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NOTES FOR MIND/BODY RELATIONSHIP
There are Two Main Puzzles about the mind: the Metaphysical Puzzle – What is the mind? And the  Epistemological Puzzle – How do we know about the minds of others? The following looks at answers that have been proposed to the metaphysical puzzle..  
1.  Dualism - that mind and body are distinct objects with distinct characteristics
This is what Descartes held - and some philosophers still do- e.g. Richard Swinburne, a professor of philosophy at Oxford. Our mind and our body are different things. The mind has mental states and mental actions and the body has physical states and physical movements. But body and mind interact - the bodily senses send information to the mind and the mind makes the body move.
Pros - points in favour
Many arguments for dualism rely on Leibniz’ Law of ‘In-discernibility of Identicals’. (Leibniz was an C18th German rationalist philosopher and he set out this idea which is thus named after him.)   This is the uncontentious thesis that if two names - 'A' and 'B' - are names for very same thing or kind, then what ever is true of A will be true of B.
For example, if 'the Morning Star' and 'the Evening Star' are both names for the same planet, namely Venus, then whatever is true of the Morning Star must be also true of the Evening Star.
Some of the standard arguments for Dualism (and some of the standard objections to other theories about mind and body) turn on this simple idea.
The point is that if my Mind is, say, my Brain, then what ever is true of my Brain must be true of my Mind, or if my thoughts and sensations are brain states, then whatever is true of my thoughts or sensations must be true of my brain states – and vice-verse. But prima facie this is not so.
E.g. my brain perhaps weighs three pounds, but it doesn't make sense to say that my mind
weighs three pounds. My brain can be divided in two, but my mind cannot - one of Descartes' arguments.
Or, my thoughts can be vivid, clear, confused, true, false, reasonable; sensations can be sharp, dull, unbearable, enjoyable etc. but it makes no sense to say such things of my brain states.
Hence, mental things cannot be the same things as physical things .
Cons - points against Dualism
The Interaction Problem
We believe that we act for reasons, that we are motivated by our desires, hopes and beliefs – i.e. we believe that our actions are explained by our mental states. But usually our actions involve bodily movement – unless they are purely mental actions, like thinking what to do next – and we also believe that all physical events have physical causes – and the movement of our bodies is a physical event. So if mental states and events are distinct from physical states and events how can they play no part in explaining our movements or our behaviour. This a paradox that runs through the mind/body issue.
Supposing I pick up my umbrella on my way out. We tell ourselves two conflicting stories. On the one hand I take the umbrella because I think its going to rain - a belief - and I don’t want to get wet - a desire. This explains what I do in mental terms.
But I also think that my movement in picking up the umbrella is caused by the muscles in my arm contracting, which is caused by electro-chemical neural discharges in my arm which were initiated by other such neural events leading back to those in my brain. This explains my movement in purely physical terms.
So if this last story is true and my beliefs and desires are distinct from all things physical, then my beliefs and desires play no part in explaining the way my body moves in picking up my umbrella.
We end up with what philosophers call Epiphenomenalism - the idea that beliefs and desires just accompany our movements, but have no real effect on them.
Leibniz believed in a kind of Epiphenomenalism called pre-established harmony: God had so created and pre-ordained things that when I when I decided to pick up my umbrella my body moved so as to pick it up - but without any causal interaction between my decision and my movements.
But this seems unsatisfactory. Surely we act because of what we believe and desire.
But if that is so, then it seems that the mental and the physical cannot be distinct as Dualism would have it.
2. Behaviourism
Behaviourism is one attempt to answer this puzzle – amongst others.
Psychological versus Logical Behaviourism.
The former is the method in psychology of studying behaviour rather than relying on introspective reports of states of mind - since it was hard to know how accurate these were or how they could be verified.
The latter is the philosophical idea that mental terms just describe behaviour – in other words, that language about the mental could be translated without loss into language about behaviour.
A famous early account was Gilbert Ryle’s The Concept of Mind – 1949.
Ryle described Descartes dualist view as the 'myth' of the ghost in the machine and argued that Descartes, and others, were wrong to think of the mind as a thing at all  - ghostly or otherwise - rather mental terms just describe how we behave - mental language, he said, is adjectival to behaviour
I.e. to say that a person has a mind is to say that their behaviour can be described in certain special ways - e.g. as intelligent or stupid, as thoughtful or thoughtless, as careful or careless, and so on. And that to think of it as describing a separate thing is mistaken - what he called a category mistake - putting mind in the category of things rather than in the category of the characteristics of things.
Pros - what speaks for this view
a) Aren’t mental terms often descriptive of behaviour?
