Can behaviourism adequately explain the relation between body and ‘mind’? Provide reasons for your answer.
	

For this question, I will outline why Behaviourism does adequately explain the relation between mind and body. Bringing Descartes’ dualistic approach to mind body and then Gilbert Ryle’s account of behaviourism. Finally, my own thoughts as to why it does not fully explain the relation between Mind and Body.

Firstly, it is important to state what behaviourism is. Behaviourism is a form of scientific psychology; it is to say that a person’s behavioural states can be reduced to that of the mental states of that individual; and therefore, can be measured and examined and then used to decipher how a person would act. This was a good way to really examine a person. Many philosophers would coin this as a good way to really see how a person would behave, due to what mental state they were in. But does this really allow for what it feels like to be us; what we would term as mind, it being our internal qualitative experience? The behaviourist approach would take our qualitative experience completely out of the picture for it was reduced to that of mental states. I can see that this seems very plausible and a good place to start so that we can then investigate this so called internal world of being, but it does not take into consideration the whole experience of being, and doesn’t explain at all the theory of mind.

The mind body problem was brought into being with Descartes’ view that mind was immaterial to that of the body, which was material. The mind in Descartes’ view was something that preceded that of the body; so, the mind body problem was brought into effect by the thinking that they were two distinct separating substances that interacted with one another. This was a dualistic approach of a person; creating a split between the body and that of mind.

Gilbert Ryle was labelled as a behaviourist but in his book ‘The Concept of Mind’ he talks very little on this subject. There is a tiny part right at the end of the book explaining his view on behaviourism, and that he knew he would be labelled as one. What comes across in Ryle’s view is not one of a distinct view of behaviourism, but can be seen that behaviourism does correlate with his theory. Ryle does seem to think that although a person’s behaviour is one that can be reduced down to mental states it does not make the person a mechanical process. As his title suggests the concept of mind is just that a concept. Ryle’s puts in the notion that there is not so much a mind body problem for if the link between how mind and body interacts is not there because mind is just a concept then in hindsight there cannot be a mind body problem at all. If a person’s mental states are linked to that of the behaviour of a person then it is more so a correlation of the whole being, and not two distinct things that interact with one another or that one precedes the other. 

Ryle’s uses the analogy of the university to put forth his idea of what mind is or has been mistaken to be; A person is told that he is visiting the University, he is shown all the differing buildings that make up the University. The man at the end of the tour asks, “But where is the University?”. It is thought that the University is something different to that of what has been shown, but it is not it is really an overarching name or merely a concept of differing interacting things. This seems completely applicable to how we box and split things up by means of our own language, and how we have come to the concept that there is a mind separate of the body and therefore creating a mind body problem.
Although Ryle’s calls out the categorical mistake in Descartes’ dualistic theory. He does not put anything back in its place. The theory of mind is done away with by way that there is not a distinct thing separate but a whole organism mutually arising into existence. The idea of mind is a mistake in the language for it has the notion that there is but one thing and it really is not the case at all, for there are many factors to take into consideration when talking of the mind. For Ryle’s mind and body is of causal connection; meaning that they are so tightly interwoven that they cannot be distinct; that they are, like the University analogy states, a collection of things that have been given an overarching distinct term or phrase and is therefore just a concept. 

Language is then of importance and the way we use it to bundle things together. Wittgenstein a philosopher of linguistics, too states something similar in our mistakes of language and how it creates problems and barriers. It is seen in his Family Resemblance analogy; A person consists of a family unit; that being a mum, a dad, a son, a daughter; see in this it is also bundling things together for where in all of this is the family? It is very much the same concept as what Ryle’s puts forward. So, with this comparison you can see that language itself can cause much confusion as to what we accept as differing separated substances; thus confusing the situation altogether.

It would be good to say a little on qualia and where it sits in the behaviourist view point. Qualia is that of our distinct personal qualitative experience; i.e. what it is like to be you. Qualia would not be accepted in a heavy materialistic behaviourist view for it would go back to this sense that there is a distinct essence of us; something separate from body that does so feel what it is to be you. This does sound plausible that we feel a distinct force or essence within us. There are some behaviourist that are completely materialist so this would not fit with Ryle’s idea, as he never wanted to reduce our being-ness into purely mechanical, material, almost void of humanness; that wasn’t his overall goal. He wanted to point out the wholeness of being; to piece back together the giant puzzle that dualistic thought had ran away with for so long. For Ryle, the qualitative experience was part of the whole. It was the interaction of the whole being and in this there was not a distinct MIND that Descartes’ thought there to be, but a collection of differing conscious experience that interacted and are so tightly interwoven, bringing forth that there was a sense of a distinct MIND or qualitative ‘Ghost in The Machine’.

