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"Being" is always something which ,is mentally
constructed by us, that is, something we freely
posit (in the logical sense). The justification
of such constructs does not lie in their
desrivation from what is given by the senses.
Such a type of derivation (in the sense of
logical deducibility) is nowhere to be had,

not even in the domain of ﬁre—scientific
thinkihg. The justification of the constructs,
which represent "reality" for us, lies alone

in their quality of making inteiligible what

is sensorily given.

-Albert Einstein



Ler Smolin

The investigations that resulted in this paper grew out of
several years diisquietude with the mind body problem, The problem
bothered me because it seemed an obstacle to the completion ef a
world piicture based upon scientific knowledge, Vhile, with appropriate
corrolation statements the behaviier of my sensations and thoughts
seemed amenable to scientific desciption and prediction, it seemad'
that my experience, or "raw feells" of those sensations and thoughts
-are> completely recalcitrant to description in the language of
science, and in fact have no place in a world populated solely by
things that are reducible to combinations of elementary particles,
Thus, while my perception of and respengse to a red stoplight is
completely explicable in physiological terms it seemed there was
no. way my experience of red could be predicted or described in
scientific terms, or in fact it seemed there was no way the fact
ﬁhat I experieticed the red of the stoplight could be fit into the
picture at all, And, as I often said to myself, if science can
provide no basis for understanding why the particular quality of
red is expervienced in: conjunctiom with events 3in one layer of the
visual cortex and blue with events: in a different layer then science
must be in some way incompletie, |

The key to this mystery, I believe, invelves coming to certain
important conclusions about the nature of science and about the
nature of raw feels, Im a sentence, these ave that a scientific
description ef the waorld tells us how things.appa&m'ﬁo bchave, and
nothing more, and that the important thing about raw feels is that
they are nott described when théir behavior is described, Thus. the:
fact that raw feels cannot be described in the language of science

iis not surprising, However, we can imagine a model of the world in



which the behavior of everything, including our sensations and thoughts
is described by s¢ience and in which the fact, and the qualities,
of my experience have a natural place, Thils paper is devoted te
making these statements precise and to demonstrating them, We begin,
as all good philosephy should, with skeptisism,

We consider only statements: that are cmnsistent with expariencnuép
A statement is consistent with experience if it leads directly teo |
claims about the content or behavior of experience that have at every pasT
relevant observation been found to: be verified, A statement may also
be: consistent ﬁith experience: if it makes no claims:aboutﬁz;;erience.
Since we: arve interested in consirueting modeils of, and-theories. -
aboutl; ~bthe-worid -statements Hthat have been found_to be: ineonsisbent
with«a%pefiance—are—ne#Fimpor*aﬁ$—£o;aou;ﬁpnas.nthpurpoaeem WVe call
avsﬁateménﬂithat is consistent with experience an adequate statement,

We intreduce the notieon of skepticism this way: we may be
skeptical about an adequate statement whenewer we can find another
statement that is in contradiction with the first and is also
adequate,.

The important thing about skepticism is the wide range of s@ﬁements
that we may he skeptical ofy For we may be skeptiical about any
statement that is more than a collection of observation statements,

or statements that can be deduced directly from observation statements.ﬁ;;,
A demonsitration of thiss proceeds by simple constructiem, First, an

adequate statement may make no commitment to anything empirical, in
thiis case iis negation is equally adequate, Or, if a statement doég {J/

include some statements of empirical content, and some statements

that cannot be deduced directtly from .the empirical statements, then
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is not logically dependent on past observation statements,
we may merely negate the portion that melkes—ne—empiricxi—einim to

Have a statement that comtradicts the first but is equally adequate.,
Two pairs of examples are:
"The sun has risen every morning in the past, therefore it will
rise tomorrow morning,"
"The sun has risenlevery morning in the past, howgver it will

net rise tomorrow morning,"

"Objects exist independently of my experience,"

"Objects do not exist independently of my experience,"

