4.  MIND AND BEHAVIOUR





1. Cartesianism and contemporary views


Most contemporary English speaking philosophers, and at least a substantial proportion of the wider reflective public, are deeply suspicious of the Cartesian understanding of a person. We might articulate something that is shared by the range of dominant contemporary views in this way: a person is an extended, tangible being that exists in the same world as tables, trees and mountains. But this formulation conceals differences which are every bit as important - some would say very much more important - than the similarities. We can, perhaps, best approach these modern developments by distinguishing a number of different strands in the Cartesian account. 


     First then, the Cartesian approach is marked by the central place given to the first person point of view. My knowledge of myself is, in Descartes' account, prior to my knowledge of the material world and prior to my knowledge of other people. It is through my experience of myself that I grasp what a person is; and through my experience of my own thoughts, emotions and sensations that I grasp what these are. To think of you as a person who has thoughts, emotions and sensations is to think of you as another being of the same kind as I am; a being that is subject to states of which I only have direct knowledge through my experience of them in my own case.


     Second, the Cartesian approach insists that the real person is something other than the human being that we actually see when we 'meet another person'. Remember Descartes' phrase 'I (that is, my mind)'. The real person is 'the mind'. It is what goes on in this other entity - the mind - that explains the behaviour that we observe when we 'see another in pain' or when we 'see another fly into a rage'. That is to say, thought, emotion, sensation and so on are states or activities of this other entity: the mind. Descartes adds: the mind is a non-material thing that is causally connected with the brain.


     We might add a third aspect of Descartes' view here. The extended, tangible thing - the 'human body' - that I see when I look at another human being is, in itself, a 'physical object': a physical object that is to be distinguished from other such objects simply in terms of its particular physical structure, and in terms of the fact that it is particularly closely causally connected with the mind. This feature of Descartes' view is reflected in his use of phrases such as 'the machine of the body'.[1]


     Now we can characterise contemporary accounts of the person in terms of their views about just where the fundamental defect in Cartesianism is to be found. From this point of view, we can distinguish two fundamentally different lines of criticism. The first takes as its central target the primacy that Descartes gives to the first person point of view. The second focuses on the thought that the mind is a non-material thing. In this chapter I want to consider the first of these lines of criticism. We will turn to the second in the following chapter.





2. The social character of our mental vocabulary


We have already explored one difficulty in which Descartes may be implicated by the kind of priority he gives to his experience of himself: if we understand the relation between my thought of myself and my thought of others in the terms suggested by Descartes' argument we are committed to the idea that I need some special justification for thinking that there are any other beings with a mental life like my own - and it is not at all clear that that can be provided (See chapter 3). Now, an alternative understanding of the notion of a person builds on this criticism, suggesting that Descartes' whole approach involves a quite wrong picture of the kind of meaning possessed by our talk about thoughts, emotions, sensations and so on. The meaning of that talk is not to be found in some association each of us makes between the word 'pain' or the word 'anger' and an 'inner' state: an inner state to which each of us has immediate access only in our own case. For the meaning of the word 'anger', for example, cannot be separated from the particular patterns of behaviour in which anger is characteristically manifested. 


    To see the force of this suggestion one needs to start, not where Descartes starts, but with the fact that a word such as 'anger' is a word in a public language: a word in a language that I share with others; and, with that, a word that has its primary role in discourse with others about my own, or another’s, emotional state. Now when we approach the matter from this perspective one of the first things that should strike us is the fact that the use of the word 'anger' is closely bound up with the behaviour in which anger is characteristically expressed. One aspect of this is seen in the way in which the other's behaviour plays a central role in my readiness to judge that he or she is angry. It is what I see in Mary's behaviour, and in particular, perhaps, what I see in her face, that leads me to think that she is angry. With that, I might justify my claim that 'Mary is angry' by pointing to the look on her face when John walked in, her sharp tone of voice, the fierce way in which she threw down the suitcases, and so on. Again, I might justify my claim that John appreciates the significance of his opponent's last move by pointing to his worried expression and to the fact that he moves his bishop in front of his queen. Now certainly I do not base all of my judgements about mental states on my observation of someone's behaviour. In particular, I do not, the Cartesian will be quick to insist, base my judgement that I am angry on my observation of my own behaviour. But we will return to that. For the moment we need simply note that from the social perspective that we are now adopting we will think of such cases as simply one - albeit an important one - among others. We will not, as the Cartesian approach does, focus on such cases as being the central examples of judging someone to be angry or judging that someone understands.


