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INTRODUCfION

In this book, I assess the Identity Theory of the mind and the brain.
The view that the mind is the brain, or that sensations are nothing but
brain processes, is an increasingly popular candidate for a solution to
the mind-brain problem-the puzzle of how occurrent mental processes
are related to certain cerebral processes. I concentrate here on the
relationship between sensations, particularly pains, and cerebral processes
and mention only briefly the subject of thoughts and other mental processes.
In an age when some researchers are trying to duplicate human thought
and behavior by mechanical means, there seems to be a temptation to
try to reduce human beings to the machines which they are creating.
Instead of resisting this sort of nonsense in terms of antiquated talk of a
human 'soul' or 'essence', I have met the Identity theorists on their own
ground, namely, ,that of neurophysiology and scientific theory. The crux
of my argument is that we can grant every empirical claim of the Identity
Theory and yet deny its conclusion-that sensations are nothing but
brain processes.
An historical introduction to the problem is undertaken by a discussion
of Descartes' causal, interactionist view of the mind and the body. This
is followed by a scrutiny of Gilbert Ryle's dispositional analysis of the
mind. Ryle correctly argues that behavior can be both physical and
mental but he dismisses occurrent mental states.
Using the example of being in pain as a mental state, the Identity
Theory is examined first as an empirical theory and secondly as a conceptual proposal.
It is argued that the Identity Theory constitutes neither an empirical,
scientific solution nor a logical solution to the mind-brain problem.
The Identity Theory as an empirical hypothesis is criticized. The issue of
reduction in the sciences is discussed and it is shown that Identity theorists
have misconstrued the notion of scientific explanation. It is shown that
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no predictions or experimental findings based on the Identity Theory
differ from those based on mind-brain Parallelism or Epiphenomenalism, i.e., Dualism in general. The Identity Theory, therefore, must stand
or fall on its reputed conceptual advantages over Dualism.
Then the conceptual issues at stake in the mind-brain problem are
discussed. The kernel of truth present in the Identity Theory is shown
to be obscured by all the talk about reducing sensations to neural processes.
An attempt is made to characterize pain adequately as a pattern or
complex of bodily processes. This view is then reconciled with the
asymmetry in the way one is aware of one's own pains and the way in
which others are. This asymmetry constitutes an epistemological dualism
which no philosophical theory or scientific experiment could alter. The
sense in which experiences are both mental and physical is thus elucidated.
A Multi-Aspect Theory of the mind is presented and defended. Five
aspects of pain are discussed in some detail: experiential, neural, bodily,
behavioral and verbal. Having a mind characteristically involves having
all of these features except the bodily (i.e., a physical irregularity). Thus
having a mind characteristically entails having experiences and a healthy,
functioning brain. It also involves being able to act and speak reasonably
intelligently.
From an examination of some of the different sorts of pain and the
different kinds of things which can be said about them, it is concluded
that no artificial language which avoids referring to psychological states
would be adequate for the purposes of either everyday communication or
of neurophysiological experiments.
It is concluded that the Identity Theory is of no use to science or
philosophy. If followed to its logical conclusion, it ends up denying the
reality of everything which is composed of anything, that is, it ends up
denying the reality of all but the ultimate particles-unless these too are
discovered to have constituents.
A Multi-Aspect Theory of mind, on the other hand, accounts for the
asymmetry between self-knowledge and knowledge of others regarding
experiences and it is compatible with the methods of recent neurophysiological experiments. It accounts, that is, for our ordinary notions of
privacy and privileged access and for the need of a dualistic terminology.
Man can be a conscious organism without being a physico-chemical
mechanism.

