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7 it seems that
thoughts and mental
images are not located
in physical space. Does
this show that Smart

is mistaken about
thoughts and mental
images being brain
processes?

logic of citizen statements, nor does it insure the translatability of nation statements
into citizen statements. (I do not, however, wish to assert that the relation of sensation
statements to brain-process statements is very like that of nation statements to citizen
statements. Nations do not just happen to be nothing over and above citizens, for ex-
ample. | bring in the “nations” example merely to make a negative point: that the fact
that the logic of A-statements is different from that of B-statements does not insure
that A’s are anything over and above B’s.)

When | say that a sensation is a brain process or that lightning is an electric dis-
charge, | am using “is” in the sense of strict identity. (Just as in the—in this case
necessary—proposition “7 is identical with the smallest prime number greater than5.”)
When | say that a sensation is a brain process or that lightning is an electric discharge
| do not mean just that the sensation is somehow spatially or temporally continuous
with the brain process or that the lightning is just spatially or temporally continuous
with the discharge.®

The identity theory avoids some of the criticisms directed at Cartesian dualism
(that mind-body interaction is mysterious and that the causal closure principle is
violated) and at logical behaviorism (that mental causation is ignored or denied).
And it explains how mental states affect behavior, how mental states can cause other
mental states, and why many mental states are known to be correlated with brain
processes.

But some philosophers reject the theory using conceivability arguments (a la Des-
cartes) to try to show that the theory is deeply flawed. A well-known version of
such an argument comes from David Chalmers, who wields it against all materialist
views, not just the identity theory. His argument is based on, strangely enough, the
possibility of zombies:

_———— 0

David ). Chalmers, The Conscious Mind

.. . [Clonsider the logical possibility of a zombie: someone or something physically
identical to me (or to any other conscious being), but lacking conscious experiences
altogether. At the global level, we can consider the logical possibility of a zombie world:
a world physically identical to ours, but in which there are no conscious experiences at
all. In such a world, everybody is a zombie.

So let us consider my zombie twin. This creature is molecule for molecule identical
to me, and identical in all the low-level properties postulated by a completed physics,
but he lacks conscious experience entirely. (Some might prefer to call a zombie “it,”
but | use the personal pronoun; | have grown quite fond of my zombie twin.) To fix
ideas, we can imagine that right now | am gazing out the window, experiencing some
nice green sensations from seeing the trees outside, having pleasant taste experiences
through munching on a chocolate bar, and feeling a dull aching sensation in my right
shoulder.

What is going on in my zombie twin? He is physically identical to me, and we may
as well suppose that he is embedded in an identical environment. He will certainly be
identical to me functionally: he will be processing the same sort of information, reacting

in a similar way to inputs, with his internal configurations being modified appropriately
and with indistinguishable behavior resulting. He will be psychologically identical to
me. . ... He will be perceiving the trees outside, in the functional sense, and tasting the
chocolate, in the psychological sense. All of this follows logically from the fact that he
is physically identical to me, by virtue of the functional analyses of psychological no-
tions. He will even be “conscious” in the functional senses described earlier—he will
be awake, able to report the contents of his internal states, able to focus attention in
various places, and so on. It is just that none of this functioning will be accompanied
by any real conscious experience. There will be no phenomenal feel. There is nothing it
is like to be a zombie.”

Chalmers asserts that it is conceivable that such a zombie could exist. That is, it
is conceivable that there could be a creature physically identical to him in every way
but lacking the mental states that constitute conscious experience. If this zombie is
conceivable, he says, then it is logically possible that the zombie could exist. If it is
logically possible that the zombie could exist, then physical states must not be es-
sential to conscious experience. Materialism, therefore, must be false.

This is how Chalmers outlines the argument:

1. Itis conceivable that there be zombies.
2. If it is conceivable that there be zombies, it is metaphysically possible that
there be zombies.
. If it is metaphysically possible that there be zombies, then consciousness is
nonphysical.
4. Consciousness is nonphysical.®

How might a materialist respond to this argument? One
way is to charge that Chalmers is mistaken, that his zom-
bies are actually inconceivable and therefore not logically
possible. Many people, however, would probably disagree.
Can you imagine an android like Star Trek’s Mr. Data that
is physically identical to you but lacking any trace of inter-
nal conscious experience?

Another kind of attack against the identity theory
(as well as other materialist views) comes in the form of
knowledge arguments. The basic line is that brains have
the property of being known through empirical investi-
gation, but mental states cannot be known this way. The

qualitative content of mental states has to be experienced

subjectively, from the inside. And since brain states and
mental states have different properties in this way, brain
states and mental states are not identical. So the identity
theory is false.

Thomas Nagel makes such an argument using a pro-
vocative thought experiment about bats. Presumably bats
have experience (some level of consciousness), he says, al-
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8 Can you conceive
of your zombie twin?
If so, what does that
prove?

If the human mind was
simple enough to under
stand, wed be too simple

to understand it

—Emerson Pugh

Figure 4.6 David Chalmers, distinguished profes-

though it is radically different from our own. To say that o7 of philosophy and director of the Centre for Con-
bats have experience is to say that “there is something  sciousness at the Australian National University.
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scientists, and intelligent bats or Martians might learn more about the human brain
than we ever will. . ..

In the case of experience, on the other hand, the connexion with a particular point
of view seems much closer. It is difficult to understand what could be meant by the
objective character of an experience, apart from the particular point of view from which
its subject apprehends it. After all, what would be left of what it was like to be a bat if
is true only of certain one removed the viewpoint of the bat? But if experience does not have, in addition to
persons. - i its subjective character, an objective nature that can be apprehended from many differ-
—Will Cuppy ent points of view, then how can it be supposed that a Martian investigating my brain

Aristotle was famous for
knowing everything. He
taughe that the brain exists
mercly to cool the blood
and is not involved in the
process of thinking. This

Figure 4.7 Hollywood zombies like these are a far cry from Chalmers's kind of zombies, which
are physically identical to normal people. Does the possibility of such zombies show that mate-
rialism is false?

that it is like to be a bat.” Through scientific study, we could come to know
everything there is to know about bat neurophysiology and all the other facts
of bat biology. Nevertheless, there would still be something that we would not
and could not know: what it feels like to be a bat. The bat’s conscious experience
would be beyond our ken. We could say the same about humans. If we knew all
the facts about their physical states we still would not know all there is to know
about their mental states. Therefore, it cannot be the case that physical states and
mental states are identical. Nagel declares,

Thomas Nagel, “What Is It Like to Be a Bat>”

Whatever may be the status of facts about what it is like to be a human being, or a bat,
or a Martian, these appear to be facts that embody a particular point of view. . . .

This bears directly on the mind-body problem. For if the facts of experience—facts
about what it is like for the experiencing organism—are accessible only from one point
of view, then it is a mystery how the true character of experiences could be revealed in
the physical operation of that organism. The latter is a domain of objective facts par
excellence—the kind that can be observed and understood from many points of view
and by individuals with differing perceptual systems. There are no comparable imagi-
native obstacles to the acquisition of knowledge about bat neurophysiology by human

might be observing physical processes which were my mental processes (as he might
observe physical processes which were bolts of lightning), only from a different point
of view? How, for that matter, could a human physiologist observe them from another
point of view?®

Some materialists rebut this kind of argument by insisting that, contrary to
Nagel and others, consciousness is not a kind of experience (qualia) that is over
and above the brain’s cognitive or behavioral functions. Consciousness just is the
brain’s cognitive or behavioral functions. Once we know all about the brain’s basic
functions—how it accesses information, discriminates stimuli, controls behavior,
monitors its internal states, and the like—we know all there is to know about con-
sciousness. And we can know about these things through objective, third-person

investigations.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:
CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 4.3

If Nagel thinks that bats have minds (that is, conscious experience),
what other creatures must he admit have minds? Do wrens have
minds? Grasshoppers? Lobsters?

Must humans have immaterial minds in order to fall in love, write
a song, or remember smelling a rose? Smart thinks not. Do you
agree?
Imagine a space alien coming to earth and scientists being able to
examine its internal organs. And suppose nothing resembling the
human brain could be found. According to the identity theory, would
this being have a mind? Imagine that its behavior was in most ways
indistinguishable from human behavior. Would you conclude that it
had a mind?
Brain phenomena have a location in space, but thoughts and percep-
tions seem not to have a location in space. Does this show that the
identity theory is false? Why or why not?

. When your body dies, will your mind still exist? How would identity
theorists answer this? Is their answer plausible?

9 Do bats have con-
scious experience? Why
or why not?

Figure 4.8 Is there
something that it is like
to be a bat? If there is
and we nonbats could
never know what it feels
like to be a bat despite
our expert knowledge
of objective bat facts,
what does that prove
about the plausibility of
materialism?
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‘The brain may be regarded

as a kind of parasite of the
organism, a pensioner, as
it were, who dwells with
the body.

