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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this Ëhesis is to show that any form of dualism

is untenable, and to defend a form of identity theory which ís compatí-

ble wíËh Ëhe quanturn Ëheory of physícs. Briefly, quanta are all thaË

there is in the universe; it follows that a mental state is a quantum

staËe of Ëhe braÍn apt for bringíng about a certain sort of behavíor.

In Chapter I the varíous mínd-body theories are briefly presented

and the failure of each noted. HerberË Feíglrs discussion of the basic

ambíguiËy of the termsttmenËalrrand I'physícaltt (as presented in TherrMen-

taltt and the ttPhvsÍcaltf) ís surmnarízed, with hís criteria for a soluËion

of the mínd-body problem. 
l

Various forms and ínterpretations of the statemenË of identity

are explored in Chapter II. SËatements are classífíed accordíng to whether

their truth results from 1ogíca1 necessity, linguisËic necessíty, causal

necessíty, or wheËher they are adventitíous, or accidenËal. It ís con- i

cluded that the present form of the idenËity theory states that the class 
i..
I ,r,ti'

of entíties modified by the adjecËival use of I'mindtris enËirely included 
,

i :ì:-: :'

ín the class of enËities modifíed by the adjecËival use of the wordrrbrainrt; I:,',:..,1

l

and that this is necessarily so as a resul-t of Ëhe manner ín which brains 
,

in fact operate, gíven the laws of nature as they are (regardless of

wheËher they are knor,¡n).

Chapter III contains a suÍmary of quantum Ëheory as it is currently

held by most physicists, and descriptions of the laser phenomenon and holo-

graphy are presenËed (a) as examples of Ëhe confir:níng evídence for quantum 
I

theory and (b) as relevant to a possible model of Ëhe brain and its functions.
ilì,' :,-ì:ji



An attempt is made to clarífy the Heisenberg uncertainÈy principl-e and :

show íËs relevance to the problem.

The quantum theory of mind is presented and explained ín Chapter

IV, and an attempË is made to analyse various t5pes of sensation state-

ments in the light of menËal eventsr being ínterpreted as quantum effects 
.,,.,.

The findings in parapsychoLogy of L. L. Vasiliev of the Uníversity of

Leningrad, and of Dr. Helmut Schrnídt of the J. B. Rhine Institute are in-

vestigated as possible candidates for conf irming or non-conf irming eví- :.::-::

dence of the truth of Ëhe quantum theory of mínd. The problem of intenÈ- i'l"t':ì

i...
ionalíty ís reviewed and a tentative solution presented. It is shornrn i::,¡.,,,,

that most of the tradiÈional mind-brain puzzLes result from either (a) 
,a faul-ty concept of mind, (b) an ínadequate concept of matter, or (c)

faílure to pose quesËions unambiguously. 
l

In the concl-udíng chapter, a return to Herbert Feiglts postscript

to The "Mentaltt and the "Physical[ investigates in the lighÈ of the pro-
I

posed theory the four t'true but irreconcilablett proposítions which Feigl l

t,

quotes from the doctoral díssertatíon of Mrs. Judíth Economós. IË is con-

cluded that none of the statements is, as stated, entirely true, and that

íf they are corrected or the questionablê elements eliminated, they are no ;,,';.i-.'

' j ..'

Longer írreconcílable. Finally, the theory ís subjected to Feigl rs crít- ¡,','.. ''
¡,1-i,-,,,,

eria for an acceptable solution to the mind-body problem. It is found

thata1thoughthereisinsufficientevídencetostatethatthetheorysat-

ísfies the criteria, there ís no respect in which it clearly fails. i,,;,:
i.';t",i;
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INTRODUCTION

It is probably mísleadíng to refer to the mind-body problem; rather

there is a number of related, but separate problems whích may be classí-

fied as: (a) linguistic, (b) logícal, (c) problems related to dualisË

Ëheories, (d) problems reLated to materíalíst theories. !ühi1e solutíons

to (a) and (b) rnust be sought, it seems that the way will be more clear

when we have a cl-earer idea of the domain r¿iËhin which we are working.

