James Cassels – 1602332: Level 5 Philosophy.

Issues in Metaphysics.
Essay question # 5,
· [bookmark: _Hlk33183547][bookmark: _Hlk33026363]Is there an argument that succeeds in showing that we can have knowledge of other minds?
· [bookmark: _Hlk33183726]Is there a difference between doubt about the existence of other minds and doubt that others have minds like our own?
· [bookmark: _Hlk33184939]What reason might there be to doubt the latter even if not the former?

[bookmark: _Hlk33695210][bookmark: _Hlk33184982]I attempt to answer the questions in positive support of the existence of other minds as I feel that doubt and scepticism are valuable means to analyze possibilities such as solipsism, but to assume such, merely serves to undermine existential meaning. As such, I am drawn to variable metaphysical theses renowned as ‘the problem of other minds.’[footnoteRef:1] I note here, that the problem is implicitly relevant in all philosophical branches, and there exist nigh as many such theses as there are theorists, hence the subject is fraught with complexity. The existence and sameness of other minds, however, are if at all, problems reserved for the philosopher, whom, called to account by the sceptic, seeks to establish a valid foundation from whence to orient further epistemological and metaphysical enquiry. Herein, question one is relative to the potentiality of validating the existence of other minds versus the possibility of solipsism, a term evolved from Kant and epistemologically coming to theorize the limits of our existential knowledge as a solo-centric mental existence, viz; the possibility that only one mind, i.e. my mind, and my mental states exist.[footnoteRef:2] A positive conclusion to the primary question then ramifies secondary problems. Concluding the existence of other minds, then whether they are like our own and whether such is knowable. In response to the first question - Is there an argument that succeeds in showing that we can have knowledge of other minds? I suggest that although positive arguments for knowledge of other minds exist such as herein - J. S. Mill’s argument from analogy,[footnoteRef:3] none independently indubitably ascertains knowledge of the existence of other minds. The second question - Is there a difference between doubt about the existence of other minds and doubt that others have minds like our own? I suggest that there are differences, but nevertheless, it implicates similar questions, i.e. whether one can validate one is not one mind surrounded by automatons?[footnoteRef:4] The final question - What reason might there be to doubt the latter even if not the former? I suggest the reasoning stems from our inability to experience other’s thoughts and feelings or relative qualia, i.e. their instantiated raw sensatory experiences.[footnoteRef:5] However, I suggest that any theses devised exclusively from these questions, are merely arbitrary. I shall primarily refer to the works of Rene Descartes’: meditations on first philosophy [1647],[footnoteRef:6] John. Stuart Mill’s: An Examination of Sir William Hamilton’s Philosophy [1865],[footnoteRef:7] Jonathan Dancy’s: Introduction to Contemporary Epistemology [1985] - presenting Mill’s argument from analogy,[footnoteRef:8] and an article by Anita Avramides titled: Other Minds, in which a valuable account of solipsism is relayed.  [1:  Jonathan Dancy, Introduction to Contemporary Epistemology (Oxford: Blackwell, 1985). P. 67. ]  [2:  Stephen P. Thornton, ‘Solipsism and the Problem of Other Minds’, Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy <https://www.iep.utm.edu/solipsis/> [accessed 26 February 2020]. Ch. 1.]  [3:  John. Stuart Mill, ‘An Examination of Sir William Hamiltons Philosophy [1865]’, in The Collected Works of John Stuart Mill, ed. by John. M Robson (Toronto: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1979), IX, ch 12.]  [4:  Mill, IX. IBID]  [5:  Michael Tye, ‘Qualia’, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2018 <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2018/entries/qualia/> [accessed 26 February 2020]. Ch’s. 1-2]  [6:  Rene Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy. With Selections from the Objections and Replies, trans. by John Cottingham (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987).]  [7:  Mill, IX.]  [8:  Dancy. P. 68] 