    Another important face of the link between our understanding of what 'anger' is and the behaviour in which anger is characteristically expressed is seen in the significance that the information that someone is 'angry' may have for us. When I learn that someone is angry I learn things such as the following: if I want to avoid a nasty confrontation it would be a good idea to keep out of his way for a while, a good idea not to raise that touchy subject that we need to discuss sometime, and so on. These are significant aspects of the kind of importance that the notion of 'anger' has in our lives. Similarly, just as we see that someone 'understands' a certain problem in the construction of a house through observing the way in which he proceeds with the work, so a central feature of the importance of the information that he 'understands' lies in the fact that if he understands the problem he can be expected to take measures that will overcome it. Again, just as we learn that another has a pain in her foot by seeing her limp, wince and so on, so the significance of the fact that she has a pain in her foot lies in part in the fact that, for example, she would never make it to the cinema if she had to walk.


    Some philosophers who have reflected on points like this have toyed with the idea that we might 'analyse' talk about mental states in terms of talk about behaviour. Thus, it might be suggested, very crudely, that: to say that someone is angry is just to say that she is behaving in ways that are characteristic of anger. Or that: pain just is crying out, writhing on the ground, and so on. Suggestions of this general form are known as 'behaviourism'. Such suggestions at least have the virtue of not leaving us with the 'problem of other minds' that was discussed in chapter 3. But there are very obvious objections to any proposal that is quite as crude as these. For one thing, it seems clear that someone can be angry or in pain without this being manifested in her behaviour. For another, it seems clear that, in many cases at least, an individual's judgements about her own mental states are not based on observation of her own behaviour. For a third, it seems clear that the significance for us of the fact that someone is in a certain mental state is not exhaustively described in terms of the behaviour that we can expect from her. The significance that a severe pain in my foot has for me has little to do with the kind of behaviour that can be expected from me. Equally, that another has a severe pain in her foot is not simply a reason for thinking that she won't make it to the cinema on foot; it is also a reason for feeling sorry for her and trying to help her.


    Those who are sympathetic to the idea that we might, in some sense, 'analyse' talk about mental states in terms of talk about behaviour have been aware of objections like these, and so have proposed forms of analysis that are much more carefully worked out than the simple versions outlined above. It is suggested, for example, that: to say that someone is angry is to say that he is disposed to behave in ways that are characteristic of anger. Or that: to say that someone is angry is to say that he would behave in characteristically angry ways if certain circumstances arose. We need not, however, dwell on these, often very sophisticated, proposals; for there is, on the face of it, no reason to assume that any analysis of talk about mental states in terms of talk about something else should be possible. To assume that it is is to assume that it must be possible to say everything that we now say about a person's emotions, sensations, and so on in a terminology from which all mental state terms have been eliminated. And there appears to be no reason to make such an assumption.


    But however that may be, my purpose in drawing attention to these links between our talk about mental states, on the one hand, and human behaviour on the other, has not been to suggest that we should be looking for some such analysis. My point has rather been this. We might take as our starting point, not the solitary individual, shut away from the world, and keeping a record of his or her own mental states; but rather the social world in which people judge that each other understand something, are in pain, are angry, or are in love, and in which these judgements have various forms of significance: forms which are, in many cases, closely linked with the behaviour in which such states are characteristically expressed. Now it is true that - once he has dug himself out of his general sceptical doubt - Descartes can, in a sense, acknowledge these facts about our social relations. But from the perspective of his philosophy, these appear as secondary facts. For Descartes, we should look to the case in which a person says of himself 'I am thinking', 'I am angry' or 'I am in pain' if we want to see the most straightforward case in which a person forms a judgement about someone's mental state. Cases in which someone judges that another is in pain or is angry are to be fitted in afterwards as best they can (which, as we have seen, may not be very well.) 


    The difference between the perspectives can perhaps be clarified by considering an imaginary case. Suppose that we encounter someone who says 'I am in pain' or 'I am angry' when he is in pain or angry, but has no idea how to tell on the basis of what he sees in another whether that person is in pain or is angry; and, with that, no idea what to expect from another who, he has been told, is in pain or angry. From Descartes' perspective, there would, in such a case, be no reason to say that this person does not understand the words 'pain' and 'anger' just as we do. It is just that he has failed to notice that there is a connection between pain and certain patterns of behaviour, between anger and certain patterns of behaviour, and so on - much as someone might have a completely adequate understanding of the word 'green' and yet not be aware that green objects reflect light of a certain wavelength. By contrast, from the social perspective of which I have been speaking that way of putting the matter will not seem to capture the depth of the difference between this individual and ourselves. Such a person would be separated from the rest of us in a much more radical way than is suggested by the analogy with the word 'green'. While we will, no doubt, agree that there are grounds for saying that he has some understanding of the words 'pain' and 'anger', there are also substantial grounds for saying that his understanding is far from complete. For his use of these words is severely restricted, and in a way such that he is going to be at sea with the simplest conversations about these states. When we say 'You can't make him walk; he has a terrible pain in his foot' he simply does not see the connection between the two halves of our remark; and similarly when we say 'Don't expect too much cheerful chat from him for a while; he is in a frightful rage' or 'He would make a hopeless dog trainer; he is terrified of dogs'.


