oen// 198

«What is the ontological
status of the mind»/
«Quel est d’apres vous
le statut

ontologique de U’esprit»

Philosophical problems are tough. At first sight they seem to differ from scientific problems, mostly be-
cause it seems that philosophical theories cannot be subjected to verification, but also because of the
queer nature of the history of philosophy. In contrast with the history of science, which despite of all the
scenarios of underdetermination and pessimistic meta-induction, seem to evolve in a linear way, the history
of philosophy appears to be moving in circles. The fundamental problem of Euthyphrao is still a hot topic in
contemporary analytic meta-ethics, virtue ethics is one of the main normative theories in ethics, and Plato-
nism is a position that is held from almost 40% of contemporary philosophers. Analytic philosophy seems
to signal a return to medieval scholasticism, especially when, for example in philosophy of science, terms
as “quiddity” and “haecceity” are used frequently.

However, thankfully, we can say that every circle is “fruitful”. We can even say that philosophers acquire
“knowledge” after every such circle, since they seem to take into consideration new conceptual possi-
bilities, new tools (depending on the developments in the field of mathematics and logic) while, finally,
their field becomes progressively richer in virtue of our best scientific theory available at that time (what
Quine would call a “regimented theory”). In that sense surely we can speak of progress. Garry Gutting even
mentions case studies of that sort. More specifically, such examples include the attack on the distinction
between analytic and synthetic propositions, the political philosophy of John Rawls and the contemporary
work being done in philosophy of science (more specifically the work around scientific realism). Of course,
one should not accept as dogma the previous positions — indeed many philosophers disagree with them.
What makes progress, even if that kind of progress could be characterized as “thin”, is the evaluation of
new philosophical views and the exploration of new routes. In that way, philosophy provides a set of truths,
which (as in every field that has to do with truth) shapes and forms the individuals who come to grips with
them. It seems quite obvious to say that the temperament of a natural philosopher living through the so-
called “scientific revolution” is radically different from that of the contemporary nuclear physicist. In that
way, one would not adopt a Humean meta-philosophy, according to which a philosopher should stick to do-
ing his job within the confines of his philosophical “lab” and not deal with these problems in his everyday life
(instead, he should play backgammon!). Another more old fashioned view (which can be traced in the works
of Nehamas and Hadot) thinks of philosophy as a manner that is and should be a way of living. More spe-
cifically, Hadot, contrasts rigorous scholastic philosophy with philosophy as a kind of “spiritual exercise”,
meaning an act that doesn’t merely informs the subject, but also “shapes” it (something that according to
Hadot, can be traced in ancient Greek philosophy).

On 12th February 2015, we invited analytic and continental philosophers, as well as scientists of the mind
from both Greece and abroad, to answer to the question “What is the ontological status of the mind?”. The
question was posed at a personal level, since we encouraged our guests to present their own personal
opinion, regardless of the way this opinion is justified. This was an attempt to show how every person is
“shaped” by his own research, and maybe find common ground between academic philosophy and “spiritual
exercise”.
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«[Moi10 civai
10 ovioroyIiKo status
TOU VOU;»

Ta pifoocopika npoBinuata eival Suokona. EX mpwins dyews @aivetal va Siaxkpivovtal ano ta ENioTNHIoVIKG,
Kupiws e€artias tns anouaias evos dueaou tponou enafnBeuons @ioco@Ikwy Bewplwy, adld Kar e€artias
™S Napadogns @uons tNs IoTopias s pifogogias. L& avtiBeon pe Ty I0Topia TNS eNIOTNNS, N oroia napd
Ta oevapia unokaBopiopoU Kal anaiciédoins petaenaywyns, @aivetal va eEeAfioetal ypauikg, n iotopia
s @idocopias pdAnov Kavel KUKAous. O Bepeniwdns npoBnpa tou EuBuppova eival ardpa avtikeipevo
oudAhtnaons atny oUyxpovn avaduTikn petanBikn, N apetdikn NBIKN tou Apiototénn eival pia anod tis Baoikes
KaVOVIOTIKES BEaels atnv oUyxpovn NBIKN, Kal o nAatwviopds anotenel Béon nou aonddetal nepinou to 40%
Twv oUyxpovwv @idocoewy. H avadutikn qidocopia gaivetal va anotenel enioctpo@n OTovV PECAILVIKG
oxonagtKIopo, eibikd dtav atnv gInocogia TS ENICTARNS XpnalporoloUvtal Gpol 6nws “quiddity” kal “haec-
ceity”.

Eutuxws yia gpds opws, o KaBe KUKAos nou Siavlel n @idogogia aivetal va xapartnpietal and Karoia
yovipétnta. MnopoUpe va noupe ot ol @iAdgogol «paBaivouvs» Jetd and KaBe KUKAo, AauBavouv unoywn
TOUS VEes evvolonoyikes duvatdtntes, epodialovtal e véa epyaneia (avanoya pe Ts e€eni€els otov Topéa s
AoyIkns) evw, téAos, To nedio tous yivetal 6Ao Kal nio ndouaoio avdAoya e TNV KOOHOEIKAVa Ts KanUtepns
EMICTNUOVIKNS Bewpias Mou KAtéXoUpE EKEIVN TN aTiyun (autd nou o Quine Ba ovopade «KavovIKOMoINUEVN
Bewpia» - regimented theory). Me autd 1o tpdno pnopoUe va piAnooupe yia «npdodo». O Garry Gut-
ting avagpépel ws napadelypata @IA0COPIKWY ENITUXILV TNV dpon s SIGKPIoNS PETatU avanuTKwy Kal
OUVBETIKWYV Mpotdcewy, tnv noAitikn (idocopia tou John Rawls, tis auyxpoves eCenitels otnv ginocogia
NS €NIOTNEINS (Kal SUYKeRPIPEVA TNV BEon Tou eniotnpovikoU peaniopoy). uaikd, Sev eival anapaitnto va
SextoUpe Nws autés ol BETels 1I0xUoUY, Kal Va «XTICOUWE» NMAvw OE aUTES - Npdyuat, noddol diapwvolv
HE TIS napandvw anoyels. Autd nMou ouviotd npdodo, av Kal «Ioxviy, €ival n €£taon véwv @IN0CoPIKWY
Bewpnaoeswy Kal n xdpagn ayvwaotwy diadpopwy. Me Bdon tv nopandvw sikéva, n gidocogia, 6nws Kal
KaBe kA&Sos Tou eniotntoy, Siapoppuivel £va auvono «aAnBeiwvy», o oroies, Kal ndAl 6rws og KaBe KAddo
TOU eniotntoU, diauUop@UIVoOLY Kal eMnpedadouy To UMNoKeiuevo nou euniéxetal padi tous. Oaivetal eldoyo va
noupe nws N 18100UYKPacia Tou puaikoU @Inoad@ou 600 SIEvUE TNV AeyOpEVN «EMIGTNUOVIKNA enavaotacny
eival pIQKA BIaPOPETIKN e TNV 16100UYKPaCia Tou oUyXpovou MupnvikoU (pualkoU. Me autdv To Tporo,
anodeopeudpaote and Ty Xioupiavn petagidocogia, oUpewyva pe Ty oroia o @iAdoogos Ba npénel va
nepiopioel Ty @IRoco@IKN épeuva ota NAaioia Tou QIN0COPIKOU «EPYAOTNPIOU» Kal EKTOS autoU va naidel
Taunl, Kal eNavepxopaaote ot pid — axedov naniopoditikn — Bewpnon s pidogoias ws téxvn tou Biou, N ws
TPAMo {wns (onws cuvavtdrtal ota £pya tou Nexapd Kar Avtd). LuyKeKpipéva, o Avtd aviteivel To pidogogeiv
ws aradnudikn, auotnpn (Kai oxoAaatikn) dpacTNEIGTNTA e TO PINOCOPEIV WS «MVEUUATIKA GOKNGN»,
&nAadn ws pia Spactnpidtnta nou Sev «evnepwVel» anAws To UNoKeipevo aiid Kai to «diauop@uver» (KAt
nou, 6nws Aéel o Avto, evionidetal otnv apxaia gidocowia).

Yus 12 ®eBpouapiou tou 2015 npookanéoape avanutikoUs, NMEIPwWTIKoUS (PIA0COMOUS Kal EMICTNIOVES TOU
vou and tnv EAAdSa Kai to e§wtepika yia va anavtnoouy ato epwtnpa «[Moid eival to ovtonoyikd status tou
vou;». To epwtnia ival Mpocwniko, apoU KaNéoaue TOUS NMPOCKEKANUEVOUS va NapaBEéTouy TNV MPOGWIKA
ToUS dnown, avedptnta and To Nws autn dikalonoyeital, oe pia anoneipa va @avepwBei o Tpomnos pe Tov
oroio ev ténn ol idiol «SiapopEwBnKav» Péaa and tv €peuva Tous. Me autdv To napadofo Tporo qaivetal va
ouvavtd n akadnpdikn @iAogogia TV 16 TNS «MVEUUATIKAS GOKNONS».
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Protopapas, Athanasios