The problem of other minds is ultimately a problem called to account by scepticism, which asks – what can we definitively know outside of our selve(s). Historically, it can be seen as a ramification of Cartesian methodological doubt,[footnoteRef:9] in which Descartes sceptical methodology seeks to ascertain the basis of what can be known relative to one’s existence. It is as an imperative to establishing a justified epistemological foundation known as foundationalism,[footnoteRef:10] i.e. the indubitable knowable principle(s) of Descartes existence are reduced to ‘cogito ergo sum’, the raw fact that he knows that he thinks, therefore he knows that he exists.[footnoteRef:11] Assuming Descartes foundation is the limit of one’s knowable existence, we can see the refutable, negative ramifications towards the knowledge of, or even the instantiation of anything existing outside of the subject mind. Although it certainly appears as though a world incorporating others exists, however, appearances can be deceptive. For example, Descartes speculates sceptical potentialities which serve to undermine meaning relevant to existential phenomena. He methodologically calls to account experienceable reality, by positing notions such as the ‘evil genius doubt’ – which replaces the speculation of a benevolent and truthful God, with a malicious, deceptive demon, subjecting one or all, to a hallucinatory existential and phenomenological experience.[footnoteRef:12] Although there may not (as yet) exist an indubitably conclusive method of disproving the evil genius doubt, neither however, is there any way to substantiate it, nor any evidences suggesting that it may be the case.  [9:  Lex Newman, ‘Descartes Epistemology’, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2019/entries/descartes-epistemology/> [accessed 19 February 2020].]  [10:  Ali Hasan and Richard Fumerton, ‘Foundationalist Theories of Epistemic Justification’, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/justep-foundational/> [accessed 21 February 2020].]  [11:  Newman. Ch. 4.1]  [12:  Newman. Ch. 3.2] 

Any answer to the problem(s) rests on what little evidence exists relevant to the problem(s). Jonathan Dancy exclaims that if an argument succeeds in showing even a little evidence in other mind’s favor, then there exists more evidence in favor than against, and therefore it presents itself as an acceptable hypothesis compared to speculative scepticism.[footnoteRef:13] Such matters as the qualia of others apparently cannot be proven hence verifiably known, and supposition based on observational rationale founded on knowable subjective qualia is necessary to philosophical precedence. As in Descartes cogito ergo sum,[footnoteRef:14] I can know I experience phenomenal existence, therefore I can reasonably assume by observation and inference that others’ minds exist, by virtue of subjective experiential relativity, i.e. ontological similarities which inductively support the positive existence of other minds, as opposed to the infinitely negative possibilities such as hallucination or automata. This may only be circumstantial evidence for the existence of other minds, but circumstantial evidence carries more weight than insubstantial, irrelative and circularly infinite speculations such as Descartes demon doubt, which shows the infinitude for absurd metaphysically sceptical possibilities. As such, methodological doubt connotes a necessity to found arguments whose purpose is to establish metaphysical structure upon the knowable foundation of existence, i.e. “thinking” (in Descartes).   [13:  Dancy. Pp. 68-69]  [14:  Newman. Ch. 4.1] 

