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My original source of reading was that of “The myth of the ghost in the machine’ By gilbert Ryle from the Western philosophy book. My further reading and that which is being reviewed and critically assessed here was: Gilbert Ryle’s ‘The concept of mind’. I read Chapter 1 which outlines Descartes myth of the mind body problem, and then went onto read chapter 7 sensation and observation. That talks about the labelling of things and the confusion it causes. The last part I read, for further reading in the book, was not in the original text in Western Philosophy, but was Chapter 7 Psychology, and was section 2 in that chapter on behaviourism. I wanted to read this as I think it gives a good overview of what Ryle felt about the subject. He was coined as a behaviourist but I think by reading that chapter it is clear that he does not put himself under that category; in fact, under any category at all. 
In this Book Review, I will outline the following:

· A brief summary of the reading that is contained in Gilbert Ryle’s, The concept of mind Chapter 1-Descartes Myth and Chapter 7- Sensation & Observation. Also, the additional read on behaviourism.
· A critical evaluation of the text via my own thoughts and that of the two philosophers. 

· My own overview of both Descartes and Gilbert Ryle’s philosophies.
Gilbert Ryle’s book the concept of mind was first published in 1949. Its whole demeanour is really allowing us to see a differing view in which Descartes ‘common sense’ theory of a distinct inner and outer world is brought under scrutiny, via the language we use and continue to use for differing states of being. In the book, it stated that Descartes philosophy was a categorical mistake, meaning that he assigned body and mind to be two distinct things that interact with one another via the pineal gland. Ryle’s thought it was a categorical mistake because of the language, in a sense this coincided very much with Wittgenstein’s theory of language. Ryle’s thought that Descartes use of language towards the mind body problem and the whole dualistic outlook of mind-body caused confusion as they were really assigning material substance to that of something they called an immaterial substance which was coined as that of mind. 

Now Ryle’s is very good to pick up on this for our language does tend to make things stagnant and still and in a sense that indeed mind is an alternate substance to that of the body. This wouldn’t and does not make sense to me for you are instantly stating that something that is meant to be immaterial and not be of material substance, and therefore not act in such a way is then seen to have properties and qualities that would indeed show it as something that seems material in its essence. This is where the idea of a ghostly me will continue even after the material body that exists in space and time diminishes. You can see how this dualistic approach to the mind and body has driven much of our societies foundations in being and also all of our religious practices. This for me has caused a discourse in such a way that we are independent I’s acting upon the world that we do so perceive. I think that Ryle puts the theory across for us to see that we are not of a mind and a body but an interaction of causal properties, therefore we cannot state that there is a distinct mind and that of body also. They are not separate beings that co-exist but a mutual arising. 

To me Ryle’s is right to point this out. He does go on to say that mind and body is of causal connection. Where some philosophers took this to be of a mechanical process of human bodies Ryle took it a different way. He didn’t lend way to the fact that man was just a machine, like his theory states ‘The myth of the ghost in the machine’. I think he was pointing more towards the fact that indeed there was a causal interaction, but this didn’t mean that the human species could be reduced down to just mechanical process’s. He thought that for a mind to be immaterial and therefore out of causal effects would therefore not exist at all, and in that be illusory.

To me Ryle was trying to get across that language is of importance in the way we use it to divide and define certain things that are not really at all definable, but only relatable in a way to see the cause and effect of things. To me what he seems to be getting at, especially in chapter 7 ‘sensation and observation’; that the language we use suggests there are other worldly realms; see in this quote: 
“Nothing but confusion is achieved by labelling worlds as particular avocations”. This suggests to me that he wanted to bring us back to this experience of being that we are not to look forward to some sort of other worldly existence but to revel in the magnificence of being this, denouncing any notion of a so-called afterlife or other worldly realms to be in or of. That by stating and conceptualising something to be that of a separate substance or entity is indeed not giving the whole picture. Consciousness is not in other states but of this one state and so tightly interconnected and interwoven as to not pull any one thing out to be that to its own being.

This maybe wasn’t what Ryle felt completely for he was to be labelled as a behaviourist; meaning that his philosophy was grounded in the notion that a person behaved in such a way as that of behaving in a certain way to environmental stimuli i.e. through the senses. Although Ryle does not clearly state or mention at all the feeling of being a person of experiencing life as a person he also does not denounce it either. He just seems to think that it cannot be defined in such ways as our language does allow us to do so, therefore ordinary language is of importance.

For Ryle, In Descartes Cartesian dualism view, you would be describing the mind as a substance a separate thing. For Ryle, it seemed more like a collection of qualities. For example, take it like this; a family is comprised of individual members a mother, a father, a son, a daughter, for where in all that is the family it is not a substance or of physicality, but that of a kind of bunching together; an overarching name to an interaction of physical beings, whom share qualities. In a sense, this is the same as the concept of the mind in Ryle’s view. 