    I have not offered an argument for the claim that, in our philosophical thinking about people and their mental states, we ought to give priority to the social perspective, as opposed to the individual, first person perspective of Cartesianism. My hope is that once the options are clearly presented there will be few left who need convincing. But there are further obstacles to a wholehearted acceptance of the social perspective, and these need to be explored.





3. Private language (i)


Part of the attraction of Descartes' approach to the question of what a person is is closely bound up with the special place that he gives to the first person point of view. Perhaps it leads to problems concerning how each of us could know anything about the mental life of others. But is there not something right in the thought that each of us can know his or her own mental states with a kind of immediacy and certainty that is denied to others? And if there is something right in that, then it is an important truth: one that we must somehow capture in our account of what a person is.


    A first point to note here is that this 'truth' - such as it is - may not be quite as general as Descartes supposed it to be. He writes:





By the word thought, I understand all that which so takes place in us that we ourselves are immediately conscious of it; and, accordingly, not only to understand, to will, to imagine, but even to perceive, are here the same as to think.[2]





In what sense am I 'immediately conscious' of my own understanding? Well, this much I take it is clear: I may think that I understand a certain argument or a certain person and yet be quite wrong. Indeed, others may see long before I do that I do not really understand what is going on.


    Consider some other examples, not this time from Descartes' list. Love and anger are, I take it, mental states. Do I inevitably know of these states in myself with an immediacy and certainty that is denied to others? Is it not a quite familiar feature of our experience that others should see before John does that he is falling in love with Mary? On the other side, are we not often quite ready to say of someone that while she thinks that she is in love she is not really? Again, is it not quite possible for me to fail to notice until it is pointed out to me by another that I was really quite angry about what someone said?


   Well, there may be room for argument about those examples. But rather than pursue that I want to focus on a category of mental state in connection with which Descartes' suggestion does seem to hold. For example, I cannot, it seems, fail to recognise that I have a sharp pain in my toe; and if it seems to me that I have a sharp pain in my toe then I certainly do. By contrast (provided that the pain is not too sharp, and I have reasonable self control) others may remain completely ignorant of what I am undergoing. (If you want to protest that a pain in the toe is not a mental state but a physical one, go ahead and protest! I believe that this feature of the way in which we describe such cases is of considerable significance. But that is a point to which we will return later.)


    Now it is, it might be said, one of the great virtues of the Cartesian picture that it makes sense of this obvious fact. For according to that picture pain is an inner state, quite distinct from any of its outward manifestations. I learn what pain is through my experience of my own pains. And when I judge that I am in pain, I am not making a judgement about how I am behaving. I am making the judgement that this - what I am now feeling - is of the same kind as that which I labelled 'pain' in the past. Since only the individual herself can directly inspect the sensation that she feels, only she is in the ideal position to classify what she is feeling as a 'pain'. With that, the directness of the confrontation ensures that there is, for her, even less room for the possibility of a mistake about what she is feeling than there is in a case in which I judge that a vase right in front of me in broad daylight is 'blue'.


    What should we make of this proposal? Here is Wittgenstein's comment:





If he now said, for example: "Oh, I know what 'pain' means; what I don't know is whether this, that I have now, is pain" - we should merely shake our heads and be forced to regard his words as a queer reaction which we have no idea what to do with. .... That expression of doubt has no place in the language-game; but if we cut out human behaviour, which is the expression of sensation, it looks as if I might legitimately begin to doubt afresh.[3]





This is, for a number of reasons, a difficult passage. One of the things that makes it difficult is the fact that, while it might seem that some of what Wittgenstein says supports the Cartesian view, his aim is to point to a fundamental objection to that view. The objection might be expressed by saying that the Cartesian view does not go far enough. What, at best, the Cartesian picture of my relation to my own sensations would explain is this: it is extremely unlikely that anyone should take what she is feeling to be a 'pain' when it is not; and, with that, there is very little room for an individual to doubt whether what she is feeling is pain. As I expressed it: there is, for her, even less room for the possibility of a mistake about what she is feeling than there is in a case in which I judge that a vase right in front of me in broad daylight is 'blue'. But that, Wittgenstein suggests, is not what needs to be explained. What we need to make philosophical sense of is the fact that 'the expression of doubt has no-place in the language-game'; that is to say, it makes no sense to suppose that while there is nothing wrong with someone's grasp of the meaning of the word 'pain' he makes a mistake about whether what he is feeling is pain. Now on the Cartesian picture as I have presented it this supposition would certainly make sense. It would, at best, just be very unlikely that it should happen. For, as I expressed the matter, when I report that I am in pain I am making the judgement that this - what I am now feeling - is of the same kind as that which I labelled ‘pain’ in the past. And since, of course, it makes sense to suppose that I have misremembered what I labelled ‘pain’ in the past, it makes sense to suppose that I am mistaken in my judgement that what I am now feeling is of the same kind as what I have, in the past, called ‘pain’.