[bookmark: _GoBack]A reasonable primary argument presented for other minds is Jonathan Mills’ ‘argument from analogy’, which connotes a positive argument from similarity. The initial question requires the ascertainment as to whether this or any other such argument satisfies the existence of other minds. The basis of Mills’ argument is in sequentially qualitative observations relative to subjective phenomenological similarities. He explicates that subjectively, he is internally aware of a series of facts linked by a consistent sequence, starting with bodily modifications i.e. in the case of injury - reeling when struck, which is inseparably followed by the internal and solely subjectable experience of feeling (in this case pain), which in turn produces the end – outward demeanor, i.e. the physical appearance representative of one’s experiencing pain. Mills then notes that in the case of others, that he has the evidence of his senses in accountancy regarding the first and last links of the trine sequence, however he does not and cannot have the same for the intermediate link, i.e. feeling. He finds, however, that sequence between the first and last is apparently as uniform in others as it is in himself,[footnoteRef:15] i.e. when John Doe stubbed his toe, his demeanor relatively changed suggestive of suddenly being in pain, in just the same way that Mills himself would demean given the same circumstances. Mills goes on; that in his own case, he knows that the last link is necessarily produced by the first via the intermediate link. Experience, therefore, obliges him the necessity of an intermediary link in others either alike that in himself, i.e. qualitatively feeling pain as he does, or a different link, though a sequential instantiation none the less, By logically probable supposition of the link being of the same nature as it is in his own case, Mills conforms, he states, to the legitimate rules of experimental enquiry,[footnoteRef:16] i.e. necessary supposition based on inductive logical inferences. So, it is the difference between partly experimental, inferential enquiry versus completely verifiable, directly observable enquiry, viz; it is in the difference between philosophic and scientific enquiry in which the problem historically resides. If the question is found to be conclusively answerable, then it has evolved to become a scientific inquisition over a philosophical one. The dubitability of Mills suppositional application remains then, albeit established upon subjective empiricism in the way that Mills himself phenomenologically experiences his own mind, and as such, supposes that other’s intermediate links, i.e. particular feelings and associated responses, are likely to be the same. In fact, he can see that they are, in the initial act of observing John Doe stubbing his toe and the end demeaning reactions, without the need to directly conceive of an other’s link by subjectively experiencing the other’s pain. It is nevertheless inferable and so cannot connote indubitability. [15:  Dancy. P. 68]  [16:  Dancy. IBID] 

Dancy explicates a criticism here, in that Mills merely supposes the intermediate link to be the same.[footnoteRef:17] However, supposition aside, even if not the same, if for (a) to observably produce (c) and necessarily (excluding acting) do so through (b) which cannot be observed in other persons, the observable fact of (a) uniformly ending in (c), depicts that some form of qualitative intermediacy, i.e. feeling, is occurring. The stubbing of the toe > the associative feeling of pain and the grimacing demeanor, are inseparable instantiations of the occurrence of the toe being stubbed in a particular way. They are the relative qualities of a grievously stubbed toe suggesting that others experience inner feelings as one does. Therefore, irrespective of whether Jonathan Mills’ and John doe’s pain qualia are identical in experiential nature, it shows that John Doe is qualitatively experiencing something. Therefore, the argument from analogy shows some circumstantial evidence for existence of other minds but not for sameness and suggests that existence doesn’t necessitate sameness.  [17:  Dancy. P. 69] 

This leads to the second part of the question - Is there a difference between doubt about the existence of other minds and doubt that others have minds like our own? As Mills has suggested, others can be directly observed to factor (a) and (c), and that (c) is only achievable through the intermediacy of (b). (b) however, need not qualitatively be the same from subject to subject, and to accept that some form of (b) is intermediately occurring in others, is to accept that other minds do exist. The difference between doubting existence and doubting sameness is somewhat explicated in two forms of solipsism presented in an article by Anita Avramides’.[footnoteRef:18] She draws distinction between epistemological solipsism (the only mind I can know is my own) and conceptual solipsism (the only mind I can think of is my own).[footnoteRef:19] The possibility for epistemological solipsism is inherent in the term which births the question as to whether we can have knowledge of other minds, and therefore calls to account other minds existence. Conceptual solipsism on the other hand, is the idea that one cannot think of or conceive of minds other than one’s own but does not necessarily denote that only one mind exists. Rather it is relative to the suggestion that one cannot conceive of another’s mind. However, it employs the same reasoning as in the case for knowing, i.e. others mental qualia are outwardly inaccessible therefore requiring an inferential supposition.  [18:  Anita Avramides, ‘Other Minds’, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, 2019 <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2019/entries/other-minds/> [accessed 24 February 2020]. Ch. 1.1]  [19:  Avramides. IBID] 