The impertant result of skepticiism is that no theory that is
more than a report of observations has any claim to certainty, There
are, thereforg,only two absolute critria that a theory about the world
may be subject to, The first is that it must be consistent with — 7

experience,, All statementa ifncluded fn the theory or deducible from / //

A
7

it that make a claim about experience must have been confirmed in alfﬂf
relevant past observations, The second criteria is that the theory
must be self consistent, no contradictions should be deriwable from
the theory,

Any theory that satisfies these two criteris we shall call an
adequate theory, Any theory that is adequate cannot be in any absolute
way further confirmed or refuted, We: may have reasens to believe or
diisbelieyve an adeguate theory, Wut beyend the two criteris we will
not be able to find any argumentts to show that we should necessarily
believe or disbelieve it, all further arvguments are essentially
arguments of preferenc&% ' | '

It is because of this that T Have come to regard all métaplysical



systems: and all science that is more than a collection of observation
statements (as any good science is) as a model, or a myth, that we
construct to represent the world to ourselves, Such a model must
satisfy the criteria of adequacy, beyond that the reasons, conscious
and unconscious, that we choose to believe in a particular model
cannat-be‘strictly justified, 7Thus we give up any claim to the

kind of cgrtainty'ﬁhat many philosophers felt reason was or ought

to be capable of providing, Howewesr, whﬂle~giving up: hope of
achieving certain knewledge about the world we may reserve for ourselves
the pleasures of myth making, or model building, the challenge of
building a model that faitWfully mirrors: experience, and the
inspiration of the beauty and the subtlety that good models often
have, Finally, because we are human and we construct meodels and
myths in order to have something to believe in we may, as long as

we remember that we will find ne rational justification for it,
forget that our models are not the world and imagine: that the beauty
and profundity we see in our model is in some smnse an indication

or a reflection of what lies forever unknowable in the world in
itself,

From this point of view, my disquietude: about the mind body
problem resulted from the apparent impossibility of constructing a
model that contains alll of the following featuresi,

A) I want a myth that postulates the existence of objects
that exist independently of my experience, and that all that exists
in the world is composed of these elements, Im specific terms, these
are gpacetime and the elementary particles of physics,

B) The behaviier of all these postulated entities, and hence of



all that is composed of them should be describable and predictable:
on. the basis of a small number of universal Méws@

These two postulates amount to materialism, The: problem ia
to construct a materialist theory in which the: existence and qualities
of experience have a natural place,

C) The exiistence and quarities of conscilous experience should
fit in a natural way idnto the world and arise out of it in an unforced
waye

None of the established metaphysical theories gatisfy all of
these criteria, However, once coming to the previously mentioned
conclusions about the nature of science and of experience I found
it not to difficult te censtruct a theory that does,

We are fubther restricted by these two results of natural
sciience::

7 .

1) It appears as if every‘gizj'of my conscious experience will
be found to be corrolated with the machinations of some part of the
brain, such that the behavior of things in my experience (although
not the qualities by which I experience them) will be understood on

behavior of tWe ,
the basis of theArespective portion of my brain, To put it another
way, the logic of my sensations and thoughts will be completely
explicable by an examination of the logic of my brain,

The major result of this is to make the standard sort of dualism
untenable, Physical law suffices to explain and corrolate all events:
and we have no need for a separat&eseﬁ of psychical laws, nor, indeed,
do we have any place for them, What I am asserting is that while
the cause of a sensation is adequately explained by physical theory,

the direct quality of that experience is not,



2) The theory of evolution, I mean this in éﬂl extended sense,
to include both theories about how life came to exist and the theory
of evolution proper, THe important implication of this is that we
cannot consider the qualities of conscious experience to be anything
fundamental in nature, inasmuch as they exist attached to the mnervous
systems of certain organisms who exist rather incidentallly in a tiny
corner of space and time, Moreover the existence of such organisms
is in no way necessary or even important in the scheme of things,
their existence is largely due to chance and it is quite concievable
that nature as we know it might have existed without any living beings
at all, Thus we are in a very difficult positiomn; the qualities of
conscious experience cannot be derived from physical law, at the same

within a model based on physical law,
time it makes no sensgﬁto introduce them into the world ad hoc,