E.g. we describe people as acting angrily or intelligently or thoughtlessly.
b) Can't we see from their behaviour – including their speech and facial expressions - how people are feeling, or whether they are thoughtful or intelligent or not?
cf. IQ tests and school exams to test knowledge.
We can see that a person is conscious by the way they behave. To say that they are conscious is just to say that they are behaving in ways described by the mental terms.
c) How else could we learn the names for mental states?
How did I learn what ‘pain’ means? Either mother said to me something like, “Oh dear, do you have a pain in your tummy.” or she might say, “Don’t upset your sister. She has a pain in her arm.” Either way mother has to tell by looking and listening that I or my sister has a pain. So if pain is not just pain behaviour, it must be somehow intimately related to pain behaviour - or we could never learn what ‘pain’ meant. We might feel pains, but we could never learn what they were called.
(A dualist would say that pain was the mental state that caused that kind of behaviour. But first, this faces the interaction problem, and second, this would identify pain as the cause of pain behaviour – whatever that cause was. This is something I will come back to, but it would still be the behaviour that governed our use of the word 'pain'.)
Cons - what speaks against it
a) Occurrent mental experience. Sensations, day dreams.
Firstly, it just seems irresistible to say that these are more than just behaviour – or even tendencies to behaviour.  I may be startled out of my day dream and not even recall what I was day dreaming about, let alone act on it in any way. Or if I have an orange after-image - it is far from clear how this will necessarily show in my behaviour.
b) That it does not have mental phenomena explaining behaviour in the right kind of way.
On this account to say that a person is angry is just to say how they are behaving - whereas what we normally mean is that they are acting like that because they are angry. The anger is not just the behaviour, but the cause of the behaviour.
Such objections led to a modification of behaviourism.
A Modification of Behaviourism - dispositions to behaviour
Behaviourism shifted in response to such objections - shifted from saying that mental terms describe behaviour to saying they describe dispositions to behaviour.
E.g. to say that a person is angry is not to say that he is behaving angrily - a person might suppress their anger - but that they are disposed to act angrily.
Cons - problems with this modification
a) it still does not seem to meet the objection about occurrent mental states, like sensations and day dreams.
b) There are not dispositions corresponding to mental states individually.
E.g. To say that sugar is soluble in water is to say that it has a disposition to dissolve when placed in water - which is easily tested. But to say that a person has a desire for ice cream is not to say that they are disposed to eat ice cream if it is available, because they may also believe that ice cream will make them fat and that they want to slim. And so they will have no disposition to eat ice cream when it is available.
So individual kinds of mental state  - like a particular belief or particular desire - do not cash out in some specific disposition.
c) There is still a problem about the way mental states explain.
E.g. a person’s anger explains their being disposed to act angrily - it is the cause of the disposition rather than just the disposition itself.
Same with sugar being water soluble: we believe that there is something about the sugar that makes it soluble in water
I.e. anger is something which makes a person disposed to angry behaviour - its not just the behaviour, and not just the disposition either.
Such objections to behaviourism led to the next idea -
3. Mind/Brain Identity Theory
The Australian philosopher, JJC Smart, thought about sensations, what was going on when he had an orange after-image? He put the idea in a mental/physical neutral language: Something is going on in me which is like what goes on in me when I see an orange patch. What is it? A brain process.
I noted above that if we insist on saying that pain is the cause of pain behaviour then it is a cause identified only by its effects – it is whatever causes pain behaviour. Again a mind/brain identity theorist would say that its a particular kind of brain state that causes that kind of behaviour, therefore pain is a particular kind of brain state.
This was later generalised to other mental states so that my desires, beliefs etc. were all suggested to be the same things as different kinds of brain process.
Different kinds of mental state or activity are different kinds of brain state or activity, mental states are kinds of brain state - and, since ‘the mind’ is the sum total of all these mental states, we can say loosely that the mind is the brain.
Pros - what speaks for this idea?
a) It resolves the interaction problem - or seems to.
Behaviourism seemed to say that mental states just describe our behaviour, or are names for dispositions to behaviour. But we want mental states to explain behaviour.
But we also noted - against Dualism - that it seems to be physical events in our bodies which must explain our behaviour.
So if mental events are those physical events then there is no problem about mental states and events explaining our behaviour.
b) Leibniz’ Second Law - the identity of indiscernibles
Furthermore, if we regard mental states and events as being what explains our behaviour, and if we find, as we seem to be doing, that certain neural states and events in our brain are what explains our behaviour, then that seems a strong argument for saying that these brain states and events are the mental states and events.
This seems a very compelling argument, but there are still problems!