Department of Philosophy and History of Science
University of Athens

29 Jan 2015 - 08:54 p.m.

To (ATNUX INC OVIOAOYVLKAC undotaong TOoUu VoUu €ival petapuolkd
Kol amoaoyxoAel @LAocdpouc. OL eumelplkol emLoTApoveg d&Vv AOX0AOUVTAL
e petaeuolk& (ntApata. ‘H, ov aoXoAoUVvIoLl, TO K&VOUV WG €PACLIEXVECQ
©LAbCOQOL KOl Ol WC e€mLoTAPoveg. H melpapat LK mpooéyylon 1ng
vénong €fe1&lel TO VOU ©C éva OUCTNUX A€ LTOUPYLKOV KATACTIACEWDV,
oL omoieg dLadéxovial n pia tnv &AAn pe tnv ndpodo 1ToU Yxpdvou
He ALTLOKPATLKEG Olepyoaociec. Ol Kataotdoelg QUTIEC BewpoUvial
«vonTLKEC» dLdTL evionilovial og éva enimedo avdAiucong o6mouU
opilovial vontlkég évvolrec. OL vontlkég évvoleg egilval BewpnIlKkéEQ
KOATOOKEUEQ OMWG «oVvT IANUN», «UVAUN», KIeHoLONoeLg», «IPpobBéceLg»
kKAI. Toutdyxpova, BewpoUue OTL Ol €vvoleg aUTEQ, KL oL avIiiotolxeq
vonT LkéEC kataotdoe L g, nopdyovial and éva euoLlkd oUCTNUA. SUYKEKP LPEVA,
umopoUv va ovaAUBoUV ®C A€ LTOUPYLKEQ KATAOTACELC TOU e€YKePAAOU.
Oewpdvtag 61Tl n vénon €lval e€yKeEAALK AglToupyla, umopolue vo
neAeTAooUPE TL KAVEL O €YKEQPUAOCQ, KoL TOC TO KAveLl, pe oxkond
VO KOTOAVONOCOUWE TLC VvonilkéCc kataotdoelg Kol dlepyaocleg. H
IPOCEYYLON aUTH ovopudletal YVOOLOKN VEUPQPOETMLOTIAUN Kol elval
0 KA&JOC ue Tn peyaAUTepn &vOnon. H yYVOOLOKA VEUPOETLOTINUN
Baolletal otnv €vionloT LKA undbeon, dniadn tnv uvndbeon o1l rk&Oe
IepLoXn TOoU eyKeplAoU emiTeAel pla OUYVKERPLEEVN AgilToupyla kol
kK&Oe oTOLlYeLOdNg vonT LKA Agltoupyla emiteAdeliTtal o KATOLX XWPE LKA
EVIOMLOWEVDN eYKEQOUALKN meploxn. Etol, emixelpel tnv oovdAucn TtV
VONT LKAV dLepYAoLOV PEOCW TNGC «KYXapTtoypdenong» Tou eykep&dAou.



[Toap&AANAN, 1 BewENT LK) av&AUCH TOV VONT LKAV A LTOUPYLOV amoTeAel
10 UndéRabpo Kol KATeUOBUVEL TLC VEUPOUIE LKOVLIOTLKEC PeAéteg. H
BewEenT LKA av&AUCH TeP LAQUBAVE L KOL TNV UMOAOYLOT LKI mmpocouoiwon:
AnAadr), KATacoKeU&{oUpne AMAOTOLNUEVA TeXVNTH CUCTAPNTY, T OHO
QTMIOKXAOUVINL «KHOVTEAX», UAOIOLOVIONGC O€ UMOAOYLOT LKA TIPOoYyPAUUATH
TLg PacLlkéC apxég mou BewpolUue 61l dLémouv TIn voénon. EfetdlovIacg
TN AgtToupylia Twv HOVIEAwVY eAfyxoupse ov oLl PRoaclkég oapxéc 1ou
unoBéoaue PUmopoUv Vo €ENYyNOOUV T vont LKA @alvoueva mou peietdue.
$Tn ouvéxela oavalntoUpe OTOV eYKEQPAAO oviLloTtolXxleg pe TLC
TOXPOURETPOUC TOU JPOVIEAOU Hog. Etol n avoaeopd o QUOLKEQ KOL
vonT LkéEQ Rotoaot&oe Ll amokTd undotoon péoo amnd TLC MHELPAUAT LKECQ
pnebodoAoyiec tng veuvupoarme LKOVLIONG KAl Tng mpooouolwong.
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Hacker, Peter

Emeritus Research Fellow
St John’s College Oxford

13 February 2015 - 02:04 p.m.

The notion of the ontological status of the mind is unclear. If
it means: do people have minds? - then the answer is obviously:
Yes. If the question is: What is a mind? - then the answer is that
this is an unhelpful question, as unhelpful as ‘What is a number?’
For the mind is not a kind of thing. It is neither an immaterial
substance nor a material substance, since it is not a substance
at all. The mind is not an anything. The good question is ‘What is
it to have a mind?’ The answer is that to have a mind is to have
and exercise an array of powers of intellect and will. These are
rational powers involving the ability to reason, draw inferences
and derive conclusions from premises. They include sensitivity
to reasons in thought, emotion and action - for we can have rea-
sons for thinking what we think, for feeling what we feel and for
doing what we do.

Rational powers are language-dependent. Only a creature that has
mastered a developed language can be said to think, feel or act
for reasons, to deliberate and to engage in reasoning. For only a
language-using creature can grasp logical connectives and quanti-
filers, understand the ‘because-s’ and the ’therefore-s’ that war-
rant inferences. Hence non-human animals cannot be said to have
minds, even though they possess sensibility, have appetites and
desires, and may be intelligent. They cannot be said to deliber-
ate, let alone to weigh reasons against each other. Nor can they
be said to engage in reasoning.



The mind is not an agent. It is not the mind that thinks or rea-
sons, that knows or believes, that hopes or fears. It is not the
mind that deliberates, draws inferences and derives conclusions
from premises. Rather it is the living creature as a whole that
is the subject of such attributes, possesses such abilities and
exercises them.

Not being a kind of thing (any more than the Aristotelian concep-
tion of the psuche is of a kind of thing), the question of how
the mind is related to the body is a misconceived question. For
abilities do not stand in any relation to the being that has and
exercises those abilities. All talk of the mind one has is talk
of the powers of intellect and will possessed by a living animal.
An animal, of course, is a body - a material spatio-temporal con-
tinuant. But an animal does not have the body it is. All talk of
the body one has is talk of the somatic attributes of the living
animal. But the intellectual powers of an animal do not stand in
any relation to the animal’s somatic attributes.



-03-

Tye, Michael

Department of Philosophy
The University of Texas At Austin

13 February 2015 - 06:50 a.m.

Minds exist. To doubt that they do is engage in mental activity,
which requires a mind, as Descartes pointed out. But minds are
not the same as brains; for if my brain is preserved in a jar af-
ter my death, my mind no longer exists even though my brain does.
Might there be two brains exactly alike in all internal, physical
respects and yet differing in mental activity? Yes. I want a
kiss from Jane. My microphysical duplicate on twin earth wants a
kiss from twin Jane (the perfect microphysical duplicate of Jane
who lives on twin earth). We differ in our desires but physically
we are the same internally. Minds at least in part involve things
out there in the world. How they do this is a matter of some dis-
pute.
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Sfenthourakis, Spyros

Department of Biological Sciences
University of Cyprus

14 February 09:51 p.m.

MnopoUue vo mnoUue, xwplc va elpoocte uvnepPfoAlrkd omAoucTteuTLlkOl,
IWC O VOoug e€lval évag €&eALKTILKOC unyxoavioundc nmou poc Ronbd va
AUvoupe aunpdPBAenta MEORAAUATA O éva OUVOETO KOLVOVLIKO KAl QUOLKO
IepLPAAANOV.

Oewpd YVOOTX Ooplopéva Oedouéva, OTéped BEPeALOPEVA OTH SUPHUATH
Tng PBlodoyiog kol ITng veuvupoemlotAung: A) O voug, AgLIOUPYLKY,
elval éva and Ta npoldvia tng dpdoNng TV €YKEQEUALKOV KUTITAPwV. B)
Aev glval OmOKAELOTLKO XXPAKINELOTLKS TOU ovBphmou oAAd undpxe L
Kol og &AAa (0o, xuplwg OnAaot lk&d aAA& (ocwg rol &ANX, oV KOl Of€
ILO OTOoLlXeLlwddn popen. I') Asv gival svialoa ovidinta oAAX OUVLIOTH
TN, PEEOANTT LKA €V moAAolg, olUvOeon dLAKPLIOV dlLepyaolev, Omwg n
YVOOT LKA AgLlToupyla, n pvAun, T OUVALOOAUXTA KL TOLK AN éVOT LKTX.
A) EmimAéov 1Tng Agltoupylag TV €YKEQPAALKOV KUTTAPWV, oUTd TIOU
avT LAapRovoéupacTte wg vou emnpedleTal emniong kKol TANOOC PBLOXNULKOV
dLepyao LAV, O6nwg €KKploelg opuovav KIA.

ETtol, unopoUue vo ToUle IWC O VOUC €lval TO AmoTéAe0UX TOU CUVOUNCUOU
evOg OUVOAOU ¢€pebloudTwy, €EQTEQLKOV KAL €0WTEQLKOV, ue ot1dYO0
Vo AgLltoupyoUue 600 TO dUVATOHV QAIMOTEAEOUATLKOTEPH — €&EALKT LKA
HLAOVTOC — OT0 Tep lP&AAOV pac. MeydAo pépog Tng avAdmIuéng Kol 1TNG
KaOnuepLlvAg AsgilToupyliac Tou vou oxetiletal pe 1nv enmefepyaocia
KOLVQOV LKOV OXE0E®V KOl KATHAOTHCEWV, KATL IIOU OUVTEAECE KAOOPLOT LKA
oTnVv €&EALEN TV TOCO mMep(mAOKOV VONT LKOV LKOXVOTATWOV HAC.