— Arthur Schopenhauer

4.4 THE MIND AS SOFTWARE

Functionalism says that mental states are neither brain states nor behavioral states.
They are states that have causal functions, and it’s possible for these functions to play
out in just about any kind of stuff, physical or nonphysical (although contemporary

functionalists say the stuff is physical). That is, a mind is the functions that the brain
carries out, a system of causal relationships that is multiply realizable. A mental
state is therefore a causal sequence of inputs and outputs—initial stimuli that cause
certain internal events or states (such as beliefs or desires) that in turn cause external
behavior. For example, pain is what is caused by some kind of unpleasant stimuli
(such as a burn to Rosa’s hand), which causes other mental states (such as Rosa’s be-
lieving that she should put ice on the burn), which causes external behavior (as when
she reaches for ice in the freezer). Pain is whatever manifests such typical functional
roles in an organism, and anything that exhibits these kinds of functions is a mind.
Here is Jerry Fodor explaining the theory and the reasons why he thinks it is superior
to both logical behaviorism and the identity theory:

@

Jerry A. Fodor, “The Mind-Body Problem”

In the past fifteen years a philosophy of mind called functionalism that is neither du-
alist nor materialist has emerged from philosophical reflection on developments in
artificial intelligence, computational theory, linguistics, cybernetics and psychology. All
these fields, which are collectively known as the cognitive sciences, have in common
a certain level of abstraction and a concern with systems that process information.
Functionalism, which seeks to provide a philosophical account of this level of abstrac-
tion, recognizes the possibility that systems as diverse as human beings, calculating
machines and disembodied spirits could all have mental states. In the functionalist
view the psychology of a system depends not on the stuff it is made of (living cells,
mental or spiritual energy) but on how the stuff is put together. . . .

All of this emerged ten or fifteen years ago as a nasty dilemma for the materialist
program in the philosophy of mind. On the one hand the identity theorist (and not the
logical behaviorist) had got right the causal character of the interactions of mind and
body. On the other the logical behaviorist (and not the identity theorist) had got right
the relational character of mental properties. Functionalism has apparently been able
to resolve the dilemma. By stressing the distinction computer science draws between
hardware and software the functionalist can make sense of both the causal and the
relational character of the mental.

The intuition underlying functionalism is that what determines the psychologi-
cal type to which a mental particular belongs is the causal role of the particular in the
mental life of the organism. Functional individuation is differentiation with respect to
causal role. A headache, for example, is identified with the type of mental state that
among other things causes a disposition for taking aspirin in people who believe aspi-
rin relieves a headache, causes a desire to rid oneself of the pain one is feeling, often
causes someone who speaks English to say such things as “I have a headache” and is
brought on by overwork, eyestrain, and tension. This list is presumably not complete.
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More will be known about the nature of a headache as psychological and physiological
research discover more about its causal role.

Functionalism construes the concept of causal role in such a way that a mental
state can be defined by its causal relations to other mental states. In this respect
functionalism is completely different from logical behaviorism. Another major dif-
ference is that functionalism is not a reductionist thesis. It does not foresee, even in
principle, the elimination of mentalistic concepts from the explanatory apparatus of
psychological theories.™

Despite these advantages of functionalism, critics claim that it has a fatal flaw:
It fails to account for the subjective, qualitative feel of consciousness. Thus, the most
common arguments against it (absent qualia arguments) try to show that the theory
leaves out conscious experience, or qualia, the seemingly obvious, essential feature of
mind. The gist of these arguments is that functionalism must be false because it is
possible to introduce an appropriate functional organization into some system and yet,
contrary to functionalist claims, no mental states are brought into existence. Consider
Ned Block’s absent qualia argument in the form of a famous thought experiment:

o

Ned Block, “Troubles with Functionalism”

Suppose we convert the government of China to functionalism, and we convince its of-
ficials that it would enormously enhance their international prestige to realize a human
mind for an hour. We provide each of the billion people in China (I chose China be-
cause it has a billion inhabitants) with a specially designed two-way radio that connects
them in the appropriate way to other persons and to [an] artificial body. . .. [W]e . ..
arrange to have letters displayed on a series of satellites placed so that they can be seen
from anywhere in China. Surely such a system is not physically impossible. It could be
functionally equivalent to you for a short time, say an hour. . . .

What makes the homunculi-headed [many-headed] system . . . just described a
prima facie counter example to (machine) functionalism is that there is prima facie doubt
whether it has any mental states at all—especially whether it has what philosophers have
variously called “qualitative states,” “raw feels,” or “immediate phenomenological quali-
ties.” (You ask: What is it that philosophers have called qualitative states? | answer, only
half in jest. As Louis Armstrong said when asked what jazz is, “If you got to ask, you ain’t
never gonna get to know.”) In Nagel's terms, there is a prima facie doubt whether there
is anything which it is like to be the homunculi-headed system.”

If functionalism is true, the proper arrangement of inputs and outputs among
the billion people should produce a mind having qualitative mental states. That is,
from the one billion Chinese people there should arise one more person—the one
brought forth by the whole system’s functional organization. But, says Block, what
makes the Chinese brain a counterexample to functionalism is that it is logically
possible that this “brain” has no qualitative mental states ar all. If this is the case,
then merely being in certain functional states does not guarantee being in any quali-
tative mental states, and functionalism is false.

10 is functionalism
really a better theory
of mind than logical
behaviorism and the
identity theory, as
Fodor says?

11 Does it seem to you
that the Chinese brain
lacks qualitative states?
If not, why not?

I have a theory about the
human mind. A brain is a
lot like 2 computer. It will
only take so many facts,
and then it will go on
overload and blow up.
—Erma Bombeck
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1 ‘ WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE?

Al and Human Rights “It’s getting to a point where we might be able to say this thing has a
sense of itself, and maybe there is a threshold moment where suddenly this
consciousness emerges,” du Sautoy told media . . . this week. “And if we
understand these things are having a level of consciousness, we might well
have to introduce rights. It’s an exciting time.”

Du Sautoy thinks the conversation about Al rights is now necessary due
to recent advancements made in fields such as neuroscience. The mathema-
tician, who appeared at the literature festival to promote his new book, What
We Cannot Know, says new techniques have given us a clearer understand-
ing than ever before of the nature of mental processes such as thought and

Should machines with very advanced artificial intelligence be granted the same rights as hu-
man persons? Should conscious robots be treated with the same respect that we would give
an adult human? In the Al world, such questions are being taken seriously right now—and
the answers are, as you might expect, varied. Here's a story about a knowledgeable Oxford
mathematician who has some answers of his own:

With huge leaps taking place in the world of artificial intelligence (Al), right
now, experts have started asking questions about the new forms of protec-

tion we might need against the formidable smarts and potential dangers of g ¢ e
computers and robots of the near future. consciousness—meaning they're no longer reserved solely for philosophers.

“The fascinating thing is that consciousness for a decade has been
something that nobody has gone anywhere near because we didn’t know
how to measure it,” he said. “But we're in a golden age. It’s a bit like Galileo
with a telescope. We now have a telescope into the brain and it's given us
an opportunity to see things that we've never been able to see before.”

That greater insight into what consciousness is means we should re-
spect it in all its forms, du Sautoy argues, regardless of whether its basis
for being is organic or synthetic.

While the notion of a machine being protected by human rights sounds
like something out of science fiction, it's actually a fast-approaching pos-
sibility that scientists have speculated about for decades. The big question
remains, when will computer systems become so advanced that their artifi-
cial consciousness ought to be recognised and respected?

Various commentators put the timeframe from 2020 through to
some time in the next 50 years, although the rapid pace with which Al is
progressing—be that playing games, learning to communicate, or operat-
ing among us undetected—means that nobody really knows for sure.*

But do robots need protection from us too? As the “minds” of machines
evolve ever closer to something that's hard to tell apart from human intel-
ligence, new generations of technology may need to be afforded the kinds
of moral and legal protections we usually think of as “human” rights, says
mathematician Marcus du Sautoy from the University of Oxford in the UK.

Du Sautoy thinks that once the sophistication of computer thinking
reaches a level basically akin to human consciousness, it's our duty to look
after the welfare of machines, much as we do that of people.

In the 2004 movie /, Robot, the robot called Sonny seems to be both con-
scious and intelligent. If that’s so, is he a person with full moral rights, and
should any human regard him as such? Can an intelligent machine be right-
fully regarded as a person even though it is made of metal and plastic, not
biological tissue? If in the future, you meet a superintelligent, conscious ro-
bot, would you regard her as a person—or treat her as you would a personal
computer or cell phone? If you owned such a robot, would it be morally
right for you to, say, dismantle her to use her parts for some other purpose?

*Peter Dockrill, “Artificial Intelligence Should Be Protected by Human Rights, Says Oxford
Mathematician,” Science Alert, May 31, 2016, hueps:/fwwuw.sciencealert.com/artificial-intclligence-
Figure 4.9 The intelligent humanlike machine Sonny from the movie |, Robot. should-be-protected-by-human-rights-says-oxford-mathcmatician.
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John R. Searle,
Mind

It is open to opponents of this argument to show that it is somehow incoherent,
harboring a crippling contradiction. They would need to establish that the condi-
tions set forth in the Chinese brain scenario (and similar thought experiments) are
not possible. They can also allege bias: They can claim that the intuition behind
Block’s thought experiment seems strong only because we are prejudiced in favor of
minds like ours that arise naturally from human brains.