Cons - what speaks against this idea?
First I should note that most of those who object to a mind/brain identity theory do not swing back to the idea of the soul – the idea of the mind as some immaterial thing. Some contemporary philosophers do – e.g. Richard Swinburne – but I think most would accept that the brain plays an essential role in our thinking and feeling, most would believe that without the brain there would be no mind, no consciousness. Its just that they don't think the identity theory gets things right.  
a) A dualist would raise objections from Leibniz’ Law  - the same points that supported Dualism.
If brain states and events are mental states and events then whatever is true of the one should be true of the other., and this doesn't seem true of brain states and mental states.
But Identity Theorists had an answer to at least some of these objections.
Some of these objections turn on what is known or what can be doubted.
E.g. Descartes had argued that I can doubt that I have a body, but cannot doubt that I have a mind – since doubt is clearly the state of some mind.
But arguments from Leibniz' Law which turn on matters of doubt and knowledge fail.
E.g. John Smith and the murderer might be the same man, but “Poirot knows who John Smith is.” might be true and yet “Poirot knows who the murderer is.” might be false. (We could explain this by saying that such statements are best construed as being about Poirot, rather than as being about the murderer.)
Or again: That people in the middle ages knew that the Evening Star was the same object as the Evening Star, but didn't know that the Evening Star was the same object as the Morning Star certainly doesn't show that the Evening Star is not the the same object as the Morning Star!
Another kind of dualist argument turns on meanings, on what is involved in a concept.
E.g.  Since the concept of a brain event is the concept of a physical event it follows that a brain event will have a spacial location – i.e. it follows from the meaning of 'brain event' that a brain event will have spacial location. But it does not follow from the concept of a thought that a thought has a location. Therefore thoughts cannot be brain events.
But arguments from Leibniz' Law which turn on matters of meaning also fail.
E.g. Suppose that John Smith, the murderer, was a grocer. It follows from the meaning of 'grocer' that, as a grocer, he sold groceries. But it doesn't follow from the meaning of 'murderer' that the murderer sold groceries, therefore the murder cannot be a grocer.
This is obviously fallacial.
Often these kinds of arguments are put in terms of what it does or does not make sense to say.
E.g. It makes no sense to talk of the location of a thought, but it does make sense to talk of the location of a brain event, therefore a thought cannot be a brain event.
But it might have been argued that it makes no sense to say that a given mean kinetic energy of particles was comforting, yet it does make sense to say that given level of heat, in a bath say, is comforting. Therefore heat cannot be mean kinetic energy of particles.
This argument obviously fails too. Since heat is mean kinetic molecular energy it is the mean energy of the particles in our bath water that is comforting – odd as that may still sound.
Identity theorists stressed that they were not saying that statements about brain events have the same meaning as statements about, say, thoughts, only that, in fact, they refer to the same things. And in this way they sought to meet the objections from Leibniz' Law.
b) There are objections from ‘chauvinism’
‘Chauvinism’ or ‘’specie-ism’ is the objection that an identity theory would tie mental states too closely to our human physical structure, and so make it impossible for other differently structured organisms to have minds..
E.g. if pain just is the discharge of the C-fibres in our brains, then any creature without C-fibres could not have a pain.
But suppose we were visited by extra-terrestrials with a totally different organic structure - but who behaved intelligently and cried out when injured and so on. Wouldn’t we want to say that they had pain even though they had no C-fibres? And that they had thoughts even thought nothing in their internal structure was the same as anything in ours? Or it might well be true that some animals on Earth which show pain also have no C-fibres like ours, but we'd still want to say that they could feel pain.
But if so then pain cannot just be C-fibres discharging.
This objection – and the objection to behaviourism that we cannot match particular mental states to given dispositions because mental states interact in producing a particular disposition - led to Functionalism.
4. Functionalism
What's wrong with the identity theory is that is says that e.g. pain is just the very same kind of thing as something going in a human being who is in pain. But different kinds of thing might be going on in non-human organisms which are in pain.
Perhaps an analogy would help. If we consider cars and ask, What is the transmission system? The answer will be, The gear box and the crankshaft. The identity theorist would then say this shows that the kind transmission system is the very same thing as the kind gear box and crankshaft. But a motor cycle has a transmission system – but, usually, a motor cycle has a gear box and a chain. So 'transmission system' cannot refer to the same kind as 'gear box and crankshaft'. What makes something a transmission system is what it does, not what its made of.
So, analogously, we can say that e.g. a desire for strawberries is not just the same as some kind of brain state, but is rather whatever internal state of the organism in question makes it disposed to eat strawberries if they are at hand and to seek them out if they are not at hand.