Another impliication of the theory of evolution for the mind body
proﬁlem is the question, "When did the light go on?" For if the
existence of conscious experience is associated with the machinations
of human brains, then surely it also must be associated with the
brains of higher mammals, which are not really very different, But
then why not lower mammals, and reptiles and so on down the line,
we can imagine that their experience would be less organized and less
differentiated, as their nervous systems are, but it is very difficult
to see why experience, if itK;ssociated with the human nervous system
should not also be associated with these nervous systems, The puzzle
is that it is very difficult to imagine what sort of thing would enable
us to draw the line, emn the other hand it is very difficult to see

what the implications of not drawing the line are, We will come back

to this,



Once we commit ourselves to materialism, the notion that the
behavior of everything in the world is explicable through the laws
of physics there is a mistake that is commonly made and that is at
the root of the apparent impossibility of fitting the qualities of
experience into a materialist theory, This is to consider the properties
that we employ to describe the behavior of matter to be the intrinsic
properties of the object in itself, Once this mistake is made it is
indeed very difficult to see how one could construct a theory that
satisfies all three of my requirements, For it is very difficult
to see How such things as the qualities of my experience of red, or
pain could arise out of such things as charge and mass and energy i }
and angular momentum, b;ﬂ¥} A

The point is that when we know. how an object appears to behave

' H  what Ruat cxlfe
we know absolutely nothing about its essential existence yAits existence

in itself, Indeed we cannot even know if it has any independent j_.
existence, since the fact that science describes the behavior of ek
everything in our experience is perfectly consistent with idealism:“ﬂf_ &

L éfl 1
Commitment to materialism commiits us to absolutely not;h:li:a,g;_cmnc@nrn:i.n.‘g;'r )

: : Licen.
the actual essence of things in the world, All we know about them is [t
that their behavior is such that it is explicable under a certain lﬁﬁﬁ

Consider the fact that the variables of all physical theories:

set of physical laws

so far proposed are parameterized by the four space time variables,
Does this mean that we may concludﬁ:that the world actually consists

of extended objects that have their existence within a four dimensional
continuum that also exists? Not at all, All we may conclude is that

the world is such that the observed events may be corrolated simply



within a theory that assigns a continuwous four dimensional metric

to the set of all events, Whether the space time continuum actually
exists independently of our observations and our theories, or whether
space and time are merely convenient illusions and constructjons

is beyond our abilities to acertain,

I

J-
A There is a two step pracess, a kind of loss of innocence, by
’ ’

which one comes to understand that all one may actually know concerning
objects in the world concerns only the way they are observed to behave,
The first step is when one looses the ability to believe in naive
realism, because it is more reasonable to believe that ones perception
of an object are really the result of interactions between the elementary
particles in the object and the elementary particles in your nervous
system, The appearances of color, sound)taste%smell, heat and texture
can all be shown to be the result of the interactions of elementary
particles, in the body, perhaps in an intervening mediuyjand in my
nervous system, Neither can we ascribe to the body any properties

such as rigidity or fluidity or chemical and electrical properties,
these also are merely the result of interactioﬁ% of more ba§ic entities

to which it makes no sense to ascribe these properties, Bertrand

Russell, in An Inquiry into Meaning and Truth gave an excellent

description of this first loss of innocence:.

