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how such a thing can move a massive one. Without a credible account of how the mind and the body interact, Descartes” theory doesn’t provide a satisfactory account of the mind

The Causal Closure of the Physical

Descartes” dualistic interactionism also runs afoul of a basic principle of materialism known as the causal closure of the physical. According to this principle, no physical effect has a
nonphysical cause. Any bodily movement, for example, can be explained by the fact that certain muscles contracted. And the fact that certain muscles confracted can be explained by the fact
that certain neurons fired. And the fact that certain neurons fired can be explained by the fact that certain chemicals were present in the brain. And so on. Nowhere in this chain of explanations
must we postulate a nonphysical cause.

causal closure of the physical
The principle that no physical effect has a nonphysical cause.

The physical cause threatens to exclude, and preempt, the mental cause.
—Jazewox Kne

What's more, the very notion of a nonphysical cause seems to contradict one of the most fundamental laws of physics: the law of the conservation of mass-energy. According to this law, the
total amount of mass-energy in a closed system—a system in which no mass-energy can enter or exit—remains constant. The idea is that mass-energy can't magically appear or disappear. Since
‘modern science takes the physical world to be a closed system, no non-physical thing like a Cartesian mind can affect it. Remember Cartesian minds exist “outside” the physical world because
they have no physical properties. If they affected the physical world, they'd have to change its energy level. But that's impossible because the physical world is closed—no mass-energy can
enter or leave it. So Cartesian minds can't interact with the physical world.

Nevertheless, people do have thoughs, feclings, and desires, and these things seem to be nonphysical. How can we reconcile these facts? Some have suggested that we can reconcile them by
admitting the existence of Cartesian minds and denying them any causal power.

This view, known as epiphenomenalism, holds that causation between the mind and the body is a one-way street: The body affects the mind, but the mind does not affect the body. The mind
is merely an ineffective by-product of physical processes going on in the body. (An “cpiphenomenon” is a secondary process that results from and depends on a primary process.) So
epiphenomenalists believe that just as the smoke produced by a fire has no effect on the fire itself, the thoughts, feclings, and desires produced by the brain have no ffect on the brain. Of o use
another analogy. just as steam is a by-product of boiling water and has no effect on the water that produced it, so the mind is a by-product of the brain and has no effect on the brain that
produced it

epiphenomenalism
The doctrine that the mind is an ineffective by-product of physical processes

This view of the mind-body relation is an attractive one fo those who believe that science can explain everything that happens in the world in purely physical terms. It leaves unexplained the
‘mechanism by which the body affects the mind, but it doesn’t postulate any unobservable causes. Epiphenomenalism was championed by 2 number of thinkers in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, most notably, Thomas Huxley

All states of consciousness in us, as in [brutes], are immediately caused by molecular changes of the brain-substance. It seems to me that in men, s in brutes, there is 1o proof that any state of consciousness is
the cause of change in the motion of the matter of the organism. If these positions are well based, it follows that our mental conditions are simply the symbols in consciousness of the changes which take place
automatically in the organism; and that, to take an extreme illustration, the feeling we call volition is not the cause of a voluntary act, but the symbol of that state of the brain which is the immediate cause of that

act. We are conscious automata
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Thought Probe

Mental Relay Stations

According to Cartesian dualism, we don’t think with our brains; we think with our minds. So for the Cartesian dualist, the brain must be nothing more than 2 sophisticated relay station, receiving messages from
the mind and sending messages to it In this view, those suffering from severe brain damage or from diseases such as Alzheimer’s have not suffered any cognitive impairment at all. Their minds are just as good
as they ever were; they have simply lost the ability to communicate with their bodies. Is this plausible? Are minds unaffected by brain damage or disease? Or does the loss of brain function also result in a loss
of mental function? Which explanation is more plausible? Why?

The Problem of Other Minds

Both epiphenomenalism and Cartesian dualism face another embarrassing problem: There seems to be 1o sure way to tell whether other people have minds. This is the problem of other minds.
You know that you have a mind because you experience it directly. You have various thoughts, feclings, and desires, and this proves that you have a mind. But you can't directly experience
anybody else’s mind. You can't have other people’s thoughts, feclings, or desires. So, fo arive at the conclusion that other people have minds, you must appeal to certain physical facts. But it
scems that those facts can't establish the existence of immaterial minds beyond a reasonable doubt.

problem of other minds
The philosophical problem of explaining how it is possible to knorw that there are other minds in the
world.