But in discussing behaviourism we noted that a desire for strawberries may not lead to any behaviour, and that what the person is disposed to do will depend upon what else they believe and desire. E.g. where they seek out strawberries will depend on where they believe strawberries may be found, and they many not look for strawberries at all if they want to lose weight.
So, in response to these two points, the Functionalist says that we should not try to identify particular kinds of mental state with particular kinds of bodily states or events, nor should we try to identify particular kinds of mental state with particular kinds of dispositions to behaviour. Rather we should be more holistic.
We see that a person acts upon the information before them – their overall situation in so far as they are aware of it – in the light of their mental states. And we also believe that a person's body, being a physical thing, is moved by physical causes – in some complex way light, sounds and  touches effect its senses and so act on the body to produce its movements.
And so this is the Functionalist's thought -
Either way, we have an input (information or stimuli impinging on the senses) and an output (actions or bodily movements). And for a given input, the output will vary depending on the inner state – the output is mediated by the internal state. In the one case, an input of information is mediated by various states of mind resulting in an out put of action. In the other an input of physical phenomena impacting on the body is mediated by the bodies internal physical state causing an output of bodily movement. (And in either case the input will also result in a modification of the internal state.)
Functionalism is the idea that these are just two different ways of describing the same thing.
The mediating state – regarded either as a state of mind or as a physical state – is called the 'functional state' or the organism, and this overall functional state of the organism, the person, can be described in either of two ways: in mental terms or in physical terms.  
The functional system is what mediates between input and output - between the information and action, or between stimuli and movement.
This is a kind of Identity Theory, but not identity between a kind of mental state - like pain - and a kind of physical state - like the firing of C-fibres. Here it is the overall functional state described in mental terms which is held to be identical with the overall functional state described in physical terms.
E.g. Does a robot have desires? Think of Data in Star Trek. We accept that he does - not because we know what goes on inside him physically, nor because we know what it is like to be Data, but because his input/output patterns are sufficiently like our own. If a creature has sufficiently complex input/output patterns, which can be sufficiently described in mental terms, then they have a mind. (c.f. the ‘Turing test’ - and Daniel Dennett’s ‘intentional stance’ idea)
Pros - what speaks for this idea?
Functionalism avoids at least some of the objections to Identity Theory and Behaviourism.
Functionalism avoids the ‘chauvinism’ of Identity Theory. It requires no one to one correspondence between mental states and physical states, no identification of particular mental states with particular physical states  but nonetheless there is no ‘mind’ distinct from body, no mental states distinct from physical states.
And, unlike Behaviourism, it allows that mental states explain behaviour in the right kind of way - I act because of my beliefs and desires, since they are seen as functional states of my physical organism which are the causes of my movements.
Also it means that mental terms are about people, human beings, human organisms – which surely it is. It sees human beings as physical functional systems  - which surely they are – and mental language as just one way of describing such systems – which in some sense surely it is.
But all the same there are some remaining worries.
Cons -  what speaks against this idea?
Some of the objections arise again from Leibniz’ Law – Can we say the same things about the physical functional system as we can of things mental? But some of them are about how human thought operates in a context – cultural and otherwise.
Four Problem Areas:
1. What philosophers call ‘qualia’ - my current conscious experiences - how the sky looks to me, how I see red.
E.g. Star Trek's Data will be able to see that the sky is blue, the same as me, and he will stop at red traffic lights, the same as me – but will his experience of colours, or even of shapes and textures, be the same as mine? Or is this a distinction without a difference?
2. Truth and reason - how can these be reproduced in a purely causal system. Causal relations seem quite different from rational relations.
3. ‘Aboutness’ - what philosophers call intentionality - the fact that my thought can be about something which is not a part of my mind. (I’ll come back to this.)
4. Subjectivity. Perhaps this is an aspect of the three above. Can my subjective experience really be cashed out in terms of something purely objective?
E.g. it has been remarked that if I had, and could grasp, all the information possible about the physical world, including all its functional systems – still I would not know which such functional system was me.
‘Aboutness’ - what philosophers call intentionality.
Thoughts, beliefs and desires are about things - they have a reference outside the mind. If I think of going to France, my thought is about France, but how could something in a physical system, functional or otherwise, be about something outside that system?
A functionalist might argue that a computer output could be about something. The output, on the VDU, could be the write up of my diary of my holiday in France, and so it is about France. The reply to that example - and perhaps to others comparing a mind to a computer - is that the computer can’t read its own screen. The marks which the computer outputs onto the screen are, as parts of a physical system, just marks. They are only about France because they mean something to the person looking at the screen.