" We all start from "maive realism," i,e,, the doctrine that
&hﬂngs-are what they seem, We think that grass is green, that stones
are hard, and that snow is cold, But physics assures us that the
greenness of grass, the hardness of stones, and the coldness of snow

are not the greenness, hardness and cofﬁess that we know in our
own experience, but something very different, The ocbserver, when

he seems to himself to be observing a stone, is really, if physics



iis to be believed, observing the effects of the stone upon himself,
Thus science seems to be at war with itself: when it most means to
be objective it finds ijitself plunged into subjectivity against

its will, Naive~reali&mlleads to physics, and physics, if true,

shows that naive realism is false, Therefore naive realism, if

true, is false; therefore it is false,"

Thus, there is nothing left of our idea of a body except that

lodd
it is a collectiion of elementary particles whose behaviar and

interactions are described by certain mathematical laws, Moreowver
these laws as presently understood, the laws of quantum ﬁechanics,

are well known for the apparent impossibility of seeing into them

and forming any intuitive idea or picture as to the nature of the
fundamental particles they describe, Finally we ask, surely our
theories give us some qualities or properties of these elémenﬁary
particles that we may ascribe to being essential properties of ,the
particles independent existence, But this will not work either, for
_ 's 4tfar€nf‘ _ ) _ | i )

it that all of the properties with which we label our particles,
mass, Charge, strangeness and the rest are nothing more than statements
as to how the particles may be observed to behave and interact in
various circumstances, Thiis is the second stage of the loss of
innocence; the object is reduced to a conglomerate of elementary
particles, but of the: existence or nature of these particles we can
have no knowledge except that they are such that their observed
behavior can be summarized by certain mathematical statements,

Now I am net saying that it is impossible that mass or charge
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correspond to something that exists in the world independent of

us, or that space and time really exist, I am saying that we can

never know whether they do or not, WHat I want the reader to see

is that inasmuch as he or she believes in the existence of a physical
world that exists independently of experience, all that may for certain
be ascribed to that world is that it is such that its past behavior
may be summarized by certain mathematical statements, The actual
existence or nature of the world remains unknowable, Of course, this
actually all follows from the possibility of skepticism, for every
claim about the =metuel nature of the world in itself one could

Lo

consfruct an opposing claim that was equally adequate, fﬂ(:if-lj'f"y

On the other hand, since to make a metaphysics is to make a i
myth, we have complete freedom to attribute any properties to
objects in the world beyond those needed to describe the way they
appear to behave, As long as we construct a myth that is consistent
with experience and self consistent we are free to include any features
and attribute any properties or gualities to objects in the world,

For what follows I would like to summarize the point this way;
We are only acquainted with objects in the world through our perception
of them, and thus the only knowledge we can have of them that is not
subject to skeptici§m is a dgscription of th? way they have appeared

Ay e el cptr et s grigertes v
to behave iﬂﬁfgfﬁgéfff To: have any furthef knowledge_about an object,
to know whether it existed indbpendently of experience, or to know
Lrp . Hasis eair éﬁ-’*‘"*-ef<4hzwif4(!<,Zfﬁ<‘”f"'t

something about an object to belagpessarily true it would be necessary

satnded-dabel A8 > =
to have a more direct or intimate acquaintence with it than is

possible, However, in the construction of a myth, or a model of
the object we may attribute to it any nature or properties we like

as long as we conform to the reguirenment of aﬂeﬁuacy@
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This brings us to the second major point, that‘the raw feels
of our experiemce are not described when the behavior of the experience
iis described, The first point we must establish is that there is
indeed something indescribable about# raw feels, This is actually
something that I think occurs<to:everwfyoqu child at some point,
when the child realizes that whenever she and someone else look at
something colored, say a blue wall, that there is.no way of knowing
whether the other persons experience of blue is anything like her

cql} thivgs with acertarn
own, W& all have learned tofcolor blue, but maybe what you experience
when you look at a color is what I experience when I look at the
complimentary color, Now if we both look at a colored object there
are things we can describe, and’in a way check out whether we see
the same thing or nbt, the shape of the color in our visual field,
any movement the patch of color may be undergoing, the brightness
and the tone of the color, These are all what I mean by the behavior
of the experience, and they are indeed all related to events in the
brain that we can measure, the patterns and intensities of the neural
impulses in the wvisual cortex, But the actually quality of blue is
something that we cannot describe and check out, We can check out
shape, movement brightness and tone and still your experience of blue
could be like my experience of red, We’experience;ﬁhings by means
of qualities that are not described when the behavior of the experience
iis described,