O voucg dev mpoopépel akpLPH avIIANYn toUu mepLlBRE&AAOVTOC AN oUxVE
«IopamAové» ue TedémoUug mou moAdldtepa (owg €lixov TTPOCHPUOOT LKD)
afla via tnv entfiwon tng ouddac poacg. EVO mioTeloune yveviIKA WG
okeetduacTe Kol anoeucilouue eAeUbepa, oL OKEYPeLC KAL Ol amoedoeLq
noc roboplilovial amd derd&decg €nldpdoe ¢ IoU deV TLC aVvT LAauRovoOuacT €
kav. Ol vevupoenmlotuoveg £€xouv dlamLot®hoel moAudplbuec téToleq
KATaoTdoe L g, KUPplwg péoa amd Tn PEAETIN TMEQLITOOEWY TPAUNAT LOPEVOV
mepLox®v TOoU eykeedAou, OTLg omoleg amokoAUmteTtol emiong n
onovOUAWwTH ©Uon TOoUu Vou uog. Elval xoapaxktnplotlkd nwg o t1pdruog
AgLtToupyliag 1ou poag xk&vel va BLovoupe Tnv nopoucia €vdC €0WTEPLKOU
mopatTnENTh, £vOg «eaUTOU» IOU OKEPTeTaLl, BAémel, OBup&tal, alobdveTol,
eV oIV TIPAYHAT LKOTNTA TPOKELTAL VIX A€LTIOUPYLKA outondtn ImIouU
QMIOKOAUNTETOL WPOALQ HLA HTEPLOXN TOU €YKeEQPAAOU «KAMOKAELOTE (»
and TLg undioilmneg, omdrte O «eaUToOC» aUuTdC ouxvdh poLlp&letol o€
nepLococdtepoucg!

Etol, nmoupdtl n AeOTORePNC HEAETIN TV HNXOVLIOPOV TOU VOU ONuepd
CUVLIOTd pla and TLC PeyoAUTEPEC NPOKANCE LG TNG €mLotAung, o (dLocg
O VOoUQ d&V OUVIOCTA TAEOV «UUCTAPLO», OTNV OoUC(la OUTE KAV «KEPOTNUIO.
Ta €PWTAPATA A@EOPOUV TLC AETMTOUEQELEC TOV UNXOV LOUOV TIOU THPAYOUV
ouvaLoOAuaTa, JPvAUn Kol okéyn. K&Oe pépa paboalivouups OA0  KOL
nepLoodtepa yia oautoUg. Apxel va Eemepdooune TLC Topwxnuéveg,
IPO-€MLOTNUOVLKEC avTLAAYeLlg mepl dulopoU vou-oluaTog, ol omoleg
oTn ouviplutlky mAelovdéintd& toug PRoacilovial otnv (gBegAolola 1
arOUCLA) &YVOLO TV OVAKAATPEWVY OTIO0 XOPO TWV VEUPOEMLOTNUOV KL
NG €&eALKTLKAC BLoAioylac.
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Strawson, Galen

Department of Philosophy
The university of Texas At Austin

14 February 2015 - 07:57 a.m.

[1] Mental goings-on exist (it’s better to use the adjective ‘men-
tal’ than the noun ‘the mind’).

[2] In particular, experiences exist, conscious experiences.

[3] Conscious experiences are concretely existing phenomena, as
real as rabbits; as real as rocks—and brains.

[4] I think all human conscious goings-on on are brain goings-on.
[5] I also think panpsychism (panexperientialism) may be true, in
which case experiences exist without brains.

[6] Here is a brief argument for [5].

[1] It’s a commonplace that there’s a sense in which everything
that concretely exists is energy.

[ii] It's a commonplace, or should be, that we don’t and can’t know
the ultimate intrinsic nature of this energy, apart from being able
to characterize its various structural arrangements mathematical-
ly.

[1i1ii] Consciousness exists; we know this more certainly we know
than anything else.

[iv] It’s plausible that there is no ‘radical emergence’ in na-
ture, of a sort that would be required for conscious goings-on to
‘emerge’ from wholly non-conscious goings-on.

[v] So (briefly) the most plausible hypothesis about concrete real-
ity is that consciousness exists in some form throughout nature.
In that case consciousness like ours doesn’t involve any radical
emergence.

[vi] Add the fact that there is no evidence that any non-conscious
concrete reality exists. Nor can there ever be any such evidence.
[7] On balance, I think that the most plausible hypothesis is the
Stoic hypothesis that everything that concretely exists is mental.
[8] This hypothesis leaves physics—everything that is true in phys-
ics— fully in place.
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Dennett, Daniel C.

Center for Cognitive Studies
Tufts University

15 February 2015 - 03:09 p.m.

Wilfrid Sellars famously distinguished the manifest image from
the scientific image, and said that the task of philosophy is to
understand how things in the broadest possible sense of the term
hang together in the broadest possible sense of the term. I en-
dorse this perspective, and it permits me to answer your question
compactly: minds are elements in good standing in the manifest
image, along with voices, colors, opportunities, dollars, prom-
ises, songs, and poems, among other things (in the broadest pos-
sible sense). All these things are hard to put in registration
with the things of the scientific image; “identity” doesn’t work;
“reduction” doesn’t work; and “elimination” is not helpful: tell-
ing people that colors don’t really exist, and neither do voices
or dollars or words, is a popular fallback position of some sci-
entists and philosophers, but more a surrender than a positive
view. Minds are to brains roughly as colors are to electromagnet-
ic radiation in the visible spectrum—visible to us. The task of
saying, precisely, in metaphysically bulletproof terms, what kind
of things minds (or voices, or words, or dollars) are has always
struck me as an ill-motivated task, an intellectual exercise for
otherwise unoccupied philosophical minds to practice on, if they
have the taste for it, but nothing that anybody needs to know.
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Zahavi, Dan

Department of Media, Cognition and Communication
Center for Subjectivity Research , University of Copenhagen

26 April 2015 - 12:05 a.m.

From the perspective of phenomenology, any satisfying account of
the mind must take its first-personal or subjective character se-
riously. To discuss the subjective character of the mind is to
address issues pertaining to the structures and features of ex-
periential life - rather than the various subpersonal mechanisms
that might underlie it. To ignore the issue of subjectivity when
investigating the mind is 1like seeking to ‘explain’ something
by defining it away, it is like ‘solving’ a problem by ignoring
the part of it that makes it difficult and challenging. To ad-
dress the subjective character of the mind is however not sim-
ply to recognize that there is something it is like to perceive
a red triangle or taste coffee. Experiential what-it-is-like-
ness is also first-personal in the sense that it is necessarily a
what-it-is-like-for-me-ness. Furthermore, let us not forget the
intentionality of experience. Any experience, any presentation,
any appearance, any manifestation is not only for someone, but
also of something.More generally speaking,our experiential life
is what allows for manifestation. This is why, rather than being
a hindrance or obstacle, subjectivity turns out to be a far more
important requisite for objectivity and the pursuit of scientific
knowledge than, say, microscopes and scanners, which are of no use
unless the scientist is an experiencing subject. Given consider-
ations like these, the question of whether the mind is real can
only give rise to a certain puzzlement. Any attempt to deny its
reality, as well as any attempt to affirm the reality of anything
else points back to and presupposes the existence of the mind.
Likewise, to ask what kind of ‘thing’ the mind is, is also to miss
out on its most fascinating and awesome feature. The mind is not
simply an object in the world, but a subject for the world.In the
absence of experience, nothing reveals itself.
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Taylor, Charles

Department of Philosophy
McGill University

19 February 2015 - 02:27 p.m.

Unless one accepts an ontology which descends from Descartes, and
radically sees mind and physical entities as two radically dif-
ferent kinds o being, there is not great problem about the on-
tological status of minds. The world happens to contain animate
beings, and among these there are many who have some awareness of
their surroundings; less among lower animals, more with primates,
and then real self-consciousness with humans. These beings also
act purposefully. We speak of these beings as having “minds”. Many
philosophers today have adopted a view which could be called mech-
anistic, and is based on a Cartesian premise: that what we think
of as material entities must be explained mechanistically (which
Descartes also thought), but that against Descartes there are no
other kinds of entities, no immaterial minds. But this mechanis-
tic premise is unfounded. Rating from this premise, mind poses all
sorts of problems. Once one rejects it, the problems disappear.
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Kriegel, Uriah

Research director
Jean Nicod Institute, Paris, France
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It is useful to divide questions about ontological status into
two parts: existence and fundamentality. The existence question
before us is: does the mind exist? The fundamentality question is:
is the mind among the fundamental entities of the world, or is it
reducible to more basic entities? My own answer to the first ques-
tion is a confident “yes”. I have no argument for this answer. A
good argument provides premises that are more antecedently plau-
sible than the conclusion; but that the mind exists is the most
antecedently plausible proposition there is, so there can be no
good argument for it. My answer to the fundamentality question is
a much more hesitant “no More precisely, I’'d say I have ~45%
credence in the mind being among the fundamental entities of the
world and ~55% credence in its being ultimately reducible to prop-
er arrangements of physical particles. For me, the main argument
for the fundamentality view (dualism) is conceptual: just as the
very concept of justice rules out the reduction of justice to pur-
ple butterflies, the very concept of consciousness rules out the
reduction of consciousness to physical particles. (I take con-
sciousness to be the core of the mind.) The main argument for the
non-fundamentality view (materialism) is inductive: every other
phenomenon from “the manifest image of the world” (the world as
we experience it pre-scientifically in every day life) has turned
out to be reductively explicable in terms of physical particles.
I find the two arguments almost equally compelling.

”
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The question might make us wonder whether the mind is a physical
or material thing (like a brain) or some sort of non-material or
non-physical thing (like a soul). But our starting point should
be that the mind is not a thing— it is not an object in reality
among other objects. We should think instead about having a mind
or being minded. What sorts of mental capacities, states, events
are involved in having a mind? The gquestion in the metaphysics of
mind will then be: to understand such capacities, states, events,
and to give an appropriate account of their nature, do we need to
appeal to anything non-physical?