Philosophical wriËing tends to become míred ín díscussions of

trcategory mistakestr and rtconceptual confusionsrr so that the maín issues

of mental- aad physical are lost. The dualíst faíl-s because of the inad-

equacy of some form of action or ínteracËíon theory, or else from Ëhe

prima facíe improbability of some form of para11elism. The materíalist

faíls when faced with intentionality, volition, and the apparent efficacy

of consciousness.

It is usually presupposed that the concept ltphysical" ís unequív-

ocal and clearly understood, and that 'rmentalrr refers to somethíng whích 
:;:,,::¡.ìÌ.:-.

ís necessarily non-physical. IrJhaË has not, so far as I can te11, been 
,,,,1.1

directly suggested, is that ouï concept of matter has been so inadequate -'' -''

as to be clearly erroneous--í.e., that the quantum theory of current

physics is basically correct and adequate to explain all the phenomena
.,.

of the universe íncludíng consciousness. ir...,,,,
:

trühen a physícist writes:

In experiment, in theory, and even in philosophical
implications, the study of particles seems to have
blurred the dívíding lines beËween matËer and

il
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interactions, between actor and actionsr l

then iÈ is time for the phílosopher to reassess some of his basic assump-

tions. Thus Ëhe purpose of this thesís is Ëo shor¿ that any form of dual-

ísm must be untenable and to suggest a form of monísm which one might caLl

attquantum theory of mÍndtf. I would avoid the termrrmateríal-ismrton the

ground that classical concepËs of matter are bound Èo be misleadíng. It

ís an idenËity theory of the type Richard RorËy cal-ls a I'disappearancert

theory. I am not claiming Ëo have solved the mind-brain problem, but to

have shown that there is no longer any good reason to doubt ËhaË a full

and adequate explanation of whaË kind of referents 1ie behind such 1o-

cutions as r?Irr, ttI thinktt, ttl senserteÈc. will be found wíthin Ëhe domain

of quantum theory as it may reasonably be expecLed to be modified by

empiríca1 research.

1-C1íf ford E. Swartz, rrResource l-etter on Subatomíc ParËic1es, t'

American Journal of Phvsics Vol. 34, No. 12,December 1966

1.-.'.



CTTAPTER I

A SIiMMARY OF I]NACCEPTABLE SOIUTIONS

Everyone knows Ëhat 'mindr ís what an ídealÍst
thinks there is nothing e1-se but, and matter is
what the materialist thinks the same about. The
reader also knows, I hope, that idealists are vír-
tuous and maËeriaIísts' are wícked.

-- Bertrand Russel1, Historv of Ï,{estern Phílosophy

. There is, unfortunately, a good deal more to be said on the

subject than thís; much of ít having already been saíd, and most even

less enlightening. However for present purposes I sha11 divide the

' mínd-body theories ínto the classificaËions of monísm and dualísm. Mon-

istic theoríes, which can include boËh materialism and idealism, can be

subdivíded into identitt¡ theoríes, of whích there are numerous staËements,

and double aspect theories--not currently held in very high repute, and

perhaps unjustly so held. The class of dualist theories may be subdivíd-

ed into: ínteractionism, epíphenomenalism, parall-elísm, and the less

1ikely occasionalism and preesËablíshed harmonv. I sha11 not discuss the

1atËer theoríes on Ëhe ground that (a) they are empirically unverifíable, and :,,',,,,

(b) they are intuitívely unsatisfactory.

Before proceeding any further in detail I shoul-d líke to distin-

guÍsh between, and for the purpose of thís díscussion define, the terms

r'brain sËate r, tbraín eventr, rbraín processr wiËh their parallels ín the

mental realm. rBrain eventt I shall treat as primitive, referring to

those electromagnetic phenomena which can be recorded by an electroence-

phal-ograph, at least some of which can be correlated with a$tareness, or

I:'::::-':
i: . .'i .,
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menËa1 evenËs; a brain process, then, will be a sequence of brain events

which may or may noË be conneeted causally but are temporalLy sequential;

a brain tstatet is a unit r¿hích may involve one or more brain events and/

or processes, and which may be correlated wiËh sLates or units of aware-

ness of the kínd that Ëhe contrnon man would describe as tanger', 'paínt,
rsatiety', rseeing a red spotr, or'belíeving that Bowser is at the doorr.

