrant the conclusion that mental events or experiences as
such are spatial or physical. What it really brings out, and a
strict cartesian will go with him, is that in all normal situa-
tions at least we are all embodied persons. Descartes himself
stressed the peculiarly intimate relation of mind and body
and to this day the dualists have insisted on the close in-
terdependence of minds and physical bodies in the normal
human existence. As a result of this, we intersubjectively
ascertain each other’s experiences with reference to the
bodies. But that does not imply that the nature of the ex-
periences themselves or the agent who has them, is spatial
or physical. The admission of mental-physical correlation
does not gainsay the distinctively mental and non-physical
reality of experiences. Quinton’s argument only shows that
the physical correlates of a certain experience, say , a feel-
ing of pain, may be located at a particular place on the body,
and not that the experiences themselves are spatial. Even if
it were held that most of the mental processes require a
bodily organism, that one could not have perceptual experi-
ence and identify objects in space without having a body, it
does not follow at all that the experient himself be the body
which makes that possible. My distinctive perceptual ex-
periences are as a matter of fact made possibie for me by
the body | have, | see the books in front of me now be-
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cause this is where (at the study table) my body is and so
on; my brain and nervous system must be in a certain state
and the light must be adequate in the room. But the perceiv-
ing itself is not a physical process, my eyes and my. brain
have a spatial location, but the perceiving itself is not spatial
or physical; and thus the fact that | could not have ordinary
perceptions and identify objects in space without the body
| have, does not in any way make me, as the subject having
these experiences, a physical entity in relation to which
other things are placed, nor is the perceiving a physical pro-
cess. We are able to determine that a person had a certain
thought at a certain time by perceiving some expression of
the thought in utterance or action. And this is conceptually
independent of the investigation of brain processes. But this
way of determining the occurrence of a thought tells us no-
thing about a bodily location of the thought. We do not
understand what the bodily location of a thought, or of
thinking,” would mean. Jerome Shaffer puts the point as
follows:

“The physical events which are intimately connected
with my having particular mental events have definite
focation, probably in the brain. . . . . However, so far as
thoughts are concerned, it makes no sense to talk
about a thought’s being located in some place or places
in the body. If I report having suddenly thought some-
thing, the question where in my body that thought oc-
curred would be utterly senseless. It would be as
absurd to wonder whether that thought had occurred
‘in my foot, throat, earlobe as it would be to wonder
whether that thought might have been cubical or a
micron in diameter’’.1

43 SMART’S TOPIC-NEUTRAL STRATEGY

J.J. C. Smart*® begins by noting the limitations of be-
haviouristic analyses of psychological concepts. He does not
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agree with Rylean type of behaviourist or quasi-behaviourist
elucidation of all mental concepts. Especially in the reports
of after-images and pains, he maintains, it seems clear that
the content of a report cannot be exclusively a set of purely
behavioural facts. There does seem to be some element of
what he calls ‘pure inner experience’, which is being repor-
ted and to which only the utterer has direct access. Even
though the notion of pain seems essentially to involve the
notion of distress i.e., externally observable disturbed be-
haviour pattern, this is not all there is to it:*. .. thereis an
immediately felt sensation.”?®’Unlike some pain reports
which do have an emotional component of distress, the re-
ports of after-images definitely seem to refer to ‘neat’inner
experiences. They clearly seem to be reporting a private oc-
currence, different from those which the physicist or the
neurophysiologist can observe. Smart is also not satisfied by
Wittgenstein’s and Ryle’s solution of mental reports such
as ‘I am having a yellowish-orange after-image’ by altogether
denying its status as a report . For example, Ryle would say
that in reporting the occurrence of an after-image | am in
fact expressing some sort of temptation to say that there is
a roundish yellowish-orange patch on the wall. Similarly, in
reporting a pain | am not reporting anything at all but doing
a sort of wince. Nor is Smart sure that all reports of psycho-
logical occurrences are explicable in terms of avowals, that
is, construing of a pain reportas morelike ‘ouch’or ‘oh dear’
or the report of an after-image as the expression-of a temp-
tation to say that there is a yellowish-orange something on
the wall. Smart is unambiguously emphatic about the genui-
neness of first-person psychological reports:

‘It does seem simply obvious, as a matter of fact, that
we do report something in a perfectly full-blooded
sense of ‘report’, when we tell the dentist that we have
a pain or the psychologist that we are having an after-

image’.2!
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It is at this point that the reader is given a big jolt by
asserting that the events or goings on which are reported in
psychological reports are in fact brain processes. Smart’s
- procedure for identifying the inner experiences with the
brain processes is extremely complicated and confused. |
shall first briefly state his views, disentangling complex
theses in his writings.