But herein lies the philosophical dilemma. Attempts to capture
being minded in terms of the physical seem to be deeply unsatis-
factory. We don’t seem to be able to make phenomena such as con-
sciousness any more explicable by construing them in terms of go-
ings on in the brain and body (in fact, it is not even clear what
it is to construe them in such terms). But we have no clear grip
on what appealing to something non-physical would even be. So a
move to the non-physical here does not bring us relief.

Being minded, having a mind, is thus a deeply puzzling sub-
Jject-matter. One of the most important philosophical gquestions
about the mind is how to deal with this dilemma.
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The mind is fundamentally a matter of employing mental capacities
in virtue of which we represent our environment as being a cer-
tain way. These mental capacities can take the form of concepts
or low-level discriminatory capacities as they are used in per-
ception. Understanding the mind in this way allows for a clear way
of understanding how sensory states and, more generally, mental
states are grounded in the physical. Being in a mental state is
understood in terms of engaging in a mental activity, namely em-
ploying mental capacities.
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In De Anima, Book 3, section 4, Aristotle suggests that the ra-
tional soul (psyche) can receive the form of any possible object.
The rational mind thus has essentially the character of totality.
For this reason, he says as well, the intellect can have itself
as an object.

In contemporary discussions, “philosophy of mind” has often been
treated as part of the “philosophy of language.” From the per-
spective of Aristotle’s conception, one reason for this is ob-
vious. Language also has the relationship to totality that 1is
involved in the capacity to make reference to all things, and a
fortiori also can refer to itself.

If we were to understand this capacity as a power, it would be
the power to refer to all things, and itself, by the capture of
their intelligible forms, or by means of the unitary logical form
that (as in Wittgenstein) permeates mind and world. But what is
the ontological and structural basis of such a capacity itself?
Something that can relate to the totality of all things must seem-
ingly stand outside this totality in order to do so without con-
tradiction. But the mind does not stand simply outside the to-
tality of beings: it is itself a being, and counts itself among
the beings that are.

In a preliminary formulation, then, the ontological status of the
mind is its “standing” in the paradoxical “place” of the reflexive
relationship of a being that is to the totality of what is, in-
cluding, essentially, itself.
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Aev glpol BéBatog o6tL undpyxouv voeg. YndpXxw eyd, mou elual évog
AVOPWIOC, KL €UTAEKOUANL O vontLlkég N YUuxLlkKéQ RKataotdoe L.
Yundpxel K&TL mou eivol o voug pou; Av vol, amoteiel tov 16mO OmOU
€O LTIAQOVOVIAL Ol voNnTILKEéEC Pwou Kataothoelg, Omwg neplmou 10 oToud) L
Hou eivoal o témocg o6mou AouPBdvel Xopo n méyn. Asv elupal RéPaLtog 6T
undpxel KA&TL T€T0L0. AC WLANOW, AoLlmtdVv, KAAUTEPH VIO TLC VONTLKEC
KatTaoTdoe g, mmou déxoual OTL undpyxouv. ZUVvABwe dLlakplivouues avdueoo
OTLC KaTaoT&oe LC-TUNOUC (6TwG To va XalpeTtal kovelc ) 1o va mLoTeUel

61Tt n I'm kiveltol) kKol TLC KaToaotdoelg-O¢liyuata (6mwc n Xopd TOU
Ttdvvn via dUo dpec to npwl tng 13/3 f n nemoidnon tou ToAliolou,
amd plo OoTLyun Kol petd, 611 n I'm kiveiltal). T'ta 11¢ kataotdoe L g-

TUnoucg vouilw 61l amoTeAoUv 1dL1&lov €(d0C KATAOTINCEWY KL OEV
e{val ouolkég rataot&oelg-TUnoLl. Auth dev gival aocuvhbLotn &mnolrn.
Yo&pyxouv T €mnLXelphuoata tou Davidson, 6tL dnAadn oav oL vonILlKECQ
KaTaoTdoe Lg—TUIIOL ATV QUOLKEC kKataoTdoelg, Oa (oyxuav auotnpol
yuyxoeuoLkol vouoLl, €vd OTNV IPAYHAT LKOTNTIA LOXUoUV HOVO XOVIPLKEC
PUYoQUOLKEC VveVLIKeUoelg. Yn&dpxXxouv emiong To EOLYELPAMATA TOU
Kripke, 61l dnAadrn ol oUAAoyLloupol pe toug omoloug otnpLle 1O
duloud tou o Descartes umopoUv vo ovamopaXOoUv ue emlIuXla ot1o
enimedo TOV VONTLKOV KATHOTACEwV-TUnwv. Noullw ouwg O6TL KAl Ol
vonT LKéC kKatoaoTdoelg-Oclvyuata amoteroUv 1OL&lov eidog koL Jdev
elval euolkéc kataoTdoeLlg-delyuata. AUt €lval oxeT k& aoUvAOLOTN
amoyn. OL évvoleg mou exep&louue pe 10 YUYOAOYLKSO uag Ae&LAdyLO
elvol TOAU dLaeopeTLlkéC and aUTEC ToU €REEPAJOUNE 1€ TO QUOLKOXNULKO
Ae&LAOYLO KL €T0L €UmAEKOUV dLaQOPeTI LKOUC T1pdmoug ciatoulixreuonc
TOV OVIOTATWV MIOU HepLYPAPouUV - av Aolndyv Bewpnoouus 6Tl pLa @edon
and 1o YUXoAoyLKO AgfLAdOyLO kKol upLa epdon amd TO QUOLKOXNULKO
avapépovial oInv (dlLa xat&otaon-o6¢iyua, Oa odnynboltue ud&AAOV Of
VT LKpoUdUEVA OUUIePACUATA Vi To mdte apXilel, mdbte TeAeLldvel,
TL mepltAaufBdvel 1 1L dev meplAauplveE L.
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Je suis désolé de vous décevoir mais le concept d’esprit n’a au-
cune place, et ce pour des raisons de principe, dans la phénomé-
nologie que je tente de développer, qui vise Jjustement a penser
un mode d’étre du sujet qui soit plus profond que le partage méme
du corps et de 1l’esprit.
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OTav avéyvooa To (ATNUX OTO OomHolo To meplodlkd oOC HE KUAOUOE VI
anovIinow («Iolo eival 1o ovioAoylkd status tou vou;» —Kol UAALOTX
«og 300-400 AééeLc»), évolwoa 6mwg e€iyxya voiLhoel dtav o yLdQ uou,
WLKpOoUANGg axkdua 1o6Te, He pdInoe abda petd Tov peonueploavd 10U
Unvo: «TLl Auootav 6tav dev AuacTov Tilmota;». Eueilva &voaudog!Kol
16Te Kol THpa €d®, n &RoAn ©éon pou gival amoTéAecua THCO TV
bpwvinTnong tng andvinong 600 KoL TOU (dLOoU TOU MePLEXOUEVOU TV
eoWTNUATOV. M&ALOoTA, KATA O LABOCALKA OUUNTWON, Td OU0OLPWIAUATN
éxouv uto, uvmdyelo upev, otevn &g ouyyévela!l

AVOPOopP LKA ue TO €pOTINUA TOU ImeplodLlKoU O0C OoneUudw Vo £&nynda
eUBéwc: dev yvwpldlw tnv andvinon! TL «Acinmetal eitmelivy», ondte;
ToUGto pdévov 10 €AdxLoto! ToAAEC Qopéc To HPEAYHATH YVia OAOUC
noc nhyov Alyo mio mépa (og x&mola KATeUOUVODN), AKOUA Kol OTOV
vvoploaue 11 dev unmopoUue va yvwplooupe 1 1L dev unopel va LoxUel
vio KATL.

SUVKEQOANLWT LKA umopel vo mel ravelg 611 1ta 6pla TOU QACUATOC
TOV AIOVINOEWVY YVId TO «Tl e€lval voug» xoaboplilovial, amd In uLa,
and Toug efoAelnTloTéc kKol, amd Tnv &GAAn, omd Toug OJULOTECQ.
Ouwc, pdAAov xoutd amd autég TLC OUo tomobetnoetlg dev vivetal vo
LoXUel: glpoote k&1L mmeplocodTepo and unxavéc kol K&TL Alydtepo
and eavidopotoa péoca toucg.Mog uével, Aolmdv, voa doUue TL umopoUus
vo unoBécouns via autd 1o “evdldueoco” mou akdua poac dLapslyel.



Kat’ opxdcg, potdlel nwg n (dLa n noapadoolakr B&on ndvw oInv omolo
enlyelpelTal va mpooeyyLlotel 1o {ATnUa elival cabpr. TUYKEKPLPEvVA,
10 mAaiclo «vouc-ciduo» elval arkaT&AANAo, evdéow TO OOua voeslTal
KAQC LKA OC «QUOLKSO oouoy, dnAadl wg ovILlkelpevo tng dUuoLKAC H TV
KAQCLKQOV QUOLKQOV €mLOTNUOV yeVvIkd. H oailvoupevoAloy Lkl noapd&doon,
o1o mnAafclio 1n¢ omolag kxuplwg xkivoUuoxl (6XL yvia Adyoug omAoU
yoUotou), mpdtelve KATMOLA OT LYW IOC TO OOUX O Oxéon upe 1o omolo
POTAUE YVIX TO «vou» dev umopel va eival 1o euolkd ocopa (Korper),
aAA& 1O éufLo odua (Leib), 10 lwv oduo. Husserl, Merleau-Ponty
(aopodAdc OxL &v amoAUTw Kevad),kol O6col esumvevtodnxkrov omnd outoUqg
—and toug Varela kol Maturana éwg tov Barbaras— deiyxvouv, £€101L,
Evov &AAO Spduo. To evdlapépov €pdINUA TmPémel Vo aeopd To mAa{cLOo
«voug—-lwh» - mou ndel voa nmel 6tL ol dUo wg &vw aviibeteg akpaleg
andfe ¢ oeelrouv va kAel{ocouv npdta 1o Kevd «odpo-lwh».duolké,
autd eival “moalyxviddkL” yvia 600oUg amAOdC PAXVOUV VI T TPORANUIXTH
OTLC AUceLg mou NHdn €éXouv.