One of the things that makes Wittgenstein a real artist to me is that he realized that no conclusion could be
more horrble than solpsi

—Davi> FosTeR WaLLacE

Because immaterial minds have no physical properties, you can't use physical instruments to detect them. CAT (computerized axial tomography) scans and MRIs (magnstic resonance
imaging) may be able to tell you whether other humans have brains, but they can't tell you whether they have minds. And because any behavior can be produced mechanically, the fact that
something behaves in a cerfain way can't prove that it has a mind. Descartes himself was aware of this problem. He writes, “And yet what do I see from the window beyond hats and cloaks that
‘might cover artificial machines, whose motions might be determined by springs?"2S For all a substance dualist knows, then, all the other humans he encounters are mindless automatons—like
Stepford Wives—only perhaps not so benign.

The view that one's mind is the only mind that can be known to exist is called solipsism. Although some people are atiracted to this position, it is decidedly odd, if not insane, because
accepting it means rejecting a great many ofher beliefs we have about the nature of reality, knowledge, and value. For example, we ordinarily claim to know that other people have minds, that
what's on their minds affects their behavior, and that those with minds deserve special treatment, and so on. If some sort of substance dualism is true, however, it's unclear that we can
legitimately claim to know any of these things. Thus the price of accepting substance dualism appears to be quite high

solipsism
The view that there is only one mind in the universe, namely, one’s own.

Summary

According to Cartesian dualism, mental states are states of an immaterial substance that affects and is affected by one’s body. Descartes offers fwo arguments in support of this view: the
conceivability argument and the divisibility argument. In the conceivability argument, Descartes claims that because he can conceive of himself existing without a body, his body is not essential
to him. In the divisibilify argument, he claims that because his body is divisible but his mind isn't, his mind isn't identical to his body. These arguments are inconclusive, however, for it is
doubtful that disembodied existence is conceivable, and even if the mind were indivisible, it doesn't necessarily follow that the mind could exist independently of the bod:

The major problem facing Cartesian dualism is that of explaining how two substances (mind and body) that are so dissimilar could possibly interact. Descartes offers no credible account of
‘mind-body interaction.

Epiphenomenalism is a dualist view that holds that although the body can affect the mind, the mind cannot affect the body. In this view, mental states are  by-product of physical processes.
But if immaterial minds have no effect on anything—if they serve no purpose—their existence scems inexplicable.

Cartesian dualism also faces the problem of other minds, for if if were true, there would seem to be no way of telling whether other humans have minds. Thus, for all a Cartesian dualist
knows, solipsism is true—he has the only mind in the universe. Any view that implies that we are not justified in believing in the existence of other minds, however, is suspect

€ » i B B OO 60 % @

o

I

[E

[0} LI
Q Q (3 Estiield College ...

I

~ @z )

@ Comect

©

738PM
12/3/2020

]




image1.png
O (646) Ed Sheeran - South of the - X | ER Learning Materials - IncludED e2 X (5] Doing Philosophy. X ED Paper Assignments - 2020FA-PH X | [ Tools—2020FA-SPCH-1321-712C X | €3 Homework Market X | WA 2020FA-MATH-2413-BAILEY, sec. X | +

<

C @ platform.virdocs.com/r/s/0/doc/544700/sp/29663718/mi/ 1055216117

Apps @ (749) Donald Trump...

P Type here to search

1=92F4%2F2%5BChapter02%5D%2C32F6%2F 4% 2F 19%3A0%2C3%2F 74%2F24%2F 14%2FA%2F10%2F 2%2F 3%3A108

) VideoBrowse ¥ guidelines engelsk.. @ YouTube B ws @ NewTsb G YouTube @ Language Barierst.. (@ Dolanguage Barie.. A Actvityfor Ansuma.. @ driver cense permi.. [} Toke Test: Urit4Tes..