A computer is designed to relate input to output in ways that mirror certain of our thought process - multiplication for example. But the processes involved are just physical interactions - they have no meaning, are not about anything, nor can they be true or false until we interpret the output.
(A weakness with this objection is that it is not at all clear how thoughts can be about things either - although clearly they can be.)
A role for community in shaping the mind?
We can read the computer screen, not because of what’s in our head, but because we are part of a linguistic community. It could be argued that what gives meaning to our thoughts is that we participate in the communal practice of language - using the structures and ideas embodied in that practice. It could be argued that what we have in our mind depends not just on what is in our head, but in some way upon our community.
Putnam‘s Twin Earth and how ‘The mind ain’t in the head.’
Hilary Putnam, a contemporary US philosopher, put another case for the essential involvement of our situation in our thoughts. He said image a Twin Earth, exactly like ours, with people like ours and even speaking English. There is one difference: the water on Twin Earth is not H2O but has some subtly different chemical composition - he called it ‘twater’. We can imagine a Twin Person on this Twin Earth, doing and saying exactly the same things as me. But there is one difference: when I think of water I think of water, but when he thinks of water, he thinks of twater. His thought will not be about the same stuff as mine, even though his mental and physical functional systems are just the same as mine.
Perhaps this does not conflict with functionalism in that when my functional state is oriented towards water, his will be oriented towards twater. But it does show that we cannot just look inside the functional system to find out what its thoughts are about.
And what my thought is about is what makes it the thought it is. My thought of holidaying in France is a different thought from my thought of holidaying in Germany. But if the very identity of thoughts sometimes depends on something outside of us, then we could not say that anything inside us, inside our bodies, was the same thing as that thought.
5. Wittgenstein and the 'Dissolution' of the Problem
Wittgenstein thought that most philosophical problems were ''psuedo- problems' – that they only arise through a lack of clarity about our concepts, about the way we use words and the role they play in our lives.
Some of these problems arise through deceptive similarities in the 'surface' grammar of language. Somewhere Wittgenstein remarked, “I will show you differences.”.
E.g. We say “My cat purrs.” and “My cat exists.”  These sound very much the same – but clearly the way these words function is very different. E.g. Someone might claim, “I have a cat that doesn't purr”, but who would say, “I have a cat that doesn't exist”?
Wittgenstein believed that overlooking similar sorts of differences led to the 'problem' of the mind. . E.g. We use the expression 'I have a hand' and the expression 'I have a mind' – e.g. 'I have a mind of my own.' or 'I have a mind not to see you again!' (Do we ever, outside philosophy, use the expression 'I have a body'?). But to say 'I have lost my hand'  has a quite different meaning from 'I have lost my mind'. (And what would 'I have lost my body' mean?)
Wittgenstein might ask, Do we ever really use 'mind' to refer to some thing? And if not then it makes no sense to ask what thing it is – or whether it is the same thing as the brain.
Without going into details – compare the idea that I have a thought, with the idea that there is a story. E.g. there is a story about Jack and Beanstalk. There is such a story, but what is it?
The natural answer to the question: What is the story? would be to outline the story. (And the natural thing to say if someone asks, What is your thought? would be to tell them what you are thinking.)
But the philosopher will say, 'No, that's not what I meant. What I meant is what is to be a story? What is that we are saying exists when we say there is a story?
And now we put forward various suggestions which all seem wrong.
Is this story identical with a book in which it is written? Is it identical with the text of any particular book? Is it the same thing as all the various texts and tellings – or the same thing as all the marks on various pages and all the sound waves involved in the tellings? None of these answers seem quite right. So perhaps the story is not the same as anything material? Perhaps the story is an immaterial thing!
But we shouldn't get ourselves into such a pickle! We know well enough what it is for there to be a story of Jack and the Beanstalk. We say that such a story exists because people have told such a story, it has been written down in various places, pantomimes have been based on it and so on. But “There is a story of Jack and Beanstalk.” does not mean the same as a statement asserting any of these things – and nor is the story the same thing as any of these things.
The point is that to say that there is a story is not to say that there is some thing which is the story – so we shouldn't be asking ourselves, What thing is it?
Perhaps Wittgenstein would say something along the same lines about the mind (although he is not that easy to understand) – i.e. that the mind is not a thing, and we should not be asking what thing it is. Certainly he argued that the philosophical 'problems' of mind arose through our being misled by language to ask the wrong questions, and that the way out of the puzzle is not to find the right answers but to see why and how the questions are the wrong questions. Rather as we can see that it is a wrong question to ask, But what really is the story of Jack and the Beanstalk?