SURPOPOOUNEVOC, AOLTIOV, KTOLC QALVOPREVOLC» I KATA TO Tl unayopeUouv
«to (dlta Toa mphyupoatal!» (dieSacheselbst), o Jdpduocortov omolo
KLlvoUual ue odnyel oe pira vndbeon epyacioag ocov 1nv akdbioubn. Q¢
voug oaivetal va umopel va Begwpnbdel n oAdINIA TV evenmliyvwoTwv
O oVeETlYyVOOTWVY €YyXPOVWVY TOKTI LKOV QImOBAETT LKAC AUTO-0py&VWOONG INg
(g, mpoxkeluévou oautrh va umopel va @épeTal TPOg TLC mOlkiAecg
duoxepelc kol eguxepelc ouvOAkeg 1ToU mePLBAAAOVIOC e TPdIO GOTE
vo umnopel voa amome lPXToL VA OIPAYHRXTOvVEL TodL’ €authv TEAOC TOU
ayoaboU.
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When we reflect on experience, we find on the one hand the world
of ordinary human perception and thought, with its wvast cast of
quotidian inhabitants: people, animals, plants, mountains, stars,
numbers, hopes, hedge funds, cities, ... on and on without end.
On the other hand, we have the world as revealed by our most ba-
sic science. This world is built out of just a few things obeying
a small set of laws of nature, but they are extremely esoteric
and completely inaccessible to perception. These are the quan-
tum fields which “live” in a hugely high dimensional configuration
space utterly remote from human experience. In this deepest view
of reality, there is no hint of the quotidian world, Jjust ever
changing, fleeting configurations of peculiar things called “ampli-
tudes” of mass, spin, charge and a few other fundamental proper-
ties. Everything that happens is fully and exhaustively deter-
mined by interactions of these fields and nothing else.

The quotidian world with all its objects has no role to play in
the scientific world. The richly varied ontologies and elaborate
structures of the quotidian realm are the product of conscious-
ness in its dual guise of animal perception and intelligent reflec-
tion. The quotidian world is *our* world (other consciousnesses,
the possible range of which is unknown, will live in more or less
different worlds). One should take a pragmatic attitude towards



the quotidian. We order and rearrange it as suits us, as when we
change the number of planets in the solar system (without the use
of explosives), or count the number of objects in a room. In this
sense, the quotidian world is dependent on consciousness.

But consciousness itself? Is it quotidian? Consciousness sits un-
easily between the quotidian and scientific worlds. It *ought* to
be no less a construct of the quantum fields than any other quotid-
ian thing. But quotidian things are dependent on consciousness. I
think there is a deep problem with asserting that consciousness
constructs itself in light of its own response to fundamental
(scientific) reality. It seems more likely to me that conscious-
ness itself is somehow a fundamental feature of the world.
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The mind does not have an ontological status.

In Stage 1, we discuss that stone over there: it is grey, flat,
one foot high. There is a human being sitting on it. The human is
female, about five foot two tall. Call her ‘Sam’.

Then, in Stage 2, we discuss Sam’s mind. She believes herself to
be sitting on a stone. It feels cold to her.

Between the Stages, we shift perspective. In Stage 1, we describe
the world from our ‘normal’ perspective: the viewpoint we take
seriously in daily life. That story builds detail: about the flat
stone; about the female human, Sam, sitting on it.

But in Stage 2, we describe the world from a perspective that is
not our own. We establish a ‘hypothetical’ perspective, assign it
to Sam, and build detail from *it*: *I* am sitting on a stone;
the stone is cold.

In either Stage, all we say about the world concerns non psycho-
logical facts. All this is non psychological: that a certain stone
is grey, flat, one foot high, and cold; that a certain human being
is female and about five foot two; that the human is sitting on
the stone.

More generally, all we *ever* say about the world concerns non
psychological facts. When the discussion turns to psychology, we
shift perspective and start discussing the same old non psycho-
logical world.



Presumably for X---a stone, a human being---to have an ‘ontologi-
cal status’ requires what we say about the world from our normal
perspective to concern X. So for some '‘mind’ to have an ontolog-
ical status requires something we say about the world from our
normal perspective to concern that ‘mind’. But nothing we ever
say about the world from our normal perspective ever concerns any
‘mind’ . So the mind has no ontological status.

Otherwise the transition from Stage 1 to Stage 2 would not require
any shift of perspective. From our normal perspective, we would
say: there is a stone; sitting on it is a human; floating above the
human is her mind---a ‘thought bubble’. Absurd? OK, *realized* in
the human is her mind. But that is reductive physicalism, which
is false---and with that, we have run out of options.
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Aev Bewpd 6TL 0t0o vou umopel va amodobfel pLa ovioAoy Lk undoToon
SLoOTL amoteAel amAd plLo Aéén-oumpéAa tnv omolo xKAnpovounooue omd
Tov Kapteolavd duloud Kol ypnolpomoloUue oOTnv KOLVA KL OTInv
EILOTNUOV LK YAQOCH YVia va evi&éoune KATw amd auth pla eupe lo yrRAuo
VONT LKAV @aLVouévev, dniadn ouupPRdvia, dlepyaociec kKol kataoTtdoe L.
Ya&pxouv wotdoco onUAVT LKA OVIOAOY LKA (NTAUATH TOU HPOKUITOUV OTnv
av&Auon tev enl pépoug TuUNUATOV TOU VONTILKOU alviyupartoc. Eva
onuovI LKO TéT0oLl0o (ATNUA mEoKUITel KAT& TNV ovalATnon Ing iong Twv
VONT LKAV KOTAOTACEWV IIOU &XOUV Tmeplexduevo To omolo avapépeTal
og KATL €&w amd oUTECQ, TM.X. O ULA KATAOTIONON TOU €EWTIEPLKOU
kbéouou Tnv onoia aviiAaufoavdédpoote. To rabeautd yeyovdg 1Ing
AVOEOP LKOTNTAC (mpoBeTROTNTA) ToU amoTeAe( xaT& ToVv Brentano 10
EUuRANUA TNC vonILkOTNIAC, €ival o MUPAVOC TOU vontLlkoU alviyuatocq.
ALdTL TO Vo ovIlotolxhooupe omAd 1O vonilkd meplexOUevo 0 UL
QPKOUVIWC HTOAUNAOKN €YKEQOALKN dpactneldinIia Kol Vvo meploploouus
exel Tnv oviodovylkp oulhAtnon &ev umopel vo omaviNoeLl WUE TOLOV
TPoIIO aUTH N €VYKEPOUALKN OpooInpldInta cumepléxel pLa PBLeuévn
nopovoia tTou kKO6oOUoU. H vonT LKA KATKOTOON omoTeAel pLa oAdINTA n
ormola ouykpotelTal oamd éva €VOOUATO KoL Tomobetnuévo oTov KOOUO
unoke (pevo wg onuelo oavaeopdc Kol UL KATAOTAON Tou KOOUOU uE€
Tnv omola Tto umokeiuevo oxetiletal pe dLdpopouc TedmoUc. AUTd TO
€VOmo LNuéEVo dAov avadUetal, Oewpd, 0 éVva LepapX Lk& avdTepo enimedo
ToUu KOOUOU IOU €lval pev tTunua tou, amoTteAsliTtal amd otolxela tou,
OAA& OoTn oUvdeon twv eni pépouc orolxelwv ypnoiuconoteliTol Pl
tdLtaltepn ‘petaeuolkl kKOAA' (doveliloual tov 6po amd Inv Lynne
Rudder Baker) mou opyavavel ovouola Hetaéy T0UC HPpAVUATH KAl T
aAAnAcéoptel, GOTe Pl KAPERAX €lval KaupékrAa e€meldn undpyel &va
vnoke {pevo mou umopel va r&toel o' auth Kol éva umokeliuevo éxel
vonT LkO KOOUO ¢€me Lldf) oVAITUCCETAL OAANAETILOPOVIAC e KUPEKAECQ,
Bpoxéc, dLadnAdoelg KAl AOLImECQ ovidINTeg TOU €éwiteplkoU rOOUOU.
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Title: The stuff minds are made of

The question about the ontology of the mind is as old as human
reasoning. The answers to this question have varied widely be-
tween the two extremes (e.g. monism and dualism) and often pro-
duced compromising positions. Interestingly, the mind itself,
that is the way we experience ourselves and others, does not seem
to have changed over the centuries despite the different answers
that were in vogue at any given time. However, our answer to the
question may pose an existential threat to the science that aims
to understand the mind (i.e. psychology). Modern answers to the
question oscillate between a position that threatens to eliminate
psychology as we know it and a position that at least can safe-
guard the epistemological raison d’étre of psychological sciences.
According to the type identity theory -which may also be called
reductive materialism, mental states are physical states of the
brain. That is, each type of mental state or process is numeri-
cally identical some type of physical state or process within the
brain or the nervous system. Token identity theory, and especial-
ly its formulation under the name of anomalous monism, claims that
although each mental event is identical with an underlying neuro-
physiological event, there are no type identities between mental
and physical events: there are only token identities. Anomalous
monism is committed to an ontological monism that recognizes as
the only existing reality the physical one, but also guarantees
the irreducibility of the mental to the physical, of psychology



to physical sciences. While reality in itself and all mental
events are physical from beginning to end, mental phenomena can-
not be given purely physical explanations. Inevitably, clinical
practice and basic psychological research, at least to the extent
that psychology wishes to retain its epistemological distinctive-
ness, must rest on a methodological dualism that guarantees the
very possibility of understanding the mind in mental terms, while
committing itself to anomalous monism, taking advantage of the
breakthroughs that brain sciences is making over the last four
decades.
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Are cognitive processes neurobiological processes?

