Soul-Switching and the Immateriality of Human Nature: On an
Argument Reported by Razi

The progress of philosophy, at least, is dialectical: we return to old insights in new and, we hope,
improved forms. [P. F. Strawson]1

Pirooz Fatoorchi
1- INTRODUCTION

Our epistemic position with respect to other persons has almost surely not been used
to reject the immateriality of human nature until around the middle of the twentieth
century.2 Gilbert Ryle was one of the first recent philosophers to turn the difficulty
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of accounting for our knowledge of other people’s minds (that is normally called the
problem of other minds) into an explicit argument against their immateriality. In his
book The Concept of Mind Ryle asserts that an adherent of the official theory (i.e.,
Cartesian substance dualism) “has no good reason to believe that there do exist
minds other than his own.” 3 Since then the problem of other minds has been
systematically exploited as one of the standard challenges to mind-body (brain)
substance dualism. William Jaworski, for example, has formulated the challenge in
the following way:
1 If substance dualism is true, then we cannot know what mental states other people have or that
other people exist.
2 We can know what mental states other people have and that other people exist.
Therefore, substance dualism is false.4
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