Smart, like other materialist philosophers, sets out
with an initial bias in favour of a physicalist world-view.
This preference is justified; it is assumed, on the grounds of
Occam’s razor and scientific plausibility. If materialism is
true, the entire mentalistic idiom must be interpreted as a
scheme of predication wherein the only entities denoted are
those embraced by physical theory, viz.,bodies and concrete
parts of bodies. Smart’s position, in brief, is that even
though reports of states of consciousness like pain and after-
image are genuine reports, what they report are not irreduci-
bly psychical or mental objects. Since an introspective re-
port is a genuine report, Smart reasons, there must be some-
thing that it reports, which he identifies with the brain
process. The reason that Smart feels called upon to provide
for topic-neutral reformulations of sensation reports is that
he believes that these reports contain implicit reference to
some sort of inner process or state. The topic-neutral
statement ‘is supposed to make the referential character of
these reports explicit.

His explanations of the nature of the thesis that sensa-
tions are brain processes can be summed up as follows:—

(1) It is not the thesis that, for example, after-image
or ache means the same as brain process of sort X
{(where X is replaced by a description of a certain
type of brain process). Similarly, it is explicitly
maintained that mental events and brain processes
are not synonymous.
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(2) It is that, in so far as after-image or ache is a re-
port of a process, it is a report of a process that
happens to be a brain process.

(3) All it claims is tha in so far as a sensation state-
ment is a report of something, that something is
in fact a brain process. Sensations are nothmg
over and above brain processes.

Smart maintains.a ‘strict’ identity of mental occurren-
ces like sensations and-the brain processes. He writes: ‘When
| say that a sensation is a brain process or that lighting is an
electric discharge, | am using ‘is’ in the sense of strict iden-
tity’.2?

. About those mental descriptions which resist behavioural
treatment (i.e. being in pain, seeing a colour, feeling depres-
sed, etc.) it is claimed that the application of those descrip-
tions is to assert that there is within the organism some
state which typically arises from a given stimulus and/or
typically issues in a characteristic kind of behaviour. Mental
predicates of this kind have been called topic-neutral be-
cause they do not specify as physical or mental the nature
of the inner state whose cause and/or effect we encounter.
To say a man is in pain, the argument runs, does not of it-
self imply that he has an irreducibly mental state of con-
sciousness. It implies that he is in a certain state, which
arises from the state of his sensory system and issues in a
certain behaviour pattern. When we explore this state, we
find reason to believe that it is a state of the organism’s cen-
tral nervous system. Let us see how Smart elaborates the
topic-neutral formula. He explains:

The man who rebdrts a yellowish-orange after-image
does so in effect as follows:* What is going on in me
Is like what is going on in me when my eyes are open,



Some Repudiations of Mental Events 113

the lighting is normal, etc. etc. and there is a yellowish-

orange patch on the wall.’. . ... .. Notice that the itali-
cized words ‘what is going on in me is like what is
going on in me when. . . are topic-neutral. A dualist

will think that what is going on in him when he

reports an experience is in fact a non-physical process.

. . . The report itself is neutral to all these possibilities.

This extreme openness and topic-neutrality of reports

of experiences perhaps explain why the ‘raw feels’ or

immediate qualia of internal experience have seemed

so elusive. ‘What is going on in me is like what is going
in me when. . ."isa colourless phrase, just as the

word‘somebody’ is colourless.?®

Smart thinks that the formula is expressed in all quasi-
logical or topic-neutral words. It is meant to express in an
‘informal way’ what a sensation report purports to be
about.

I shall first discuss Smart’s view of ‘strict identity’ of
sensations and brain processes and see how far he is justified
to claim it. There are two points of clarification to be made
here. The first is that Smart does not claim that sensation
means, or can be trénslated as, or is synonymous with, brain
process. He is quite emphatic on this point, and many of his
replies to the standard philosophical objections to his thesis
depend on this. The second point concerns Smart’s use of
the word “is” in his statement ‘A sensation is a brain pro-
cess’. Now ‘is’ is used in various senses, the predicative sense
(in ‘the table is brown’) being one of them. But Smart uses
it in the sense of ‘strictly identical with’ which requires
severe logical conditions to be satisfied. His main thesis is
that sensations are strictly identical with brain processes.
But what does it mean to say that ‘Xis strictlyidentical with
Y’. The logical meaning of this is that X is strictly identical
with Y only if every property of X is a property of Y and
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conversly. But Smart wishes to assert at least the following
two propositions.

