
READINC 21 The Nature of Mind
D M Armstrong

oM.Arnrronswd'borni_lqlbinMe'ooLrr'{u'lririr'HFpJ'netldbahFlorofdr'deer+
; "';;;;;,i; 

r";i.",h d 5\dnq :n rq50 Jn'r'hpn $Fnrio r-urdnd h Jn'nd o\rorr

i i,"",,i "* " 
* * '"cd n'' bJL hclo' or oht o'ophr de8re' r' tq"a \'n'rron'r rr'rn

:l::il': i,;; , 
"'."''rnad '"d nr-spnrriondrhei n'len'n n't'a"rlnurnc rrrqr"h'a'h'

l.',ii.i"*,-", t.f o 
".oir'on, 

g 'dua" 
rud' 'n'r*J' rsd'red ni'on' rour. i- nnilo+

n2 $d! Jr'poinr'd' "d'lF frofe\\oru' Ph ln\4h\ dr rhp l n:\4 :h

:l;;illlJ;;:'il;;';;;i:;i.-""'"'*' Hphd\herd \in ndI"uF*uAh'P''

:.:;;:"; t^";;,,-,. ^ l-o,ns \d,. L n \pr-rv \L,nrntrrr nive"irv rn' r ntreFrr\ orl"d J'

'^1i" ."it.", "^""i. " ' '' 
ror''r J r^ in- "no 

Lhe r nivFFiN ar Nn ' DJnr H" $J' ndm'd

i lello$ of lne \u.lrdli.n \' ddP'lr\ or ILF Hunrnrl:e' n 'or'q "n ona c or rhe Ord"' ol

'^]:i;" ; ;;; ,. 
"";,;"',e'pondi'E 

r rrt^$ o' rnp B r''n {' Jd n'\ 
'1 

rqqs

^"'"ffi#;;;;;'ilns includ; Percept'on andthe PhYsicalworl't t1e61)' A Materi

,o, )'i*r ,l 
"i." 

i"o 
'*)a 

Beti?t rruh dnd 
^no$ 

rcdfc rq t un^eri/"nd q I

;;,,: ;:,;,.;, ";; thc Natu'cot Mind rndorhn r"'t' r'r)ro'| 
^vtortd 

o( 
',tate' 

ot

Aftans l\g97J, The Mind Body Ptobien: An Opinionated tnttu'hction (1999)' and lrlth

and Ttuthnakers QDo4|
orr readine i5 Armslrons's artic le 'The Nature o{ Mind" (the revised vebion' whi'h ap

^^ :: ;;: ;;;* ;;;" 4 )n6 61t'"t r *" - rhF o'qra'' \F^ u- $d uubrFh'r in r 
qTu'

fi:lil-'ffil: ::;; ,:" ii" rr,' 
'"'"'r 'r'p '* 

*' u' nrru'd' ! 'c\ 
a in 'a 

Fn' dF

, .i* ii;;"' *"',.." ""''.' ." b" *p r'"':t.l ilT::;;: "[], J' inT;
hp orcoo+s r purcb materialrtr alcount of the

: :,inH ;;:;"i,';;'un'-rd".r'aP m au boo' o'ubhri how d nonp\" Jr'nd

.]I ; :;":,; ;t ;"-;;' *hr' h s phv'i' rr $o'ro bp \orlcd' \n'' b' e h di" u*inE rhP

,'''t.i,"l'', 
', ^ ","-'' 

unsc dmrne'dnnJr"F'Trre r"l rrl'o^ornno rheon.Dro

::1."r;'il,';;,'';;"hdiu'|i'm\in'rrJr 'dPnrir'(dionnr 
rhPnr-d$inhnhJ\iurnpr

""" "n'l 
",, "0,-- 

rhdr J menrrl Dr^' F* r'n or' -r $'rcuur P'nour rnq d behd

:." ;fi;::::;; il;l;' u't'^'on"''r'"4-'"4 rhP no iun o " d''po''ron rob'id\ci

':" 
:: il'., ;;"'" "".i'poirion 

o hr J'| $i r^rrr'r ru:r'\ brcJiine'o " hunrn b"ine

::;;;:";.;i"- . " Is:'|h'-rd( rurr'\ d' ine Bu'rrF a '"u b'hrio'Fr 
'na 

\ dr'^

"'"'""" ""'"".I0,., 
* ""* $h'n d 1 'rar P\en or I ur' r- I uer'on d'o prudu! F' n^ be