The doctrine of functionalism has led many philosophers and researchers to see
the mind as computer software. John Searle describes the early days of heady specu-
lation about this new perspective:

John R. Searle, Mind

It seemed that we knew the answer to the question that faced us: the way the system
works is that the brain is a digital computer and what we call the “mind” is a digital
computer program or set of programs. . . . [M]ental states are computational states of
the brain. . . . A principle that formed the foundation for any number of textbooks was
this: the mind is to the brain as the program is to the hardware.”

Searle dubbed this view of the mind strong artificial intelligence (strong Al). “On
the strong Al view,” he says, “the appropriately programmed digital computer does
not just simulate having a mind; it literally has a mind.”* The appropriately pro-
grammed computer can demonstrate genuine intelligence, achieving any cognitive
capacity such as understanding and believing. It was this astonishing possibility that
engendered the field of cognitive science.

Many in the discipline also believed there was a way to test whether a programmed
computer had attained true intelligence. This test is derived from the work of Alan
Turing (1912-1954), the father of contemporary computer science and the genius be-
hind today’s computers. He invented the Turing machine, a theoretical model that
became the blueprint for modern digital computers (which are all basically Turing
machines), and then he devised the Turing test, a method that he thought could deter-
mine whether the machines are intelligent. Searle explains:

There are different versions of [the test], but the basic idea is this: we can side-step all
the great debates about the other minds problem, about whether or not there really
is any thinking going on in the machine, whether the machine is really intelligent, by
simply asking ourselves, Can the machine perform in such a way that an expert cannot
distinguish its performance from a human performance? If the machine responds to
questions put to it in Chinese as well as a native Chinese speaker, so that other native
Chinese speakers could not tell the difference between the machine and a native Chi-
nese speaker, then we would have to say that the machine understood Chinese."*

Those who took the strong Al position believed that eventually a digital com-
puter would be able to pass the Turing test and thus prove that it had a mind. Searle,
however, rejects strong Al and tries to refute it with his classic thought experiment
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Alan Turing

Alan Turing (1912-1954) was the father of the mod-

ern computer, inventor of the Turing machine, and

breaker of the “unbreakable” codes produced by the ‘

German Enigma cipher machine in World War IL. a

Long before his formal education at King’s College,  Figure 4.10 Alan Turing
Cambridge, he was thinking abour difficult ques-  (1912-1954).

tions in philosophy, logic, mathematics, and science.

Some say his greatest triumph was the invention of the Turing machine, a theorized
device (not actually in existence at the time) that could compute the answers to
any computable problem. Today’s computers are essentially Turing machines with
universal application.

In World War II, Turing worked for the British government deciphering
codes. Germany was using a code mechanism, the Enigma machine, that could
create advanced codes for wartime messages. The Enigma codes were thought to
be unbreakable—but Turing broke them anyway. By doing so, he may have helped
to shorten the war.

In 1950 Turing published a groundbreaking paper in a major philosophy jour-
nal. In it he details the Turing test, a procedure for discovering whether machines
can make a believable simulation of the human mind. The Turing test (also known
as the imitation game) had a powerful influence on the field of Al and was even
featured in the 2014 movie about Turing called (what else?) The Imitation Game.

Despite his genius and his contributions to the war effort, Turing was arrested
and stripped of his security clearance by the British government for his homosexu-
ality (then a crime in the UK). He was jailed and subjected to chemical castration
through huge doses of estrogen. After the authorities released him from jail, he
took his own life. In 2013 he was given a posthumous royal pardon.

known as the “Chinese room.” The idea is that if strong Al is true, then a person
should be able to artain a cognitive capacity (thinking, understanding, believing,
etc.) simply by implementing an appropriate computer program. Searle thinks the
thought experiment shows that no such capacities are achieved. Consider:

I do not, as a matter of fact, understand any Chinese at all. | cannot even tell Chi-
nese writing from Japanese writing. But, we imagine that | am locked in a room with
boxes full of Chinese symbols, and | have a rule book, in effect, a computer program,
that enables me to answer questions put to me in Chinese. | receive symbols that,
unknown to me, are questions; | look up in the rule book what | am supposed to do;
| pick up symbols from the boxes, manipulate them according to the rules in the pro-
gram, and hand out the required symbols, which are interpreted as answers. We can

John R. Searle,
Mind
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John R. Searle,
Mind

John R. Searle

John Searle (b. 1932), an American philosopher, has
had an extraordinary influence on the philosophy of
language, the philosophy of mind, and philosophical
ideas about social reality. He was born in Denver, Colo-
rado, but was educated mostly at the University of Figure 4.11 John Searle (b. 1932),
Oxford, where he obtained his first teaching position  professor of the philosophy of mind
at Christ Church. For over forty years he has been 2 and language at the University of
philosophy professor at the University of California, ~California, Berkeley.
Berkeley, while occasionally serving as a visiting pro-
fessor at many other universities both in the United States and abroad.

In the philosophy of mind, Searle has made his mark by offering a widely
read and debated criticism of strong Al and by developing innovative theories of
consciousness and intentionality. Against strong Al he launched his most famous
salvo—the Chinese room argument. Through it, he argues that an appropriately
programmed computer cannot acquire a cognitive capacity such as understanding
and believing. That is, strong Al is false. A programmed computer, he says, works
by manipulating the syntax of formal symbols, but that is a far cry from semantics,
which concerns the meaning of the symbols.

His view of consciousness is that it cannot be reduced to the physical (brains
or neurons). It is 2 phenomenon that can only be observed from a subjective, first-
person perspective. It has a qualitative feel to it that may emerge from the physical
but cannot be reduced o it.

Searle is the author of Mind: A Bricf Introduction (2004); The Rediscovery of
the Mind (1994); The Mystery of Consciousness (2002); Mind, Language, and Society:
Philosophy in the Real World (1998); and Intentionality: An Essay in the Philosophy
of Mind (1983).

suppose that | pass the Turing test for understanding Chinese, but, all the same, | do
not understand a word of Chinese. And if | do not understand Chinese on the basis
of implementing the right computer program, then neither does any other computer
just on the basis of implementing the program, because no computer has anything
that 1 do not have.

You can see the difference between computation and real understanding if you
imagine what it is like for me also to answer questions in English. Imagine that in the
same room | am given questions in English, which | then answer. From the outside my
answers to the English and the Chinese questions are equally good. | pass the Turing
test for both. But from the inside, there is a tremendous difference. What is the differ-
ence exactly? In English, | understand what the words mean; in Chinese, | understand
nothing. In Chinese, | am just a computer.’s
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For Searle, the reason a computer cannot think or understand (and why people
can) is that a computer processes symbols by their physical properties (like shape,
size, and order), and people process symbols by their meaning. That is, computers
manipulate symbols syntactically, according to what they look like or where they are
positioned; people use symbols semantically, according to what they mean. “Having
the symbols by themselves—just having the syntax—is not sufficient for having the
semantics,” Searle says. “Merely manipulating symbols is not enough to guarantee
knowledge of what they mean.”®

Searle’s influential thought experiment has drawn both praise and censure. The
objections are many, and he has responded to several of them. Some say that the
man in the room doesn’t understand Chinese, but he would if the system were
connected appropriately to the rest of the world. Many others argue that the pro-
gram would understand Chinese if it simulated the brain processes of a Chinese
speaker. Probably the most common counterargument is this: In the scenario, the
man doesn’t understand Chinese, but the whole room (the entire computational
system) does. In other words, the man is merely part of the whole system made up
of the man, the room, the boxes of Chinese symbols, the rule book, and everything
else. The man doesn’t understand Chinese, but the whole system does understand.
Searle replies that whether we consider just the man in the room or the whole sys-
tem, the result is the same: The man doesn’t have access to semantics (the meaning
of symbols), just syntax (the physical form of symbols). And if the man doesn’t have
any semantics, neither does the whole room. Without semantics, the system doesn’t
understand anything.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:
CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 4.4

. Does the Chinese brain thought experiment show that functionalism
is false? If so, how? If not, where does it go wrong?

. Searle thinks that even if a computer passed the Turing test, that
wouldn’t prove that the machine had cognitive capacities. Why does
he think this? Do you agree with his reasoning?

. Is it possible for a computer to process symbols semantically the way
people do? Why or why not?

. Does Searle claim that no machine of any kind can think? Is it
physically possible to build a machine that is so advanced that it has
conscious experience?

. Suppose that instead of handling symbols, the man in the Chinese
room somehow simulated nerve firings like the kind in the human
brain. Would the man then understand Chinese?

12 if a computer
passed the Turing

test, would that
demonstrate that the
computer had genuine
intelligence? If not,
would passing the test
be evidence that the
computer might have
genuine intelligence?

13 Does this thought
experiment show that
functionalism is false?





image13.jpg
230 Chapter4 Mind and Body

PHILOSOPHY NOW

Al, Ethics, and War

Whether strong Al (artificial intelligence) is true,
and whether advanced Al systems will prove it true,
is an open question. But autonomous Al systems—
those that can decide and act on their own—are
already close at hand. They are expected to prolif-
erate rapidly in the future, especially for military
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other ancient philosophers, requires war to be the very last option, since
itis so terrible.

