What implications does the “hard problem” of consciousness have for investigating the relationship between body and mind?
Introduction 
Consciousness is the awareness that one has of oneself and the world around them. Consciousness can be seen as a state in which one's thoughts, feelings, sensations, and perceptions are present and available to oneself. It can also be seen as a state in which one has a sense of selfhood, an awareness of existing as an individual being who is separate from other individual beings and from objects in the world. This self-awareness is at the heart of philosophy and inquiring mind. 
The easy problems of consciousness are those where we can be sure that we can observe test results using standard methods of cognitive science, for instance recording a response to stimuli and then explaining it in terms of computational[footnoteRef:1] or neurological measurements[footnoteRef:2]. The hard problems are those which we cannot solve using known methods, the hard thing to explain is why we have the feeling of experience that we do. Each individual has their own unique experience of what it is like to be themselves and it is impossible to truly convey the experience without having access to that unique individual’s viewpoint, which nobody but that individual does. David Chalmers is famous within the debate on consciousness for coining the ‘hard problem’ in his book The Conscious Mind. [footnoteRef:3] Chalmers agrees with Thomas Nagel's definition of consciousness explored in his thought experiment ‘What’s it like to be a bat?’[footnoteRef:4], in which he describes consciousness as the feeling of what it is like to be something or the quality of subjective experience (qualia). Consciousness, in this sense, is experience. The hard problem of consciousness is the problem of explaining how and why we have qualia or subjective experience. This problem arises from the fact that physical theories cannot explain how and why we have qualia or subjective experience. The 'hard problem' of consciousness has many implications for investigating the relationship between body and mind. These include what we can know about what other people are experiencing, what it means to be conscious, how this impacts our understanding of the human condition and our ontological perspective. [1:  Reggia, James A. "The rise of machine consciousness: Studying consciousness with computational models." Neural Networks 44 (2013): 112-131.]  [2:  Hobson, J. Allan, and Edward F. Pace-Schott. "The cognitive neuroscience of sleep: neuronal systems, consciousness and learning." Nature Reviews Neuroscience 3.9 (2002): 679-693.]  [3:  Chalmers, David J. The conscious mind: In search of a fundamental theory. Oxford Paperbacks, 1997.	]  [4:  Nagel, Thomas. "What is it like to be a bat?." The philosophical review 83.4 (1974): 435-450.] 

Many theories have been espoused, adapted and expanded upon over the years in an attempt to solve the “hard problem of consciousness”. This paper will try to better understand what implications this “hard problem” has regarding the relationship between the body and mind, and whether there is any reliable answer available in trying to understand this question. 
Hard problems versus easy problems
The hard problem of consciousness is what is left unexplained after eliminating the so-called easy ones, problems like trying to explain how the brain makes sense of information, processes and discerns differences in environmental stimulus, or focuses on a task. These problems are functionally definable. Put simply, they are able to be defined in terms of what functions they allow the subject to perform. So, for example, if we can ascertain which mechanisms provide an explanation of how the brain processes information, then we can consider the problem solved; this would make it an easy problem.[footnoteRef:5]  The same solution would apply to all other easy problems. They concern finding the mechanisms that explain how particular functions are performed. Once the relevant mechanisms have been explained, we can consider the problem solved. So, this is the case for the easy problems, then what is the hard problem? [5:  Hobson, J. Allan, and Edward F. Pace-Schott. "The cognitive neuroscience of sleep: neuronal systems, consciousness and learning." Nature Reviews Neuroscience 3.9 (2002): 679-693.] 

Experience does not seem to fit this explanatory model (this is known as the explanatory gap).[footnoteRef:6] Although experience is associated with a variety of functions, explaining how those functions work does not explain why we have any accompanying experience. Why is it accompanied by a sense of experience, why one type of experience and not another and why should it differ between you and I. So, for example, even if we find a causal reason for pain, for instance, something that is caused by nerve stimulation and that causes reflex and a change in behaviour, we can still ask why the particular experience of hurting, and not itching, is associated with that role. This should highlight how it is that these problems are hard problems. [6:  Levine, Joseph. "The explanatory gap." (2009). In, Brian McLaughlin, Ansgar Beckermann, and Sven Walter (eds.), The Oxford handbook of philosophy of mind. (Oxford University Press, 2009), 281-291.] 