;::l;: 
'"; 

l ;:ili ;,.;;..". *" l,"i:- -:",n l:]":ttt,,, *,*r*,,u -' *
rioneest ind nrost literal sente ol '8orn8 nn an

" " ;;;;;;" ';"' "' to":brr'\ o 'rh"'rns 
a b'1"\'|ori\' '\or) 

o nrd Arm'rrun8

", # ;,;1.;;''''',; hor m' n ar'{dr"' dr" ror'u Jrr! rird ru b'harrnr' e' nrd'' d'

t. 'letLh hF osn nrlcndli'l lhco^ ol -n no dreurnS lndl mpn l \l'l' i"J 'L lP ol lna

;:'j; :; l;;;;'';' FdJ - dn':a' o Lah:\iu HP rne- d "'*e' h's md'' r F'

il"o,, rnietll ."pl"i" tl'' phenomenon o{ cons'iousness'

Men have minds, rhar i5 t'o -'ry' they Perceive' lher h'r!e -ensation5' emotions bc-

iHliiiJi;;;**; ' d de'ires what i\ it t'o hdve a mind: what n rt ro Per-

;l;;,;;Xi;Jl,", t. hord d beLier'or ro h'r\ed pr",'Poser \.4nnv contcmPordrv

209



210 Chapter 4 Phiosophy olMind

philosophers think that the best clue we have to the nahle of mind is fumished by

the discoveries and h]4]oth!'s!'s of modem science conceming ihe nature of man

l lhat does modem scimce have to say about the nature of man? There are,

of course, a ll sorts oI disagreements and divergencics in the views of individua l
scientists. But I thirik it is truc to say that one view is steadily Saining Sround,
so that it bids fair to become establshed scientific doctrine. ThG is $e view that
we can give a complete account ofman r',r p /ely phlsicochemiml terms T\isvtew
has r€ceived a tremmdous impetus in recent decades from the new subtect of
molecular biology, a subject that promises to uffavel the physical and chemical
mechanisms that lie at the basis of life. Before that time, it rec€ived Sreat en-

couraSement lrom pioneering work in neuroPhysiology PointinS to the likeli-
hood of a purely electrochemical account of th€ workjng of the brain. I think it
is fair to say that those scientGts who stil rgect the physicochemical account of
man do so primarily for philosophical, or moral, or rcli8ious reasons, arld only
secondarilt and half-heartedlt for reasons of sci€ntific detail This is not to say

that in the future new evidence and new Problems may not come to liSht that
will for€e science to rcconsider the physicochemical view oI man. But at Present
the drift of scientific tltouSht is clearly sct towaids the Physicochcmical hy
pothesis. And we have nothin8 better to go on than the Present

For me, theru and for many phjlosoPhcrs who think like me, thc molal is

clear. We must try to work out an account of thc nature of mind which is com
patible with the view that man is nothing but a physicochemical mcchanism.

And in this paper, I shall be concerned to do just this: to sketch (in barcst

outline) what may be called a materialis! or physicalist, account of the mind

THE AUTHORITY OF SCIENCE

But before doing this, I should like to 80 back and consider a criticism of my
position that mrct inevitably occur to some. What reason hav€ I, it may be

asked, for taking my stand on science? Even Sranting that I a]n riSht about what
is the currently dominant scientific view of man, why should we concede sdence
a special authority to d€cide questions about the nature of man? What of the
authority of philosopht oi rcligion, of morafity, or even of literature and art?
y/hy do I set the authority oI scjenc€ above all these? wlly this "sciertGm"?