Should we allow robots to make some attack decisions by themselves—
choices that would lead to human deaths?

If we seek to guide robots in an ethical framework, which ethical theory

should we use? The obvious choices have both advantages and serious li-
abilities. Should we let a robot decide that it is permissible to sacrifice one
innocent person (for instance, a child) to save ten or a hundred others?

purposes. Patrick Lin, an expert on the military
uses of autonomous robots, declares, “Robots are
now replacing human soldiers in dull, dirty and
dangerous missions, like searching tunnels and
caves for terrorists, rescuing wounded soldiers, spy-
ing on enemies and even killing humans. In Iraq, e
robots have defused over 10,000 roadside bombs, Eigure 4.12 An Explosive Ordnance Disposal Robot
which are responsible for 40% of U.S. casualties  gripping a mortar round.
there. In 2003, the U.S. had no ground robots in
Iraq or Afghanistan; now we have over 12,000 robots on the ground and 7,000 in the air in
those conflict areas. By all accounts, the Robotic Revolution is here.”

And with the revolution, Lin says, comes a host of ethical questions that were almost
unthinkable a few years ago'”:

If robots advance to the point of having animal-level intelligence, or can
mimic human decision-making capabilities, or perhaps satisfy condi-
tions for personhood, would we be morally required to give rights to
these thinking machines? After all, we already count as legal persons,
and give rights to, such things as corporations and ships. And some
animals, such as dolphins and chimpanzees, arguably deserve rights,
especially since they may be more capable than some rights-endowed
humans who are born with or suffer severe cognitive impairments.

Patrick Lin, “The Ethical War Machine,” Forbes.com, June 29, 2009, http:/hwww forbes.
« Who should be blamed and punished for improper robotic conduct, com/2009/06/18/military-robots-ethics-opinions-contributors-artificial-intelligence-09-patrick-lin_html.
such as illegal or accidental killings, if a robot can make its own attack
decisions?
Do you think autonomous robots should be trusted to make life-and-death
decisions on the battlefield without human supervision? Is it possible to

build good moral decision-making into them?

Does the option of military robots make it easier for one nation to wage
war, since they help reduce risk and friendly casualties, which both bear
a heavy political cost? Just-war theory, which dates back to Aristotle and

4.5 THE MIND AS PROPERTIES

After pondering the full range of mind—body theories (including those covered in
the preceding sections), some philosophers reason like this: Whatever the mind is,
it cannot be a Cartesian immaterial substance that interacts causally with the physi-
cal world. For it seems profoundly puzzling (not to mention highly improbable)
that these two could affect one another. In addition, Descartes’ dualism violates
the principle of the causal closure of the physical and the law of the conservation of

mass-energy. The main alternative to Descartes’ view is the identity theory, which
) ) Y

tells us that mental states are identical to physical brain states. But thought experi-
ments featuring Chalmers’s zombie and Nagels bat suggest that mind-brain iden-
tity is implausible. Likewise, arguments using scenarios like Ned Block’s Chinese
brain and John Searle’s Chinese room show that functionalism is also dubious, for
it seems possible to introduce an appropriate functional organization into a system
and still not attain conscious experience or a cognitive capacity. According to these
philosophers, the failure of these views suggests an alternative theory of mind, one
that posits no mysterious immaterial substance, denies no scientific principles, and is
neither materialist nor functionalist. We are driven, they say, to the hypothesis that

It scems impossible to
make substance dualism
consistent with modern
physics.

—John R. Searle
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14 Do you agree that
there is no room for a
“'ghost in the machine’
to do any extra causal
work”? Why or why
not?

No explanation given
wholly in physical terms
can cver account for the
emergence of conscious
expericnce.

—David J. Chalmers

the mind is an arrangement of nonphysical properties arising from—yet dependent
on—physical properties. We are led, in other words, to property dualism (or nonre-
ductive materialism). As Chalmers says,

9

David ). Chalmers, The Conscious Mind

The best evidence of contemporary science tells us that the physical world is more or
less causally closed: for every physical event, there is a physical sufficient cause. If so,
there is no room for a mental “ghost in the machine” to do any extra causal work. .. . In
any case .. . it remains plausible that physical events can be explained in physical terms,
50 a move to a Cartesian dualism would be a stronger reaction than is warranted.

The dualism implied here is instead a kind of property dualism: conscious experi-
ence involves properties of an individual that are not entailed by the physical properties
of that individual, although they may depend lawfully on those properties. Conscious-
ness is a feature of the world over and above the physical features of the world. This is
not to say it is a separate “substance”; the issue of what it would take to constitute a
dualism of substances seems quite unclear to me. All we know is that there are proper-
ties of individuals in this world—the phenomenal properties—that are ontologically
independent of physical properties.™

‘The biggest challenge facing property dualism is how to explain the relationship
between the mental and the physical. The main worry is that how mental properties
could ever cause any changes in the physical world is extremely puzzling. If the mind
is entirely physical (that is, if the mind is the brain), how it causes physical move-
ments of the body is no mystery: The physical brain causes effects in the physical
body. But how are nerves, blood, and bone supposed to be altered by nonphysical
properties of the mind? (This problem is essentially the same one that Descartes
faced in explaining how a nonphysical, spiritual substance could affect a physical,
extended substance.)

Some property dualists avoid these difficulties by accepting epiphenomenalism,
the doctrine that the mental does not influence the physical. But others reject epi-
phenomenalism because it conflicts with commonsense intuitions about the nature
of human actions. It seems obvious to them that the mind does indeed bring about
changes in the body—that, for example, thinking about a friend causes you to call
her on the phone, or that having a headache leads you to reach for aspirin. So these
theorists usually embrace what is called downward causation, the view that causal
sequences can run from mind to body (from higher levels down to lower ones) as
well as from body to mind (from lower levels up to higher ones). Their task, then, is
to explain how downward causation can occur without running afoul of the causal
closure of the physical or the conservation of mass-energy.

Much is riding on the outcome of the debate between materialists and property
dualists. If the materialists are right, human beings are physical through and through;
there is no immaterial essence or soul or self. Survival after death is impossible. If

The Mind as Properties

losophical questions: Can a nonhuman
s have full moral rights? To answer no
§ to the second is to take the traditional
any cultures and religions. To answer yes to the
3 :e_ second is to say that personhood does
ies a creature is. So what are you going to

epiphenomenalism is true, then our mental states can cause nothing; our thoughts
have no effect on our behavior. If property dualism is true, then the world is more com-
plicated than most scientists believe. In addition to physical objects, the universe con-
tains nonphysical consciousness, a mysterious something that we barely understand.
And how this immaterial reality relates to material things such as human bodies and
the external world is almost as baffling as Descartes’ interacting substances.

233
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WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:
CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 4.5

. Which is the better theory of mind—property dualism or substance
dualism? Why?

. Is property dualism a better theory than identity theory? Why or why
not?

. Is epiphenomenalism an adequate theory of mind? What considera-
tions count against it?

. Is downward causation possible? Can you think of a way that the
mind could affect behavior without violating the causal closure of the
physical or the conservation of mass-energy?

. What would be the religious or scientific implications of the identity
theory?

Review Notes
4.1 OVERVIEW: THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM

 The mind-body problem is the issue of what mental phenomena really are and how
they relate to the physical world. The most important responses to it constitute the
foremost theories of mind in Western thought.

 Substance dualism is the doctrine that mind and body consist of two fundamen-
tally different kinds of stuff, or substances. The most influential form of this view is
Cartesian dualism, which says that the separate substances interact. Most philoso-
phers hold to various forms of materialism (or physicalism), the view that every ob-
ject and event in the world is physical. Major materialistic theories include logical
behaviorism (the idea that mental states are dispositions to behave in a particular
way in certain circumstances) and identity theory (the view that mental states are
identical to physical brain states). Functionalism (the doctrine that the mind is the
functions that the brain performs) is usually interpreted as a materialist theory.
Property dualism is the view that mental properties, or features, are nonphysical
properties arising from, but not reducible to, physical properties.

4.2 SUBSTANCE DUALISM

Page 260 of 498

* To defend his brand of substance dualism, Descartes offers arguments based on
conceivability and divisibility. Critics have found fault with both of these and
charge that Cartesian dualism violates the principle of the causal closure of the
physical and the law of conservation of mass-energy.

4.3 MIND-BODY IDENTITY

* The identity theory avoids some of the problems that beset Cartesian dualism, but
theorists have rejected it using conceivability arguments (such as Chalmers’s zombie

thought experiment) and knowledge arguments (such as Nagel’s bat scenario).

44 THE MIND AS SOFTWARE

* Functionalism has been accused of failing to account for the subjective, qualitative
feel of consciousness. Absent qualia arguments (such as Ned Block’s Chinese brain
thought argument) try to demonstrate this. Searle’s Chinese room argument tries to
debunk the functionalist view that the mind is essentially software.