© agsandrew/Shutterstoc]

perceive, and understand, among other things. Modern science has shown that what goes on in our bodies can be explained in physical terms, as the result of various electro-chemical or

biomechanical interactions. But what about what goes on in our minds? Can our thoughts also be explained physically? Many think not. Foremost among them is sixteenth-century
philosopher (and inventor of analytic geometry) René Descartes. Although Descartes considers bodies to be machines, he maintains that human beings are more than just bodies—because no
‘machine will ever be able to do what we do. In his Discourse on Method, Descartes describes how he arrived at this view

! ike all creatures, we have bodies. But unlike some of them, we also have minds. With our bodies we eat, drink, walk, talk, breathe, and the like. With our minds we think, feel, desire,

I there a mind/body problem? If so, which is it befter to have?
—Woopy Ariex

Thought Experiment

Descartes” Mechanical Moron

Such persons will look upon this body s a machine made by the hands of God, which is incomparably better arranged, and adequate to movements more admirable than is any machine of human invention
And here T specially stayed to show that, were there such machines exactly resembling organs and outward form an ape or any other irrational animal, we could have no means of knowing that they were in any
respect of a different nature from these animals; but if there were machines bearing the image of our bodies, and capable of imitating our actions as far as it is morally possible, there would still remain two most
certain tests whereby to know that they were not therefore really men. Of these the first is that they could never use words or other signs arranged in such 2 manner as is competent to us in order to declare our
thoughts to others: for we may easily conceive a machine to be so constructed that it emits vocables, and even that it emits some correspondent to the action upon it of exteral objects which cause a change in
its organs; for example, if touched in 2 particular place it may demand what we wish to say to it; if in another it may cry out that it is hurt, and such like; but not that it should arrange them variously so as
appositely to reply to what is said in its presence, as men of the lowest grade of intellect can do. The second test is, that although such machines might execute many things with equal or perhaps greater
perfection than any of us, they would, without doubt, fail in certain others from which it could be discovered that they did not act from knowledge, but solely from the disposition of their organs: for while
reason is an universal instrument that is alike available on every occasion, these organs, on the contrary, need a particular arrangement for each particular action: whence it must be morally impossible that there

ences

Descartes believes that we are not machines because we possess two abilities that no machine ever will: (1) the ability to talk intelligently on an indefinite variety of topics and (2) the ability
to act intelligently in an indefinite variety of situations. Machines may be able to talk or act intelligently in certain limited contexts, but their abilities will never match our own. Machines can
act intelligently only when they are dealing with situations they have been designed or programmed to handle. We, on the other hand, can act intelligently even in situations we have never
before encountered. Consequently, we must be more than mere machines

The fundamental history of h

mankind is the history of the mind.
—WiLLay BasgeTT

Although many people working in the field of cognitive science disagree with Descartes” assessment of the prospects for artificial intelligence, they do agree that the ability to use languag
and solve problems are fwo of the best indicators of intelligence. In fact, as we shall see, one of the most widely accepted (and widely criticized) tests for artificial intelligence—the Turing test
—is a test of just the sort Descartes proposed. Alan Turing, one of the founders of computer science, claimed that if a computer's ability to use language was indistinguishable from that of an
ordinary human being, then the machine must be able to think.

Could we build a machine that has our linguistic and problem-solving abilities? Suppose we could. Would such  machine have a mind? How we answer that question will defermine how we
treat the robots that will eventually walk among us. David Levy, author of the book, Love and Sex with Robots, predicts that by the year 2050, humans will be marrying robots.” This raises a
‘number of interesting questions. What rights should a robot spouse have? What if there were a divorce? Should the robot get half of the community property? Our notion of rights is intimately
connected to our notion of reasoning. If a machine can reason as well as we can, it's going to be difficult not to grant it the same rights that we enjoy

An intelligent robot would be the ulfimate labor-saving device. In fact, some have claimed that once intelligent obots become available, we will all live like kings, for the robots will provide
s with an inexhaustible supply of slave labor. James S. Albus, former chief of the Industrial Systems Division of the National Bureau of Standards, for example, has described what he sees as
the coming utopia in his book People s Capitalism: The Economics of the Robot Revolution. He semarks