It seems to me that the answer to this qu€stion is very simple lf we consider
tlle search for [uth, in a ll its fields, we find that it js on]y in science that men versed

in their subject can, after investiSation that is morc or less piolonge4 and which
may in some cases extencl beyond a single human lifetime, reach substantial agree-

ment about what is ihe casc. It is only as a result of sri€ntidc investigation that we
ever s€cm to rcach an intellectual consensus about controversial rnatters

In the Epjstle Dedicatory to De Co/Pols, Hobbes wrote of William Harvey,
the discoverer of the cjrculation of the blood, that he was "the only man I know
that, conqrcring €nvy, hath cstablGhed a new doctrin€ in his lifetime "l Before

Copemicus, Galileo, and Haruet Hobbes remarks, "there was nothing certain
in natural philosophy."'zAnd, we might add, with the excePtion of oathematics
there was nothing certain in any other leamed discipline.
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212 chapter 4 Philosophy oiMind

Now there is one account of mental process that is at once attmctive to any
philosopher sympathetic to a materialist view of man: This is behaviorism.
Formulated originally by a psycholoSist, J. B. WatsorLr it attracted widesprcad
interest and considerable suppofi {rom scientificaly oriented philosophers.
Tra ditional philosophy had tended to think of th€ mind as a rather mysterious
inward arena that lay behind, and was responsibl€ for, the outward or physi-
cal behavior of our bodies. Descaftesa thought of this inner arena as a spidtraT
slbsfdnce, and it was this conception of the mind as spiritual object that Gilbert
Ryle attacked, apparently in the interest of beha viorism, in his important book
The Concept of Mind. He ridiculed the Caitesian view as the dogma of "the
ghost in the machine."s The mind was not something behind the behavior oI
the bodt it was simply part of that physical behavior. My anger with you is
not some modification o{a spiritual substance that somehow bdngs about a8
gressive behaviori mther it is the aggressive behavior itself-my addressinS
strong vr'ords to you, st king you, iurnint my back on you, and so on.
Thought is not an inner process that lies behind, and brinff about, the words
I speak and write; it is my speakinS and writing. The mind is not an irmer
arena; it is outward act.

It is clear that such aview of mind fits in very well with a completely ma-
terialistic, or physicalisL view of rnan. I{ iher€ is no need to draw a distinc-
tion betlveen mental processes and their expression in physical behavior, but
if instead the mental processes are identified with th€ir so-called "expres-
sions," then the exist€nce of mind stands in no conflict with the view that man
is nothinS but a physicochemical mechanism.

However, the version of behaviorism that I have just sketched is a very
crude versioru and its crudity lays it op€n to obvious objections. One obvious
djfficulty is that it is our common experience that there can b€ mental processes

Soing on althouSh there is no behavior occurring that could possibly be treated
as expressions o{ thos€ processes. A man may be angi, but Bive no bodily si8n,
he may think, but say ff do nothing at all.

In my view, the most plausible attempt to rcfine behavioiism with a view to
meeting this objection was made by introducin8 $e r.otion ot a dkpo$iLion b behiue.

(Djspositions to behave play a particularly important part in Ryle's accomt o{ the
mincl.) Let us consider the g€neml notion oI disposition 6lst. Brittleness is a dis-
po{rition, a disposition possess€d by materials like 81ass. Bittle materials arl) those
that, when subjected to relatively small forces, break or shatter easily. But breaking
and shatteing easily is not brittl€ness, rather it is the rut4Fesfdl,b'l of brittleness.
Britderess its€f is the tendency or liability oI drc material to break or shatter eas-

ily. A piece of glass may never shatter or break thoughout its whole history but it
is still the cas€ that it is brittle: It is liable to shatter or break iI d ropped quite a small
way or hit quite lightly. Now a disposition to bdiur? is simply a tendency or liabil-
ity of a person to behave in a certain way mder certain circutnstances. The brittle-
ness of ghss is a disposition that the glass retains throughout its history but clearly
there also could b€ djspositions that come and go. The dispositions to behave ttut
are of inter€st to the behaviorist are, for thc most parL of this temporary character.