4.5 THE MIND AS PROPERTIES

* For some philosophers, property dualism is the most plausible theory of mind, in
light of the failures of substance dualism, identity theory, and functionalism. Its big-
gest challenge is explaining the relationship between the mental and the physical.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:
ARGUING YOUR OWN VIEWS CHAPTER 4

. Critique Descartes’ substance dualism. Explain the theory, discuss the
strengths and weaknesses of Descartes’ conceivability and divisibility
arguments, and defend your verdict regarding the theory’s adequacy.

. Examine Chalmers’s zombie argument against the identity theory. Do
you think the argument is successful? Why or why not

. Do you think the brain is a computer running some sort of software?
Defend your view by evaluating the standard arguments for and
against functionalism.

. Do you think epiphenomenalism is true? Evaluate what you take to
be the strongest arguments for and against it and then render your
verdict.

. Do you believe that you have an immortal soul? Explain and defend
your view, taking into account the principle of the causal closure of
the physical, the law of conservation of mass-energy, and the brain
research showing countless correlations between mental properties
(beliefs, perceptions, etc.) and physiological activity.

Review Notes 235
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Key Terms

Cartesian dualism The view that mind
(or soul) and body are completely in-
dependent of one another and interact

causally. (206)
causal closure of the physical The prin-

ciple that the world is a closed system of

physical causes and effects. (215)
epiphenomenalism The notion that

mental properties do not cause anything,
but merely accompany physical pro-
cesses. (210)

functionalism The view that the mind
is the functions that the brain performs.
(209)

identity theory The view that men-
tal states are identical to physical brain

states. (207)

logical behaviorism The idea that men-
tal states are dispositions to behave in

particular ways in certain circumstances.
(207)

materialism (or physicalism) The doc-
trine that every object and event in the

world is physical. (206)
mind-body problem The issue of what

mental phenomena are and how they re-

late to the physical world. (206)
multiple realizability The capacity to
be realized or instantiated in a variety of
forms and materials. (209)

property dualism The view that men-
tal properties are nonphysical properties
arising from, but not reducible to, physi-
cal properties. (210)

substance dualism The notion that
mind and body consist of two funda-

mentally different kinds of stuff, or sub-
stances. (206)

FICTION

They're Made out of Meat 237

They're Made out of Meat

Terry Bisson

Terry Bisson is a much-lauded science fiction writer, author of seven novels (includ-
ing Talking Man, Fire on the Mountain, and Voyage to the Red Planet) and numerous
short stories (including “Bears Discover Fire” and the following selection).

“They're made out of meat.”

“Meat?”

“Meat. They're made out of meat.”

“Meat?”

“There’s no doubt about it. We picked up several
from different parts of the planet, took them aboard
our recon vessels, and probed them all the way through.
They're completely meat.”

“That’s impossible. What about the radio signals?
The messages to the stars?”

“They use the radio waves to talk, but the sig-
nals don’t come from them. The signals come from
machines.”

“So who made the machines? That’s who we want
to contact.”

“They made the machines. That's what I'm trying to
tell you. Meat made the machines.”

“That’s ridiculous. How can meat make a machine?
You're asking me to believe in sentient meat.”

“I'm not asking you, I'm telling you. These creatures
are the only sentient race in that sector and they're
made out of meat.”

“Maybe they're like the orfolei. You know, a carbon-
based intelligence that goes through a meat stage.”

“Nope. They're born meat and they die meat. We
studied them for several of their life spans, which didn’t
take long. Do you have any idea what’s the life span of
meat?”

“Spare me. Okay, maybe they're only part meat. You
know, like the weddilei. A meat head with an electron
plasma brain inside.”

“Nope. We thought of that, since they do have
meat heads, like the weddilei. But | told you, we probed
them. They're meat all the way through.”

Terry Bisson, Omni, 1990. From http://www.terrybisson
.com/page6/page6.html.

“No brain?"

“Oh, there’s a brain all right. It’s just that the brain
is made out of meat! That's what I've been trying to
tell you.”

“So . . . what does the thinking>"

“You're not understanding, are you? You're refusing
to deal with what I'm telling you. The brain does the
thinking. The meat.”

“Thinking meat! You're asking me to believe in
thinking meat!”

“Yes, thinking meat! Conscious meat! Loving meat.
Dreaming meat. The meat is the whole deal! Are you
beginning to get the picture or do | have to start all
over?”

“Omigod. You're serious then. They're made out of
meat.”

“Thank you. Finally. Yes. They are indeed made out
of meat. And they've been trying to get in touch with us
for almost a hundred of their years.”

“Omigod. So what does this meat have in mind>”

“First it wants to talk to us. Then | imagine it wants
to explore the Universe, contact other sentiences, swap
ideas and information. The usual.”

“We're supposed to talk to meat.”

“That’s the idea. That's the message they're send-
ing out by radio. ‘Hello. Anyone out there. Anybody
home.’ That sort of thing.”

“They actually do talk, then. They use words, ideas,
concepts?”

“Oh, yes. Except they do it with meat.”

“I thought you just told me they used radio.”

“They do, but what do you think is on the radio?
Meat sounds. You know how when you slap or flap
meat, it makes a noise? They talk by flapping their
meat at each other. They can even sing by squirting air
through their meat.”

“Omigod. Singing meat. This is altogether too
much. So what do you advise?”

“Officially or unofficially>”
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“Both.”

“Officially, we are required to contact, welcome and
log in any and all sentient races or multibeings in this
quadrant of the Universe, without prejudice, fear or fa-
vor. Unofficially, | advise that we erase the records and
forget the whole thing.”

“I was hoping you would say that.”

“It seems harsh, but there is a limit. Do we really
want to make contact with meat?”

“| agree one hundred percent. What's there to say?
‘Hello, meat. How's it going?’ But will this work? How
many planets are we dealing with here?”

“Just one. They can travel to other planets in special
meat containers, but they can't live on them. And being
meat, they can only travel through C space. Which lim-
its them to the speed of light and makes the possibility
of their ever making contact pretty slim. Infinitesimal,
in fact.”

“So we just pretend there’s no one home in the
Universe.”

“That's it.”

Probing Questions

“Cruel. But you said it yourself, who wants to meet
meat? And the ones who have been aboard our ves-
sels, the ones you probed? You're sure they won't
remember?”

“They'll be considered crackpots if they do. We
went into their heads and smoothed out their meat so
that we're just a dream to them.”

“A dream to meat! How strangely appropriate, that
we should be meat’s dream.”

“And we marked the entire sector unoccupied.”

“Good. Agreed, officially and unofficially. Case
closed. Any others? Anyone interesting on that side of
the galaxy?”

“Yes, a rather shy but sweet hydrogen core cluster
intelligence in a class nine star in G445 zone. Was in
contact two galactic rotations ago, wants to be friendly
again.”

“They always come around.”

“And why not? Imagine how unbearably, how un-
utterably cold the Universe would be if one were all
alone .. "

Brian P. McLaughlin, with Ansgar Beckermann and Sven Walter, The Oxford Hand-
book of Philosophy of Mind (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009). A large, com-
prehensive set of readings.

lan Ravenscroft, Philosophy of Mind: A Beginner’s Guide (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2005). A clear and concise introduction to the central theories in the philoso-
phy of mind.

John R. Searle, Mind: A Brief Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press,
2004). A fine introduction for beginners to all the leading theories of mind.

For Further Reading 239

1. Why is this story told from the perspective of intelligent but alien (to us) beings? What can
you learn about minds from this way of looking at reality?

2. What point does this story make about the relationship between mental stuff and physical
stuff?

3. Are alien but intelligent beings without brains conceivable? That i, is it logically possible
that such creatures exist?

For Further Reading

David J. Chalmers, 7he Conscious Mind (New York: Oxford University Press, 1996).
A clear introduction to issues regarding consciousness by one of the leading thinkers
in the field. Offers a sustained critique of physicalism.

David J. Chalmers, ed., Philosophy of Mind: Classical and Contemporary Readings
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2002). A comprehensive collection of readings
covering all the key issues.

James Cornman and Keith Lehrer, “The Mind-Body Problem,” in Philosophical
Problems and Arguments (New York: Macmillan, 1982). A straightforward examina-

tion of many of the main arguments in philosophy of mind.

Daniel C. Dennett, Consciousness Explained (Boston: Little, Brown, and Company,
1991). A plainspoken discussion of consciousness as a physicalist phenomenon.
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Tis truc, tis cortain; man
though dead retains, Part
of himself: the immortal
mind remains.

— Alexander Pope

‘The mind-body problem
is the issuc of what mental
phenomena are and how
they relate to the physical
world

Substance dualism is

the notion that mind and
body consist of two funda-
mentally different kinds of

stuff, or substances.

Cartesian dualism is the
view that mind (or soul)
and body are completely
independent of onc an-
other and interact causally.