Before the Industrial Revolution, the aristocracy could only exist based on slavery becavse it was simply not possible for  single human being to produce enough wealth to live the life of an aristocrat Now, in
the age of robotics, you will have machines that can think for themselves, that can act for themselves, that can even reproduce themselves. Raw materials will go in, finished products will come out and be
distributed through a market system that brings money into an unoccupied structure, which can then be passed out as dividends to the society

This source of wealth can, in fact, create a new level of civilization that hitherto has only been achieved by a small number of people—namely; the aristocrats. The age of robotics and automation and

automatic factories brings us to the point where every citizen could live the life of an aristocrat in the sense that we could be economically self-sufficient and secure, not beholden to any employer.”
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Thought Experiment +- € ©
Leibniz’s Mental Mill

st e svored tha percepion and what depends upos € Canot possbly b explaine by mechanical ressons,that i by e 3nd movement Suppose that there be 3 machine, the stetare of Whi
produces tisking feling. a0d pesceving. imagie this machine enlarged but preserving e same proportions,so thal vou could entr i a it were 2 mil Thisbeing supposed, you might vist s inside, but
What wouid you observe thre? Noting but parts bich push and move each other, and fever anyhing that coud explan peception This explanaton musttherefoe be sought 1 the sumple substance, ot 1
the composite, tht i, the mchine

Although i’ not made out ofstecl and silcon, the bran is a thinking, fecling and perceiving machine. Vet if you were to shrik to the size of  blood cell and walk szound inside of it vou
would observe only the exchange of chemicals berween nerve cells. You wouldn t observe the thinking, fecling, and perceiving that the brain s doing. So, like Descartes, Leibnsz believes that

s smpossibl to provade 2 mechancal accoust of the mind. Bt unlike Descartes, he docsn't believe that s impossible to construct thizking machines, In bs view, there can be machines that (53]
think: there just can't be mechanical explanations of thinking

€ Mt Ocks Avchives Gty Images

Wtk Anem e e B
Suppose you wer sbe to walk sousd inside 3 brin, ke the cre from the movie Fantastic

éyage. Would you obsere thinking?

“This may seem  stange view but it has & number of adherents, even t this day. Wholes are ofien greater than the sum of ther parts. A team, for example, may be the best i i eague even
though none of ts members are. Tn such & case, 2n understanding of the parts may 5ot yield an understanding of the whole Similaly, the mind may be srester than the sum of s part. Persons,
for example, are otelsgent even thoush none of ther nerve cell are.So an understanding of ther nerve cells may not yield an understanding of their minds.

‘Leibuiz, however, daesn't believe that consciousness emerges from complex arrangements of matter. H
the basic buslding blocks of the universe—the stuff out of which everything is made—are particles of consciousness (‘monads”) rather than particles of matter. So, according 10 Leibniz,
Consciousness is not something possessed by only a select few creatures. [t s possessed, in some degree, by everythung, even the most fundamental paricles. That is why he says the explanation
of consciousness must be sought in he simple rather than the complex:
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Q Q (3 Estiield College ...

The Ghost in the Machine
Mind as Soul

escartes thought that no machine could think as well as we do. The only machines known to Descartes, however, were purely mechanical ones like clocks and waterwheels. If there had

been clectronic computers in his day. perhaps he would not have been so skeptical of artificial intelligence. Nevertheless, Descartes’ belief that thinking could not be a physical process led
him to conclude that it must be a nonphysical one. In his view, the mind is an immaterial entity that interacts with the body and yet is capable of existing independently of it. In other words
according to Descartes, the mind is the soul. The doctrine that mental states are states of an immaterial substance that interacts with the body is called Cartesian dualism.

Cartesian dualism
The doctrine that mental states are states of an immaterial substance that interacts with the body

The soul of man is immortal and imperishable.
—Puiro

Descartes’ theory is dualistic because it claims that human beings are composed of two fundamentally different kinds of stuff. material and mental. Material stuff has physical properties like
mass, charge, momentum, location in space, and so on. As a result, material objects can be detected by means of the senses. Mental stuff, on the other hand, has no physical properties
whatsoever—it's colorless, odorless, and tasteless. It can't be detected by any physical instrument because it doesn't even have a location in space. Nevertheless, according fo Descartes, not
only does this stuff exist, but it's the stuff we think with—it's what our minds are made of—and it's capable of existing independently of our bodies. So when our bodies die, our minds will
continue to exist.