CHAPTER ONE

DESCARTES-THE MIND AND THE BODY

Descartes is often called the father of modem philosophy. One reason for
this nomenclature is that he set many of the epistemological problems
which subsequent philosophers have since been trying to solve. One
such problem which he fathered, or at least crystallized as no one else
had done, is that of ,the nature of the human mind and its relation to the
body.
Employing his method of doubting everything which could conceivably
be false, in his search for something that was "certain and indubitable", 1
he determines that the only thing which qualifies is "the definite conclusion
that this proposition: I am, I exist, is necessarily true each time that I
pronounce it, or that I mentally conceive it".2 Once assured of his own
existence, which he never really doubted in any case, II he tries to answer
the question "What am I?". He concludes that he is "not more than a
thing which thinks, that is to say a mind or a soul, or an understanding,
or a reason .... " 4
Descartes here equates the mind (himself) with a soul, an understanding or reason. He also at times equates it (himself) with consciousness:
But the greater part of our motions do not depend on the mind [i.e., consciousness]
at all. Such are the beating of the heart, the digestion of our food, nutrition,
respiration when we are asleep....•

Notice that these are characteristically involuntary bodily processes of
which we are not normally conscious. They are taken care of by our
1 The Philosophical Works of Descartes, ed. by B.S. Haldane and O.R.T. Ross
(2 Vols.), I, 149.
• Ibid., p. 150.
• Ibid., p. 448.
• Ibid., p. 152.
• Ibid., II, 103.
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autonomic nervous systems. This would seem to indicate that Descartes,
at least some of the time, tends to identify the mind or mentality with
consciousness. If this should be doubted, then we could say that for
Descartes wherever there was a mind there had to be consciousness;
there could be no unconscious mental states and no mental activities of
which one were unaware.
Thus Descartes tends to identify the mind or mentality with consciousness. He also identifies himself with his mind-he is, he says,
nothing but "a thing which thinks"-no.t with his body. But he realizes
that he also is, or at least has, a body. And this poses a serious problem
for him. According to Descartes:
the whole nature of the mind consists in thinking. while the whole nature of the
body consists in being an extended thing. and ... there is nothing at all common to
thought and extension."

Since he conceives of mind as being necessarily unextended and of body
as being necessarily extended, he is forced either to deny their union
or assert it and attempt to account for it. That there is such a union
he is certain:
It may be concluded also that a certain body is more closely united to our mind
than any other. from the fact that pain and other of our sensations occur without
our foreseeing them; and that mind is conscious that these.... pertain to it. ...only in
so far as it is united to another thing. extended and mobile. which is called the
human body:

It is important to notice what Descartes says here about sensations,
i.e., that they pertain to the mind only in so far as it is united to the
body. He says that appetites, emotions and sensations "should be
attributed neither to mind nor body alone, but to the close and intimate
union that exists between the body and mind".8 In other words, sensations
bridge the gap between the mind and the body. When we come to ,the
detailed discussion on pain, we shall see in what sense it is both mental
and physical, i.e., in what sense it bridges the mental-physical gap.
Descartes affirms that the union of mind and body is a peculiarly
intimate one:
nature also teaches me by these sensations of pain ....etc.. that I am not only lodged
in my body as a pilot in a vessel. but that I am very closely united to it. and so
• Ibid .• p. 212.
7 Ibid.• I. 255.
8 Ibid .• p. 238.
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to speak so intermingled with it that I seem to compose with it one whole. For if
that were not the case, when my body is hurt, I, who am merely a thinking thing,
should not feel pain ....9

Descartes declares that man is "a composite entity ....who consists of
soul and body".10 But how could a spiritual (unextended) substance, the
soul or mind, be joined in any way to an extended substance, the body?
Descartes locates the place of union in what came to be known as the
pineal gland of the brain:
the part of the body in which the soul exercises its functions immediately is in nowise
the heart, nor the whole of the brain, but merely the most inward of all its parts, to
wit, a certain very small gland which is situated in the middle of its substance
and so suspended above the duct whereby the animal spirits in its anterior cavities
have communication with those in the posterior, that the slightest movements which
take place in it may alter very greatly the course of these spirits; and reciprocally
that the smallest changes which occur in the course of the spirits may do much
to change the movements of this gland. 11