   The point is, perhaps, worth repeating in slightly different terms. On the Cartesian picture, what is crucial for the truth of my judgement that what I am feeling is correctly classified as ‘pain’ is this: the sensation that I am feeling now is of the same kind as those I have previously classified as 'pain'. Now what grounds do I have for believing that that is so? The only possible answer seems to be: my memory of what I have classified as 'pain' in the past. Now this dependence on memory seems to create a space for doubt or mistake in just the sense that the Cartesian picture sought to exclude. Confronted with the question 'How do you know that your memory impression of the sensation that you called "pain" last week is not confused?' the only possible answer seems to be: 'It doesn't seem confused to me'. Which is just to say: 'That really is my memory impression'. Wittgenstein compares this with a case in which someone buys 'several copies of the morning paper to assure himself that what it said was true'.[4]


    The crucial issue is not, I should stress, that the Cartesian picture leaves significant room for doubt or mistake about whether what I am feeling is a 'pain', but that it leaves room for it at all. Wittgenstein's point is that, in our normal employment of it, the word 'pain' is used in such a way that the idea that I might have mistaken my own pain for something else simply makes no sense. In this sense, we might say, the Cartesian picture is not sufficiently radical. 


   In the passage quoted above, Wittgenstein locates the source of this difficulty in the way in which the Cartesian has 'cut out human behaviour, which is the expression of sensation'. To appreciate the force of his suggestion we must note first that, in practice, someone says 'That hurts!' in the sorts of circumstance in which she pulls her hand back sharply and rubs it, she lets out a cry and her face contorts, and so on. Of course, we often find behaviour of the latter, non-verbal, kind without the verbal behaviour: without the cry 'That hurts!'. In particular, we find this with animals and very young children. Conversely, people sometimes say 'That hurts' or 'I have a pain in my foot' while showing none of the familiar non-verbal manifestations of pain. For all that, we do, in practice, judge that someone - say a child who is learning to talk - has grasped the meaning of the word 'pain', or of the expression 'That hurts', by noticing how her use of these words fits into the rest of her behaviour. It is in circumstances in which she has just burned her hand and she is clutching it and crying that we teach her to say 'It hurts'. And we judge that she is using these words correctly provided that her words 'That hurts' or 'I have a pain in my foot' generally fit in with her circumstances - she has just been burned - and her non-verbal behaviour in the standard ways. 


    According to the Cartesian picture, this method of teaching the meaning of the word, and of judging that another means by the word what we do, is indirect. Only the person herself can know directly what she means by the word 'pain'. For, as we might express it, the word 'pain' is defined in terms of the felt quality of an experience to which only the individual herself has direct access. Now, as we saw in chapter 3, this creates serious problems for the question: can the individual ever have grounds for thinking that when the words 'I am in pain' issue from another's lips there is another person suffering what I would call 'pain'? But Wittgenstein's point goes deeper in that it attacks the Cartesian picture at just the point that seems to be its greatest strength. For it brings out that this picture allows the possibility of doubt and mistake in the case in which the individual is inclined to say of herself 'I am in pain'.





4. Private language (ii)


But how does Wittgenstein's emphasis on the way in which self-ascriptions of 'pain' are linked with other, non-verbal, expressions of pain, such as moaning and limping, remove this possibility; and so achieve what the Cartesian picture tries, but fails, to achieve? To answer this question we must take note of another aspect of Wittgenstein's approach to this link. He writes:





[H]ow does a human being learn the meaning of the names of sensations?--of the word "pain" for example. Here is one possibility: words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of the sensation and used in their place. A child has hurt himself and he cries; and then adults talk to him and teach him exclamations and, later, sentences. They teach the child new pain-behaviour.[5]





I take the central message of this passage to be that if we want to understand the place in our lives of words such as 'That hurts!' we should compare them to a spontaneous cry of pain. When a person says 'That hurts!' or 'I have a pain in my foot' what she is doing is, in a certain respect, akin to what someone does when she cries out in pain.