Mind Body Dualism 
Dualism is the concept which describes the distinction between the physical form and the conscious mind. Most famously laid out in by Descartes in his Meditations[footnoteRef:7] in which he conducts a thought experiment. Descartes starts his Meditations by choosing to doubt all things, discounting anything as true and suspending his belief and preconceptions. Doubting the external world as it is perceived and withdrawing into the mind. Using scepticism and maintaining rationality though methodological doubt, he argues that even if the world is some false projection conjured by demon, then, if he is being deceived, he must exist, and if the fact that he is self-aware and doubting is also true, then surly he must exist. The truth Descartes had found is encapsulated in the famous phrase ‘I think, therefore, I am.’ This statement could be phrased as; my awareness of self as a being who is conscious, implies it is true that I exist. His argument for being able to trust in the rest of the world and set aside his doubt is largely dependent on the existence of God. He arrives to the conclusion that God exists by arguing the following: If God is defined as a perfect being, perfection has to include existence, therefore, God exists. So, far Descartes has proved to himself that he exists and that God exists. Next, he tackles the problem proving that the external world exists and the heart of the matter for this essay defining his theory of mind body dualism. To prove the external material world is real Descartes states that when using his senses, the external world seems convincing, and he is able to sense material things. Therefore, God must have created one with these senses, if material things do not exist then God is a deceiver. Since God cannot be a deceiver, material things exist, and the external world is real. Also, heavily reliant on the premise that there is a God, Descartes argues that the body and mind or soul are distinct and separate.  For instance, If I can clearly and distinctly perceive or conceive of a thing, then God was capable of creating it. When God creates independent things, they must be distinct from one another. If I am able to perceive myself as a purely conscious mind (I think, therefore, I am.) then God must be capable of creating a thinking thing independent of a body. I can also conceive of my body as a thing which does not require a mind to make it exist. Therefore, God can create a body which has no dependence on housing a mind. If we accept these things as true, then minds are and can be distinct from bodies. This idea that consciousness can exist without a body supports Christian beliefs about the immortal soul.[footnoteRef:8] [7:  Descartes, René. Meditations. (Cosimo, Inc., 2008).]  [8:  Fowler, Colin Francis. Descartes on the human soul: Philosophy and the demands of Christian Doctrine. Vol. 160. Springer Science & Business Media, 1999.] 

Physicalism or materialism and the explanatory gap
Physicalism or materialism hold that consciousness is a physical phenomenon with only physical properties. However, physicalism cannot answer all of our questions about consciousness. An example of a theory against physicalism is Frank Jackson’s knowledge argument, [footnoteRef:9] which is based on thought experiments such as Mary's Room. In this experiment, a scientist named Mary has only ever lived in an entirely black-and-white room and by reading books and encyclopaedias she has learnt the complete physical truth of things and knows everything about physics, chemistry, neuroscience and much more. She is then suddenly able to leave the black and white room and experiences colour for the first time. The point is that having left the room, she is able to see in colour for the first time and learns what it is like to experience colour. Therefore, advocates of the knowledge argument must accept that there are truths about consciousness that cannot be learnt from a body of physical knowledge, even if you learn everything about what an experience will be like, there is still a question of what it is like to experience it personally. The physical truth fails to completely explain the truth about consciousness. This position undermines physicalism as a solution and highlights the gap between knowledge and experience. [9:  Watkins, Michael. "The knowledge argument against'The knowledge argument'." Analysis 49.3 (1989): 158-160.] 

A second argument related to the hard problem is the zombie argument where Chalmers describes it simply as “Zombies are unconscious creatures that are microphysically identical to conscious beings such as ourselves. If zombies are metaphysically possible, then materialism is false. The zombie argument first aims to establish that zombies are conceivable, infers that they are metaphysically possible, and concludes that materialism is false.”[footnoteRef:10]  This argument also helps to show us the gap between knowledge and experience. Physicalists can rely on their understanding of science and physics to understand many things however consciousness cannot be explained, these examples support there being something more to consciousness than just the physical. [10:  Chalmers, David J. "Imagination, indexicality, and intensions." (2004): 182.] 