Materialism (or physical-
ism) is the doctrine that
every object and cvent in
the world is physical

4.1 OVERVIEW: THE MIND-BODY PROBLEM

Philosophy is notorious for intruding into facets of life that seem at first glance to
get along just fine without philosophical inquiry. People may very well wonder, Why
do we need philosophy to help us understand what already seems obvious? Why
does philosophy see problems where nothing seems problematic? A prime example
of a subject matter that may appear to many not to need any philosophical help
(but gets it anyway) is mind and body. After all, if there is anything that we seem
directly and intimately acquainted with, it's our own minds and our own bodies.
And our commonplace theory about these things (usually derived from our culture
or religion) seems to be perfectly consistent with our personal experience. So what’s
the problem?

Well, several hundred years of philosophical work have shown that many of our
commonplace notions about mind and body are suspect or wrong, and that, for
many reasons, we very much need to get them right. The commonplace view goes
like this: You have a physical body, a thing that has shape, size, and weight, an entity
with a physical structure running physical processes subject to physical laws like any
rock, tree, or star. You also have a nonphysical mind (or soul), a mental thing that
cannot be weighed, measured, or dissected, an entity that thinks, feels, and senses.
Your body (brain) is nothing like your mind; your mind is nothing like your body.
Yet somehow your physical body affects your nonphysical mind, as when your drop-
ping a brick on your foot causes you to feel a sharp pain and to ask yourself how you
could be so clumsy. And your mind affects your body, as when you experience thirst
and then decide to walk to the kitchen for a drink of water. Moreover, according to
this view, your mind and body are independent of one another, so it’s possible for
your mind or soul to continue existing after your body dies.

But how are interactions between body and mind (or soul) possible? How can
our physical brains cause something to happen in our seemingly nonphysical minds
and vice versa? How can something entirely physical have anything to do with an
entity without any physical characteristics? This is like asking how smoke could
interact with a rock—except that the problem is worse than that, because, unlike
smoke, the mind is supposed to have no physical properties at all. Has the nature of
mind been entirely misconceived? Are the widely accepted ideas about the relation-
ship between mind and body drastically mistaken?

These are the central concerns in what is called the mind—body problem—the
issue of what mental phenomena really are and how they relate to the physical world.
The most important responses to it constitute the foremost theories of mind in West-
ern thought.

The commonplace theory—the one that you likely hold and may never have
doubted—is known as substance dualism. It says that mind and body consist of
two fundamentally different kinds of stuff, or substances—the mind being of non-
physical stuff, and the body of physical stuff. The mind’s mental states—desires,
sensations, emotions, and thoughts—are states of nonphysical (or immaterial) stuff.
The body’s physical states—electrochemical and biomechanical—are states of physi-
cal (material) stuff. Together these two substances—this dualism of stuff—make
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up a person. In fact, for substance dualists, the entire universe is
constituted by just these two substances.

Beginning with Plato, many great thinkers have been substance
dualists, but the most influential proponent of the theory in the
modern period (beginning in the seventeenth century) is René
Descartes (1596-1650). He argues not only that the body and soul
are composed of two distinct and independent substances (mental
and physical), but that these two parts of a person interact causally.
(Like many other substance dualists, Descartes uses the word sou/
instead of mind, but both terms refer roughly to the nonphysical,
mental aspect of a person.) The mind, though immaterial, can in-
fluence the material body, and the body can affect the mind. This
doctrine of distinct but interacting substances is known, for obvi-
ous reasons, as Cartesian dualism or interactionism. It underpins
belief in an immortal soul that lives on after death.

Among contemporary philosophers, however, Descartes’ dual-
ism has very little credibility (for reasons discussed in the next sec-
tion). Most of them hold instead to various forms of materialism
(or physicalism), the doctrine that every object and event in the

how reducible to physical states. they interact?

One materialist theory is logical behaviorism, the idea that
mental states are dispositions to behave in particular ways in certain circumstances.
To be in a mental state is just to be disposed to certain kinds of behavior. So to have
a headache is to be disposed to wincing and taking an aspirin. To be afraid of thun-
der is to be disposed to crying out and covering your head with a blanket when the
sky rumbles. The central claim is not that we come to know about a person’s mental
states by taking note of her behavior, but that her mental states are dispositions to
behavior.

To its credit, logical behaviorism avoids Cartesian dualism’s problem of explain-
ing mind—body interaction. But to critics, the theory seems to be in denial about the
nature of our mental states, for many of our mental states have a particular subjective
feel or quality to them (what philosophers call gualitative content or qualia). It feels
a certain way to us to be in pain, to be thirsty, to want a chocolate sundae, to see
and smell a rose, or to experience happiness. Logical behaviorism, however, says that
mental states have nothing to do with our interior feelings; dispositions to behave are
all that matter. But this seems to many people to deny the obvious.

Similarly, logical behaviorism is at odds with our commonsense intuition that
mental states often cause behavior. We feel hungry, so we eat lunch. We fantasize
about a dream vacation in Aruba, so we look up Aruba on a map. But because the
logical behaviorist recognizes only behavior and essentially discounts the existence
of subjective mental states, he cannot countenance any cause-and-effect relationship
between our inner life and our outer behavior.

A more widely accepted materialist approach to the mind-body problem is the
identity theory, the view that mental states are identical to physical brain states. The

Figure 4.1 Is the mind identical to the

: M o brain? Or are they two entirely different
world is physical. So mental states must be physical states or some-  things, as Descartes thought? If s0, how do

scious
»f creation

—James Broughton

Logical behaviorism is
the idea that mental states
are dispositions to behave
in particular ways in cer-

tain circumstances.

Identity theory is the
view that mental states arc
identical to physical brain

states.

1 At this point in your
reading, does Carte-
sian dualism strike you
as a plausible theory of
mind? Is it obvious to
you that people have
both a physical body
and a nonphysical
mind? What reasons
do you have for your
views?
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Consciousness is what
makes the mind-body
problem really intractable

—Thomas Nagel

2 Do you think it

is possible to know
everything about a
person’s mental states
just by knowing all
the facts regarding
his physical states? Do
physical states and
mental states amount
to the same thing?

Brain: an apparatus with
which we think we think

—Ambrose Bierce

central claim is not that the meaning of mental terms can be expressed or defined
in physical (brain) terms, but rather that it is an empirical fact that mental states are
nothing but brain states. The mind and body (brain) are not distinct substances as
substance dualism holds; the mind is the brain.

Thus the identity theory offers a better explanation of mind-body interaction
than Cartesian dualism does because the mind is the body. It provides a better ac-
count of mental causation than logical behaviorism does, because mental states are
brain states and brain states cause behavior. It also fits well with a massive amount
of scientific evidence showing correlations between brain states and mental func-
tion. Brain research has shown in countless ways that if a person’s brain is damaged
or physically stimulated, there are corresponding changes in psychological activity.
And when a person engages in some psychological activity (remembering or imagin-
ing, for example), there are predictable alterations in brain activity.

But several arguments have been lodged against the identity theory, most of
them being attempts to show that mental states cannot possibly be brain states.
The common argument pattern is this: If the identity theory is true, then we can
know or explain everything about a person’s mental states by knowing or explaining

everything about the person’s brain states. But it is not possible to know or explain

mental states by knowing or explaining brain states. Therefore, the identity theory
is false.
Another kind of argument appeals to our intuitions about the possibility of non-

humans having minds. The identity theory claims that since the mind is identical to

Figure 4.2 Could a space alien have a mind without having a brain like ours?
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the brain, no being can have a mind unless it has a brain. But to some critics, this
conclusion is implausible. It seems possible, they argue, that a being (an alien life-
form, for example) could possess a mind (have desires, ideas, emotions, sensations,
etc.) without having a brain (the human organ). Consider the fictional alien ET. or
Star Trek’s android Mr. Data. It is conceivable that such creatures could have minds
but be made of an entirely different kind of stuff than we are. If so, there must be
something wrong with the identity theory.

The assumption behind this argument is that mental states have what philoso-
phers call multiple realizability, the capacity to be realized or instantiated in a
variety of forms and materials. In the theory of mind known as functionalism,
multiple realizability is a core doctrine. Logical behaviorism claims that the mind
is behavioral dispositions, the identity theory holds that the mind is the brain, but
functionalism asserts that the mind is the functions that the brain performs. The
theory maintains that a mental state is defined by its causal role—by the stimuli
that initiate it, the resulting interactions with other mental states, and the behav-
ior that is subsequently produced. A mental state, then, is just a distinctive set of
inputs and outputs. Thus functionalism says that the material or substance that
gives rise to a mind is unimportant; the stuff that produces a mind can be almost
anything. What matters are the functional relations embodied in the stuff. So func-
tionalism can be cast as a materialist view (and usually is) or given a nonmaterialist
interpretation.

Inspired by the insight behind functionalism, some theorists have come to
think of the mind as a sophisticated computer that’s running some sort of soft-
ware. Functionalism holds that the mind is the
performance of functions, the processing of in-
puts and outputs—which is what any computer
does. A computer runs software that determines
what and how the inputs and outputs are pro-
cessed. So some functionalists claim that to have
a mind is just to run the appropriate type of soft-
ware. The brain is hardware; the mind software.
If so, it is possible for computers to have minds
as long as they process inputs and outputs in the
right way.