Now how did Ryle and others use the notion of a disposition to behave to
m€€t the obvious objection to belafiorism that there can be mmtal process BoinS



The N.lure ofMind D. M. Amslrong 213

on al$ou8h fie subject is e.ngaging jn no relevant behavior? Their stmteSy was to
arSue ttut in such cas€s, aldlough the subject was not behaving in any relevant
wat he or she was d,slosa/ to behave in some relevant way. The Slass do€s not
shatter, but it is still brittle. Th€ man does not behave, but he does have a disposi
tion to behav€. We can say he thinks although he does not speak or act b€cause ai
that time he was dispos€d to speak or act in a ceftain way. I/he had b€en ask€d,
perhaps, he would have spoken or acted. We can say he is angry altltough he do€s
not behave angrily, because he is djsposed so to behave. l/only one more word
had b€"!'n addressed to him, he woltld have burst out. And so on. In this way it was
hoped that behaviorism could be squared with the obvious facts.

It is very important to see just how 6ese dinkers conceivcd of disPositions.
I quote from Ryle:

To possess a dispositional prcpetty is tut to be in a poni lat state, ar to undergo a

W1+ic ar cha ge; lt is to bc boud or liable to be in a partidLr state, or to m-
der8o d pJrli. uLdr, hr8c. who d pdrlicular condihon i. rerlned.6

So to explain t}'e breaking of a lightly struck glass on a particular occasion by
sayjnt it was brittle is, on this view oI djspositions, simply to say that the glass
broke because it is the sort of thin8 that re8ularly breaks when guite ljthtly
struck. The breakint was thc normal behavior, or not abnorrnal behawiot of
such a thing. The brittleness is not to be conceived of as a ca se for the breakage,
or even, more vagu€I, atctol jn bringin8 about the breaking. Brittleress is just
the {act that thinSs o{ that sort break casily.

But although in this way the behavio sts did something to deal widr the
objection that mental processes can occur in the absence of behavior, it seems
clear, now that the shouting and the dust have died, that they did not do
enough. \ /hen I think, but my thoughts do not issue in any action, it seems as

obvious as anything is obvious that there is something actually goinS on in me
that constitutes my thouSht. It is not simply that I would speak or act i{ some
conditions that are unfuuill€d were to be fulfilled. Something is currently 80
ing on, in the strongcst and most literal sense of "going on," and this something
is my thought- Rylcan behayio sm denies this, and so it is unsatisfactory as a
theory of mind. Yet I know of no version of behaviodsm that is more satisfac
to.y. The moral foi those of us who wish to take a purely physicalistic view of
man is that we must look for some oiher a.count of the nature of mind arld of

But perhaps we need not gdeve too deeply about the failure of behaviorism
to produce a satis{actory theory of mind. Be}Eviorism is a profomdly unnatu-
ral account of mental pro.esses. If somebody speals arld acts in certain ways, it
is natural to speak oI this speech and action as the er?/essiot of his thought- It is
not at all natual to speak of his speech and action as identica] with his thought.
W€ naturally thirlk of the thought as sonethinS quite distinct ftom the speech
and action that, under suitable circuastanc€s, brinSs the speech and action
about. ThouShts are not to be identified with behavior, we think; they 1ie behind
behavior. A man's behavior constitu tes the rcason we have for attributing certain
mental processes to him, but the behavior cannot be identified with Ilrc 

'J.er.tal
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This sugSests a very interesting line of thouShr abour rhe mind. Behavior
ism is ceriainly wrong, but perhaps it is not altogerher wrong. perllaps the be
haviorists are wrcng in identifying the mind and mertat;ccu ences with
behavior, but perhaps they are right in thinking rhat our notion of a mind ard
of individua l mental states is lo*icalry tied to betuz'ior For perhaps wllat we mean
by a mental state is some state oI the person that, und€r auitable circumstances,
brings abo t a celtarn la.lge of behavior. perhaps mind can be defined not as be
havior, but rathff as the imer cd6e of certain bc,havior. Thought is not speech
under suitable circumstances, rather it is somerhinS within the person rhat, in
suitable circumstances, brinSs abour speech. And, in facL I be[ave that this js
the true account, or, at any rat€, a true first account, oI what we mean by a men
tal sLrLe.

