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Central state materialism. This brand r:niT materi-
31._ alisrn was detended in the late 19605 and the
- carly 1970s by David Armstrong. On this view 3]]
‘mental states are contingently identical with
states of the brain or central nervous system that
are apt to produce a certain range of behavior,
Unlike logical behaviorism, central staté material:
ism holds that mental states are actual internal
states with causal effects. But, unlike Cartesian
interactionism, it holds that psychophysical inter-
action is just physical causal interaction. More-
over, unlike logical behaviorism, central state
materialism does not imply that mental sentences
can be translated into physical sentences.

Some central state materialists held in addi-
tion that the mind is the brain. However, not
every change in the brain is a change in the
mind; but if the mind were the brain, that would
be so. Moreover, the mind ceases to exist when
brain death occurs, while the brain continues to
exist. The moral that most materialists nowadays
draw from such considerations is that the mind is
not any physical substance, since it is not a
substance of any sort. To have a mind is not to
possess a special substance, but rather to have
certain capacities — to think, feel, etc. (Compare
the thesis that to be alive is 10 possess not a
certain entity, an entelechy or élan vital, but
rather certain capacities.) To that exient, Ryle
was right. However. central state materialists
insist that the properly functioning brain is the
material seat of mental capacities, that the
exercise of mental capacities consists of brain
processes, and that there are internal mecntal
states that are brain states that produce behavior.
There is psychophysical causal interaction, al-
though it is physical causal interaction.

I Epistemological objections have been raised
/ln central state materialism. We possess self-

consciousness: we can know about our mental
! states. As self-conscious beings, we have a kind
of privileged access to our own mental states, or
at least to mental states that are not uncon-
scious. The exact avenue of privileged access,
whether it is introspection or not, is controver-
sial. But it has seemed to many philosophers
that our access to our own mental states is
privileged in being open only to us. Il is
~ sometimes claimed, moreover, that the avenue
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of privileged access yields incorrigible knowl-
edge; e.g., one cannot be mistaken about
whether one is in pain. This is,, however,
implausible for mental states such as emotions.
One can be mistaken about whether one is
angry. However, the privileged access view does
not entail that we have incorrigible knowledge
of all, or even of any. of our mental states. We

lack any privileged avenue of access to the states

of our central nervous systems. We come to
know about central nervous system states in the
same way we come to know about the central
nérvous systern states of others. (The only
exception proves the rule. We might know that
a certain mental state is correlated with a certain
central nervous system state and on the basis of
that knowledge, together with the privileged
first-person knowledge that we are in a mental
state of the sort in question, come to know that
we are in a central nervous system state of the
lype in question.) So, it is claimed, against
central state materialism, that mental states

canrnot be states of our central nervous systems:

for we have privileged access to the former but
not to the latter.

In' response, central state materialists can
maintain that while types of mental states are
types of neurological states, it will be only a
posteriori true that a certain type of mental state
Is a certain type of neurological state. Suppose
that pain is a neural state N. It will be only a
posteriori true that pain is N. Via the avenue of

- privileged access, one comes to believe that one is

in a pain state, but not that one is in an N-state.
One can believe one is in a pain state without
believing that one is in an N-state because the
concept of pain is different from the concept of N.
Nevertheless, pain is N. (Compare the fact that
while water is H,0, the concept of water is
difterent from the concept of H,0. Thus, while

water is H,O, one can believe there is water in the .

glass without believing that there is H,O in the
glass.) The avenue of privilgged access presents N

conceptualized as pain, but never as neurological

statc N. The avenue of privileged access involves

the exercise of our mental, but not that of our

neurophysiological, concepts. However, our men-

tal concepts answer to the same properties (State

lypes) as do certain of our_neurophysiological

concepts. i
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punishment, a distinctive form of legal sanction,
distinguished first by its painful or unpleasant
nature (to the offender), and second by the
ground on which the sanction is imposed, which
must be because the offender offended against
the norms of a society. None of these three arttri-
butes is a strictly necessary condition for proper
use of the word ‘punishment’. There may be
unpleasant consequences visited by nature upon
an offender such that he might be said 10 have
been “punished enough~; the consequences in a
given case may not be unpleasant to a particular
offender, as in the punishment of a masochist
with his favorite form of self-abuse; and punish-
ment may be imposed for reasons other than
offense against society’s norms, as is the case
with punishment inflicted in order to deter oth-
ers from like acts. |
The “definitional stop” argument in discus-
sions of punishment seeks to tie punishment
analytically to retributivism. Retributivisimn is the
theory that punishment is justified by the moral
desert of the offender; on this view, a person who
culpably does a wrongful action deserves pun-
ishment, and this desert is a sufficient as well as
a necessary condition of just punishment. Pun-
ishment of the deserving, on this view, is an
intrinsic good that does not need to be justified
by any other good consequences such punish-
ment may achieve, such as the prevention of
crime. Retributivism is not to be confused with
the view that punishment satisfies the feelings of
vengeful citizens nor with the view that punish-
ment preempts such citizens from taking the law
into their own hands by vigilante action - these
latter views being utilirarian. Rertributivism is
also not the view (sometimes called “weak” or
“negartive” retributivism) that only the deserving
are to be punished, for desert on such a view typ-
ically operates only as a limiting and not as a jus-
tifying condition of punishment. The thesis
known as the “definitional stop” says that pun-
ishment must be retributive in its justfication if
it is 10 be punishment at all. Bad freatment
inflicted in order to prevent future crime is not

-

punishment but deserves another name, usually
‘telishment’. +
The dominant justification of non-retributive
punishment {or telishment) is dcterrgnt@ 'Fhe
good in whose name the bad of punishing is jus-
tified, on this view, is prevention of future crim-
inal acts. If punishment is inflicted to prevent th::
offender from committing future criminal acts, it
is s;:yled “specific” or “special” deterrence; if pun-
ishment is inflicted to prevent others from com-
mitting future criminal acts, it is styled “general”
deterrence. In either case, punishment of an
action is justified by the future effect of that pun-
ishment in deterring future actors from commuit-
ting crimes. There is some vagueness in the
notion of deterrence because of the dilferent
mechanisms by which potential criminals are
influenced not to be criminals by the example of
punishment: such punishment may achieve its
effects through fear or by more bﬂnignly_edu‘cat:
ing those would-be criminals out of their cnmi-
nal desires.
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