Descartes’ most persuasive arguments for the immateriality of the mind (and the immortality of the soul) appear in his Meditations on First Philosophy, which was originally subtitled “In
which the existence of God and the Immortality of the Soul are demonstrated.” Proving that the mind is separate from the body was not Descartes” only goal in writing the Meditations.
however. He also wanted to prove that God exists and fo explain how knowledge was possible. To understand how Descartes arrived at his theory of mind, it's helpful o know something about
his larger project

ved the worid

One of the proofs of the imm
was flat

rteity of the soul is that myriads have believed it—they also bell

—Mark Twars

Descartes’ Doubt

While still a student, Descartes came to 2 realization familiar to many undergraduates: Much of what he took to be certain and indubitable was uncertain and dubious. He concluded that most of
what passes for knowledge is mere opinion, for knowledge requires certainty, and almost nothing is certain. The only place where Descartes found certainty (and thus knowledge) was in
‘mathematics, especially geometry. Geometrical theorems are proved by deducing them from sclf-evident truths. If science is to yield knowledge, Descartes believed that it, too, must fest on a
foundation of indubitable truths

To have doubted one's first principles s the mark of a civiized man.
—OunvEr Wexpert Hones

In the Meditations, Descartes sets out to find those truths. Finding just one indubitable truth, he thought, would go a long way toward putting science on a firm footing. He tells us
“Archimedes, that he might transport the entire globe from the place if occupied to another, demanded only a point that was firm and immovable: so, also, I shall be entitled to entertain the
highest expectations, if I am fortunate enough to discover only one thing that is certain and indubitable.”® To determine whether there is such an Archimedean point from which our knowledge
of the external world could be derived, Descartes tried to determine whether there are any nonmathematical propositions that could not be doubted

Descartes realized that to carry out his project, he did not have fo examine each of his beliefs individually. Rather, he could examine entire families of beliefs by investigating the principles
from which they were derived. If those principles could be doubted, then everything based on them could also be doubted. As Descartes puts if, “Nor for this purpose will it be necessary even fo
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In the Meditations, Descartes sets out to find those truths. Finding just one indubitable truth, he thought, would go a long way toward putting science on a firm footing. He tells us
“Archimedes, that he might transport the entire globe from the place if occupied to another, demanded only a point that was firm and immovable: so, also, I shall be entitled to entertain the
highest expectations, if I am fortunate enough to discover only one thing that is certain and indubitable.”® To determine whether there is such an Archimedean point from which our knowledge
of the external world could be derived, Descartes tried to determine whether there are any nonmathematical propositions that could not be doubted

Descartes realized that to carry out his project, he did not have fo examine each of his beliefs individually. Rather, he could examine entire families of beliefs by investigating the principles
from which they were derived. If those principles could be doubed, then everything based on them could also be doubted. As Descartes puts if, “Nor for this purpese will it be necessary even fo
deal with each belief individually, which would be truly an endless labor; but, as the removal from below of the foundation necessarily involves the downfall of the whole edifice, I will at once
approach the criticism of the principles on which all my former beliefs rested "0
1 was thrown out of college for cheating on the metaphysics exam; | looked into the soul of the boy siting

next to me.
—Woopy Ariex

One of the principles on which the edifice of science rests is that sense experience is a source of knowledge. But, Descartes argues, this principle is dubious because we can't be certain that
sense experience accurately represents the world. Sometimes, we experience things that aren't really there, as in the case of hallucinations. Other times, we experience things differently from
the way they really are, as in the case of illusions. So, just as we can't rust a witness who has lied in the past, we can't rust sense experience fo give us an accurate picture of reality.

To demonstrate the unreliability of sense experience, Descartes appeals to the phenomenon of dreams. “How ofien have I dreamt that I was in these familiar circumstances, that I was

dressed, and occupied this place by the fire, when I was lying undressed in bed?"!! he asks. The problem is that dreams often seem very real, and there is no way to tell for certain while we are
dreaming that we are dreaming. It is possible, for example, that you will wake up in a few minutes and realize that your reading this book was nothing but a (bad?) dream. Because we can never
be absolutely certain that we are of dreaming, sense experience cannot be a source of knowledge.