Thus there may be a number of mental events and/or processes making up

the mental- state we call pain.

Of the dualíst positions only inËeractíonism seems to have an

irmnedíate appeal. Parallelism, like interacËíonism, accepts that there

are brain processes and menËal processes, thaË for every mental- process

there ís a correspondíng brain process, and for a cerËain class of brain

process there ís always a coïrespondíng mental process; but unlike inter-

actionism, parallelism deníes Ëhat Ëhere is a causal connectlon between

them. Ilowever the parallelist is denying that constant conjunction is a

necessary and sdffícíent condiËíon for the cause-effect rel-ationshíp since

he accepts the constant conjunction, yet denies Ëhe causaËíon. Parallel--

ísm proposes that physical events can cause physical evenËs ín sufficí.ently

complex trains that the ent.íre stimulus-response behavior of the human

can be explained without reference to or necessity for a theory ínvolving

non-physical effects of physical causes, or physícaL effecËs of non-

physícal causes. This theory can be refuted on empírícal grounds as

pointed out by Michael Scríven.t ,n" human braín can be stimulated by

electric probe or by drugs (these external stimulí wÍ1l cause braín events),

1Mi"hr.1 Scriven, 'rThe Límitatíons of the Identity Theoryrt,
ed., (University of Mínne-Mind, Matter & Method, Feyerabend & Maxwel-1,
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and certain mental events will invariably occur símultaneously. If we

apply a certain alleged cause, A, at random wíthin a deËerminable set of

background condítíons, (c, .1, "rr), we ínevitably get the alleged

result, R. Sínce of the set of condítions, A, C, Cl, ... Crr, which is

jointly sufficient for R, A ís Ëhe non-redundant member and also random,

there can be no other factor, Ar, which is the actual cause of R and

happens to be simultaneous with A.

This consideration, Ëhen, províng paralle1-ism to be false, leaves

open Ëhe possíbíliËy of epiphenomenalism. This posíËion a1lows that

mental phenomena are caused by physícal (brain) phenornena, þut deníes

that the Ëraín is reversible. On the surface thís seems to be implau-

sible símply on the ground that íf the physical can cause what is assumed

to be non-physical, there seems to be no obvíous reason why the reverse

should not be equally possíble. For the epiphenomenalist the posítion of

the mínd with respecË to the body - the positíon of mental evenËs wiËh re-

specË to braín events - is analogous to that of a shadol¡I Ëo the body of which

ít is a shadow. The movement of the body causes the shadoT^7 to move, but the

movement of Ëhe shadow has no causal efficacy with respect to the body.

The diffículty of thís sort of argumenË from analogy is thaË whíle ít is

undoubtedly absurd to suppose that a shadow could move íts object, having

saíd this we have saíd noÈhing at all about the mind-body relationshíp.

Among the considerations which gíve epíphenomenalism some initíal

plausibí1ity are things 1íke sleepwalking and any unconscious behavior

that passes under Ëhis name. For if mind is characterísed by conscíous-

ness or aT^Tareness, then anything that the body does during sleep, and of

which r^7e are not even semi-aware, can be considered as purely non-menËal.

Now practícally every human activity whích is normally carríed out consciously

ì!:r'i
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".,,has also been done by people during theír sleep, including the solving of
complicated mathemaËicaL equations. The epiphenomenalist could say that
such occurrences show the overdetermining nature of consciousness ín
volÍtíon. The argument from hypnotíc states is less clear since one

hesitates to say whether or not an individual is conscíous ín the nor- -.,:,;.,.,::i:-,:

mal1y accepted meaning of the word when he ís in an hypnotic trance.