He claims that the meeting place of mind and body, or the "seat of
the soul" as he sometimes calls it, is ,the pineal gland. But how is it
possible for two utterly dissimilar substances to interact? Would not
some part of the mind have to (somehow) be located in the pineal gland,
at least temporarily? But this, Descartes holds, is impossible, since "the
mind is entirely indivisible" 12 and unextended.
The best that Descartes can do is to assert that the pineal gland acts
"immediately upon the soul" 13 though the "animal spirits" seem to play
a crucial role in the interaction. The mind, by some unnamed process,
acts directly on the pineal gland and then the animal spirits take over.
These animal spirits, which are formed from "very subtle parts of .the
blood", are "material bodies" whose "one peculiarity is that they are
bodies of extreme minuteness and .... move very quickly like the particles
of the flame which issues from a torch." 14 The pineal gland, says Descartes, is "capable of being thrust to one side by the soul, and to the
other by the animal spirits" 15 and they play an essential role whenever
the mind acts on the body or the latter acts on the former.
Ibid.,
Ibid.,
11 Ibid.,
1.2 Ibid.,
'" Ibid.,
,. Ibid.,
15 Ibid.,
9

10

p. 192.
p. 437.
pp. 345-46.
p. 196.
p. 138.
pp. 335-36.
p. 353.
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Many of Descartes' contemporaries were puzzled by his account of the
nature of the mind and of its connection with the body. In his second
letter to Princess Elizabeth, Descartes in desperation suggests that:
.... by relying exclusively on the activities and concerns of ordinary life, and by
abstaining from metaphysical meditation ....we can learn to apprehend the union
of soul and body.18

In other words, if one tries not to think about the puzzle, the union of
mind and body will become clearer.
But critics such as Pierre Gassendi raised many serious doubts about
Descartes' whole enterprise. In his objections to the sixth of Descartes'
Meditations, Gassendi poses numerous questions about this supposed
interaction between two reputedly disparate substances:
.... it still remains to be explained, how that union and apparent intermingling .... can
be found in you if you are incorporeal, unextended and indivisible. For if you are
not greater than a point, how can you be united with the entire body which is of
such great magnitude? How, at least, can you be united with the brain, or some
minute part of it, which....must yet have some magnitude or extension, however
small it be? If you are wholly without parts, how can you mix or appear to mix
with its minute subdivisions? For there is no mixture unless each of the things to be
mixed has parts that can mix with one another. Further, if you are discrete, how
could you be involved with and form one thing along with matter itself? .... what
must the union of the corporeal with the incorporeal be thought to be? .... ought not
that union to take place by means of the closest contact? But how.... can that take
place, apart from body? How will that which is corporeal seize upon that which
is incorporeal, so to hold it conjoined with itself, or how will the incorporeal grasp
the corporeal, so as reciprocally to keep it bound to itself, if in it, the incorporeal,
there is nothing which it can use to grasp the other, or by which it can be grasped."

Gassendi, often referring to Descartes in such terms as "my worthy
Mind" or "0 unextended thing", argues that it is self-contradictory to
assert both that one is totally unextended and yet "diffused through the
whole body" .18 Gassendi also asserts that Descartes, in denying that his
body is an essential part of himself, is ipso facto denying that he is "a
complete human being" and including merely "an inner and more hidden
part.. .. " 19 In other words, Descartes is in error the moment he identifies
himself with his mind and says that his body is not an essential part of
,. Cited by Norman Kemp Smith, New Studies in the Philosophy of Descartes,
p.258.
17 Descartes, II, 201-02.
Ibid., p. 198.
18 Ibid., p. 138.
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himself. If Descartes really were nothing but an unextended mind, then
it is impossible to see how he could also be, or have, an extended body.
It is impossible to conceive how Descartes, if he were really only an
unextended thinking substance, could be united, and in close causal
connection, with a necessarily extended substance, the body. Yet, as we
saw, Descartes insists that man is a "composite entity" consisting of both
soul and body. 20
How could this be if, as Descartes says, "not only are their natures
different but even in some respects contrary to one another"?21 He is
committed to keeping mind and body apart but feels compelled by the
facts of experience both to admit, and attempt to account for, their union
and interaction. For example, he tries at length and in great detail in
The Passions oj the Soul to explain physiologically what he seems to
rule out logically, i.e., how the mind and body can and do interact.
He never reconciles his extreme form of dualism (mind versus matter)
with what he admits to be the facts of experience, namely that in almost
all of our waking lives our mind and our body seem to be inextricably
bound together. Indeed, as we have seen already, Descartes realizes the
extent to which the mind and the brain are interdependent:
.... although the mind of man informs the whole body, it yet has its principal seat
in the brain, and it is there that it not only understands and imagines, but also
perceives.... the soul or mind.... is intimately connected with the brain ...."
.... the soul feels those things that affect the body .... only in so far as it is in the
brain.... For....there are many maladies which, though they affect the brain alone,
yet either disorder or altogether take away from us the use of our senses ...."