I think what Ryle really wants to get at is that behavioural patterns are not that to be associated as to the mind. Another good analogy that Ryle puts forward is the one of the University where there is a canteen, a library etc. but where can you state that there is so a University; you cannot, for it is again like the family analogy a concept of differing qualities or people. There is not a ghost in the machine operating that of the body, therefore it is like, he says a causal connection. 

I would be inclined to think that he would rather put across that differing states; that in which Descartes determines as mind, is more so differing behavioural states. To me it seems that Descartes in a sense has bundled these differing states together to come up with the idea that there is a soul; something that is immaterial and will continue after the death of the physical. 

I can see Ryle’s view being very much plausible and allowing us to get away from the dualistic view that has encompassed our ways for so long and still continues to do so. Ryle to me does not seem to state what consciousness is at all, which for some would seem like a cop out, beings he is speaking of the mind, but for me it seems like the concept of consciousness and most of the language we use to decipher that of the mind does indeed complicate things further and in a way to take us further down the rabbit hole. 

I think Ryle’s view is more holistic in its approach, but I assume that others would think that that was its downfall. That you cannot assign a holistic approach to such things of that being the philosophy of mind. In most of philosophy you have to pick a side, but in Ryle’s work I see that he doesn’t do this at all but rather points out the misconceptions of bundling things together and claiming them to be of other worldly or of separate or differing substance, when in hindsight it is unreasonable practise to box things up and claim them as separate. For isn’t everything at some point attached to something else, and connected in some way or another; even if that connection is unperceivable to us?

I like Ryle’s work for it is readable and relatable. It seems to get you to question that of which is embedded in our very being; in our society. That we are of a separate entity that does so act upon the world and therefore needs everything to be conceptualised to make sense of it all. 

I can see why Ryle’s works get wound up as being categorised with behaviourism for they have similar points. For one behaviourism states that to see or have an inclination of one’s mental states is to be seen in their behavioural patterns. Similarly, with Ryle’s, he too states that to observe one’s behaviours is to see the kind of mental state the person or animal is in. The difference with Ryle is that he does not claim to do away with the inner workings but more so to point out also that behaviourism makes a mistake by doing away with this. Behaviourism is very much reductive. Meaning that it reduces our mental states down into brain states and in this reduces our existence merely to that of a materialist view; which I think Ryle’s was not wanting to go down that route either. 

I would like the chance to talk briefly on ‘Qualia’ at this point to bring forward a differing view or maybe not so differing for Ryle’s, for he does not seem to pick a side. 

Qualia is what it feels like to be you; the qualitative experience of you.

Now qualia would go up against behaviourism for behaviourist denounce qualia altogether. Qualia doesn’t mean anything for how can one know that another is actually having this qualitative experience? It would only be shown in their behaviour and so therefore you are back to square one again. Ryle’s does not deny qualia at all in fact he says very little on qualia. It makes sense in a way that you can never know another’s qualitative experience, so many would think then why not do away with it completely? What I get from him is that he did not want to do this either that neither standpoint is beneficial to understanding the mind, what he seems to do is really unpick the bind that we had gotten ourselves into by over conceptualising and over using the language as to mean one thing over another. To me he seems to be more so pointing at the coherence of differing biological functioning’s in this you cannot neither reduce or renounce anything.

My overall feeling of Ryle is one of ease and non-categorising. I feel his work is very much relevant today and enables us to move away from the dualistic approach which I feel does not benefit us now as a whole species. Descartes view maybe worked in the past so that it could be worked for us to think about our actions in a way to become more logical and moral, but I see that it has been driven far too much the other way now. Ryle clearly puts forward in The concept of mind, that it is just that a concept. That the mind is a collection of differing states that are to be likened to the analogy of the University. What Descartes got wrong and seems true for today that there was another worldly separate self that exists independent of the body. Although our worldly existence feels that there is such a person that is indeed a ghost within a machine, and many of our societal conditioning depicts this truth. I think it is an illusory concept. Ryle does not really state what his standpoint is as in traditional philosophical debate would do so, more so that he points out what things are not, or more reasonably points out the downfalls of the dualistic approach which for many now seems like common sense. I agree with Ryle in a way that this way is much more effective as to not go around in circles but rather philosophy pointing out what things are not rather than arguing another standpoint. For what use would that be. For me the mind is not a substance of its own but of an arising of differing factors. That being of material essence and also an element of what is unperceivable to our senses. I am not stating that indeed there is something otherworldly, for me other worldly would really mean un-accessible to our current state of being and to that of our evolutionary stance. For we in a world as human beings think very much in black and white and if something is not one thing then it must so be labelled as something other; everything needs to be categorised and boxed up. I think in this sense then Ryle opens the box of a stagnant self ‘A ghost in the machine’ but doesn’t put anything back in its place this to me is a great philosophical stance. For in that space there is freedom to see that in which is not of categorisation. 

I will definitely continue with the rest of Ryle’s book and also look to read up on Wittgenstein and also that of J.L Austin. I am very much intrigued in the philosophy of mind and also that of linguistics or ordinary language philosophy; for it allows you to see the patterns in which we just take as common knowledge usually.  
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