There are so many kinds of trance and so many ways ín which the operaËor

can determíne whether the subject wiLl "remembertr what he has been through, 
irrri:

that it ís dífficul-t to decide what credence T^7e will give to the replíes i..::.r"'

of the subject to questions about hís trexperiencen. i.:tt
rt seems that the only way ü7e can refute epiphenomenalism per se 

:(as distinct frorn the degree to which it gets flushed away along Ëhe inËer-

actionism, or must be taken to be false if monism ís proven to be true)
is to show that there is at least one physícal event, which was caused by

a non-physical event, and thís is as unlikely of proof as the reverse
iYet iË does seem that it is a mental staÈe (rny pain), and not a set of 
i

electro-chemícal reactíons simplÍciter, that sends me to the dentíst when 
i

I have a toothache.

1.,.'.:r.Interactionism assumes that minds belong Ëo the class of entities ,,::ì..:,.r.:

that are non-physical, Ëhat mínds are causally responsible for certain
physical states of the braín, and that these and subsequent physícal

states are causally responsíble for states of the mind. The problem of

interactíonísm is not so much that of how non-physical events can cause

physical events and vice versa, sínce there is nothíng in the concept of
cause and effect preventing anything from causing anything else, but rather
the problem of providing a plausible explanation of the causal process.

:i'--:t': i
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The whole probLem of what \¡7e mean by "menËalrr as opposed to

"physical", wíth our reluctance to accept into our onËology things whích

cannoË be given neat, spatio-Ëemporal co-ordinates and yet are efficaci-

ous, render the dualistíc approach to Ëhe mínd-body problem repugnant t'o

those wíth a highly developed respect for the empírícal as opposed to the ' .,,

mystical. Unfortunately'the sea of monism is not much smoother.

AË least two theoríes pass under the title of Ídentity theories,

both of whích would assent to Ëhe staËement, "braín states (events/pro- i;,.,1-¡,

cesses) are identical Èo mental states (events/processes)." The differ- 
i,.t""Ì

;,. ,.-,,l
ence between the theories 1íes in whether the statement is to be con- l:.:',:

:

sidered as anaLyËic or synthetic. The fírst interpretation is to be re- 
.

jected because it says nothing about the.world, but about language. lüe I

shall- turn our atËention Ëo the philosophically interesting position whích 
l

regards the sËaËemenË of identiËy as synthetic. That is, it is a contín- j

gent maËter of fact that the statements describing brain states describe 
i

i

the same states of affairs as those describing mental- states, ín the same 
i

T¡ray âs statements describing the Morning Star have the same referenË as 'l 
,, 

,,

Ëhose describing the Eveníng Star. 
ir.,Ìi':

Hospers,l folloring C. D. Broad, objects Ëo any kind of identíty , ,' ,,

thesís on the ground that trhow can your thought about Paris and a certain :l i1

complicated braín state inside your head be literally the same Ëhing,

sínce the one has characteristics that the other has not?tr In actual fact,

of course, both Hospers and Broad are arguing only againsË the uninter- 
iiilî
i; ':i jìrrì:

estíng identíty thesis with this form of attack. The same argument might

lrohn Hospers, An Introduction to Phílosophical Analvsís. (Engle-
wood Clifs, N.J., L953, Prentíce Hal-l Inc.) p. 32L

r.ì:¡i':-_ 1



well have been used by the ancients to prove místaken the first person to

state that the Morning Star and the Evening Star were the same thing.

After all, they might have saíd, the Morning SËar is seen only in the

morníng and in the eastern sky, whereas the Evening Star is seen ín the

evening and Ín the western sky--obviousl-y they have different character-

istics, therefore they cannoË be the same. It will be argued that twhenl

and twheref are not the kind of characterístícs r¡7e are speakíng of when

h7e say ËhaË one has characterísËics ËhaË the other has not; they are

characterístics of the observer or of hís situaËíon, or of the situatíon

in r¿hích Ëhe phenomenon is observed. This aspect can be separated ín

consideration of a phenomenon like the planet Venus; but what of the sit-

úation \^7e are concerned with in whích the phenomenon h7e r¡7ant to observe

is that with which we observe iË?