Thus Descartes realizes the importance of the brain to mentality.
His extreme dualism outlasted all his attempts to explain how two
such heterogeneous substances could be united or causally interrelated.
The problem still exercises some neurophysiologists, as will be seen in
a later chapter.
Two of Descartes' greatest successors, Spinoza and Leibniz, accept
a strict dichotomy between body and mind, but unlike Descartes, deny
that mental and bodily events are causally interrelated.
In the preface to Part V of The Ethics, Spinoza criticizes Descartes'
claims about mind-body interaction. After describing Descartes' notions

lIJ)

21

22
23

Ibid.,
Ibid.,
Ibid.,
Ibid.,

I, 437.
p. 141.
p. 289.
p. 293.
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regarding ,the pineal gland as the seat of the soul and the purported role
of the animal spirits in the interaction, Spinoza asks:
What does he understand .... by the union of the mind and the body? What clear
and distinct conception has he got of thought in most intimate union with a certain
particle of extended matter? Truly I should like him to explain this union through
its proximate cause. But he had so distinct a conception of mind being distinct
from body, that he could not assign any particular cause of the union between
the two, or of the mind itself, but was obliged to have recourse to the cause of
the whole universe, that is to God. Further, I should much like to know, what
degree of motion the mind can impart to this pineal gland, and with what force
can it hold it suspended? ..

These remarks echo Gassendi's doubts about the intelligibility of Descartes' conception of the mind and the body and of their relationship.
Spinoza himself, ,though he too conceives of mind as thought and of
body as extension, holds an entirely different view from Descartes regarding their connection.
He holds that there is a complete parallelism between mind (thought)
and body (extension) and that ,there could be no causal relationship
between them. How indeed, could mind and body interact if they are
not different substances but one and the same thing? Spinoza holds the
following view: " .... substance thinking and substance extended are one
and the same substance, comprehended now through one attribute, now
through the other" .25
Mind and body, according to Spinoza, are not different substances,
entities or realms but are "one and the same individual conceived now
under the attribute of thought, now under the attribute of extension .... " 26
In the Proof of Proposition II, Part III of The Ethics, Spinoza explicitly
denies that there could be any interaction, causal or otherwise, between
the mind and the body. Mind and body are "one and same thing" and
it is nonsense to assert that a "physical action has its origin in the mind". 27
He adds that a "mental decision and a bodily appetite.... are simultaneous,
or rather are one and the same thing". 28
We shall assess the merits of this view in the discussion of the Dual Aspect
interpretation of the mind-body relationship .
.. The Chief Works of Benedict De Spinoza, ed. by R.H.M. Elwes (2 Vols.), II,
246.
25 Ibid.,
.. Ibid.,
~ Ibid.,
.. Ibid.,

p. 86 .
p. 102.
pp. 131-32.
p. 134.
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Leibniz also denies that there is any causal interaction between the
mind and the body.
The soul follows its own laws, and the body likewise follows its own laws; and
they agree with each other in virtue of the pre-established harmony between all
substances, since they are all representations of one and the same universe."