    But in what respect is it akin to this? It will be helpful here to make another comparison. Consider a case in which someone suffers a severe burn: she lets out a cry, her face contorts, and she draws her hand back sharply. Compare this with a case in which someone rounds a corner and finds herself face to face with something that looks very like a tiger: she lets out a cry, turns white as a sheet, and turns and runs. In the second case there is room for the thought: 'That isn't really a tiger; she only thinks it is, and that is why she reacts as she does'. Is there room for an analogous thought in the first case? Well, on the face of it there is clearly at least one sense in which there is not. At any rate, the Cartesian will certainly not want to leave room for the suggestion that: 'She only thinks she is in pain; and that is why she reacts as she does'. For one of the driving forces behind the Cartesian approach is the idea that we cannot be mistaken about whether we ourselves are, for example, in pain. But further, there seems to be nothing to be said for the suggestion that the response of crying out, and so on is mediated by thought - as it might be said that the response to the tiger in the second case is mediated by thought. Everyone ought to agree that (at least in standard cases) no judgement is involved here: there is no question of comparing what I am feeling now with sensations which I have felt in the past, deciding on the basis of this comparison that what I am feeling is pain, and so concluding that the appropriate response is to cry out, and so on. 


    Are we to say of this case that the person could not be making a mistake about what she feels? Well, if we do say that, we should not take this to mean: her judgement that she is in pain is certainly correct. For it is seriously misleading to suggest that the person makes any such judgement. What we can say - at least on Wittgenstein's account - is that if there is no insincerity - no attempt at deception - in her response then there is no room for the thought that: 'Perhaps her behaviour is not a reliable guide to her state. Perhaps she is not really in pain.' That is the sense in which she 'could not be making a mistake'. (Notice that the words 'if there is no insincerity - no attempt at deception - in her response' do not slip in qualifications that take us back to the Cartesian view. For on the Cartesian view there is room for the thought that: the way in which her pains naturally find expression in her behaviour is very different from that in which mine do. There is, that is, room for a doubt about whether another who is crying out, and so on, is really in pain without there being any suggestion that the other is, for example, putting on a show.)


    Consider now another case, exactly the same as the above apart from the fact that this time the person cries 'God, that hurts!' Are we to say of this case: her judgement that it hurts - that she is in pain - is certainly correct? Well, if there was something misleading in the previous case in saying that she makes such a judgement perhaps there is something equally odd in this case. Perhaps we can say that her cry 'That hurts!' is related to her pain in something like the way in which her groans and contorted face are. Of course, the relation is not exactly the same. For one thing, the verbal expression of pain is not a 'natural' expression in the sense that a cry or contorted face is; for there is, I take it, a straightforward sense in which the former, but not the latter, is learned. No doubt connected with this is the fact that it may, in the case of a significant pain, take a conscious effort to inhibit the non-verbal expressions of pain; where, by contrast, something more like a conscious decision is involved in expressing one's pain verbally. But that - which is, perhaps, in any case a difference of degree - is irrelevant to the connection that Wittgenstein wishes to make between the two. For his point is this: just as with the non-verbal expression there is no question of 'comparing what I am feeling now with what I felt last week to see if it is close enough for me to cry out in just the same way', so, at least in standard cases, there is with verbal expressions of pain no question of 'comparing what I am feeling now with what I felt last week to see if it is close enough for me to utter the words "That hurts!"'. 'Comparing' doesn't come into it. And it is only because it doesn't that we can say: if there is no insincerity - no attempt at deception - in her verbal response then there is no room for the thought that: 'Perhaps her words are not a reliable guide to her state; perhaps she is not really in pain.' That is the sense in which she 'could not be making a mistake'.


    The point might be made in the following way. In practice, we say that someone has mastered the use of the words 'I am in pain', 'My foot hurts', and so on, when such self-ascriptions fit in with the rest of his behaviour in appropriate ways. Suppose that someone - a young child say - regularly said things like 'I have a terrible pain in my foot' when he had not suffered any physical injury, and none of the rest of his behaviour fitted in, in at all the right way, with the suggestion that he had a terrible pain in his foot: he does not limp, rub his foot, his face shows none of the characteristic marks of pain, and so on. We would not, I take it, in practice say of such a case that: 'A person cannot be mistaken about whether or not he is in pain; so in pain he is'. One who drew that conclusion would have misunderstood the force of the suggestion that 'a person cannot be mistaken about whether or not he is in pain'. It is, I take it, clear that in such a case we would, as we would put it, 'correct the child's English'. We would tell him that he has got the wrong word. We would only allow that he has mastered the English words 'pain', 'hurt', and so on in so far as his self-ascriptions fit in with the rest of his behaviour in appropriate ways. This, it should be stressed, is quite a flexible business. For example, a person will sometimes say 'I have a pain in my finger' while showing no non-verbal signs of pain. She may write in a letter 'My leg doesn't hurt any more', when it is clear from her face and the way that she walks that she is still in serious pain. Neither of these need cast any doubt on her grasp of the word 'pain' or 'hurt' provided that they have as a background a rich range of cases in which what she says about herself fits in with her other behavioural expressions of pain. But that background is crucial. For it is only against such a background that it can be said that: 'If she is sincerely inclined to say of herself that she is, as she puts it, "in pain" then she certainly is in pain.' 