(1) ‘Sensation’ is not synonymous with brain process
or any other word in the materialists’ preferred
vocabulary .

{2) Sensations are strictly identical with brain pro-
cesses.

Now by insisting that sensations are not synonymous
with brain processes, he is clearly assigning to sensations
some properties other than those connoted by brain proces-
ses. And this shows that he has not got rid of the ‘danglers’
(to use Feigle’s term).

I shall now examine the proposed topic-neutral strate-
gy and see how far it can help Smart substantlate the brain-
process theory.

In the first place, one major problem with an account
of this sort is that it divests introspection of its distinctive
significance: the ‘mental’ turns out to be simply that which
is manifested in certain kinds of reports. Let us grant for the
sake of argument that the formula Smart proposes for ren-
dering first-person sensation reports into topic-neutral lan-
guage (i.e., neutral with respect to the kinds of entities or
processes they characterize) viz., ‘what is going on in me is
like what is going on in me when. . . ...’ produces reformu-
lations that do not apparently depend for their adequacy
upon their being anything that makes these reports distinc-
tively mental. What is lacking in this account, however, is a
notion of what it is that makes introspective reports dif-
ferent from certain other utterances that we would not wish
to classify as reports of conscious mental states at all. Smart
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himself at one stage recognizes that it would be impossible
to provide translations of all first-person mentalistic utteran-
ces into the topic-neutral idiom. There is in ordinary langu-
age, he acknowledges:—

‘a dualistic overtone: to some extent it enshrines the
plain man’s metaphysics, which is a dualism of body
and soul. We cannot. . . hope. . . to reconcile all of or-
ordinary language with a materialist metaphysics.’?4

Thus he concedesthat it cannot be maintained that a
topic-neutral sentence is in any strict sense a translation or
reformulation of a corresponding sensation report.

Secondly, Smart gives a topic-neutral account by say-
ing that the experient of an after-image can report in the
formula. He does not question the status of the ‘reporting’
itself. Would he say that the reporter’s words are like child’s
babbling, or that they express his meaning. Perhaps Smart
would find it difficult either way.

Thirdly, the topic-neutral version of mental descrip-
tions, say, a pain statement seems to lack the force, the full-
blooded sense, that belongs to the original statement. It
appears that a statement .like ‘'l have a shooting pain in
my arm’ is not in any sense topic-neutral or metaphysically
norn-committal. It does describe a genuinely mental state
suffered by me. Smart contends that the topic-neutral for-
mula is rather meant to give in an informal way what a sen-
sation report purports to be about. !t is questionable how
far such ‘informal’ ways of speaking or reporting can help
settie problems of such grave impartance.

Fourthly, the failure of the topic-neutral quasi-reduc-
tionist strategy can also be seen when we deal with the Prob-
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lem of the truth or otherwise of sensation reports. This
clearly induces a difficulty. For we are now to take the
‘general purport’ of ‘lhave a pain in my leg’ to be given by
the allegedly topicneutral rendering ‘something is going on
(1) which is like what goes on when a pin is struck in my leg
etc. etc. and (2) which can, in certain circumstances, be the
causal condition of true sensation reports made because of
the occurrence of the sensation’.

This rendering is involved in flagrant circularity and
clearly exhibits the weakness of Smart’s thesis.

Finally, according to Smart, the underlying reality is
physical throughout; the basic referent of both neurological
and mental expressions is the brain. Mentalistic or introspec-
tive expressions form what is merely a different language for
talking about physical events. Here the pertinent problem
becomes that of explaining the relation between the two
languages. It is generally agreed that the mentalistic and
physicalistic languages are not alternative languagesfor talking
about the same things in the way that, for example, German
and English are. For in the case of German and English,
suitably chosen pairs of expressions mean the same, they are
synonymous. But the Identity theorists do not hold, and
indeed it would be foolish to hold, that certain mental and
physical expressions are synonymous . Smart takes a more
tolerant view of our ordinary mentalistic language. He takes
it to be a way of talking about brain events, but an inexact,
indefinite, vague way. But the plain fact is that even if we "
could possibly manage Smart’s suggested topic-neutral langu-
age, it would not do many things that. our mentalistic langu-
age does. For example, when | report that | suddenly re-
membered that Elan stood first in the F.U.E., the inten-
tionality of this report, i.e., that it is about Elan and her
success, is an essential part of it. This intentional feature is