Let us take another example ín which thís objection cannoË be

made. Consíder the 36th presídent of the Uníted States and the owner of

the LBJ ranch. IÈ is not a characteristíc of the 36th president of the

U.S.A. per se that he be a cattle owner or a tall Texan or many other

things that are characteristic of the oÌrrner of the LBJ ranch. It will be

argued that ínsofar as Lyndon B. Johnson r¡tas as a matter of empirical fact

the 36th presídenË of the U.S.A. and he is a Texan, etc., then these are

ín fact characterístics of the 36th president of the United States. Thís,

however, is known only after the conËíngent fact ís known thaË L,B. John-

son r^7as Èhe 36th presídent of the U.S.A. Simílarly the opponent of Ëhe

ídentity thesis would have to make the same move if it were (or could be)

shor,n that as a matter of empirical fact brain states are identical to

mental states. And ít ís just this that the supporter of ídentity must

hold: Ëhat the idenËíty ís logical-ly contíngent and the statement of

identity a synthetíc statement.

+.\.'rl-r.:'i. jl]i

...'.....-.... :{

?,o
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But it ís more Ëhan merely empirícal identity Ëhat we are concerned

wiËh; íf the ídentity thesis is true, knowledge of it demands certain con-

ceptual shifts not required by the LBJ example. Knowledge of I'pure, em-

pírícal identity adds to or modifies accepËed concepts, but does not re-

quire changes in the concepts themselves. Knowledge of rnínd-body identiËy,

if it is true demands that we form a neü7 concept of what is referred to

by the terms, ttmind" and trbodyrtín the same llay that knowíng that light-

ning is nothíng more than an elecËrical discharge requires a neü7 concepË
1of f.ightning.- Evidence that such conceptual shífts may be required is

seen in the fíndings of experímental work in parËic1e physics such that

such statemenËs as the followíng have been made:

In experiment, in theory, and even in philosophical
ímplicaËions, Ëhe sËudy of particl_es seems to have
bl-urred the dividÍng lines beËween r¡atter and inter-
actions, between acËor and actions.¿

It was Ëhís statement, containing as ít does a concept of the

physíca1 so foreign to the classícal concepË, thathas led to the following

aËtempt to find a sol-ution to the mínd-body probl-em within the confínes of

Quantum Theory. such a solution musË, of course, be monistic, although r

woul-d hesitate to call it materíalistic since ít rejects classícal- mater-

ialísm. It is an ídenËity thesis, but it demands more than mere empiri-

cal idenËity.

Against identity, c.D. Broad argues Ëhat ít ís palpable nonsense

Ëo try to reduce statements of the form t'ihere is someËhing which has the

lcf. Michael Scríven, op. cit.,pp. Lgl'-irgz

2Clifford E. Swartz, "Resource LeËter on Subatomic Partíclesfl
American Journal of Physics, VoI 34, No, 12, Dec. L966.

. ::1
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characteristíc of being my al¡üareness of a red patchtt to statements of the

form ttThere is somethíng which has the characterístic of being a molecular
1

movementr'r- and that such a reduction would be necessary if Ëhe ídentíty

thesis r¡7ere true. He.argues thaË it would make perfectly good sense to

ask of a molecular movement if ít is swíft or slow, straíght or curved

etc., but that such questíons about the awareness of a red patch are non-

sensical. But about thís approach I would ask first: is'tËo know what it

is to be aware of a red paËchtt the same as Ëo know itwhat an aürareness of

red paËchtt'is? r would suggest not, since although r know perfectly well

what it is to be aware of X, I do not know what an aT^rareness of X is,

(in the same r¡7ay that whíle I know what it is to be in love, please dontt

ask me what love is--I dontt know). Yet the critícísm of idenËity whích

ís being advanced depends on the two statements having the same meaning

and on our apprehensíon of the meaning of the first giving sÍgnificance

to the second which, I suggest, ggy be meaningless (at least within our

current conceptual scheme). Secondly, if our current concepts are faulty,

it may be perfectly good sense Ëo ask of 'an arrarenesst (whatever that

may be), ttls it swifË or slow?rt eËc.