Such a view of the relation between mind and body is today not a
"live option". We regard it as more than a mere coincidence or a divinely
pre-established harmony that, under normal circumstances, when I receive
a serious injury I feel pain or when I try to refrain from striking someone
in anger, I usually succeed. It would seem ,that there is an undeniable
connection of some sort between what are called 'mental' events or
processes and what are called 'physical' events or processes. This is
true both at the macro-level of behavior (mind and body) and at the
micro-level of neurophysiology (mind and brain).
In his recent book The Concept of Mind, Gilbert Ryle criticizes Descartes' conception of the mind and its relation to the body. Basing many
of his arguments on ideas developed by Ludwig Wittgenstein, he argues
persuasively that the mind is not a separate substance, property, entity or
realm. He also challenges the notion that the mind is something wholly "inner" (spiritual) and private, arguing that the mind is not a substance like the
body (except that it is invisible) but that the mind is in a different logical
category from ,that of the body. This is how he characterizes the mind:
... .'my mind' ....signifies my ability and proneness to do certain sorts of things .....•
.... in describing the workings of a person's mind we are not describing a second
set of shadowy operations. We are describing certain phases of his one career;
namely we are describing the ways in which parts of his conduct are managed!'
To find that most people have minds (though idiots and infants in arms do not) is
simply to find that they are able and prone to do certain sorts of things ......
....when we speak of a person's mind, we are not speaking of a second theatre of
special-status incidents, but of certain ways in which some of the incidents of his
one life are ordered."
To talk of a person's mind... .is to talk of the person's abilities, liabilities and inclinations to do and undergo certain sorts of things and of the doing and undergoing
of these things in the ordinary world."
.. G. Leibniz, The Monadology and Other Philosophical Writings, trans. by
R. Latta, p. 262.
8. Op. cit., p. 168.
81 Ibid., p. 50.
32 Ibid., p. 61.
.. Ibid., p. 167•
.. Ibid., p. 199.
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According to Ryle, then, a person's mind is not a spiritual (ghostly)
substance or entity inhabiting, and in some mysterious way "intermingling
with", a body. A living person is not to be identified with a mind, as
Descartes had said, but with a living, acting, thinking body. To say of
such a being that it has a mind is to say that it can behave, is disposed
to behave and does behave in certain sorts of ways, e.g., tie its own
shoelaces, play chess and converse coherently with other similar beings.
The concept of mind, he argues, involves both our ability and disposition
to behave in certain ways and also instances of that behavior itself.
('Behavior' includes verbal behavior.) This view has come to be called
a behavioral or dispositional analysis of the mind.
If Ryle has adequately characterized the mind, then the mind-body
problem no longer arises. If one's mind is nothing but one's ability and
disposition to behave in certain ways, and also instances of the behavior
itself, it makes no sense to ask what the relationship is between one's
mind and one's body. One's mind just is one's body, dispositionally in
the sense that we are able and disposed .to behave in certain ways and
actually in the sense that it includes certain instances of that behavior
itself. While Descartes held that the mind is spiritual, inner and private,
Ryle holds .that it is physical, outer and public. In the course of criticizing
the Identity Theory we shall see that the truth lies somewhere between,
or rather straddles, Cartesian privacy and Rylian behaviorism.
Ryle's account of the concept of mind is correct so far as it goes, but
it is far from being adequate. As some of his critics have noted,35 he is
often talking more in terms of the narrower concept of intelligence than
in terms of the broader one of mind or consciousness. That is, he is
thinking of the mind or a mental process primarily as it is referred to in
"He has a good mind" rather than as in "A wild and preposterous idea
flashed through my mind" or in "The pain is excruciating". Ryle denies
that sensations are mental. He claims ,that "we do not regard the fact
that a person has a sensation as a fact about his mind"36 but insists that
"I am noL .. denying that there occur mental processes".37 Here are his
examples, however: "Doing long division is a mental process and so is
making a joke".38 It would seem, then, that for Ryle, sensations are not
mental processes.
35 Hugh R. King, "Professor Ryle and The Concept of Mind", Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 48 (1951), pp. 280-96.
3. Ryle, Mind, p. 222.
37 Ibid., p. 22.
38 Ibid.
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In the most common sense of the word 'sensation' or the word 'experience', however, one could not have an unconscious sensation or experience. If consciousness is a criterion of mentality, which it is, then any
conscious state or process must be, at least in part, a mental state or
process. Pains are experiences and cannot sensibly be said to exist unnoticed; they cannot exist except as aspects of consciousness. Sensations
or experiences are, at least in part, mental processes.
I am not claiming that any bodily process or entity of which we can
be conscious is ipso facto a mental process. For example, though one
may be conscious of a bruise on one's arm, it would be ludicrous to
suggest that the bruise is thereby a mental process. It is otherwise, however, with sensations. One could be unaware of one's bruise but not
unaware of one's sensation. Any process, bodily or otherwise, which
could not in principle exist, except as an aspect of consciousness, is itself
a mental process in so far as consciousness is a mental process. It would
be a contradiction to say that someone is experiencing pain (i.e. feels
pain) but is unconscious of the pain (i.e. does not feel pain). This, then,
is one criterion of mentality for at least this class of mental processes
(sensations), i.e., that they cannot exist-it makes no sense to say that
they exist-unless the person having them is conscious of them. (Nobody
would mind having pains he could not feel.)
It may be objected that the contradiction between 'feeling pain' and
'being unaware of (not feeling) the pain' arises because of the word
'feel' and not because of the word 'pain'. But pain is a sort of experience
-a characteristically distressing one-and an experience is something
which we live through. We could say that the contradiction arises from
the word 'awareness', e.g., "He is experiencing pain [and so must be
aware of it] but his attention has not been called to this fact [he is
unaware of it]". Whether we call pain a feeling, a sensation or an experience-and these are not necessarily mutually exclusive-it cannot
sensibly be said to exist unnoticed. Even if pain has neural correlates or
is constituted by neural firings, it is still at least in part an experiential
state, i.e., a mental state. 39 To say that a pain exists but is being had
by nobody is to say something utterly vacuous. Nothing would be called
'pain' unless it were an aspect of someone's consciousness.
There are at least two aspects of mind, viz., experiential, including
consciousness, and behavioral, including intelligent behavior. Ryle identifies the mind with the latter and does his best to dismiss the former.