3
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lost -if we simply report that a particular neural event had
suddenly occurred; such a report would not be about Elan,
but only about a brain event>® Smart’s topic-neutral version
fares equally bad. He would perhaps reformulate it in some
such words: Something went on which is like what goes on
when someone says to me ‘Let me remind you that Elan
stood first in the F.U.E.’ As a matter of fact, this points only
to the circumstances which typically tend to cause the event
and to the effects. The reported experience itself does not
_seem to be neutral or open at all in the way Smart takes it
to be. To abandon mentalistic expressions, and that is what
Smart wants to do, is to render us incapable of talking about
events which clearly and undeniably occur viz., mental events?®

A short digression on the appraisal of Smart’s view of
‘meaning’ is not out of place here. The heart of his topic-
neutral strategy lies in the suggestion that mental events are
definable as the concomitants or products of certain physical
stimulus conditions or anything that is just like those con-
comitants or products. Now the important question is what
leads Smart to think that mental events can be defined in
terms of the stimulus conditions that are their causes? His
reason is that “sensation talk must be learned by reference to
some environmental stimulus situation or another’’.?7 While
this latter claim seems sensible to a certain extent, it does not

“follow that what is learned in some environmental stimulus
situation is definable in terms of that environmental stimulus
situation. We might learn what the expression ‘anger’ or
‘pain’ means by being hit on the head, but to know how the
expression is learned is not to know the meaning. Especially
in the case of sensations and other mental occurrences, the
experienced qualia is an integral ingredient of their-meaning
and cannot strictly be reduced to the external stimulus con-
ditions. Smart’s purported analyses of the meanings of men-
tal terms are, at best, instructions for coming to learn the
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usages of these terms. A perspn who has never felt pain can-
not obviously know the meaning of the word “pain’- that i is,
it would be impossible for him to give himself an ostensive
definition of pam Therefore he would never know to what
the word ‘pain’ refers. He might be skillful at imitating the
behaviour of a person in pain: he could be very good at dis-
cerning whether others were in pain (by observation of their
circumstances and behaviour); somehow or other he might
even be distressed by the sufferings of others; but still he
would not know what pain is. He would not have experien-
ced a direct awareness of pain. Thus he could not have con-
nected the word ‘pain’ with pain itself The most he could
understand the word to mean would be certain behaviour in
certain circumstances. The ostensive definition must be in-
ward and private. For each of us it provides the word ‘pain’
with a direct reference to pain itself, not merely to its mani-
festations or causes or consequences in behaviour. From the
first-person point of view, sensation-words must be learned
by ostensive definition, i.e., by being presented with examples
of particular sensations, and the element of prlvacy is an
essential part of the meanings of sensation-words.

It was noted earlier on that Smart maintains that many
items of mental phenomena do not yield to behaviouristic
or dlsposmonal reduction, because they are intractably
‘inner’.” He says about his report of a pain: ““It seems clear
that the content of my report cannot be exclusively a set of
purely behavioural facts. There seems to be some element of
‘pure inner experience’ which is being reported, and to which
only | have direct access”.2® Now surely it would be punning
to say that brain processes and experiences are both ‘inner’.
Obviously this word is used literally in the first case and fig-
guratively in the second. ‘Experience is inner’ is intended to
mean something like this: experience is known only to the
subject of experience. Or, as Smart put it, only | have ‘direct
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access’ to my experience. Can the notion that the experience
of pain is ‘inner’ be reconciled with the assertion that it is
a brain process? | am supposed to have ‘direct aecess’ to my
‘inner’ experience. But | do not even have access to my brain
processes. Therefore, they cannot be that which was pre-
sumed to be inner’. Smart's theory as to what his experience
of having a pain /s conflicts with his original inclination to
think that he is the only person who has direct access to his
own experience. For neither thing would be true if his ex-
perience were a brain process.

The upshot of this discussion is that Smart’s brain-
process theory via the topic-neutral strategy can be seen to
be hopelessly wrong. It is impossible that the claimed contin-
gent or strict identity of mental events with brain processes
could be proved empirically. Thoughts, ‘inner experiences’,
states of consciousness, can never turn out to be brain states
or brain events. The theory that the two kinds of occurrences
might prove to be identical is not only false but also meaning-
less. :

4.4 CENTRAL STATE MATERIALISM: ARMSTRONG

D.M. Armstrog’s version of the ldentity Theory, the
doctrine of Central-state Materialism, is much more radical
and tough-minded in identifying conscious experiences with
the brain. The crux of his theory is that it does away entirely
with conscious mental states, insofar as they are very crudely
equated and identified with the brain states. The substance
of Armstrong’s view can be put briefly and not too mislead-
ingly in the proposition: ‘The mind is nothing but the
brain’. He expounds his theory in a very detailed and com-
prehensive work A Materialist Theory of The Mind. Like
other ldentity theorists, Armstrong too bases his argument
on extremely misleading analogies. Before proceeding with an
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examination of his main position, we must look here care-
fully with a view to establishing the soundness or otherwise
of the analogies that. he gives to elucidate the mind-brain
identity. He, for example, writes: '