There are tT^7o monistíc theoríes whÍch travel under the name of

double aspect theories but which are ín realíty quite different ín theír

basic proposítíons. The fírst we míght call the semantic double aspeet

theory, and the second the third substance theory. I shall discuss the

Ëwo separately.

1. Semantic Double Aspect Theory: Such a thesis suggests that

"braín staterttalk and f'menÈal staterrtalk are simply two different

la. D. Broad,
& Co.) 1925, p. 622

The Mind and íts Place ín Nature, (Littlefield Adams
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1ínguístic conventions for describing the same set of phenomena. rn

essence such a theory presupposes identity of a materialístic sort such

thaË our physío1ogíca1 conven,Ëions are reasonabl-y adequate modes of des-

criptíon, but that psychological convent.ions, while undoubtedly useful,

may be misleading insofar as they take for granted mental states that are

basically dÍfferent from physical states. The posiËíon states Ëhat the

mind-body controversy is simílar to the situation whÍch exists in Ëhe Iín-

guistic conventions used to refer to ordinary physícal objects such that

the physicísË descríbes a table in terms of the subaÈomic particles and

their relations Ëo one another, the atoms and the manner in whích they

are combined to form molecules, and Ëhe motions and characteristics of all

of these so Ëhat considered together they reflect light, exhibít stabílity

and offer resistance in Ëhe ways characteristíc of tables. The contrnon man

has a different set of linguístíc conventíons to describe the same tab1e,

and an artisË, desígner, or cabinet-maker might have yet others--a11 de-

pendenË, of course, upon the conventions of the common man. rt is Lhe

aPparent disparíty between the two conventions that origínal1y made atomic

theory diffícult for the comnon man to contemplaÈe since it required im-

portanË conceptual shifts such as, for example, the shift Ín the concept

of solidíty. That there is no longer any doubt that when Ëhe physicist

speaks of the microstructure of maËter he Ís speaking of the same ilstuffrt

as \¡re are speaking of when we talk about tables is the nub of Ëhe sem-

antic double aspect thesis; the requirement ís that cornmon parlance must

símply come to gríps with the empirical findings. In shorË, thís theory

ís a restatement of the rinterestingr identity thesis with the added pro-

viso that'the 'problemsr of mínd-body are linguístic.

1:::I:'i;::4J
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2. Third Substance Double Aspect Theory: This position, r,rhose

hístorical bases are well known, states that mínd and body, or the mental

and the physical' are the two knowable aspecËs of a thírd basÍc substance

(i) as yet unkno!ùrl or (íi) perhaps unknowable. The standard objection

to (ii) is that ín its attempË to solve the mind-body problem ít creates

a greater problem in thaË al-though ü7e can talk abouË the head of the coin

or the tail of the coin, ít seems Ëhat r.¡e cannot talk of the coin itself ;

the g!!, which is the object of our search in the mind-body debate, is

not only unknown but unknowable. IühaË the proponent of this theory is

wí11ing to accept, the critic hígh1íghts as its r¡Teakness--that nothing

can meaníngfully be saíd about the central issue of the mind-body problem,

the se1f. The crític sees that the only way out of this weakness ís for

the double aspect theorist to admit that we have trnro different linguistic

conventions, physiological and psychological, and that these two conven-

tions describe not only different characterístics but also different

types of characteristics. Then, charges the critíc, there is no justi-

fícaËion for the belíef that the two conventions describe the same thing.

The force of this criticism would be reduced if and when a one-one corres-

pondence is found between mental states and brain states, between psychol-

ogical conventions and physíò1ogical conventíons; whíle such a corïespon-

dence seems more and more likely with increases inthe knowledge gÍven to

us by the empírical sciences, such findings only reduce, not nullify the

force of the criticísm.

tr{hat remains is that if this version of the doubl-e aspeet Ëheory

maintains thaË the ttthírd substancetr is unknowable anð./or íneffable, then

the theory does not attempÈ a genuíne soluËion to the mind-body problem.