How does this line oI thought lhk up with a purely physicalist view of
man? The position is that while it does not male such a physicalist view in-
evitablc, it does make it possille. It does nor entail, but it is compatible with, a
purely physicarist wiew of man. For iJ our notion of the mind;nd of menrat
states is nothing but that of a cause within the p€$on of certain ranges of be_
havror lhenrtberomesd5(ientifilquesLon.dndnotaquestionot totsi;dtanat)-
sis, what in fact the intrinsic nature of that cause is. The cause ;tht be, ;s
D€scates thoright it was, a spirituat substance workinS through the pineal
Sland to produce the complex bodity behavior o{ wtuch men are capa-ble. tt
might be breath, or specially smooth and mobite atoms dtspersed *foughout
the body, it might be many other things- But in fact the verr ct of modem sci-
ence seems to be that the sole cause of mind-betokening behavior in man and the
higher animals ;s the physicochemical workings of the centnl neryous sysrem.
And so, assumint we havc correctly charactedzed our concept of a mentil state
as nothing but fhe cause of certain sorts of behavior, ttren wi can identjfv these
mentdl stdles h ith purcl\ physicdl stat.. of rhe centrrt ne^.u\ \\ rtem.

At lhjs point we ma\ stop dnd go bJ. t ro I hc behdviori\t,. d ispositions. We
saw that, according to him, the bdttleness of glass or, to rake another example,
lheeldslicil\orrubber.i5nolastateofrheslasrorLherubber.buris.impl)Lhe
la( t tlui rhing. oi that .ort behave in the wdy thev do. But now let u" Lon\ider
how d .cimtiiL would thir* abour brinlene"'. or elasti.itr. FJced with the phe
nomenon of breakage und€I rclatively small impacts, or the ph€nomeno; of
stretching wher a force is appiied followed by contraction when the force js re-
moved, he will assume that there is som€ cu ent state of the dass or the rubber
that is responsible for the characteristic behavior of samples of these two mate-
rials. At dr€ begiming, he will not know what this srate is, but he wi endeavor
to find out, and he may succeed in finding our. And when he has found out, he
will very likely make remaiks of this soft: "We have discovered rhar the b ftle-
ness of glass is in lact a cetain sort of pattcm in the molecutes of the glass.,, That
ts to,say,hew identif! bdttleness with the state of the glass rhar is responsible
for *rc liability of the glass to break. For him, a disposirion of an obiect L a state
of the obiecl. l44rdl mdle5 the stdle a rlale of briltlene-s lJ lhc ta( rhdl il gi!es
rise to the characteristic manifestations of brittlcness. But the disposition itselJ
is distinci from its manifestations: It is the state of the gtass thai gives rise to
these manifestations in suitable circumstan.es
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This way of lookint at dispositions is very differmt from that of Ryk and
the behaviorists. The great difference is this: If we tteat disPositions as actual
states, as I have sugSested that sci€ntists do, even if states the intrinsi€ nature of
which may y€t have to be discovere4 then we can say that disPositions are ac-

tual .drses, or causal factors, whicb in suitable circumstanccs, actually bring
about thosc happ€nings that are the manifestations of the disposition. A certain
moleclrlar constitution of glass that constitutes its bdttlcness is actually
resporsirle for the fact that when the glass is struck, it brcaks.

Now I cannot argue the natter herc, because the detail of the argument is
technical and difficult, but I believe that the vi€w of disPositions as states,
whi.h is theview that is natural to sciencc, is the correct one.7l believe it canbe
shown quite strictly that, to th€ extent that we admit the notion of disPositions
at all, we ar€ committed to the view that they are actual srrtes of the object that
has the disposition. I may add that I think that the same holds lor the closely
connect€d notions of capacities and Powers- Here I will simPly have to asstme
this step in my argument.

But perhaps it wjll be s{ren that the iejection of the idea that mind is simply
a certain ran8e oI man's behavior in favor of the view that mind is mther the in-
n€r c4lff of that range of marl's behavior, is bound up with th€ r€tection of the
Rylcan view of dispositions in favor oI one that treats dispositions as states of
objects and so as having actual causal power. The behaviorists were wrcng to
identify the mind with behavior. They were not so far off the mark when they
tried to deal with cases where mental happerinSs occur in the abs€nce of b!-
havior by saying that these are dispositions to behave. But in order to reach a

correct view, I am sugSestin& they would have to conceive of these dispositions
as actual slalcs of the person who has the disposition, states that have actual
causal power to bring about behavior in suitable circumstances. But to do ihis is
to abandon the central inspiration of behaviorGm: that in talking about the
mind we do not have to go behind outward behavior to inner states.