‘If it is true that the mind is the brain, a. model must be
found among contingent statements of identity. We
must compare the statement to ‘The morning star is the
evening star’ or ‘The gene is the DNA molecule,’ or
some other contingent statement of identity’.2®

Armstrong then goes on to argue, quite correctly, ‘“‘But
if ‘The mind is the brain’ is a contingent statement, then it
follows that it must be possible to give logically independent
explanations (or alternatively, ostensive defintions) of the
meaning of the two words ‘mind’ and “brain’.””3®

It seems to me that Armstrong’s premise that his two
examples of contingent identity are comparable analogies to
the thesis that ‘the mind is the brain’ is fundamentally mis-
taken. This becomes clear when we analyse the three cases.

(1) The morning star and the evening star are one and
the same physical object.

(2) The gene is a theoretical concept; the DNA mole-
cule is a chemical entity.

(3) The mind is a person’s lived conscious agency, i.e.,
it is given before we can begin any analysis, etc. If
it is regarded as a theoretical concept it still refers
to the experience or psyche. The brain is an organ
of the body.
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Now there are obviously very big differences between
these three cases and it’is glib and unincisive to consider them
as analogous statements. Only in the first case {(morning star
and evening star) can the two things be regarded as one and
the same thing®' The concept of identity as applied in the
supposed gene concept is indeed very loose and naive. The
discovery of DNA, the elucidation and analysis of its struc-
ture, etc. has not altered the conceptual status of the gene in
any way. The word ‘gene’ continues to represent a principle
(or a theoretical concept) which is temporally prior and lo-
gically distinct from the chemical entity to which, we now
know, it refers—the DNA molecule. It is therefore fallacious
to talk of the identification of the gene with the DNA
molecule. But apart from the fact whether or not the identifi-
cation in this case is justifiably malntamed it surely has no
parallel to the mind-brain case.

The prob!em in relation to mental is not simply one of
finding out (through science as in the case of the gene) what
the empirical referent of a particular theoretical concept is.
It is in fact the far more considerable one of establishing
that an already existing ‘empirical’ referent of the concept
‘mental state’, viz., conscious experience, is identical with a
hypothesized brain state. Armstrong, with other central-state
materialists,. is in fact asserting that conscious experience and
neurophysiological processes are cone and the same thing; to
equate this with the gene-DNA example is grossly inaccurate
.and therefore very misleading. This also shows the philoso-
phical futility of the idea of ‘contingent identity’ on which
the ldentity theorists base their argument so heavily. If two
apparently distinct things are thought to be one and the same
thing there can be no question of any kind of identity until
the issue has been decided one way or the other by critical
inquiry and ivestigation. When identity is established it is
logically necessary that the two things are in fact one and the
same thing a (tautology).
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We now move on to the second stage of Armstrong’s
argument—the idea that if ‘the mind is the brain’ is a meaning-
ful statement, then it must be possible to give a logically
independent explanation' of the words ‘mind ’ and ‘brain’.
He says:

“The word ‘brain’ gives no trouble. . . . the problem is
posed by the word ‘mind.” What verbal explanation or

- ostensive definition can be given of this word without
implying a departure from the physicalistic view of the
world? This seems to be the great problem, or, at any
rate, one great problem, faced by a Central-state theory.
Central-state Materialism holds that when we are aware
of our own mental states what we are aware of are mere

- physical states of the brain . But we are certainly not
aware of the mental states as states of the brain. What
then are we aware of mental states as ? Are we not
aware of them as states of a quite peculiar, mental
sort”,32 :

Conscious experience does have this ‘quite peculiar,
mental quality’ and Armstrong is undoubtedly right in seeing
this as a formidable problem for a materialistic programme.
This problem has led some physicalists to the extreme and
therefore clearly paradoxical position of not allowing the
statements that assert or imply the existence of mind. A true
physicalistic world-view would simply talk about the opera-

" tions of the central nervous system, and will completely write

off talk about the mind and mental processes:> Armstrong
does not accept this approach. Despite the difficulties, he
attempts to sketch out a solution of the word ‘mind’ in the
form of a physical, quasi-behaviourist explanation:

“Psychologists very often present us with the following
picture. Man is an object continually acted upon by
certain physical stimuli. These stimuli elicit from him
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certian behaviour, that is to say, a certain physical res-
ponse. In the causal chain between the stimulus and the
response, falls the mind. The mind is that what causally
mediates our response to stimuli. ., .. As a first appro-
xication we can say that what we mean when we talk
about the mind, or about particular mental processes,
is nothing but the effect within-a man of a certain
stimuli, and the cause within a man of certain respon-

ses’ 34

This line of reasoning is certainly a very desperate one
indeed: an outstanding example of pure question-begging
nothing-buttery. Man has conveniently been turned into a
machine and his conscious experience reduced to the ‘effect
of certain stimuli and the cause of certain responses.” A~
dualist certainly takes effects and responses into considera-
tion, but he would not maintain with Armstrong that the
brain processes as such cause human purposive activities.
Armstrong is here very wrongly desiring a materialist ontolo-
gical conclusion from the psychologists’ methodological
behaviourism. Experimental psychologists undoubtedly talk
of mind as a sequence of stimulus-effect-response in a rough
and tentative manner, but that surely does not warrant a
philosophical theory about the nature of the conscious
subject or mind in itself and the mental states.

Armstrong goes on: ‘“The concept of a mental state is
- the concept of that, whatever it may turn out to be, which is
brought about in a man by certain stimuli and which in turn
brings about certain responses. What it is in its own nature is

. - . 35
something for science to discover”.

I find this position implausible on two counts. First, the
naivety with which he allows the facile equation of ‘the con-
cept of mental state’ with ‘whatever it turns out to be’ when
in fact he clearly envisages that it will turn out to be a phy-




124 Concept of Self. . .

sical process in the brain. Is there not a profound theoretical
problem here: how will it ever be possible to say or to
demonstrate that the conscious experience and a neurophy-
siological process are as a matter of fact one and the same
thing? Secondly, if indeed this is ‘something for science to
discover’ why not deal with this scientifically, i.e., by pro-
ducing supportive scientific evidence and devising ways of
examining the theory as a scientific hypothesis by actual
neurophysiological experimentation.“ Armstrong,  instead
of giving any positive evidence, dogmatically asserts:

“Modern science declares that this mediator between
stimulus and response is in fact the central nervous
system, or more crudely and inaccurately, but more
simply, the brain”.37

More question-begging. The sole mediator is the central
nervous system only in reflex activity. If Armstrong or for
that matter any neurophysiologist wants to include mind and
mental states in his conception of the central nervous system,
clearly the burden of proof is on him to show how conscious
experience can be equated or identified with the brain. In
any case ‘modern science’ cannot ‘declare’ anything because
it is not a person.

By far the largest part of Armstrong’s book is devoted
to a philosophical analysis of the concept of mind in which
he tries to show that the ordinary meaning of ‘mental’
can be summarized adequately in the formula ‘apt for the
production of bodily behaviour’. Though Armstrong separa-
tes himself from the earlier positions of Feigle, Smart and
others who tried to take behaviourism, as far as it could go,
yet his amended position is also heavily indebted to beha-
viourism. Put succintly, it is this:
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“The concept of a mental state is primarily the concept
of a state of the person apt for bringing about a certain
sort of behaviour”’.? 8

What differentiates this from behaviourism is that the
mental state is not absorbed into behaviour, It is left with its
separate existence. But it is characterized in a topic neutral
way, for it is only identified extrinsically through its conse-
quences. It is further asserted that in reality it can be identi-
fied with physico-chemical states of the brain. But here the
confusion starts. Armstrong elaborates on some of the terms
used in the above formula in some detail but all the hedg-
ing around only reinforces one’s feeling that the formula
(and the whole approach it entails) is fundamentally unsound.
The issue is clinched by a statement of Armstrong which can
be regarded as a major concession of the weakness of his
position. :

“It will be seen that our formula ‘state of the person
apt for bringing about a certain sort of behaviour’ is
something that must be handled with care. Perhaps
it is best conceived of as a slogan or catch phrase which
indicates the general line along which accounts of the
individual mental concepts are to be sought, but does no
more than this”.®*

Slogans and catch-phrases invariably involve consider-
able over-simplification, if not distortion, and it is surely
significant that Central-state materialism is driven in despera-
tion to devise a formula that is, in principle, liable to be
found so crude and misleading.

‘Let us take a closer look at the two main components of
the formula:

(1) A state of the person (apt for bringing about the
corresponding behaviour).