I believe one can answer this question in different ways. To me,
a cognitive process is a process that manipulates inputs to the
brain, resulting in neural activity and/or alternations of brain
parameters such as synaptic connection weights that then can in-
fluence present or future responses. Conscious experience appears
to be a concommittant of some but not all aspects of these pro-
cesses. I also believe it is useful to talk at a level of descrip-
tion above the level of neurons and synapses, although I like to
think in terms of the idea that patterns of neural activity can
correspond to active representations in the mind and that chang-
es in synapses underlie the process by which a cue (such as the
name of an object) can bring other information about the object
to mind (such as what it looks like, how expensive it is, or an-
ything else we might know or believe about it). I do think it is
useful to describe cognitive processes in terms of the informa-
tional content of the patterns of activation over time. For ex-
ample, if shown a column of numbers and asked to add them, it is
reasonable to describe the internal process that may occur as one
of deriving a series of intermediate results, not necessarily in
a fixed sequential order. For example different people answering
the question ‘What is 18 times 5’ may come up with different in-
termediate results on the way to the answer. One might note that
18 can be treated as 10 plus 8, might recall that 5 times 10 is



50 and 5 times 8 is 40, and then add these numbers to get 90. An-
other might note that 18 is 2 less than 20 and then might recall
that 5 times 20 is 100 and 5 times 2 is 10, finally subtracting 10
from 100 to get 90. Describing these different paths to solution
at the neurobiological level would obscure their content; the
higher level description is more informative, even if each state
is a pattern of neural activity.

How can one learn about mental processes?

These is no direct observation of mental processes. One can di-
rectly observe some measures of brain activity including such
things as blood oxygenation level as a measure of blood flow to an
area containing a large population of neurons, or one can measure
the activity of a sample of neurons during a cognitive process,
but we learn about mental processes only by constructing hypothe-
ses and testing them. This is an indirect way of knowing, but no
different really than our way of knowing the answer to many oth-
er questions. For example physicists observe tracks on a sheet
of film and infer the existence of sub-atomic particles. Some of
these inferences are subject to alternative interpretations. We
can also measure the time it takes for a person to make a response
to a given input or we could measure the accuracy of the person’s
response and use these measurements to support a theory (usually
at a higher level of description than neural firing itself, but
not necessarily) of the underlying mental process. We can also
ask people to tell us about their experience/recollection of the
mental processes they carried out while processing information.
None of these sources of information are perfect, but all are
useful. I re-iterate though that interpretation of any of these
forms of information always depends on a theoretical framework
that guides interpretation.

Finally, I would like to note that a very important part of cog-
nitive science is the discovery of a useful theory that is often
not literally correct but may give a good enough approximation to
guide further predictions and as an aid to understanding. Too
often, scientists act as though these theories are somehow essen-
tially either correct or incorrect and seek to falsify them of
to defend them and explain away discrepancies as resulting from
uninteresting extra-theoretical factors. I think this is mis-
guided. I think our theories are partial guides and will always
be guides for thinking applicable only in a limited range of cir-
cumstances and subject to future refinement.
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This may be a misleading question. To ask about the ontological
status of the mind seems to presuppose, in a broad sense, that
‘the mind’ is an entity or object, broadly construed. This presup-
position arises naturally if we think of what we are doing when we
say what we think, or believe, or hope, as aiming to describe cer-
tain states of a thing we call ‘the mind’. But our mental talk may
aim to serve a very different function. Gilbert Ryle, for example,
took mental state ascriptions instead to license inferences about
what the individuals will do in various contexts. Wilfred Sellars
suggested that talk about how things appear to me serves to with-
hold commitment about how things really are. And, following some
work by Kristin Andrews, Sarah Beth Lesson and I have argued that
many mental state ascriptions can be best understood as serving a
social function of justifying behavior, in a way that enables us
to better live together. If any non-descriptivist account along
these lines is right, then the question we should begin with is
not: “What is the ontological status of the mind?”, but rather
“How does our mentalistic discourse function?”. Once that is set-
tled, the o0ld ontological question may show up very differently.
And some of these problems linked to it—about how the mind relates
to the physical world, can have causal powers, and so on—may not
show up at all.
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Aev Ba xpnoLupomoloUoa tov 6po ‘Noucg’ w¢ ouclLaoTlkd Kol degv Ba
aval{ntoUox aviiotolxo ovioAoylkd xabeotdc. Eniong dev Ba Beswpolox
nwg ot vobdeg elval uvnoot&oelLc. Qotbdéoo xoapaxrtnellounpe dL&popa
ctolxela, LdLdTNTEC, OUPRLVTN, KATAOTACE LC WG vonT LK, Tétola £lval
n ouveldnon kol n OkéEYn, oAAX kol n oaviiAnyn péocw tov atcOHninpliwv,
oL OUAAoyloupol, ot amoedoeilg via npdéin k.&. AV 10 €pOINUA VLlX
TO0 ovIioAoyLlkd status tou Nou avadlatunwdel wg €pdTNUA yLA TLC
ouvOnkeg ouykpdINong TV vVonI LKAV QALVOUEVKOV, TOTE I €TEPOYEVE L
TOV VONT LKOV QXLVOPévay poldlel vo amorAeiel 1n duvatdinia ULAC
evialoag andvinong CI0 €PAOTNUA.

Qo cTab® of pLa KATnNyopla vontLkOV oTolxelwv, 0 autd TA vont LKA
otolxela mou OewpolUues nwg @&pouv 1 €éxouv vontilkd meplexduevo.
Tétola elval ol okéyYelg, ol memolONceLg, ol eulbupleg v.&., gival
Ta vontilkd otolxela mou dlaxkpivovial petaféU TOUC OUVABWC He 1IN
XPNOoN PLOC YAwoOLKAC mpdtaong n omolo pe x&molo tpdmo avilotolyel
o010 meplexduevd touc.Apketol @LAdbCOPOoLl BewpoUyv nwe autd T vont LKA
patvoéueva eival suigeneris, un ovayodylupo kol un koboptl (dueva amd
eUoLkE 1) dAAa otolxela, oxéoeig kol dLadilkooieg. NéyOoUv TG T
vonT LK& otolxela mou @épouv meplexduevo pe k&molo tpdno dLémovIal
arnd KATO LA KAVOVLIOTLKOTNTX KL Adyw OoUIOU TOU XOPAKINPELOT LKOU
Toug dev kaboplilovial amd QUOLKE —-VeUPOPUOLOAOY LKA 1 &AAX
otolxela kol dLadlkaocieg. Iuvdpa apretol @LAdcopol BewpoUVv TG N
KOQVOVLOT LKOTNTH, TO 0pBHO KAl TO €0QaAUévVo, ovadUleTal HOVAXX OTO
TAX{CLO TNC KO LVWV LKAC aAAnAenidpaong, amnd émou aviAeital n dL&kpLon
ToU 0pBoU kol tou A&Boug. Av dexOel xavelg 10O mponyoUupevo t1dT€
pol&lel mwg 1o (ATNUA TNC AVAYWYAC ) TOU KABOoPpLouoU TV VONTI LKOV
crolxelwv mou oépouv meplexduevoamnaltel enmovanpoodiloploud @oTE
BAon ovaywyng TV vontLkOY oTtolxelwv va omotedel n odAnAemnidpaon
HetTaéU umoke Lpéveov kol OxL n veupoeuolLodoyia evdg umoke({upevou
AIIOKOPPEVOU omtd TO KOLVWVLIKO TOU HmePLPAAAOV.
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The Ontological Status of Mind in 250 Words

The mind is not an object, physical or nonphysical. To have a mind
is just to have mental abilities, such as the ability to think
and/or the ability to feel. The bases of our mental abilities are
states of our brains. A propositional attitude such as a belief,
desire, or intention is a functional state: a second-order state
of being in some state or other that occupies a certain causal
role, a certain role as cause and as effect. States that occupy
the role realize the functional state. I would look to scien-
tific psychology to identify the causal roles in question and to
neuroscience to identify the realizing states that occur in us.

States of phenomenal consciousness - states such that it is like
something for a subject to be in them (e.g., the state of feel-
ing pain) — are not functional states. They are neurobiological

states. For every type of state of phenomenal consciousness C,
there is a type of neurobiological state B such that C = B. The
identity claims will be only a posteriori knowable. I am opti-
mistic that investigation into the neural correlates of states of
phenomenal consciousness will result in our finding strict (i.e,
exceptionless) neural correlations for states of phenomenal con-
sciousness. I hold that were we to discover such correlations,
the best explanation of them will be that types of states of phe-
nomenal consciousness are identical with their neural correlates.
This physicalist view faces truly formidable objections, but I
maintain that the objections can be adequately answered.
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To oviodoylkd B&pog 1n oulHtnong via Tov Nou oealvetal vo éxel
Hetatebel oto OUokoAo mnpdlAnua 1tng ouveldnong xal o dLAQoPA
gLy e LpAPXTA ) dLaLoONCeLlC VvIia T 6pLlAa TOU QUOLKOALOUOU.