    The idea that 'A person cannot be mistaken about whether or not he is in pain' has the sense which it does, and only could have sense, within the context of the close link, stressed by Wittgenstein, between pain and its public expression in behaviour.





5. Knowledge of others


A central concern of this chapter has been the relationship between the individual's knowledge of her own mental states and her knowledge of the mental states of others. Closely linked with that has been a concern about the relationship between our judgements about a person's mental states and our observation of the forms of behaviour in which mental states are manifested. I suggested in the opening section of chapter 3 that the philosophical idea that there is some special problem about our knowledge of the mental life of others - that being the problem to which the argument from analogy is a response - may have its roots in the following thought: 





I can never have direct knowledge of what another is feeling or thinking. I cannot actually see your anger or pain, as I can see the tree's branches waving in the wind. All that I actually see is the other's behaviour, and the judgement that another is angry or in pain always involves an interpretation of that behaviour. This becomes obvious when one reflects on the fact that a person can pretend to be angry or in pain: a person may behave as one who is angry or in pain, and yet not be in these states. That ... is sufficient to show that we must draw a sharp distinction between a person's behaviour and her mental state. Thus our judgements about another's mental states stand in need of some special form of justification in a way in which our judgements about the physical condition of a tree do not.





Now I do not for one second wish to deny that our attempts to get clear about what another is feeling or thinking face special problems: problems of a kind that do not arise for other forms of judgement. I do wish to deny, however, that the above statement offers an accurate characterisation of what those problems are.


    Consider, first, the place that the idea of pretence has in the above reasoning. It is, in effect, concluded from the fact that a person can pretend to be angry that we can never see that a person is angry - as we can see that this is a tree. And so my judgement that another is angry always requires an inference from what I do see - namely his behaviour - to an 'underlying' mental state: an inference of the form provided by the argument from analogy. But the matter does not have to be understood in that way. One who thinks we need an argument from analogy thinks that when I see someone fall to the ground, clutch his head and groan immediately after he has been struck on the head by a brick I need some justification for taking him to be in pain. That the other is behaving in this way is never in itself any reason at all for thinking that he is in pain; for according to the dualist I need a reason for thinking that this kind of behaviour is a sign of pain. Now I have been suggesting that the reverse of this is true. When we see someone behaving in such a way we need some justification for doubting that he is in pain. There is an onus on one who expresses doubt to produce grounds for doubt: grounds, for example, for thinking that the person is putting on a show. Sometimes such a doubt will be in place. But equally, it will often be simply idiotic. If someone seriously suggests that my two-year-old child who has hit his thumb with a hammer might just be pretending to be in pain I will not take him seriously. And if someone - a philosopher perhaps - suggests that I should take him seriously, he is going to have to produce an argument for this claim.


    The difficulty involved in getting to know another is not, as the dualist picture implies, the fact that we can never 'confirm directly' how another's mental states predispose him to act. It is not that there is some completely general obstacle to 'direct knowledge' of another's feelings or thoughts, or that we can never simply see that another is angry or thinks there is someone at the door. The difficulty is, in part, simply that human life is pretty complicated. A person's state at any moment is a complex pattern that lies at the intersection of many forces. He is not just in pain. He is also slightly irritated by the man on his right, trying to impress the woman on his left, worried about his overdraft, depressed about his work, and much more besides. In so far as his behaviour is unambiguously expressive of one aspect of his present state it inevitably obscures others. Now in practice it can, of course, be extremely difficult to sort out the tangle. But we should not let our desire properly to acknowledge that difficulty tempt us back into the dualist fold. For the difficulty is quite different from that presented by the dualist. This emerges in part in the fact that it can be as difficult - in some cases it is very much more difficult - for the individual himself to sort out the tangle as it is for another to do so. It emerges too in the steps that we may take in an effort to surmount the difficulty. We might, for example, remove the man on his right and (especially!) the woman on his left, thus enlarging the possibilities of an anxiety or depression finding a purer expression in his behaviour, speech and manner. Steps of this form are quite irrelevant to the 'problem of our knowledge of others' that is central to the Cartesian image.


    Brief mention should be made of two other dimensions of difficulty that are relevant here. First, people are reticent to expose themselves to others; and the reticence runs deep in a way such that, even when someone wants to be completely open with another, she may find it extremely difficult to articulate her thoughts and feelings at all adequately. Second, there are, on the other side, a great variety of pressures in each of us which militate against a proper acknowledgement of the thoughts and feelings of others: pressures which include, for example, mere callous indifference, lack of imagination, and the fear of acknowledging the force of another's anger or the depth of her suffering.


    One of the dangers of dualist imagery is that its simple picture of the obstacle to proper knowledge of another may blind us to the character of the real difficulties that we may need to overcome there.