3.

For further discussion on the mentality of pain, see below, pp. 142 ff.
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It is my contention that there are aspects of mind other than behavior
and that no ,theory of mind can be adequate which denies or ignores any
of them.
That Ryle very often does restrict himself to intelligence, rather than
deal with mentality as a whole, can be seen in the following:
Having a sensation is not an exercise of a quality of intellect or character. Hence
we are not too proud to concede sensations to reptiles.'"

True, one need not be intelligent to have sensations, but this does not
mean that sensations are nothing but physical processes. In so much as
an organism must be aware or conscious before it can be sensibly said
to be having a sensation, we cannot deny it some degree of mentality.
Though we may be reluctant ,to say that any being other than man has
a mind, we know that there are varying degrees of mentality among
animals. Sentience may indicate but a modicum of mentality but this does
not mean that it involves nothing but physical processes.
J. J. C. Smart, a staunch advocate of the Identity Theory, also identifies
the mind with intelligent behavior: "To say that we have a mind is to say
that we behave intelligently, not that we have a soul or 'ghost'."41 That
such a view distorts our conception of the mind can be seen by reflecting
upon the following locutions:

1. "Who knows what he has in mind?"
2. "Nobody could tell what he was thinking."
3. "I'd give a million dollars to know what is going on in his mind."
(Or "in his head.")
4. "Do animals have minds?"
Some quotes from The Devils by Dostoevsky (translated by David
Magarshack):
5. "Of course I didn't know what was going on inside him, I merely saw
him from the outside."42
6. "I found him in a most remarkable state of mind: upset and greatly
agitated, but at ,the same time decidedly triumphant. "48
7. "A wild and preposterous idea flashed through my mind."44
'" Ryie, Mind, p. 204.
" I.I.C. Smart, Philosophy and Scientific Realism, p. 106.
.. Op. cit., p. 213 •
.. Ibid., p. 425.
" Ibid., p. 428.
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It is well known that people do not always disclose their thoughts to
others, e.g. in statements 1, 2, 3, and 5. What is disclosed or kept concealed here is not behavior, intelligent or unintelligent, but ideas or
thoughts. In regard to statement 4, we may know that some animals
behave intelligently and yet be undecided as to whether we should
ascribe a mind to them. A mind, therefore, does not consist of intelligent
behavior alone. If we were convinced that another species of animals
besides man were conscious, we would not hesitate to ascribe a mind to
them. Descartes may have been mistaken to identify the mind with consciousness but where there could be no consciousness, we would refuse
to acknowledge the presence of a mind. A robot might engage in the
most sophisticated sorts of behavior and yet be mindless.
In statement 6, one might be tempted to argue that it is primarily
behavior to which reference is being made. After all, explicit reference
is made to the person's being upset, agitated and yet triumphant. However, Dostoevsky's express use of the locution "state of mind" is not
completely gratuitous. One could conceivably produce a robot which
exhibited behavior characteristic of agitation and triumph, yet if the
robot were not also feeling agitated and triumphant, we would not call his
(its) state one of mind. What does not have a mind could hardly be said,
strictly speaking, to be in a particular state of mind.
Finally, in sentence 7, no behavior, or intelligent behavior, is in
question. An idea can occur to someone utterly incapable of either
expressing it or even informing others of its occurrence, e.g., someone