126 Concept of Self, .
(2) Behaviour.

(1) If ‘mental states’ are to be equated or identified with
‘states of the person’, let us see where the consistent appli-
cation of the formutla leads. | take two examples. (a) A com-
pletely unconscious person may show behaviour of various
kinds—both reflex and spontaneous. Here ‘a state of the
person. . . .” is in fact the physiological state which is apt for
-the production of the kind of behaviour exhibited. A specific
example of this would be the sort of physiological change
that a clinical neurologist infers following his examination of
an unconscious patient who has had a stroke. Now on Arm-
strong’s formula the particular physiological state concerned
is in fact the person’s ‘mental state’. (b) Disordered behaviour
in a conscious person may be the specific expression of an
actually demonstrable organic lesion in his brain, say, a brain
tumour. If we are to follow Armstrong now the brain tumour
is the person’s ‘mental state’, since it is that state of the
person which is apt for the production of corresponding
behaviour.

(2) Behaviour. There are two objections regarding this.
Firstly, behaviour is too limited and superficial a concept
(even the extremely complicated behaviour of an artist -
painting a picture) to allow of any simple equation with the -
corresponding ‘mental state’. Take, for instance, the example
of a novelist for closer examination. His behaviour, which on
a.superficial view is relatively uniform, in fact turns out to be
very complex on minute scrutiny: consider one aspect of
this—the fine movements of his hands and fingers as he
writes. This behaviour may be very complex, qua behaviour,
but it yet remains a fragmented, erratic external expression
of the novelist’s actual succession of ‘mental states’ as experi-
enced by him. Here one has only to think of the wealth of
imagery a novelist’s imagination must call forth when he is
at work. Secondly, to the extent that there is any corres-
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pondence between mental states and behaviour surely it is
the former that must have priority. So.that we need to
invert Armstrong, and we get: some items of behaviour may
be apt for allowing an inference about the mental state which
produces them.

An examination of Armstrong’s analysis of various
mind-related concepts like secondary qualities, will , percep-
tion, imagination, etc. makes it clear that he does not in
fact allow us to use these mental words in the way to which
we are accustomed. He too like Smart falls-back upon some
sort of translation schema. He tells us, for example,

“| have a pain in my hand’ may be rendered somewhat
as follows: ‘It feels to me that a certain sort of distur-
bance is occurring in my hand, a perception that evokes
in me the peremptory desire that the perception should
cease’. What is meant by ‘a certain sort of disturbance,
here? If we simply consult our experience of physical
pain it’s nature cannot be further specified”.*°

But is there any point in purging the mental through
attempts like this? Once we have admitted introspective
language, that is, language describing how things are for the
experiencing person, then we have accepted in some sense an
‘inner reality’, for we accept talk about states and occurren-
ces as they are experienced by an agent. Armstrong shows a
lot of ingenuity in adopting his scheme to make room
fot such difficult notions as those of imagination and per-
ception, but on the points of central importance he seems to
be more anxious to cling dogmatically to his identity thesis
than to report and accept the facts as he finds them. To give
one example, although much of the language he uses (e.g.
‘seeing’,‘hearing’) suggests very strongly that perceptual
learning depends on the occurrence of sense experience
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which is ‘something quite different from the acquiring of
beliefs about the environment’, he shies away from admitting
this uncomfortable conclusion because (as he tells us frankly
on page 217), ‘he has been unable to see how it can be made
‘compatible with a causal analysis of all the mental concepts?

Before closing this section, | shall try to show that
Armstrong has nét been able consistently to maintain the
strict identity of the mental states with the cerebral ones.
My argument would be based on the consideration of an
objection against identity thesis which Armstrong himself
formulates in a very precise manner thus:

‘l begin with the relatively frivolous objections:  those
that are based on a failure to understand the position
being attacked. In the first place, it may be objected
that the theory has the absurd consequence that, when a
person is aware of having a pain and at the same time a
brain-surgeon looks at his brain, the two of them may
be aware of the same thing. -