The overall thoughts and answer to the question is that, indeed behaviourism can explain the relation between Mind and Body for it shows us that the dualistic view that is so tightly engrained in our culture does not really show what mind is; not in true light anyway. Mind is an overarching concept placed upon a differing arising of mutual functions. Therefore, there is no mind body problem at all; for the problem is caused by the way in which we use language to describe things. The qualia problem of behaviourism does bring up the fact that mental states have a qualitative sense but if it is really looked at openly you can see that in the emergence of the differing states of the whole organism it is creating a kind of puzzle, which when these whole aspects mutually arise and impact one another they do indeed cause a qualitative experience. If behaviourism is put forth in such a way as to see the whole workings which I feel is in the case of Ryle then behaviourism can show the relation between mind and body clearly; in this showing, it is not distinct separate things at all. If, however behaviourism is coming from a very strict materialist stand point then it would not; for it would not be considering the whole organism and therefore dismissing what it feels like to be you. Done so by the interacting or bundling of differing experiences and mental states.  The Mind body problem is only a problem when you are separating and boxing things up in such a tight construct. Descartes’ clearly states that one (body) is material and the other (mind) is immaterial; in this deeming, it to be unfathomable. Behaviourism seems to piece it back together so that we can not only start to understand others and ourselves more, but also with Ryle’s theory you can begin looking at the whole system within and outside of us to see the tightly casual connections between all things. It is all very well taking something apart to see the inner workings so long as you put it all back together again once you know that all parts create the overall part of something. 










In what sense are animals conscious? How might this differ from human consciousness?


For this question, I will do as two different questions firstly describing in what sense are animals conscious. Putting forward Hume’s for, and Descartes’ against animals being conscious. Secondly how it may differ from human consciousness. I would also like to add in Nagel’s view of consciousness. Then lastly my overall thoughts of conscious experience and how it is all connected.


Firstly, let’s put forth that which is stated to be conscious. A conscious being is to be aware of your environment and to that also of self; of an identity of self or having that of a subjective view. Now when consciousness is described in such a way you have no other notion than to think that indeed animals would have to be conscious for they are present within our worlds they respond to environmental stimuli; but do we know or can we ever truly know that their inner workings have a subjective view as to give them a sense of self? 

Let’s look at Hume:

[footnoteRef:1]"no truth appears to be more evident, than that beast are endow'd with thought and reason as well as men"  [1:  https://www.iep.utm.edu/ani-mind/#SH1a] 





Hume as you can see in the quote above clearly puts forward the notion that animals do indeed reason as well as that of humans. His definition of thought though is one of belief which in itself has not very good groundings to be taken as truth. For how are you to express that in such a way. We as human beings have language to each other to let each other know that we are indeed conscious as much as they feel conscious. This could be stated though that all things communicate in one way or another whether it is known to our sensory apparatus or not, just because something is not relational to us doesn’t mean that at some other level it’s not relational to other living beings. We see this as we see that animals do indeed communicate with one another; be that by gesture or bodily movement. Therefore, I would agree with Hume that animals are indeed able to have conscious experience.

Next we have Descartes’ for he renounces that animals are conscious; that being able to have thought and reason. Descartes’ idea of thought is different to that of Hume his is more relational to that in which humans bring to mind or ponder upon. Which in that context is hard to know exactly if an animal can do so? His first disagreement was that of language for communication to be of importance and to know that indeed you have thoughts; you are able to discuss with others and present them either in written form or that of speech. This does not seem plausible enough for communication as we know now is not just a human thing; at a molecular level cells are talking to one another unknown to us and our language but it creates harmony by doing so; coherence. The second part is that of reason which for Descartes’ was likened to action he thought that in some ways animals act from reason but in others it is evident that their behaviours show that there is very much lack of reasoning. Again, this does not clearly state that the animal is not a conscious being for it has behavioural patterns very much like us therefore it would be conscious of itself and also of its environment; these are the fundamental principles of being conscious.

Now Nagel’s ‘What is it like to be a Bat?’ clearly puts forth that to consciousness is the subjective-ness of what it is like to be that. For an animal to be conscious it has to have the feeling of what it is like to be that animal. This makes sense in a way but it is still a problem for always the subjective-ness of something can never be completely true in an objective sense and therefore never 100% accurate in defining whether or not something is indeed conscious at all.     


[bookmark: _GoBack]For me it would be that there is no distinct part that is cut off from consciousness or having a so called conscious experience, but rather a differing mechanism in which it runs through or to be more correct brings rise too. This seems the most plausible; for the electricity that runs through things is but one source just reverted different to which mechanism it does flow through. This makes complete sense then that everything is conscious in one way or another. This does not mean that consciousness, like the dualistic Mind Body problem is something that is distinct and interacts somehow with all things. It is more so the arising of or the interaction of seemingly separate things making a whole, and this flow, this wholeness could be consciousness. The answer then would be that indeed animals are conscious beings in the sense that they are in coherence with the environment and also that of other animals. It does so differ in conscious experience to that of a human because of the organism’s molecular structure and also patterns and conditioning of that organism. 
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