And so two sepante but interlockinS Iin€s o{ thought have pushed m€ in
the same direction. The first line of thought is that it Soes profoundly against th€

Brain to thirlk oI the mind as behavior- The mind is, rather, that wh;ch stands b€-
hind arld brings about our complex behavior. The second line of thought is that
the behaviorist's dispositions, properly conceived, a re really states that underlie
behavior and, under suitabl€ circumstances, bring about behavior' PuttinS these

two together, we reach the conception of a mental state as a stoLe of the Percon apt

for prcd cing cerlain ranges o/befta?iol. This formula a mental state is a state of
the person apt for producjng certain mnges of behavior I believe to be a very
illuminating way of looking at the concept of a mmtal state. I have found it fruit
ful in the search for d€tailed logical analyses of the individual mental cmcePts

I do not think that Hegel's dia lectiC has much to tel us about the nature o{ rc-
ality. But I thinl that hunan thought ofte.n moves in a dialectical wa, ftom thesG

to antithesjs and then to the synthesis. Perhaps drought about the mind is a case in
point. I havc already said that dassical PhilosoPhy has tended to thinL oa the mind
as an imer arma of sorne solt. This we may cal dre thesis B€haviorism moves to

th€ opposite extrcme: The mind is s€en as outwa rd belavior' This is the antith€..is
My propos€d slnthesis i-s that fie mind is FoPerly conceived as an inner princiPle,

215



216 Chapte!l PhiloephyoiMind

but a principle that is id€ntiJied in terms of the outward behavior it is aPi lor bring-
ing about. This way of looking at the mind and mental states do€s not itse.lf €rtail
a materials! or physicalist view of man, for nothing is said in this ana\'sjs about
the intrinsic nature of these mertal states. But if we have, as I have arSued ihat we
do Mve, Se.nelal scimtific grounds for thin kinS tllat man is nothing but a physical

mechanism, we can go (m to argue that the mental states are in fact noihing but
physical stat€s oI ihe central n€ffous system.

THI PROBLEM OF CONSCIOUSNESS

Along these lines, th€ry I would look for an account oI the mind that is compat-

ible with a purcIy materialist theory oI man There are, as may be imagined, all
sorts of powertuI objections that can be made to my view. But in the rest o{ this
paper,I propose to do only one thinS: I will develop one very impottant objec-

iion to my view of th€ mind-an objection felt by many philosophers-and
then try to show how the objection should be met.

The view that our notion of mind js nofiing but that o{ an imer Pdnciple aPt

for bringing about {:€rtain sorts of be}nvior may be thought to stlare a certain weal
ness with belaviorism. Modem PhilosoPhers have put the point about behaviorism
by saying thaf althotgh belavjorism nray be a satisfactory ac€ount of the mind
fromanother pmonWint o/rrta?r, it wil not do as a ftst-Wrson a.cou t To explan'lr.
my mcolmtels with other pmple, all I ever observe is fteir behavior their actions,

their spe€cb and so on. And so, iI we simPly consider othlY PeoPle, behaviorism
might seem to do full justice to the facts. But the bouble about b€IDviodsm is that

it seems so msadsfactory as applied to our oan case ln our own ca'se, we seem to

be aware oI so much more than mere behavior.
Suppose that now we conceive of the mind as an inner PdnciPle aPt for

bringing about certain sorts oI behavior. This a8ain fits thc other person cases

very well- Bodily behavior of a very sophisticated sort is observed, quite differ-
ent from the behavior that ordinary Physical objects disPlay. It is inJerred that
this behavior must spring from a very sPecial sort of irurer causc in th€ object

that exhibils this behavior. This inner cause is chtistened "the mind," and those

who take a physicatist view of man argue that it is simPly the ccntnl nervous
system oI the body observed. ComPare this with the case of glass. Cetain char-

acteristic behavior is obseFed: the brcaking and shatterinS of the rnaterial when
acted upon by relatively small forces. A special inner state oI the glass is Postu-
lated to explain this behavior. Those who take a Purcly Physicalist view of Slass
then arSue that this state is a mdtelial state oI the glass. It is, PerhaPs, an ar
rangement of its mol!{ules and not, sat the Peculiarly malevolent disPosition
of the demons that dwell in 81ass.