Mysterianism
There are two types of the Mysterian view. Temporary mysterianism puts forward that with our current level of scientific knowledge, we have found no explanation for why we experience consciousness. However, it is possible that in the future we may have a technological or conceptual breakthrough in the sciences that will provide a suitable solution.  
The other version of the position is permanent mysterianism. This position argues that the hard problem of consciousness can never be solved because we are not capable of doing so. The main exponent of this view is Colin McGinn[footnoteRef:11], who argues that a solution to the hard problem is impossible to find.  His position is that the hard problem requires powers of cognition we do not possess as a species. We are simply incapable of solving the hard problem of consciousness no matter the advancements in science and technology. This view seems less likely in the light of previous leaps in our understanding.  [11:  McGinn, Colin. Consciousness and its objects. Oxford University Press on Demand, 2004.] 

Both the temporary and permanent mysterianism agree that we are currently not able to solve the hard problem of consciousness. They agree that there are huge gaps in our understanding of consciousness and the physical world, and they agree that our current level of scientific understanding is incapable of solving the problem.  The claim that this will be the case forever seems less likely when we consider some of the scientific paradigm shifts which have occurred in the past. 
Solipsism 
Solipsism is the idea that the self is all that can be known[footnoteRef:12], this sounds a lot like Descartes ‘I think, therefore, I am’ argument, mentioned earlier. Solipsism is a little frightening, an existential problem which can keep a philosopher up late in to the night. What if I am all that exists? Or, am I imagining all of this? It is an egocentric position through which one can only imagine things happening in terms of themselves. Solipsism is a lonely way of thinking and makes it hard to find meaning or attachment in the external world or in others. In this day and age, I see parallels between solipsism and our egocentric society and associated world view. It is an implausible position but one that is felt keenly when explored perhaps because of humanity’s inherent desire for connection. If we only recognise humanity as being conscious beings in a universe otherwise devoid of consciousness, then surely this solipsistic outlook will have implications on the way we consider and approach many philosophical questions; from our vantage humanity is separated and often thought to be elevated in status from the worlds and other material beings. [12:  Schiller, Ferdinand Canning Scott. "Solipsism." Mind 18.70 (1909): 169-183.] 

Panpsychism
Panpsychism is the claim that everything is conscious to some degree. David Chalmers has written on this theory and defines it as fundamental physical entities capable of having mental states, he says “For example, if quarks or photons have mental states, that suffices for panpsychism to be true, even if rocks and numbers do not have mental states. Perhaps it would not suffices for just one proton to have mental states. The line here is blurry, but we can read the definition as requiring that all members of some fundamental physical types (all photons, for example) have mental states.”.[footnoteRef:13]  Whilst it may sound implausible to consider whether a rock has consciousness, it is a useful counter perspective to more anthropocentric, egocentric and hierarchical thinking in mainstream philosophical theories. A panpsychist position allows for a wider sense of connection to the external world, humans and nonhuman beings alike. [13:  Chalmers, David. "Panpsychism and panprotopsychism." Consciousness in the physical world: Perspectives on Russellian monism (2015): 246.] 

Conclusion
[bookmark: _Hlk132651627]The hard problem of consciousness is tantalising for those who question the nature of existence, it touches on issues within ontology, highlights the limitations of scientific explanation, and certainly calls to question the accuracy of introspection and the issues that first-person knowledge and experiences present. Reactions to the hard problem vary from simple denial that there is an issue, naturalistic reductionism, panpsychism all the way to Cartesian dualism.
How does our position on consciousness inform how we interact with one another as humans? How does it affect how we interact with other animals, insects, the world around us? What if we were to discover alien life, how would we react to the certain knowledge of other intelligent conscious life in the universe? How can we be so self-assured in our position at the top of the hierarchy of conscious lifeforms? Failing to recognise or afford consciousness to beings we have ‘othered’ can enable mistreatment of beings supposedly attributed with lesser consciousness, which has often been the justification for the mistreatment of people, animals, eco systems and extends to most spheres of human interference. The fact that we do not have certainty about the fundamental nature and properties of consciousness provides an unsuitable foundation for ethical decision making. 
The implications for the hard problem of consciousness are that it is difficult to investigate the relationship between body and mind. The lack of certain knowledge causes us to have doubts but ultimately inspires us to question reality. This is because we are not sure if what we know is true or false. We are not sure if our perceptions of reality are accurate or inaccurate. The most important thing we can do when investigating consciousness objectively is to not take any position as truth, but instead use them as tools with which to investigate our own beliefs and doubts about what it means to be conscious.
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