who is paralyzed but who is still conscious. It is clear in such a case that
any sort of behavior is impossible, unless one wishes to call the occurrence
of an idea to someone, or of consciousness in general, a case of 'covert'
behavior.
Should one insist on doing this, I suggest that our present distinction
between behavior and non-behavior would merely have undergone a
change in name, namely, 'overt behavior' and 'covert behavior'. In other
words, the fact still remains that a person can be conscious, e.g., have
ideas-undergo mental processes-and yet engage in no overt behavior
at all. Mentality, therefore, cannot simply be identified with potential and
actual intelligent behavior.
Though Ryle does not do complete justice to the concept of mind, he
does, I think, show once and for all that the mind is not a spiritual
substance or Ego inhabiting an alien body, that it is not a ghost in a
machine. His dispositional analysis of the mind may not be adequate
but it does account for an important aspect of mind, left out by Descartes.
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DESCARTES-THE MIND AND THE BODY

As Ryle shows, the problems of other minds and solipsism (which are
actually two sides of the same coin), do not arise once we see that
persons are not ghostly inhabitants of their bodies but are conscious
organisms. Ryle does not hold that men are automata:
Men are not machines, not even ghost-ridden machines. They are men-a tautology
which is sometimes worth remembering."

As we shall see, many Identity theorists do not seem to remember this.
J.J.e. Smart, for example, explicitly claims that we are mechanisms.
As we said earlier, Ryle claims that the concepts of mind and matter,
or mind and body, are in different logical categories. A person, according
to Ryle, is not composed of both a mind and a body, or of mind and
matter. Persons are material bodies which are said to have minds if they
can do certain sorts of things. He sometimes says that having a mind
also means that one is able and inclined to undergo certain sorts of
things 46 but he emphasizes again and again .that behavior is the key to
our understanding of the concept of mind. It is clear that Ryle is mainly
concerned with the mind-body problem-"I aim at nothing more than
[to] rectify the logic of mental-conduct concepts"47- and not with the
mind-brain problem. In other words, he is dealing with the problem of
the nature of the mind and its relationship to our whole body and our
behavior, not with the relationship of mental processes to the brain or
brain processes. He does, however, make the following remarks about the
mind-matter (and thus about the mind-brain) problem:
....the dogma of the Ghost in the Machine .... maintains that .... there occur physical
processes and mental processes ... but ... the phrase 'there occur mental processes'
does not mean the same sort of thing as 'there occur physical processes' ... .it makes
no sense to conjoin or disjoin the two .... The belief that there is a polar opposition
between Mind and Matter is the belief that they are terms of the same logical type ....
both Idealism and Materialism are answers to an improper question. The 'reduction'
of the material world to mental states and processes, as well as the 'reduction' of
mental states and processes to physical states and processes, presuppose the legitimacy of the disjunction 'Either there exist minds or there exist bodies (but not both)'.
It would be like saying, 'Either she bought a left-hand glove and a right-hand glove
or she bought a pair of gloves (but not both)'.'"

There is a sense in which Ryle is right here but there is a sense in
which he is, it seems to me, mistaken. He is right in saying that neither
Ibid.,
Ibid.,
~ Ibid.,
.. Ibid.,
<Ii
{6

p. 81.
p. 199.

p. 16, emphasis mine.
pp. 22-23, emphasis mine.