This view has come to be known as strong ar-
tificial intelligence, or strong Al. (Weak artificial
intelligence refers not to the making of a mind
but to the use of computer simulations to study
the mind.) Many assume that it is only a mat-
ter of time before scientists develop a computer
so sophisticated that it will be able to think on its
own, to have what we would describe as a mind.
After all, don’t we already have computers that
can do astounding calculations, simulations, and

Multiple realizability is
the capacity to be realized
or instantiated in a variety
of forms and materials.

Functionalism is the
view that the mind is the
functions that the brain
performs

3 Is it conceivable that
a space alien could
have a mind (feel pain,
perceive colors, etc.)
despite his being made
out of stuff that is
nothing like our brain
stuff? Suppose, for
example, he is not a
carbon-based life-form
like us, but a silicon-
based creature.

Figure 4.3 World chess champion Garry Kasparov playing Deep
Blue. The computer beat him. Does this show that Deep Blue has

problem solving? Hasn’t an IBM computer called  a mind or that it could eventually become conscious?
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Curiously enough man’s
body and his mind appear
to differ in their climatic
adaptations.

—Ellsworth Huntingron

Property dualism is the
view that mental proper-
ties are nonphysical
properties arising from,
but not reducible to,

physical properties.

Minds are simply what
brains do.
—Marvin Minsky

Epiphenomenalism is the
notion that mental proper-
ties do not cause anything,
but merely accompany
physical processes.

Deep Blue already defeated the world’s best chess player, Garry Kasparov? And hasn’t
a computer called Watson beaten two human opponents in a game of Jeopardy? But
although such feats are indeed impressive, many philosophers remain unconvinced
that a computer mind is possible.

These theorists take issue with functionalism on the grounds that it does not
do justice to the subjective, qualitative nature of our experience—to what is called
phenomenal consciousness. They argue that it is possible to be in a mental state that
does not correspond at all with a specific functional state. For example, consider the
mental state of being in pain. It has a certain qualitative feel to be sure, but it does
not seem to be equivalent to any particular functional situation. Many times pain
doesn’t seem to have a causal role at all; it just hurts.

Some critics put forth what are called absent qualia objections to functionalism.
These arguments try to demonstrate that it is possible for a system to be in a par-
ticular functional state and yet be in no mental, qualitative state at all. The system
has the right inputs and outputs, but no mental state seems to be present. If such
arguments are correct, then the notion that an appropriately programmed computer
is a mind (the central claim of strong Al) is mistaken.

Many philosophers draw a similar conclusion about all materialist theo-
ries: Materialism is false. If that is the case, they contend, the world must have
both physical and nonphysical features, and the latter cannot be reduced to the
former.

But if the world contains both physical and nonphysical things, aren’t we led
back to Cartesian dualism, a reality consisting of two substances that may or may
not interact? Not necessarily. Some theorists defend a different kind of dualism—
not Descartes’ dualism but property dualism, the view that mental properties,
or features, are nonphysical properties arising from, but not reducible to, physical
properties. The idea is that there are properties of individuals—mental, experiential
properties—that do not constitute an independent substance and that cannot be
reduced to physical properties, even though they may somehow depend on physical
properties. We may see the color red, feel a pain, or remember our first kiss, and none
of these is the same thing as a physical process, although the latter may give rise to
the former.

Property dualism, however, has been accused of having some of the same weak-
nesses as substance dualism and raising some of the same questions. How can a
physical property give rise to a mental property? How can mental events interact
with physical events? If mental events produce physical events, doesn’t this fly in the
face of the laws of physics? Modern physics says that physical matter/energy in the
universe cannot be added to or subtracted from. But this seems to rule out any addi-
tion of nonphysical energy. If mental events do not cause physical events, we are left
with epiphenomenalism, the notion that mental properties do not cause anything,
but merely accompany physical processes. This theory suggests, for instance, that
thinking about being late for an appointment is not what causes you to run. But
epiphenomenalism seems to conflict with our commonsense intuitions about how
our minds and bodies are related.

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:

CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 4.1

. Is Cartesian dualism plausible? Can you think of a way that a non-
physical mind and physical body could influence each other—that is,
interact causally?

. How do you think scientists view the notion of mind—body interac-
tion? Are they likely to be skeptical of physical things causally interact-
ing with nonphysical entities? If so, why?

. Is multiple realizability a genuine property of minds? That is, do you
think it plausible that a mind can be realized in a variety of physical
systems?

. Do you think the mind is essentially software running on a physical
system like the human brain? Why or why not?

. Is epiphenomenalism a credible theory of mind? Does it make sense,
for example, that every time you decide to cross the street, your body
walks across the street—and yet your deciding to walk has nothing to
do with your actually walking?

4.2 SUBSTANCE DUALISM

For Descartes, the universe consists not merely of the kind of stuff that science studies,
the physical, but also of the nonphysical. The chief characteristic of physical things,
he says, is that they have extension—they have length, width, and height and are
located in physical space. They are things like pebbles, molecules, water, desks, and
stars. But nonphysical entities have no molecules, no physical dimensions, and no lo-
cation in space. Our bodies are physical things, matter extended in space. Our minds
are nonphysical, mental things—consciousness. Our true selves consist entirely of
this mental stuff; our bodies are adjuncts. Despite the profound difference between
the mental and physical, they interact causally. The body collects sensory data, which
cause the mind to experience sights, sounds, textures, and odors; and the choices, be-
liefs, and desires of the mind cause the body to respond to the world. A human being,
then, is a fusion of body and mind, but the essential person, the self, is pure mind, an
immortal soul. You are, in the famous phrase, a “ghost in the machine.”

Descartes formulated his type of dualism in the seventeenth century when the
findings of science and the doctrines of traditional religion seemed to be in conflict.
His dualism helped to ease the tension between them by placing science and religion
in different, noncompeting realms. Science could concern itself with the physical—
with biology, physics, astronomy, and the like. Religion could focus on the mental,
on the domain of immortal souls and religious morality.

Substance Dualism

You don't have a soul.
You are a Soul. You have
a body.

—C.S. Lewis
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4 Is your existing with-

out a body really con-
ceivable? That is, can
you conceive of your
mind existing without
any physical properties
at all, without even

a ghostlike quasi-
physical presence?

Descartes offers several arguments to support his theory of mind, including
what philosophers call his conceivability argument. In it Descartes contends that
we cannot be just physical bodies, as the materialists believe. We must be distinct
from our bodies—we must be nonphysical minds. This is how Descartes lays out
the argument:

René Descartes, Discourse on the Method of Rightly Conducting the Reason

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 | could not for
all that conceive that | 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 | knew that | was a substance the whole essence or nature of which is to think, and
that for its existence there is no need of any place, nor does it depend on any material
thing; so that this ‘me,’ that is to say, the soul by which | am what | am, is entirely distinct
from body, and is even more easy to know than is the latter; and even if body were not,
the soul would not cease to be what it is.!

Descartes reasons that it is conceivable that he could exist without his body, and
that whatever is conceivable is logically possible. (For example, silver unicorns are
conceivable and thus logically possible; square circles are inconceivable and therefore
logically impossible.) So it is logically possible that he could exist without his body.
If it is logically possible that he could exist without his body, then he is not identical
to his body. His nonphysical mind and his physical body are distinct; he is therefore
an immaterial, thinking thing. Dualism is true.

Philosophers have taken issue with this argument. Their main criticism is that
Descartes’ first premise (that it is conceivable that he could exist without his body) is
dubious. Theodore Schick, Jr., states the complaint like this:

L J
Theodore Schick, Jr., Doing Philosophy

The crucial premise here is that disembodied existence is conceivable. Is it? Try the
thought experiment yourself. Imagine you have no body—no arms, no legs, no hands,
no eyes, no ears, and so on. Can you do it? If so, are you really imagining existing with-
out a body, or are you imagining existing in a ghostlike quasi-physical body? Remem-
ber, Cartesian minds have no physical attributes, not even a location in space. You
wouldn't be able to do anything (besides think) or feel anything because you wouldn’t
have a body. You wouldn’t be able to communicate with others unless you were given

some sort of telepathic ability. But, even then, it's unclear how you would identify
them, for they, too, would have neither a body nor a location in space.*

If disembodied existence is not conceivable, then it is not logically possible and
Descartes” argument fails.

Descartes also tries to prove his dualist theory using the divisibility argument.
The crux of this reasoning is that bodies and minds must be different things (and
thus dualism is true) because bodies can be divided into parts but minds cannot. As
Descartes says,

René Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy

In order to begin this examination, then, | here say, in the first place, that there is a
great difference between mind and body, inasmuch as body is by nature always di-
visible, and the mind is entirely indivisible. For, as a matter of fact, when | consider
the mind, that is to say, myself inasmuch as | am only a thinking thing, | cannot
distinguish in myself any parts, but apprehend myself to be clearly one and entire;
and although the whole mind seems to be united to the whole body, yet if a foot,
or an arm, or some other part, is separated from my body, | am aware that nothing
has been taken away from my mind. And the faculties of willing, feeling, conceiving,
etc. cannot be properly speaking said to be its parts, for it is one and the same mind
which employs itself in willing and in feeling and understanding. But it is quite oth-
erwise with corporeal or extended objects, for there is not one of these imaginable
by me which my mind cannot easily divide into parts, and which consequently | do
not recognise as being divisible; this would be sufficient to teach me that the mind
or soul of man is entirely different from the body, if | had not already learned it from
other sources?