If sense experience is not a source of knowledge, then 2 lot of what passes for knowledge isn't really knowledge. But sense experience isn't our only source of knowledge. We also have
knowledge of mathematics, and that isn't based on sense experience. Mathematical theories, unlike scientific ones, need not be verified by observation. Their truth can be discovered by the light
of pure reason.

Doubt s the key to knowledge.
— PRy PrOVERS

But even the deliverances of reason, claims Descartes, can be doubted. To demonstrate this, Descartes proposes a thought experiment. I is possible, he argues, that there is a being (like God)
who brings it about that everything he belicves, even in the realm of mathematics and geometry, s false. As Descartes says.

How do I know that He has not brought it to pass that there is no earth, no heaven, no extended body, no magnitude, o place, and that nevertheless they seem to me to exist just exactly as 1 now see them? And,
besides, s I sometimes imagine that others deceive themselves in the things which they think they know best, how do I know that I am not deceived every time that T add two and three, or count the sides of 2

square, o judge of things yet simpler if anything simpler can be imagined?'?

Because he cannot rule out the possibility that there is such a demon, it seems that Descartes can't know whether any of his beliefs are true.

Descartes envisions a supemnatural being who, through some sort of mental telepathy, puts thoughts in his mind. But Descartes” point can be made without appeal to the supernatural. We
know that thoughts and sensations can be produced by electrically or chemically stimulating the brain. Once we understand the brain well enough, we should be able to give anyone any kind of
experience by stimulating his or her brain in the right ways. Descartes question is this: How do we know that our experiences aren't being produced artificially? How do we know, for cxample.
that we're not brains in a vat, like the people in the movie The Matrix, whose experiences are being controlled by computers? Or how do we know that we're not playing an advanced virtual
reality game, as depicted in the movies The Thirteenth Floor and Existenz? Descartes claims that because there is no way to tell whether such possibilities are actual, we can't acquire
knowledge of the extemal world by means of sense experience.

Men become ci
doubt.

ized, ot in proportion to their willingness to believe, but in proportion to their readiness to

—H. L. Mexcies

Thought Probe

Are We Living in a Computer Simulation?

Are we living in a computer simulation? Elon Musk, CEQ of Tesla, SpaceX, and Solar City, thinks so. It’s a topic that he and his brother had discussed so often that they
found themselves in a hot tub (because it would ruin the vibe). At a conference in China, Musk spelled out his reasoning this way
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The Conceivability Argument

Materialists claim that we are material objects—complex arrangements of particles of matter. If that were the case, we could not exist without a body. But, Descartes claims, we can exist
without a body. As 2 result, we must be something more than matter in motion. What more? An immaterial mind. Here is how Descartes arrived at this view

Tattentively examined what T was and as I observed that T could suppose that T had no body, and that there was no world nor any place in which T might be; but that T could not therefore suppose that I was not;
and that, on the contrary. from the very circumstance that T thought to doubt of the truth of other things, it most clearly and certainly followed that 1 was; while, on the other hand, if T had only ceased to think.
although all the other objects which T had ever imagined had been in reality existent, I would have had no reason to believe that I existed; I thence concluded that T was a substance whose whole essence or nature
consists only in thinking, and which, that it may exist, has need of no place. nor is dependent on any material thing: so that “L” that is to say, the mind by which I am what I am, is wholly distinct from the body’

and is even more easily known than the latter, and is such, that although the latter were not, it would still continue to be all that it is."*

One cannot conceive anything so strange and so implausible that it has not already been said by one
philosopher or another.
—ReE DESCARTES

1It's conceivable that we can exist without our bodies. After all, many believe that their souls will continue to exist after their bodies die, and on the face of i, that belief doesn't seem fo be self-
contradictory. It's not conceivable that we can exist without our minds, however. If we can no longer think, Descartes claims, we no longer exist. Minds, though, are not material things, for they
do not aceupy space. So, Descartes concludss, we are thinking things, immaterial substances with no physical properties. In the words of the rock musician Sting, “We are spirits in a material
world.