But when we tum to ou r own case, the Position may s€€m less Plausible. We

are conscious, we have exPeriences. Now can we say thai to be conscious, to
have expedences, is simply for somcthing to 80 on within us aPt Ior the cau.sing

of certain sots oI behavior? Su€h an account do€s not seem to do any jusiice to
the phenomena. And so it seems that our account of the mind, like behaviodsm,
h ill fdil l. dojuslr.e to thu lir.l per.on (asc.
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In general, we can think o{ p€rcePtions as inner states or events aPt {or the
production of certain sorts oI selective behavior towards our envtuonment. To

perceive is like acquiring a key to a door. You do not have to use the key: You can

pu t it in your pocket and never boiher about the door. But if you do want to oPen

the door, the key may be ess€ntial. The blind man is a man who do€s not acquire

certain keys and, as a result, is not able to oPerate in his environment in th€ way
that somebody who has his sight can oPerate. lt s€€ms, then, a very Promisint
view to take of perceptions that th€y are imer states defined by the sorts oI se-

lectiv€ behavior tltat t]rcy enable tlrc Perceiver to exhibit, if so imPelled.
Now how is this discussion of perception related to the question of con-

sciousness or expe ence, the sort of thint that the dliv€I who is in a state of au-

tomatism has not got, but which we normally do have? Simply this My
proposal is that consciousness, in this sense of the word, is nothin8 but
perception ot |udrcness of fhe sLdte of ow o@t mind The driver in a state of au

tomatism perceives, or is aware of, the road l{ he did not, the car would be in a
ditch. But he is not c rrently aware of his awar€ness of the road. He Perceives
the road, but he does not perceive his Perc€ivin& or anything els€ that is going
on in hjs mind. He is no! as we normally are, conscious of what is Soing on in
his mind.

And so I conceive of consciousness or exPerience, in this sense of the words,
in the way that Locke and Kant'conccived it, as like Perception Kant in a strik-
ing phrase, spoke ol "inner s€nse." We cannot dir€ctly obse e the minds of oth-
ers, but each of us has the powet to obseffe dircctly our own minds, and
"perceive" what is going on there. The driver in the automahc stat€ is one whose
"inner eye" is shut, who is not currently aware of what is going on in his own

Now if this account is alonS the right lines, why should we not give an ac-

count of this inner observation along the samc lines as we have aiready Siven of
perception? Why should we not conceive of it as an irlller state, a state in this
case directed towards other inner states and not to the environmenL which en-

ables us, if we are so impelled, to behave in a sele ctl'veway towrds our oun sfates

o/n ird? One who is aware, or conscious, of his thoughts or his emotions is one

who has the capacity to make discriminations between his different mental
staies. His capacity miSht be exhibited in words. He miSht say that h€ was in an

an8ry state of mind, when, and only wherr he rods in an an8ry state of mind But
such verbal behavior would be the mere elplessron o/ /35 /t of ihe awaren€ss The

awar€n€ss itselJ would be an iimer state the sort of iirner state that gave the
man a capdcib for such behavioral erpre.-rons

So I hav€ argued that consciousness of our own mental state may be assim-

llated. to perceplion of o11r own mental state, and that, lik€ other PercePtions, it
may then be conceived of as an inner state or event givinS a caPacity for selec-

tive bchavior in this case selective behavior towards our own mental state- AII
this is meant to be simply a logical analysis of consciousness, alrd none of it en_

tails, althou8h it does not rul€ out, a pur€Iy physicalist accomt of what these in
ner states ar€- But if we are convinced, on general scjmtific Srounds, that a

purely physical account of man is ljkely to be the true one, thm th€r€ seems to

be no bar to ouI identifying these inner states with purely Physical stat€s of the
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