H Maipn, ploa mavéumvn veupoemLloThuovag, yvepllel 6Aa doa umopel
k&moLtog va yveplidlel, OAa Ta yeyovdto yLa Tov eyképaro. Ta éxel
n&be L alxpdrntn oe éva conpduaupo dwudTtlo. Byoalvovioag, naboivel
K&TL mou dev yvopLle. Mabalvel modc eival cav(yLl’ authv) voa BAémel
Eva gpuBbpd TPLAVIXQUAAO. (MMOLOTLROC/QuLVOUEVOC XOAPAKINOPXC WLOAC
eunetplac / phenomenal character) Asgdouévou oTl ex hypothesi 1
Maipn yvepilel 6AeC TLC QUOLKEC aANBeleg, OAX TA QUOLKA yeyovoTd
010 aoupduaupo dWPATLO, €nmetul TO YPeUdog TOU QUOLKUALOUOU.
(duoc koA Llopdc: n Béon o1l SAa Ta yveyovdTa elvoal @uolk& yeyovota,
) aocBevéotepa OTL OAA T yeEyovodTa unopoUv va mpoBAcebolv ond T
QUO LK) .

To dUokoAo mpdéPAnua

To mpbdPAnua cival “Ioc k&1l mou yveplloupes pe 1étola oLkeldINTIA,
6nwc n ouveldntn ecumelpla, va eival 1600 dUOKOAO va 1O g&nynoouue;
. To dUoxkoAo mpdPANuUa a@opd OTLC UNOKeLUeEVLIKEG, “aAdbnrec” (incor-
rigible) mtuxécg tng eumetlpliag,ocro nedPAnua tng sunctplac” (Chal-
mers 1995, 200).



O David Chalmers cmixetlpnuoatodoyel o611 10 mnpdRAnua ndvia Oo
dLapeUyel TOU QUOLKOALOTH. AxOUnN Kol ov o TeAevutalog mpotelivel
KAmo Lo YUYOQUO LKL YEQUEOIOLNT LKA opX) ImOU vo ouvdéel YUXLKEQ e
eUOLKEC 1dLOTNTeEC Og kK&molLou 1TUmou YuyxoeUOoLkKh TtoutdInto, 0 TO
VeUupwVLKS oUotolxo k&molag cumelpioag, n&Al 1i0etal TOo £pdTnuUa
VIOT({ N OUYKERPLUEVD eVKeQUALKA SLéyepon O AcLtoupylia “YouvodeUeTal
and Tnv eumelplo;” (Ibid.) (evd &AAec meploxéc 1 AcLtoupylecgh
dLevépoelLg dev 1O KAVOUV) .

Emiye lpAPOTA 0oV TO IOPAI&Ve €xouv odnynoel cg dU0 1UnoU avi L1dpdoe L
(amd pépouc @LAWV TOU QUOLKOALOUOU), ovdueoo oce &ANEC.

H vyevirp d&moyn TOU @QUOLKOALOUOU- o opvelTtal T OUoKOAla Tou
npoBAfuaToCc. Enlxetpnuoatoioyel 611 tamepl p-ouveldnong wg dLAKPLTIN
and tnv ouveldnon wg nmpdoPoon 1 TN dUVATOHTINTA AVACTOXXOUOU I
KAIo Lo ovarapdoTaon aveatepns Tdéng vioa.. (HOT Bewpleg) eival uvubocg.
AuTtd mou pobaivel n Malpn 6tav Byaivelr, eival va gfaoxkel xdmolLeg
defLdtnTteg, O6XL éva véo yeyovoc.



And tnv AAAN pepld, n vevirkp &moln TOU QUOLKOALOUOU- [ déxetal
tn duokoAla. Ynootnpilel 611 n&oyxoupe and kAno Lo cofuplh ayvwolo
coe oOxéon ue 1o OUOKOAO mpdPRAnua. Autd mou paboivel n Moalpn sival
éva yeyovoée mou yvoplle N1Ndn, und éva véo t1pdmo noapoucsiaong.
AmokT& pla eatvoéuevn évvola (phenomenal concept). Auth ouwg cival
“YooUupeTen”ue TLC €VVOLEC TOV QUOLKOV dlepyaoldv mou e€ixe nA{dn.

[lpotelvetal €d) pLa Tpomomolnuévn €kd0OXN QUOLKAALOUWOU- o, é0TW®
QUO LKOALOuOC oF.

SUPOOVO e QUTAV TNV IPOCEVYYLON, KOAUTEpQ Vo unv fexlvoUue ue T
OUoKOAX.

O tpdmog mou TiOetal 1o OUOKOAO MPOBANUA éXe€l WC CUVENMELN Plo
aTpomLKh (amodal) KoL un mepaLlIépw avoAUToLlun cUAANYN TNng eume Lplag.
Auth ouockotilel Tnv €épsguva.

T'la TOV QUOLKOALOTH -o*, n ¢-ouveidnon (phenomenal consciousness)
dev avapépeTal

og éva evialo Kol Un HepALTIéPw AVUAUCLUO QaLvouevo, oAAd autd dev
onuaivel 611 dev umopel va avaeépetal o8 TOAAATAX YVAC LY @ALVOUEVA.
T6CO O MMOLOT LKOC XopakTApag 600 KAl TO Hmeplexobuevo pLlac eumeLlpliog
elvalmepalTépw avoAUolua (oe k&molo PBabud) (mutli - disjunctiv-
ism). I'veopllouue,yvia moupddelyud, HECK TOAUXLCONTNELAKOV TAAVOV
(cross-modal illusions) oénw¢ n nA&vn Tev OU0 @Aac (Shamset. al.
2000), mdhC Kol 0 TMOLECQ OUVONKEQ ULA OKOUOCT LKA eume lpla umopel vo
HetafdAel 10 meplexduevo 1N TOV MTOLOTLKO XOAPAKINPK HULAC ONIT LKAC
l OIT LKOOKOUCT LKNC eumeLlplag. Moabalvoupe amd 1In olbvOetn £&peuva
oTnv moAvalofninplakn oviiAnyn (cross-modal perception) o1l oL
aLcbninplakéc tpomlkoéINTeg Oev glval altiakd adpoaveicg. MeTéyxouv
OTINV UEH TOU MOAUXLOONTNELOKOU e LEXOUEVOU ) TNC IOAUNLOONPENT LAKAC
eume Lplag.

SUHOWVA 1€ TO QUOLKOALOPO-O*, O TOLOT LKOC XUPOAKTINPAC ULaC suneLplac
dev avAyeTtal OTIn dUVATOINTA AVUOTOXNOUoU yiIa TNy cunetlpla (Bswplec
HOT)

N efarelpetal. O QUOLKOALOTAC—O* Suwg dev €lval UNOXPeWPRévVog VA
QAIOVINCEL TO QEUYAAEO €pOINUA TL pobaivel k&moiog, 1/ n Maipn, amd
nv eunelpla 1ng.

Evdexouévwng, €éxouus AOYyOoUC Vo e€luoaocte KATWC TLO alolddoéol

arnd 1oV QUOLROALOTA-P. Exoune tnv Loxupn dLaicbnon 611 oL alcbhoeLg,
6nwc o mdvog, oUVIEOVIAL OTeV HE TN OWUAT LRKOTNTA HAC.

Chalmers, D. (1995)”Facing up to the hard problem of consciousness”,

Journal of Consciousness Studies, vol.2, 3,pp.200-217.

Shams,L., Kamitani, Y.,& Shimojo, S. (2000)”What you see is what you hear”, -
Nature, vol. 408, pp. 788.
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O néocog e€peuvnIAC TEXVNTIAC vonuoouvng, €&v katadexBel vo amavinoe L
oTnVv mEHTN £P®INOon, 6OHa mel K&TL ToU TUmou: “Agv {fépw KoL dev ueg
evdLapépel, o dLkOC pou pdroc gival va cac o1 L&éw évoav vou”. 0co
via Tn oxéon oavdueoo o€ QUOLKEQ KoL vontlkég roataot&oelg, Oo mel
nifovoétata “ooag dlvw KATOLEQ UMOAOYLOTLKEQ KauTaoTdoE LG, €XE€TE TO
dlxkalwua va TLg avaAUoeTe 6mwc voullete”. Evag Alydtepo BLact LkOC
gpeuvntng Ba mnpoocnabricel voa e&nynoel o1l oautd mou ovoudlouue
VOU ouoLlaoT k& dev voplotatal, oAA&d eival éva oupfoatixkd odvoua
nou Olvouue og éva OUVOAO €V TIOAANO(C €Te€pdbKANTWOV QUALVOUEVOV KOL
LdLoTATWY mou amodidouue oTov GvOPWIOo KAl AKPLPOC dev pmopoUus Vo
oplooupe tTumikd moapd pdvov o VI LOLACTOAN PE T IPAYUAT LK& @UO LKA
6via mou dev éXOoUuVv Vou (umopoUue va dexbolue €dd 6Tl mpdKelTol
vioa 1o (dAAa) (oo, mapdTl TOAANECQ OUyXPOoOVvEQ AVILAATeLC BewpoUv
61Tl KATIOLOC MOPENC Vvoug kKol vénon, éotw O6xL 1600 gfeAlypévn 600
n avlpdmivn, UD&PXEL KAL OTX aAVvOTEPX TOUAAXLOTOV (QON) . AnAadn
0 Vvoucg eglval XKaTooKeUoopo Kol epeUpecn Tou (dLou tou vou! Av KOl
autd delyxvel xrat’ opxHv noapddofo, slival pla Beswpntikh otd&on Kol
Baon ndvw otnv omoila otnpiletal OA0 TO OLKOJOUNUO TING TEXVNTIAC
vonuoouvng (xoal p&AAOV Kol YEVLIKA TING YVWOLOKNG €ILOTAUNG), IIOU
enlyelpel vo peAerocel mAéOV TOUC QUOLKOUC unxovLioupoUdcg, OnAadr
TOUC HUNYXOV LOUoUC mou unopoUv va UAomoLlnfoUv mdvw o€ OMHOLOJAIOTE