Je Co Co. Smart, in his paper "Sensations and Brain Processes"
considers whether this situation constitutes an ebjection to the
identity theory, "That is it may be possible to get out of asserting
the existence of irreducibly psychic processes, but not out of

asserting the existence of irreducibly psychic properties," This is
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indeed what I believe the situation is, and it does: constitute a
very basic objection to the identity theory, However, what is wvery
interesting for our present discussion is how he attempts to get

out of it

My suggestion is as follows, When a person says, "X

see a yellowish-orange after-image," he is saying something
like this: "There is something going om which is like what
iis going oni when I have my eyes open, am awake, and there
is an orange illumimated in good light in front of me,
that is when\I really see an orange," (And there is no
reason why a person slould mot say the same thing when he
is having a verdical sense-datum, so long as we construe
"like” din the last sentence in such a sense that something
can be like itself.) , . ., The strength of my reply
depends on the possibility ,of our being able to report
that one thing is like another without being able te

atate the respect in which it is alike,

The something that is going on, that we can recognize similar
occurancegfﬁithout being able to describe them or state in what
respect they are similar are the raw feels, evidently J. C. C,

Smart also finds them indescribable,

Now why is it that raw feels are indescribable? I have asserted
that the indescribable qualities of raw feels are qualities that
are not described when the behavior of the experienc7&s described,

That fs they are qualities over and above those needed to describe
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#He behavior of mental events, Now we have agreed that all mental
events ;re correlated with'nadral events in such a way that the
pbehavior of the mental events is understood strictly in terms of

the behavior of the neural events, Thus, if the qualities of raw
feels are properties of a mental event over and above those properties

needed tio describe the behavior of the mental event they are properties

of the neural event over and above those needed $o describe the
betiavior of that event,.

Now since the behavior of all our mental processes is to be
understood in terms of the behavior of the brain it follows that
all of our information processing and communicating must be
understood only in texrms of those properties needed to describe
the behavior of ocur neural processes, Or, to put it another way,
the only kind of information. our Brain&\(and‘hence our minds) can
process iis that information that is in terms of the behavior of
elemants of the brain, Since raw feels are properties of those
elemenits over and above those propefties that relate to their
behavior it follows that the brain cannot process any information
regarding raw feels, Thus we cannot describe them,

The reason for the inability of seience to deal with the
existence and qualities: of raw feels is implicit in the last
argument, Raw f2els: are properties of certain events that are
not involved in the behavior of those events and science, which
is no more'ahd no less than a concise description of the way things
appear to behave, can have nothing to say about them, Raw feels
are on the level of questions as to the independent existence of
matter and the ultimate nature of things in themselves imn that

whiile we can construct models that assert various things about them
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such statements are devoid of emperical contentt, Of course we
have an intimate acquaintance with raw feels that we: do not have
wiith questions like whether matter independently exists, however,
as already pointed out, this intimate acquaintance is through
qualitiias that have nothing to do with the behavior eof anything
and which are also essentially indescribable, Therefore statements
about raw feels, beyond the mere assertion of their existence and
catalogues of the wvarious types, cannot have any empirical content,
And even assertions as to the existence of raw feels, bhecause they
do not involve the behavior of anything cannot be smpoken in the
language of science,.

If science could not explicate the behavier and the legic
of experience there would be something incomplete about it, for
we would need to devise a seperate set of mental laws, But as
a result of the faclt that memtal events are found to be corrolated
strictly with certain physical events science can encompass the
logic of our mental liife through an analysis of the related physical
pProcesses, Inised we can consider mental aventg and the respective
physical events té be the same events, It is because theose events
have the properties, in additiomn to those involved in the Behavior
of the events, of Having the qualities of raw feels that we experience

them and call them mental events,

in
Thiis dis the central idea eof the myth which, as promised, the

bahavior of everything is completely described by natural law, while
att the same time the existence and the qualities of conscious |
experience have a natural place, We liypothesize the existence of
one kind of substance, or being, that exists independently eof