Leading on to the final question - What reason might there be to doubt the latter even if not the former? The question is, accepting that other minds exist. what reason then do we have to doubt that others’ minds are the same as one’s? Apart from our inability to experience other’s thoughts and feelings as a reason to remain in verifiable doubt as to the sameness of other minds, I find this question rhetorical in nature as we could just as well ask – what reason might we have to assume that others’ minds are the same as ours? Although (a) and (c) of Mills sequence can be observed, yet we cannot substantiate in others what it is for (b), we can only suppose that (b) corresponds to the same sensation in ourselves. Therefore, we cannot say whether another’s mind is or is not the same as our own. In the case of pain, irrespective of how the constituents of pain are achieved, be it inwardly learnt from one’s own case vs outward, or the Wittgensteinian philosopher suggests, the child learns about complex interactions between a mental state and its subsequent behavior, not introspectively, but within the course of learning one’s language.[footnoteRef:20]  [20:  Avramides. Ch. 1.1] 

Contingency remains in factors such as pain tolerance, which potentially vastly differs from subject to subject, attributably affecting the end of Mills sequence, demeanor, as one may outwardly display experiencing pain whereas another may not, due to training perhaps. Another example may be intellect, which is also variable and pliable. It stands to reason that minds attribute differences and are not all the same. If they were the same, then perhaps one would have better reason to assume other minds as automata. Therefore, the diversity of minds is another circumstantially supportive factor to other minds existence. As I draw towards concluding, I feel it worthy of note: the fact that Mills philosophized the argument from analogy one and a half centuries post, well prior to technological advances in instrumentation and modern science, which could be said to have a solution for the problem of other minds relevant to Mills inductive inference of (a) to (c). As such, instrumentation can be employed enabling the observation of (b) - Mills intermediate state of feeling (e.g. pain). In this respect, although the argument itself falls conclusively short, I feel that the conglomeration of philosophy, medical technologies and modern science combine to circumstantiate mills argument in support of the existence of other minds. 
To conclude, I surmise that the “problem of other minds” necessitates supposition relative to logical inference. This is due to the fundamental limits of our knowledge as explicated in Descartes methodological doubt, that beyond our own cognitive occurrence, we can indubitably ascertain no further knowledge. As such we are necessitated to position of logical inference. Logical inference here, is based on circumstantial evidence and as purported in Dancy, any evidence whatsoever in support of other minds, supersedes the call of scepticism. Scepticism displays an infinitude of possibilities yet presents no evidence. Therefore, the assumption that others have minds is based on observation and inductive inference causing the criteria for presupposition of other minds existence. The difference between the question of other minds and the question of sameness employs the same reasoning, i.e. as others mental qualia are outwardly inaccessible, it therefore requires an inferential supposition. the final question asking for reason to doubt sameness even if not existence, lies in our inability to experience other’s thoughts and feelings. However, I find the question rhetorical and surmise that other minds amongst themselves are not necessarily the same. Similarly, in the physicalist sense for example, we could talk about our hands being fundamentally the same as other’s hands. The general functionality may be the same, however, the functions one turns one’s hands to differ greatly, not everyone can play the piano alike Beethoven for example. The lines in our hands are unique, likewise perhaps are our minds. To establish whether minds are different we must understand underlying problems which are also very much open to interpretation, such as what constitutes mind and whether it is a separate entity to the body as in ‘Cartesian dualism’ or something with physicalist implications, perhaps more akin to Merleau-Ponty’s ‘perceiving body’.[footnoteRef:21] Mills “Argument from Analogy” does not directly prove the  existence of other minds, however in combination with medical technological advances in scientifically verifiable instrumentations, Mills argument I feel, is circumstantiated. In evaluation of the subject, I feel it serves to highlight the difficulties in establishing an existential structure beyond the foundation of “cogito ergo sum”. However, it also shows the ludicrously accepting the alternative by valuing doubt over logically probable supposition.  [21:  Aud. Sissel. Hoel & Annamaria. Carusi, Theory, Culture and Society 2018, vol. 35(1). Pp.62-63. Merleau-Ponty and the Measuring body. (University of Science and Technology. University of Sheffield, 2017)
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