The Biblical Conception of the Person

Although many people believe that Descartes” dualistic view of the person is the traditional Christian view, they are mistaken. Rather, the Bible presents a monistic view of the person in which the mind and the
‘body are inseparable from each other. British theologian Adrian Thatcher explains

There appears to be a rare unanimity among biblical scholars that the biblical picture of the person is non-dualist, and that the Bible gives little or no support to the idea that a person is essentially 2 soul. or that
the soul is separable from the body. Dualists, of course, may reply that, regardiess of what the Bible said about the issue then, dualism offers a convincing framework for Christian teaching now. Even so, they
cannot get around the fact that, from a biblical point of view, dualism is very 0dd. Lynn de Silva summarizes the position thus

Biblical scholarship has established quite conclusively that there is no dichotomous concept of man in the Bible, such as is found in Greek and Hindu thought. The biblical view of man is holistic, not
dualistic_The notion of the soul as an immortal entity which enters the body at birth and leaves it at death is quite foreign to the biblical view of man_ The biblical view is that man is a unity: he is a nity of
soul, body, flesh, mind, etc. all together constituting the whole man. None of the constituent elements is capable of separating itself from the total structure and contining to live after death.

In biblical thought, the entire human being, not merely the human body. is subject to death and decay. Dust you are, and to dust you shall return, says God to the man in the garden (Gen. 3:19). All mankind
is grass, cries the prophet; “they last no longer than  flower of the field. The grass withers, the flower fades, when the breath of the Lord blows upon them: the grass withers, the flowers fade, but the word of
our God endures for evermore” (Isa. 40:6-8) Your life, what is it?, asks St James. You are no more than a mist, seen for a little while and then dispersing (Jas. 4:14).

More important, the doctrines of creation, incarnation, resurrection, and ascension all favor the non-dvalist view. To say that our souls are immortal is to biur the distinction between the Creator and the
creature. What is created, as the biblical passages just quoted clearly show, has an end s well as 2 beginning: indeed, the whole point of these images in these verses is to draw attention t0 the brevity of human
life, especially when compared with the etemal life of God. But this makes no sense if persons are immortal, appearances notwithstanding. The incamation of God in Christ is a profoundly materialistic affair
which allows the human nature of Christ in its totality—not merely Christ's human soul—to be taken up into perfect unity of his single divine Person. Moreover, the resurrection and ascension of Christ seem
clearly to exclude dualistic accounts of the human person. The death of Christ was a real and total death, not merely the death of his mortal body. The miracle of the resurrection is precisely that God raises
Jesus from the dead, not that he raises Jesus’ mortal body and reunites it with his immortal soul. What purpose does the resurrection of Jesus serve, we may ask, if Jesus was not really dead? Was it just to
convince the disciples that the bonds of death were forever loosened? Hardly, for if the disciples had believed in immortal souls they would not have required assurance on that point; and if they had needed
such assurance, a resurrection miracle would not have provided it; it would merely have created confusion. The ascension of Christ is also rendered superfluous by a dualist account of the person: for the soul
of Christ_being alive after his physical death, would presumably have been capable of returning to the Father without its body. What then is the ascension? A highly visual way of saying cheerio? It i, rather.
the retun of the transformed, transfigured, glorified, yet still embodied, Christ to the Father No particular historical version of the event is favored by arguing thus. The point is that the theological convictions

expressed by the resurrection and ascension narratives make much better sense on the assumption that all men and women are essentially bodily unities, after, s well as before, their bodily deaths. 1

Descartes provides a familiar—and comforting—view of the self. Most of us would like to believe that we will survive the death of our bodies. But even though the prospect of immortality
is enticing, very few philosophers or psychologists find Descartes’ view convincing. To see why there are so few Cartesian dualists, let's take a closer look at his reasoning.