Here Descartes uses the logical principle that if two things are one and the same,
then they must have exactly the same properties; conversely, if they have different
properties, they must not be one and the same. So he argues that if minds are not
divisible into parts, and if bodies are divisible into parts (since they are spatially ex-
tended), then minds and bodies do not have the same properties. They are therefore
distinct, and dualism is true.

Bodies are divisible, but is it really true that minds are indivisible? Two facts
give critics reason to think that minds are actually divisible. First, psychiatrists have
identified a form of mental illness known as multiple personality disorder in which
a person has at least one alternate personality that can direct behavior. Those who
have this disorder are said to lack the normal unity of consciousness; their minds
appear to be divided. Second, a person’s consciousness can apparently be divided
through a kind of brain surgery known as cerebral commissurotomy. The procedure,
often performed to treat epilepsy, severs the cord of nerves linking the brain’s two
hemispheres. The result is a breakdown in communication between the hemispheres,
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My mind is incapable of
conceiving such a thing as a
soul. I may be in error, and
man may have a soul; but [
simply do not belicve it
—Thomas A. Edison

Though is a secretion of
the brain.

—PierreJean Georges
Cabanis

5 Is Descartes cor-

rect that the mind is
indivisible? Do the
counterexamples of
multiple personalities
and cerebral commis-
surotomy show that
the mind can in fact be
divided?
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£ WHAT DO YOU BELIEVE?

The Immortal Soul

Notions about the soul and its possible immortality
have changed through the centuries and have been
subject to intense debate and philosophical inquiry.
Many ancient Greeks thought that the soul is a mate-
rial thing that animates bodies and is dispersed (and
thus destroyed) like smoke after the body dies. Plato
taught that the soul is an essential, nonphysical part of
an organism and, unlike material things, is not subject
to dissolution. The soul then is immortal, although it
is fused with the body for awhile. But souls are not
restricted to persons; living things of all kinds can also
have souls.

Aristotle had very different ideas about souls. To
him, the soul is the form of the body—that is, the
abilities or capacities manifested through the living
body. And since the soul requires a body to manifest
itself, the soul perishes when the body dies. Aristotle
therefore rejects the possibility of immortality, the
transmigration of souls, and disembodied existence.

‘The biblical account of the soul is at odds with the  Figure 4.4 A depiction of the soul leaving
the body—a dualism at odds with the biblical

soul-body dualism of much contemporary thought.
Biblical scholars generally agree that the scriprural
view of body and soul is monistic, not dualistic. The
person is a single, undivided entity—a unity of soul and body. It is not the case thar the soul
takes up residence in the body then departs at death to live a separate, immortal existence.
Body and soul are one, both therefore being subject to disintegration when a person dies.

The prevailing Christian view closely follows Plato’s and Descartes’ dualistic notion: The
soul is the essential component of a human being, a substance both immaterial and immor-
tal, while the body is material and inessential.

Most contemporary philosophers are materialists regarding mind and body and there-
fore reject the substance dualism of Descartes and Western religion. They are also skeptical
of any claims of immortality.

account of the soul.

Do you believe that you have an immortal soul? If so, on what grounds? If
you do not, why not? Of the theories of soul just mentioned, which do you
think is most plausible? Why?

third ventricle

optic chiasm

hypophysis”~
(pituitary gland)

hypothalamus

Figure 4.5 Descartes thought that the material and immaterial substances came together in
the pineal gland. Does this notion remove the mystery of how interaction happens?

which in turn leaves the patient with two distinct domains of consciousness. This
seems to show that the mind is indeed divisible.

In addition to trying to undermine Descartes’ arguments for his theory of mind,
philosophers have also launched some strong arguments against it. The primary at-
tack of this kind concerns the problem of mind—body interaction. In Cartesian du-
alism, mind and body are thought to be two radically different kinds of substances
that somehow interact causally. But how is such interaction possible? How can an
object with physical properties affect something with no physical properties what-
soever? How can a mysterious, nonphysical reality influence any event involving
atoms, cells, blood, and bone? Descartes’ theory doesn’t explain how mind—body
interaction occurs and is therefore regarded by many philosophers as inadequate.
He does posit a weak explanation of the causal connection between mind and body
by claiming that the two substances intermingle in a small appendage of the brain
known as the pineal gland. But many find this incredible. Whatever the gland’s
function (which was unknown in Descartes’ day), it still is a physical thing, and pro-
posing it as the site of physical/nonphysical interaction does not banish the mystery
of how the material can affect the immaterial.

Another common charge against Cartesian dualism (or any kind of dualism
in which the physical and nonphysical affect each other) is that it is incompatible
with science. For example, the theory is said to violate the scientific principle of the
causal closure of the physical, which affirms a physical cause for every physical

Substance Dualism

6 Isiit possible that
nonphysical (mental)
causes do not exist,
that the world contains
only physical causes
and physical effects?

Causal dosure of the

physical is the principle
that the world is a closed
system of physical causcs

and cffects.
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Among the facts of the
universe to be accounted
for, it may be said, is
Mind; and it is self cvident
that nothing can have pro-
duced Mind but Mind.
—John Stuare Mill

John R. Searle,
Mind

effect. The world is a closed system of physical causes and effects; nonphysical
(mental) causes are superfluous. It seems that we can explain every event without
reference to the immaterial. For any physical effect, scientists can in principle map
out a detailed series of physical causes leading up to that effect. If so, there seems
to be no need for mental causes.

In addition, substance dualism, with its insistence on nonphysical causes of phys-
ical events, seems to conflict with a basic law of science—the law of the conservation
of mass-energy. John Searle explains the problem like this:

John R. Searle, Mind

All forms of substance dualism inherit Descartes’ problem of how to give a coherent
account of the causal relations between the soul and the body, but recent versions have
an additional problem. It seems impossible to make substance dualism consistent
with modern physics. Physics says that the amount of matter/energy in the universe is
constant; but substance dualism seems to imply that there is another kind of energy,
mental energy or spiritual energy, that is not fixed by physics. So if substance dualism
is true then it seems that one of the most fundamental laws of physics, the law of con-
servation, must be false.+

One way that dualists of any stripe can respond to criticisms concerning mind—

body interaction and incompatibility with science is to embrace epiphenomenalism,
the view that mental properties do not affect physical properties. If the body impacts
the mind, but the mind does not impact the body, then there is no problem with
how the mind and body interact, and the principle of the causal closure of the physi-
cal is not violated.

But epiphenomenalism seems to many theorists to be a denial of common sense.
Searle is one of them:

On this view [epiphenomenalism] consciousness exists alright, but it is like the froth
on the wave or the flash of sunlight reflected off the surface of the water. It is there but
it does not really matter. It is an epiphenomenon. But this seems too counterintuitive.
Every time | decide to raise my arm, it goes up. | do not say, “Well, that’s the thing
about the old arm. Some days she goes up and some days she doesn’t.”s

WRITING TO UNDERSTAND:

CRITIQUING PHILOSOPHICAL VIEWS SECTION 4.2

‘What is Descartes’ conceivability argument? Do you think it is
successful in showing that some form of dualism must be true? Why
or why not?

Evaluate Descartes’ divisibility argument. Are its premises true? Does
it show that bodies are divisible but minds are not?

‘What is Descartes’ explanation of how mind and body interace? Is it
plausible?

Suppose Descartes is right that bodies are divisible and minds are not.
Would this show that minds can exist independently from bodies?
Why or why not?

What is epiphenomenalism? Is it an adequate explanation of the rela-
tionship between mind and body? Is it a better or worse explanation
than Cartesian dualism?

4.3 MIND-BODY IDENTITY

The favorite view among materialists is the identity theory, which says that mind
states are brain states. Our apparent sensations, thoughts, perceptions, and emotions
(so-called phenomenal consciousness) are not immaterial phenomena distinct from
the material brain. These mental states are identical to physical brain states, just as
lightning is identical to an electrical discharge. A pain or a perception is nothing
more than a certain process going on in the brain’s neurons. J. J. C. Smart, one of the
first philosophers to articulate the identity theory, explains it like this:
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). ). C. Smart, “Sensations and Brain Processes”

Let me first try to state more accurately the thesis that sensations are brain processes.
Itis 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 sort of brain
process). It is that, in so far as “afterimage” or “ache” is a report of a process, it is a
report of a process that happens to be a brain process. It follows that the thesis does
not claim that sensation statements can be translated into statements about brain
processes. Nor does it claim that the logic of a sensation statement is the same as that
of a brain-process statement. All it claims is that in so far as a sensation statement is
a report of something, that something is in fact a brain process. Sensations are noth-
ing over and above brain processes. Nations are nothing “over and above” citizens,
but this does not prevent the logic of nation statements being very different from the