6. The joy in another's face


I have been speaking of the relationship between 'mind' and 'behaviour': the relationship between, for example, the idea that someone is angry and the fact that he is red in the face, shouting, and storming around the room. And I have suggested that certain confusions concerning the kind of meaning possessed by our mental vocabulary are involved in a familiar picture of that relationship. In this section I want to approach the matter from, so to speak, the other end: suggesting that confusions about the idea of 'behaviour' play an equally important, and damaging, role in philosophical discussions of these issues.


    In chapter 3, section 3 I contrasted a description of a face in terms of the expression on it with a description of the same face in terms of geometrical arrangements of flesh. I tried to bring out the contrast by appealing to the idea of similarities and differences between cartoon faces. And I suggested that the same contrast had application to other forms of behaviour. Consider, for example, the following descriptions of human behaviour: 'He opened the window and smiled at the woman outside', 'He checkmated her in five moves', 'He danced a highland fling', 'He glared at her with a scowl on his face', 'She said that it was time to go', 'He got divorced', 'Her face lit up with joy'. These everyday descriptions of human behaviour are of a quite different form from descriptions in terms of movements of matter: 'The fingers of his right hand converged on the piece of wood, and the whole hand moved north-east at 3 mph', or whatever. We might say that in some sense they are descriptions of 'the same thing'; just as we might say that we can describe a single thing � a painting � in terms of splodges of paint on a canvas or in terms of what it is a painting of. But the meanings of the two descriptions are quite different: there is no possibility of translating the one form of description into the other. One way in which this comes out is this. A range of quite different movements of matter is consistent with a given description of action or expression: for example, when I learn that 'He divorced his wife' or that 'He voted for the motion' I learn little about how his body moved. The other side of this is that a description of how his body moved may not tell me much about what action he performed: this particular movement of hands in the absence of a chess board, or when the pieces were arranged differently, would not be a checkmating.


    When thinking philosophically, we may be tempted by the idea that what we really see when we look at another is simply matter in motion: that a strict description of what is seen would be a description in terms of the 'langÜ¥h_cà	_____e______€________‡Ç__4Ø__________________‡Ä___________________________________Ö__ì____Ö__ì___ìÖ______ìÖ______ìÖ______ìÖ______ìÖ_______×_______×_______×_______×_______×_______×_______×_______×______4×__`___2×______2×______2×______2×______2×______2×______2×______2×______2×______4×______4×______4×______4×______4×______4×______”×__X___ì×__H___4×______________________ìÖ______2×________d_g_____2×______2×______________________2×______2×______4×______2×______ìÖ______ìÖ______2×______________________2×______2×______2×______2×______2×______ìÖ______2×______ìÖ______2×______2×______________ o`´@(¿__×_______×______ìÖ______ìÖ______ìÖ______ìÖ______2×______2×______2×______2×____________________________________________________________________________________________4.  MIND AND BEHAVIOUR1. Cartesianism and contemporary viewsMost contemporary English speaking philosophers, and at least a substantial proportion of the wider reflective public, are deeply suspicious of the Cartesian understanding of a person. We might articulate something that is shared by the range of dominant contemporary views in this way: a person is an extended, tangible being that exists in the same world as tables, trees and mountains. But this formulation conceals differences which are every bit as important - some would say very much more important - than the similarities. We can, perhaps, best approach these modern developments by distinguishing a number of different strands in the Cartesian account.      First then, the Cartesian approach is marked by the central place given to the first person point of view. My knowledge of myself is, in Descartes' account, prior to my knowledge of the material world and prior to my knowledge of other people. It is through my experience of myself that I grasp what a person is; and through my experience of my own thoughts, emotions and sensations that I grasp what these are. To think of you as a person who has thoughts, emotions and sensations is to think of you as another being of the same kind as I am; a being that is subject to states of which I only have direct knowledge through my experience of them in my own case.     Second, the Cartesian approach insists that the real person is something other than the human being that we actually see when we 'meet another person'. Remember Descartes' phrase 'I (that is, my mind)'. The real person is 'the mind'. It is what goes on in this other entity - the mind - that explains the behaviour that we observe when we 'see another in pain' or when we 'see another fly into a rage'. That is to say, thought, emotion, sensation and so on are states or activities of this other entity: the mind. Descartes adds: the mind is a non-material thing that is causally connected with the brain.     We might add a third aspect of Descartes' view here. The extended, tangible thing - the 'human body' - that I see when I look at another human being is, in itself, a 'physical object': a physical object that is to be distinguished from other such objects simply in terms of its particular physical structure, and in terms of the fact that it is particularly closely causally connected with the mind. This feature of Descartes' view is reflected in his use of phrases such as 'the machine of the body'.[1]     Now we can characterise contemporary accounts of the person in terms of their views about just where the fundamental defect in Cartesianism is to be found. From this point of view, we can distinguish two fundamentally different lines of criticism. The first takes as its central target the primacy that Descartes gives to the first person point of view. The second focuses on the thought that the mind is a non-material thing. In this chapter I want to consider the first of these lines of criticism. We will turn to the second in the following chapter.2. The social character of our mental vocabularyWe have already explored one difficulty in which Descartes may be implicated by the kind of priority he gives to his experience of himself: if we understand the relation between my thought of myself and myd in this area. The following extract from a paper by Oliver Sacks, in which he discusses the condition of an autistic woman, may give some feeling for what a more radical case could be like:





I was struck by the enormous difference, the gulf, between Temple's immediate, intuitive recognition of animal moods and signs and her extraordinary difficulties understanding human beings, their codes and signals, the way they conduct themselves. One cannot say that she is devoid of feeling or has a fundamental lack of sympathy. On the contrary, her sense of animals' moods and feelings is so strong that these almost take possession of her, overwhelm her at times. She feels she can have sympathy for what is physical or physiological - for an animal's pain or terror - but lacks empathy for people's states of mind and perspectives. When she was younger, she was hardly able to interpret even the simplest expressions of emotion; she learned to 'decode' them later .... Temple had longed for friends at school and would have been totally, fiercely loyal to a friend (for two or three years, she had an imaginary friend), but there was something about the way she talked, the way she acted, that seemed to alienate others .... Something was going on between the other kids, something swift, subtle, constantly changing - an exchange of meanings, a negotiation, a swiftness of understanding so remarkable that sometimes she wondered if they were all telepathic. She is now aware of the existence of these social signals. She can infer them, she says, but she herself cannot perceive them, cannot participate in this magical communication directly ...  [6]





This is a striking passage - as is Sacks' whole discussion of this woman's life. While I am far from clear just how her condition should be described, we can, perhaps, safely say that she does not see the expression in the faces and behaviour of other human beings. (As we can imagine someone who, try as he might, cannot see the rabbit in the duck-rabbit figure.) She can 'infer' from what she does see that the other is afraid, angry or friendly; but she cannot, as we can, 'perceive' the fear, anger or friendliness in the other's features.


    It may not be easy to say what exactly that contrast amounts to. (I will say something about this in chapter 7, section 3.) But we must not let any difficulties we have with that stand in the way of an acknowledgement of a serious distortion in certain philosophical models of our relation to others. One might say that according to these models the real world is the world as it is experienced by one with autism. That, in effect, is the claim that is embodied in the philosophical contrast between 'mental states' and 'behaviour', according to which we do not, strictly speaking, see the joy in another's face or the anger in another's eyes: according to which, since ‘all that we strictly speaking see of others is the movements of their bodies’, all judgements about their thoughts and feelings are the result of an inference - as my judgement that there is an animal in that box is a result of an inference from the funny way the box is moving. We should demand strong arguments before we accept these models.


   We will be returning, in chapter 7, to the Wittgensteinian approach, which gives a central place to the notion of a human being. The discussion there will fill in some important gaps in the treatment of the present chapter. Some readers may wish to move straight on to that chapter, returning later to the intervening chapters, in which we will be looking at a very different approach.








Further reading


The connection between mental states and behaviour is given a fundamental place in Gilbert Ryle's enormously influential, and very readable The Concept of Mind; the first chapter of this book gives a good picture of the fundamental defect that Ryle finds in the Cartesian view. A more recent criticism of Descartes’ view, in much the same spirit as Ryle’s, can be found in Anthony Kenny, The Metaphysics of Mind. For a brief, and very helpful, discussion of the connection between mental states and behaviour see Stuart Hampshire, ‘Feeling and Expression’, in Jonathan Glover (ed), The Philosophy of Mind. I discuss certain aspects of the connection in my paper ‘The Mind, the Brain and the Face’.   


    The connection between mental states and behaviour is also central in Ludwig Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations. In the discussion of private language in sections 3 and 4 of this chapter I am simply attempting to reproduce what I take to be a line of thought presented by Wittgenstein (roughly in paragraphs 243-317 of the Philosophical Investigations.) But Wittgenstein's writing is very difficult, and the interpretation, especially of these sections of his work, highly controversial. Accessible treatments of this topic can be found in Oswald Hanfling, Wittgenstein's Later Philosophy chapter 5, Marie McGinn, Wittgenstein and the Philosophical Investigations chapter 4, and Fergus Kerr, Theology After Wittgenstein chapter 6. For a very brief general introduction to Wittgenstein’s thinking on ‘human nature’ see P.M.S. Hacker, Wittgenstein.


     For a readable, and illuminating, discussion of our knowledge of others, and the difficulties that may be involved here, see Ilham Dilman, Love and Human Separateness. Oliver Sacks’ sensitive and fascinating discussion of autism can be found in the title essay of his collection of papers An Anthropologist on Mars.




