Descartes is trying to find his nature or essence. The nature o essence of a thing is what makes it what it is. It consists of those properties the thing could not possibly do without. For
example, having four equal sides is an essential property of a square because if a square lost that property, it would cease to exist. An essential property, then, is a logically necessary condition.
It's a requirement that must be met in order for a thing fo exist.
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Because the only possible means of communication would be telepathy, everybody might be able to read your mind. In that case, you would have no privacy whatsoever. You woulda't even be able to keep your =
thoughts to yourself. Is that any way to spend eternity? + - Q:I ®
The Divisibility Argument
The argument from conceivability isn't the only one Descartes presents for his brand of dualism. He also gives us the following argument from divisibility:
there i 2 vast difference between mind and body, in respect that body, from its nature, is always divisible, and that mind is entirely indivisible. For i truth, when I consider the mind, that is, when I consider
myself in so far only as T am 2 thinking thing, I can distinguish in myself no parts, but I very clearly discern that I am somewhat absolutely one and entire; .. But quite the opposite holds in corporeal or extended
things; for I cannot imagine any one of them [how small soever it may be], which I cannot easily sunder in thought, and which, therefore, I do 0t know to be divisible. This would be sufficient to teach me that
the mind or soul of man is entirely different from the body, if I had not already been apprised of it on other grounds 22
Mind is & lyric ry in the midst of business
—Gzogce Saymaiaw
Here Descartes is appealing to the principle known as the indiscernibility of identicals: If two things are numerically identical (that is, if two names or descriptions refer to one and the same
thing), then whatever is true of one is true of the other, and vice versa. For example, if Mark Twain is numerically identical to Samuel Clemens, then whatever is true of Mark Twain is true of
Samuel Clemens, and vice versa. Descartes divisibility argument, then, is this
indiscernibility of identicals
The principle that if two things are identical, then they must both possess the same properties.
1f minds are identical to bodies, then whatever i true of minds is true of bodies, and vice versa
But minds are indivisible and bodies are divisible
3. Therefore, minds are not identical to bodies.
This, too, s a valid argument. So again, the question is, how believable are the premises? @

Premise 2 might be questioned on the grounds that neurophysiologists have shown that minds can be divided. There is 2 neurophysiological operation—cerebral commissurotomy—that

severs the bundle of nerves that connects the fwo hemispheres of the brain (the corpus callosum). Patients who undergo this split-brain operation (usually to alleviate epilepsy) seem to be left

with split minds. As Roger Sperry, the Nobel Prize-winning psychologist who pioneered this technique, reveals, “Everything we have seen so far indicates that the surgery has left these people

with fwo separate minds, that is, fwo separate spheres of consciousness. What is experienced in the right hemisphere seems to be entirely outside the realm of awareness of the lefi.” This

raises an intriguing question: Afier the operation, do we now have fwo people where before there was only one? This is a question we will consider more fully in the chapter on personal identity

(Chapter 4).
Even if Descartes is correct in claiming that bodies are divisible and minds aren’t, it doesn’t follow that minds can exist independently of them. For minds could be capacities of the body. To

sce this, consider voices. Voices are not vocal chords. When you lose your voice, you don't lose your vocal chords; you lose the capacity to_produce sound. This capacity, however, isn't

divisible. You can no more divide a capacity than you can divide a feeling. This doesn’t mean, however, that voices can exist independently of vocal chords. Just as voices are capacities to

produce sounds, minds may be capacities to produce behaviors. If so, then even though minds are not divisible, they could not exist independently of bodies

Thought Probe

A Split-Brain Patient of Two Minds

Split-brain patients (those who have had the bundle of nerve fibers connecting the tivo hemispheres of the brain severed) appear not only to have tiwo separate centers of consciousness (one hemisphere may be
aware of something that the other is not) but also to have separate wills (one hemisphere may want to do something that the other does not). But can they have two separate sets of beliefs? Apparently so

Talking to the left hemisphere is easy because language processing usually occurs in that part of the brain. But the right hemisphere can understand simple questions and can be taught to respond to them by
pointing to answers such a No,” and “T don’t know.” To probe the psychology of the right hemisphere, the neurophysiologist Vilayanur Ramachandran tavght the right hemisphere of a number of split-
brain patients to respond to questions in this manner. In one case, however, he asked the patient, “Do you believe in God?” The left hemisphere answered “Yes.” and the right hemisphere pointed to “No
Ramachandran describes the situation this way

Here's 2 human being whose right hemisphere is an atheist and left hemisphere believes in God. This finding should have sent a tsunami through the theological community but barely’ produced 2 ripple.
Because it raises all kinds of profound theological questions: if this person dies, what happens? Does one hemisphere 20 to heaven and the other go to hell?>*
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