1.E00 xpnoiuomoliw TtOoVv Opo “euolkd” yia o, T1LOAHmOTE
Exel mpayuatikn (“vAikn”) uvnootoaon mou S& umnopel vo
auepLoBntnBei. Me auth TNV EVVvoLla O BLOAOYLIKOC EYKEQPAAOC
givatr efioou @uolkdg 600 KOl Evag UmoAoylOTng 1 ula
uaptovéta (ta OUo TeAsUuTaia mopadooiaKd ovoudl{ovial
TEXVNTA uéoa) .



ouUoLkd péco, ol omolol pmopoUv va oavaAubolv wg “vouc”. QC QUOLKD
ouvénme Lo qUTAC TNg Oot&ong, JPmopoUv Vo avayvwepLloBoUv vonT LKEQ
KATaoTdOoe L O TexvnTd unéoa mou w¢ enl 1o mAsliotov éxouv teAcing
OLUQOPET LKECG €0WTEPLKEC (NQUOLKEQ”) KaTaOoTHOELC KL PAALCTO XwPelc
koav 1-1 ovilotolXio Twv pev pe tig de: m.¥x. éva poundt umopsl vo
Bewpnbel Ouuwpévo xwplic va uvndpxel kAmolLa Topduetpog OUpoU péoo
OTOUC HNYXoVLouoUg Tou, oAA&d o Ouudc va Tou amnodidetal emeLldn
n évioacn ING OWVAC TOU 1 INg ovIidpaoHc Tou éxel auénbel oto
aveatTaTa 6pLld tng Kol gedboov OUVIPEXOUV KAMOLEC OUVOAKEC TIOU O
nopatnentic Bewpel &1L Ba dLroLoAoyoUocoav Ouud ceg avOpomivoa OVIA.
OAa autd& Bo AToav omADdC TOAU evdilapépovia, e&v KATMOLOL KPLTLKOI
KOl JPeAeTnNTéC TOU VOU Odev BewpoUoav o611 elval oL povadilkol
autod{RXLOL KPLTEC TNC €évvolag KoL INng oUong TOU VOU KL TV
VONT LKAV KATXACTACEWY KL, €V uev déyxovial, ¢éotw amnpdbupn, Vo
anodHoouv, €0Tw HEPLOPLOUEVEC, VONILKECQ LOLOINTEC 1 KATAOTHOELQ
ce poundt N HPOYPHUUNTO UMOAOYLOTOV, dev amépplnTav aoulninti tnv
aviioTpoen oxéon, Ot1L OnAadn eival duvatdv KATOLEC aVvOPOILVEQ
vonT LKEQ 1OLOTINTEC N KATAOTACE LC VA 0Pe{AOVIAL OQIOKAELOT LKA O€
unxov topotcg o6nwg outol mou éxouv vdomnolndel péoa ota (dLa autd
poundt kol mpoypduupata. Eva tunikd Tétolo moapddelyua eival o
ney&Ao Poabud n oculAtnon yia 1o KIVvELLKO dwudTlLo TOoU Searle, viX
10 omolo o mio médvw HTOAUACYXOAOC €pPeUVNTIANG TeXvning vonupooldvng,
Ba éAeve, o1tnv KOAUTepn mnepintwon yeAdviag Kol otn xelpdtepn
Bupwuévog, “oev éxw xpdvo via oavoUoleg xkouPlévteg”. AuoctUxOQ,
kpatel roAd& axrdun n nEpookOAANCn oto xepdklL TOU ©go0U.
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The mind is the way the brain presents itself to us. We are in a
peculiar situation to have a mental life which seems to us, qua
possessors of this life, as though it is sui generis. It seems as
though we have direct access to our mental life and that it comes
with certain qualitative characteristics. We have learned to hy-
postatize the mind as the bearer of our mental life. But there is
no mental stuff. There is the brain and it is the brain that bears
our mental life. We don’t feel neurons firing when we engage in
mental activities. But similarly, we don’t see the photons when we
see light. It is one thing what something is. It is quite another
thing how it seems to us. The brain is an impressive instrument
and it suffices to ground and explain mentality. The mind—our men-
tal life—is an impressive product of the brain. The best image we
have for the mind is the image of a computer programme. This image
grants it enough explanatory autonomy, but it does not render the
mind ontically autonomous. The mind would not exist without the
brain. It is neither a distinct substance; nor a set of distinct
properties. In all probability, however, there is not a neat map-
ping of all our mental categories to brain categories. But this
is a problem for our mental categories and the various myths that
they have been used to sustain.
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Néa // Apaocsels

Yta nAaiola tou enoikobountikoU 6iandyou, TNs cuvexoUus @IN0COPIKAS
enaypunvnons Kal tns evandaKtKAS €NIOCKONNONS TNS €NICTARNS Kal TNS
pifocopias, to nepiodiké Gavagai , dlopyavwvel Tis arkdouBes dpdaels:

KdAeopa yia ouvbiopydvwon 1ou naveAdnviou npontuxiakoU cuvedpiou
@idocogias. Me npwtoBoudia tou nepiodikoU @idocoias MNkaBaykdi, éxouv
apxioel 61a61Kacies oUYKPATNONS OpYaVWTIKAS EMITPONAS YIA TNV oTeAEXwWaon
tou Tou naveddnviou npontuxiaKou cuvedpiou @idocogias. ‘Exouv nén
yivel enmituxnpéves enagés pe opades and Sidgopa tunpata @idocogias.
01 evbiapepopeves Kal evBiaQePOUEVOl HNOPOUV Va EMIKOIVWVACGOUV GTNV
napakdtw 8ieUBuvaon: un.phil.con@gmail.com.

KUkAos oulntoswy - AloAg€ewy e B€pa tov Marx.

KUkAos oulntoswy - AlaAé€ewy pe Béua tov Michel Foucault.

KUkAos culnthoswv pe Béua to BiBAio tou Jean Baudrillard, Simulacra and Sim-
ulation.

KUkdos oudnthoswv yUpw and to BiBAio tou Paul Feyerabend , Evavua own
HEBodO, KABE Méuntn Kal wpa 7-9 p.u oto As€ikonwadeio (Xtaoivou 9, Maykpdu).
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MpooKAnon
Evbiagpepovtos
Epyaciwv

Ti eival to MkaBaykai;

To MkaBaykdl (Gavagai — dnws ouvavtdtal oto didonuo napdderyua tou W.V.0
Quine) anotenei pia npwtoBoudia gportntwy tou tunpiatos lotopias kal Oidocogias
s Eniothuns (mpwnv M.LB.E).To nepiobikd Ba nepidauBdvel epyaaies Kupiws
MPOMTUXIOKWY QPoItNTWV (ave€aptntws TUNUatos), ol oroies Ba avidolv ta
Bépatd Tous anod us tpels arkonouBes enmotnpovikés KateuBuvaels: Oinogopida,
lotopia ts Enmotipns Kai M'vwaiakn Enietapn.

KUpIos 0TdX0s T0U GUYKEKPILEVOU gyXelpnpiatos eival n ounioyn Kal n dnploaisuon
enifeYPEVWV ENITTNHIOVIKWY EQYTTIWY, e aKoro Ty Snpioupyia Kal tnv avantuén
€vas yovipou Siatunpatkou diandyou.

MNws yivetal n emidoyn twv gpyaciwy;

Mépav and tnv Xuvtakukn Emitponn, n onoia anaptiCetal and npontuxiakous
(POITNTES Kal agopd atnv cuddoyn Kal enifdoyn Twv EPYAcIWY, TO EMNITTNHOVIKO
KUPOs Tou neplodikou Ba e€aopanifetal anod tn CUPKETOXA Kpitwv aglondynons
(referees). O1 Kpités agloAdynaons agopolv dtopa Tou KatddAnAou epeuvntikoy
evbiapépovtos Kal n oupBonn tous Ba evtonidetal otV ENOIKOOOUNTIKA KPITIKA
TOUS Kal otov oupBoudeutikd Ttous pono. Zuvenws, ol Kpités aflodoynons dev
Ba epnAérovtal Aueoa oto nepIEXOEVO Tou nepIodikou, evw Ba evanidacovrtal
avddoya pe v Bepatonoyia Twv Epyaciwv.

Ti €idous epyaoies Ba dnpoaisuovrtal;

Oa yivovtal 6eKtés:

Epyaoies nou €xouv exknovnBel ota nAaioia Kanolou paBhpiatos.
Anoondopata and MTtUXIaKES epyacies.

AveEdptntn’Epeuva.

0bnyies npos ouyypapeis.

Ta Kelueva Ba npénel:

Na éxouv tuniké péyeBos €ws 6000 Aé€els (ue avapopés Kal BiBAioypapia).

No oxetiCovtal pe tous BepatikoUs afoves tou nepiodikou (avagépovtal
napandvw).

Na éxouv oUotnua napanopnwy O&pdpdns.

Na €xouv ypappatooeipd Times New Roman peyéBous 12, ae 6inAd didotixo Kai
He peyana nepiBuwpia.

Na éxouv atanei péxpl 01/02/2016.

H popen tou nepiodikou Ba eival apXIKG NAEKTPOVIKNA, e TNV MBavh NpoonTiKA
Hias évtunns €xkdoans. ‘Onol ol evoiagepdpevol Urnopouv va anoatéAnouy TUXoV
EPWTNCEIS Kal Ta npos dnpoaieuon Keievd tous atny nAeKktpovikn diguBuvan.
gavagaiphilosophyjournal@®gmail.com
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Ma nepioodtepes ninpoopics ancubuvBeite oto e-mail: gavagaiphilosophy-
journal@gmail.com, otnv opada oulntnoswv pas oto Facebook:https://www.
facebook.com/groups/796820090373252/, Kai otnv oediba pas oto Face-
book:https://https://www.facebook.com/pages/Gavagai-Philosophy-Jour-
nal/429317930560619