It does suggest a theory of línguistic or conceptual- convenÈíons, but we
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are no closer to knowing what the tselft i", or what the relation is

between one aspect and the other. It is just this relatíonship which

any adequate theory must elucídate.

A third substance theory is not fruitless, however, if it can

make some significant staËements about the thírd substance. The cortrnon

man has a seË of linguistic conventíons whereby he speaks of trees, lamp-

standards and puddles in the road; classical physícs has a set of lingui-

stic conventions concerning índívisible atoms and molecules in rapíd mo-

tíon whích, it ís claimed, descríbe Èhe same entíties T¡re normal-ly refer

to as trees, lamp standards and puddles ín the road; since L920 the quan-

tum physicíst has told us that the real world can be adequately described

only with a whole ner¡7 set of conventions having to do with quanta--entities

Ëhat do not behave as do trees, lamp standards and puddles ín the road,

buË whose behavior accounts for that of the famil.iar objects of our en-

vironmenË. Quantum Ëheory, then, is a thírd subsËance theory (not, ost-

ensibly, in the rnínd-body domaín), which reconciles the conventions of the

conmon man and of classícal physics wíthout ínËroducíng any entíties which

are in principle unknowable or ineffable. IË is, therefore, the chief

purpose of this thesís to suggest that an adequate mind-body Ëheory, which

satisfactoríly accounts for the relationshíp betr,reen the various conven-

tíons (psychologícal, physiological, etc., ) will be found within the do-

main of quanËum physics.

In The ttMenËaltf and the "Physícaltt, Herbert feigll sets out what

he conceives to be thettrequirements and desiderata foï an ad.equate

1Herbert
MínnesoËa Press,

Feig1, The t'Mentaltt and Ëhe 'rPhvsíca1tr, (Universíty of
Minneapolis, L95B/67)
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soluËíon to the mind-body problemrr which I shall- attempt to sunrnaríze here

as a guide not on1-y to the systemaËíc criËicism of solutíons already sug-

gesËed, buË also to the embryoníc solutíon I wish to propose. These are:

1. Línguistíc analvsis: an adequate analysis of the Ëerms ttmentalrr

and t'physicalrr musË be atËempted such that T¡7e can be clear abouÈ what is

meant as well as what is not meant by each.

Z. Empirical UníËv: an adequate solution mubt account for the unity

indícated by current trends and experímental data of empirical research,

includíng those of parapsychology.

3. Efficacy: I^7e must aË the same time be able to account for the

efficacy (apparent or otherwise) of mental states which, although rve may

very well be deceived, gives eveïy evidence of being more than just appar-

ent. Thís r¿í11 have Ëo include an account of free will in whatever sense

this can be made to conform to what ís scíentifícally defensible.

4. Logic: The logical requírement concerns the necessity to recog-

nize as synthetic or empírícal the statements correlating brain states

wíth mental staËes

5. Epistemologv: the epistemological requirements are threefold, and

I quote from Professor Feigl:

(a) the need for a críËeríon of scientifíc meaníng-
fulness based on íntersubiectíve confírmability,
æhã recognítio" thtt 

"pí"t"*ology, 
in order to

provide an adequate reconsËruction of the confírma-
tíon of knowledge claims must employ Ëhe notion of
irmnediate experience as a confirmation basís;...
tAcquaintancet and tKnowledge by acquaintancer, how-
ever, require careful scrutínY;
(c) the indispensabílity of a realistic, as con-
trasted to operationalisÈíc or phenomenalistic, in-
terpretatíon of empirical knowledge ín general,
and of scienËific theories in particular.