experience and of which everything in the world is formed, This
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substance, which we may call matter, has first of all the pf%erty
that its behavior is always such that it may be described by the
mathematical statements of physical law, However, this matter

may also have other properties or qualities uninvolved in the
behavior of the substance, Remember that since we are constructing
a myth we may, as long as we satisfy the critria of adequacy
attribute to things in the world any properties we wish, Of course
observers in: this world cannot have any knowledge of such properties
since observers are objects din the world and percieve other

objects only through their behavior, Hawever there are certain
events, in the central nervous system that observers do have a

more intimate acquaintance with, Thiis more intimate acqaintance
exists because the observers experience those events; the existence
and qualities of that experience can be considered as properties of
those certain events beyond those needed to describe the behavior
of the events, Thus if one peréon examines the brain af another
they can only percieve it and work with it in terms of preperties
that involve ultimately no more than the behavior of the object,
However if one is that persom then one has direct acquaintance

with propérties of certain of those events that ére not involved in
their behavior, these are the qualities of conscious experience, and
this is what it means to experience:

It is thus easy to construct a myth that is comnsistent with
the first of the emp@rical results mentioned on page five, that of
strict corrolation between the behavior of mental events and the
behavior of certain physical events, and in whiéh the existence and
qualities of my conscious experience have a natural place. Indeed

we even have an explinatien, in the senge of reduction to aimpler
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or more basic things, of the question that originally puzzled me:
why conscious experience exists at all, Within this model we can
say that conscious experimce exists simply because the qualities
of experience exist as properties of certain events in the brain,
The only thing left to do is to fasion the myth so that it is
consistent with the second result of natural science that I
mentioned, the theory of evolution,

We have come to see that we may regard the qualities of experience
ﬁobgroperties df certain physical events or processes, However,
the result of our discussion of the theory of evolution was that
we cannot regard the existence of qualities of experience to be
anything fundamental in the world, Indeed the discussion implied
that it is most natural to assume that conscious experience
evolved as the nervous system evolved, The point of view we are
developing here reinforces this, for if the qualities of experience
are properties of certain kinds of physical events or processes
then parsimony leads us to expect that the qualities of experience

) kinds of
would be associated with those events wherever they occured, i.e,.
jin the brain of whatever organism they occur in, Moreover those
physical processes that are involved in our mental life, and of
which the qualities of our experience are properties, almost
surely owe their special characteristics to the fact that they are
uniquely highly organized states of matter, The upéhot of all of
this is that it is natural to postulate that as matter @Qolves from
an unorganized state into the highly organized systems that make
up the brain the qualities of conscious experience, as properties

of the organized state, evolve continuously frem some properties of

unorganized matter, properties also uninvelved in the behavior of
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the matter and hence beyond the reach of scientific discourse, -

This completes the myth, We cannot ask what these properties
of unorganized matter, that evolve into the qualities of my conscious
experience, are, or are like, anymore than we can ask whadt the
intermediate steps, the qualities of experience of lower animals,
are likee We can not know what the quality of a bee's experience
of ultraviolet is like, we cannot even know what a bee's experience
of red or black is like, Similarly we cannet know, and in fact
could not imagine or comprehend what the experience is like of
certain dogs or fishes whose: sense of smell is so acute and
differentiated as to indicate direction and distance as our vision
does, What we can do is to construct an adequate myth that also -
contains the tlHree features I desired and is consistent with the
two important results of natural science I qentioned if we assume
that these things, as properties of neural tissue in a certain
stage of development evolve continuously into the qualities of my
conscious experience, which are properties of the neural tissue in
my human brain'y