‘The objection is frivolous, because the consequence is
not absurd at all. The patient and the surgeon may be
aware of the same thing, but they are aware of very
different characteristics of it. An analogy would be:
one person smells the cheese, but does not taste it; the
other tastes it but does not smell it. The patient is
aware that there is something within him apt for the
production of certain behaviour, the surgeon is aware of
certain intrinsic characteristics of this something. And,
unlike the case of the cheese, it needs a theoretical
scientific argument to show that what each is aware of is
in fact one and the same thing’.4*
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Far from being frivolous, the essence of this objection is
probably the most weighty single counter-argument to
Central-state materialism. The theory most certainly does
have the absurd consequence that a conscious experience is
identified with a neural process in precisely the way indicated
in Armstrong’s example. It is simply a logical consequence of
the thesis that mental states and brain states are one and the
same thing. The argument used to counter this crticism is
fundamentally inconsistent with his main thesis; indeed, it
destroys his whole theory. The essential point here is'that the
statement that mental states and brain states ‘are one and the
same thing’ has now become: they are ‘very different charac-
teristics of it’,i.e., of one thing. There is a very great dif-
ference between the two statements, and it truns out to be
crucial. Take Armstrong’s own analogy of smelling and
tasting the cheese. The consideration here is that the taste
and the smell are different characteristics of, but by no
means one and the same thing as, the cheese. They are pro-
perties, in fact emergent properties, of the cheese: these
emergent properties are logically, epistemologically and
physiologically distinct from that of which they are proper-
ties, i.e., the cheese. Indeed | would say that there is no strict
analogy between our sensations pertaining to cheese and the
awareness of pain. The patient’s experience of pain is not as
such related with the brain state as smelling and tasting are
related with the cheese. The absurd consequence that what
the patient feels is what the surgoen sees is not ‘based on a
failure to understand the position being attacked’; it is a
direct consequence (logically necessary) of Armstrong’s
position. We must therefore conclude that the absurdity is
the result of a consistent application of the theory: a reduc-
tio ad absurdum of Central-state materialism itself.

The argument adduced by Armstrong in order to save
his theory introduces a distinct notion altogether, that of
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‘very distinct characteristics’ of one thing, and is clearly in-
consistent with his main theory. To assert that the patient’s
pain, i.e., the conscious experience of pain, is a property
(or Armstrong’s ‘characteristic’) of the neural process, quite
- different from the property of the same process seen by the
surgeon, is in fact to hold a dualist position—at least in its
‘double-aspect’ version. | would myself however not agree
with Armstong even in maintaining that the experience of
pain is an aspect of the underlying brain state. From the
point of view of the patient surely the conscious experience
of pain itself is quite distinct from the physical state of his
brain. | cannot see how this conclusion can be avoided. We
are left with no less a position than the consciousness-brain
dualism itself. Armstrong’s attempted defence of identity
theory is a very question-begging undertaking indeed. It is
mere window-dressing to talk of ‘a theoretical scientific
argument to show that what each is aware of is in fact one
and the same thing’. The experience of pain is a distinct
mental occurrence radically different in nature from any-
thing we can observe externally through our senses. We do
not feel sensations in our brains—(Brain tisssues are actually
insensitive). Therefore sensations and experiences are not
states of the brain or central nervous system. No kind of
observation, or of investigation with instruments could
determine the presence of thinking inside the skull, unless
the investigation was conceived of as determining the occur-
rence of some physical process inside the skull, the occur-
rence of which was itself to be used as the criterion of the
occurrence of thinking. But if the investigation was so con-

ceived the theory would not be that of mental-brain identity.

4.5 OPINION OF EMINENT SCIENTISTS

The identity theorists have generally buttressed their ar-
guments by citing the alleged scientific support in their



Some Repudiations of Mental Events 131

favour. They have assumed that, by .invoking the principle
of parsimony which warns against the multiplying of entities
beyond necessity, they are the better claimants of scientific
plausibility. | have no qualms about the utility and philoso-
phical value of the so-called Occam’s razor as such, but surely
it has to be used with utmost care and discernment. | reckon
that the mind-body identity theorists, in identifying the
mental with the physical, have used this principle very arbit-
rarily and tendentiously. In so doing they have gone against
the plain facts of experience which tell us that what we find
in experience is not at all physical in nature. The fact is that
we are aware of our own mental processes directly, as almost
all the identity philosophers allow, and we are aware of them
as being different in nature from the physical objects and
processes which we observe in the world around us. Occam’s
razor should not be an instrumment for pruning away just
anything we do not like or which does not suit our theory.

Contrary to their assumptions, a number of leading
scientists, including neurophysiologists and experimental
psychologists, have held views exactly the opposite of what
the identity theorists claim in the name of scientific plausi-
bility. In the following pages | shall mention views of some of
the . eminent scientists. Their pronouncements clearly go
against any factual or contingent identity of mental events or
states with events or physico-chemical changes in the brain
and the central nervous system.

Charles Sherrington (1857-1952) the greatest neuro-
phsiologist among the English-speaking scientists clearly re-
cognized the ontological duality and irreducibility of the
mental and the physical. He writes:—

“The psychical, creates from psychical data a percipient,
thinking and endeavouring mental individual. Though








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