6. Reconcíliation: the reconcíliation of scíenËifíc and philosophi-

ca1 analysis--i.e. how shal-l- we disËinguísh between:

I :::

.:..

i-. ':::':
¡-":rtl..'s-J¡i;t:l'
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MENTAL and ?HYSICAL
Subjectivê ebjective
nonsPaËial spatíal
qualitative quantitative
purposive mechanical
mnemic non-mnemíc
holistíc atomistic
emergent compositíonal
íntenËional rrblíndrr; nonintentÍonal

Two thíngs will be evident at thís stage; fírsË that the soluËion

toward which I am aímíng 1-ies wíthin the framework of monism, and second,

that a complete and exhaustive study of the problem within the framework

suggesËed by Feigl woul-d be beyond the scope of this essay, and that there-

fore I shall have Ëo be content to sketch the lines along whích I suspect

the solution will be found, and Ëo indícate the manner in whích it might

satisfy Ëhe críteria set out above.

A. IË is generally conceded that what is rmentalt ís subjective, and

that the 'physícalr is objecËíve; but sayíng this really solves nothíng

since by tsubjectivet we generaLLy mean ËhaË which ís mediaËed by psycho-

logicaL or rinternalt factors, whereag robjectiver refers to what is dír-

ectly perceíved, or dírectly known--r¿hat ís ttout thererr, independent. But

surely this very sËatement conËaíns a contradictíon! We are dírectl-y

aÏ¡7are of, we know (ín the hard-boil-ed sense) only our oÌ¡nr mental states.

I do not seem to be able to be místaken about my thoughËs and emotions;

I may be mistakenly angry, buË I cannot be mistaken about the fact that

I am angr}i I may be místakenly aware of a pool- of riTater ín the ïoad a-

head, (i.e. it may be a mirage), but r cannot be misËaken about being

aT^rare of the pool-like sensatíon. If there is anythingrrout there'ex-

istíng independently of my mind, r cannot apprehend it as directly as r

can my own mental states. Psychological literature is fu11 of t'objectivett

observations whích one very sËrongly suspects have been medíated by the

.':
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mental states of Èhe observer. In fact recent experiments ín neuro-

physiology (whích r'¡il-L be reported later) índicate Ëhat all observations

are medíated by the totalíty of previous experíence.

In shorË, the whole project of sorting out what is mental and

what is physical on the basis of subjectíve and objecËíve is fraught with I ,' ,

confusíon so long as the latter terms are understood ín rel-ation to what
1

is dírecËly accessible as opposed to what is indirectly accessible.t How

'...
else shall we distinguísh between subjective and objectíve2 Tt the pur- 

,..;,,,.:,,',,j:,

pose of Ëhe enterprise ís to íllumínate tmentalr, consíderatíon of mind- 
l:'i'"":: :'::.

. r.: :., ,r, ,-.-. -

dependenË or mind-independent wí11- lead to circularity in assumíng príor i'l':..ì.','

Ëo the investigatíon Ëhat we know what rmíndt is.

tr{e are inclined to falL back on some conceptíon of subjective as

private,andofobjectiveaspub1ic.Inthísralay,a1thoughtheremaybe

pub1icmanifestationsofprivateevents,forexamp1ethescreamsand

wríËhíngs of someone experíencing a pain which ís ítself private, the j

paín itself musË remain private in Ëhe sense that no one else can experi-

ence thaË parËicular sensation. Nor can anoËher personrs sensation, given

the numericall-y identical sËimulus (1oud noise, falling timber), under 
Ì,.....ìi,,:'.,:i

the same círcumstances (the timber strikes both A and B with the quant- ,',,',.r',".',.,

: :1 : ::'

ítatively same force on t.he same area of the body at the same Ëime,), be the r.,¡,..¡tr1..,,.
._. .'::...

numerically same pain. Furtherrnore there is no way of anyone's knor¿íng

whether Ats pain is even qual-itatively identical to Brs pain, even when all

Ëhe publícly knowable factors are known to be similar, and there ís every ;,.,i,ì,. 
..,

Jrì r.: :r....:j:... ;-l

l"olfrrrr* Kóhler, ttA Task for Philosophersfr, Mind, Matter and
Method, Feyerabend & Maxwel1, êd., (Minneapolis, Uníversity of Minnesota
Press),1966.