T can very well imagine that someone will object to what I
have done here on the basis that it is a trick, or is meaningless.
To be crass, all I have done is found a hole, and a plug, stuck
the plug in the hole, and exploited the situation fto téll a pretty
stiory, The hole is that science is enly capable of speaking about
the way things appear to behavgﬁgthe plug is that we experience
through qualities: that are not described when the behavior of that
experience is described, The pretty story is %hat we can imagine:
the world to be such that natural law describes the behavior of

every part of it, while associated with certain events or processes
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in hiighly organized neural tissue are certain properties that are not
involved in the behavior of anything, and are the qualities of my
conscious experience, Moreover, these qualities evolved continuously
from some properties of unorganized matter that we cannot further
specify or describe except to assert that they are unimwvelwved in

the behavior of anything

But let me emphasize what I think are important aspects of
what I have done, The fact that when we have a world in which %hc
behavior of everything is described by natural law we axe N i
committed to nothing, and in fact know nothing about any ;ssential
or necessary properties of the world is an important, if hardly
an originaly idea. The fallacy that the properties involved in the
description of the behavior of matter within physics constitute the
essential properties of ma&tAM'is_ggﬁ that has led many materialists
astray, regarding the mind body/g;d ogzer problems, Whinxthis
fallacy is removed it is difficult to understand the motivation
of those who frame identisist or behaviowal theories of mind in
order to escape from "essentially psychic properties,"

Similarly, the fact that we experience through qualities that
are not described. by a description of the behavior of that experience
and are in fact essentially indescribable is an important observation
on the nature of experience, Beth of these things are independent
of any model or theory and are observations that any reasonable
theory should deal with and encorpuratd:

Finally, the model that I hawe constructed here is the only
one among all those I have read of, or been able to conciewe of,

that contains all of these features,
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1) It is adequate,

2) Tt satisfies all three of the features I specified on
pages four and five, A) All that exists is composed of
objects that exist independently of my experience and B)
whose behavior is described completely by natural law, In
addition C) the existence and qualities of my conscious
experience can be seen to fit into and arise out of this
world in a natural waye.

3) It incorporates: the fact that all mental events have been
found to be corrolated strictly with events in the brain
and, the theory of evolution,

4) It leads  #o. a reasonable explanation for the fact that

raw feels are indescribable’s

THe laws of physics, such as the equations of motion for
classical or quantum mechanical particles are expressed in the
form of differential equations, A single differential equation
wil1®GE$8 a great varjety of selutiens, differimg in signifigant
ways so that to solve: the equation in a meaningful way one must
specify additional conditions that the solutions must satisfy, For
example in solving the problem of motion one must specify the position
e€ +he puvtic(z
and state of motion at some initial time, Finding a selution to
a problem like the mind body problem is very much like solving a
differential equation, The possibility of skepticism implies that
there does not exist a single "true" solution to the problem, instead

many, very different, solutions have been found which satisfy

different auxillary conditiens, these are conditions that various
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phHilesophical prejudieces require of the solution, and in no way
can be shown to be necessary,

It iis only iin thiis sense that I claim to have found a solution
to the mind body problem, and it is only because 1 did not know
of any solution that satisfied the;éonditions listed on the last
page that I consider this in any way important, Its inportance
lies in the fact that the existence of a theory in which the behavior
of everything in the world is described by matural law and in which
the existoence of conscious experience has a natural ﬁlace means
that the mind body problem is not an obstacle to the construction
of a complete and adequate model of the world based on natural
science, And it is this’ that has been my primary céncemn;

T end on a note of caution, I have here assumed that it has
already been shown that all mental events are corrolated strictly
with physical events in the brain, Of course this is an extrapolation
from present knowledge, although it is one that is quite reasonable,
However, even if this statement is completely confirmed there remain
questions that seem to have empirical content whose answers will have
important implications for discussions on the mind body problem,
Primarily, it would be very interesting to find out exactly what sort
of physical events or processes are corrolated with mental events, or
to see if we could find general features or properties (inwolved in the
behavior of the events) to distinguish these events from otherwise
similar neural events, For example, it is well known that a great

deal of perception and reasoning goes on in the brain that is net
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experienced, What distinguishes these processes from those that

are experiemnced?

The answers to these questions will at the very least be

extremely interesting, and could very well be as puzzling as

any result of natural science obtained so fare. Until this work

has been done nqbne can claim to have wtitten the last word on

the mind body problems



