Interactionism, epiphenomenalism and parallelism
The Mind/Body Problem

This is the problem of understanding the relationship between mental phenomena and the bodily basis of those phenomena. 

Why do our minds and bodies seem to be distinct?

· Our brains have properties we are reluctant to attribute to minds – they are material substances, they are grayish in colour, they have a weight, etc. So we think of our brains as corporeal. Yet many of us are inclined, like Descartes, to think of our minds as incorporeal: as not having weight, colour, a chemical composition, etc. This is a common sense belief that there is a difference between minds and brain.

· Another common sense difference between minds and brains is to do with the privileged access we have to our own mind, but not our brains. Introspection allows us to know about our minds, but not about our brains. It provides us with information about our minds, but not about our brains. 

Substance dualism
This is the view that there are two fundamentally different types of substance - physical and non-physical - and that human beings are made up of two components: physical bodies and non-physical minds. 
We have seen (in the previous lecture) that this view is usually associated with interactionism – the view that what happens in one’s mind can affect one’s body, and vice versa. It holds that there is a causal interaction between mind and body. It is sometimes called ‘Two-Way Interactionism’, because, according to this view, causation goes both ways. The problem is that this dualism seems to rule out interaction, but interactionism tries to establish that this need not be so. 

However, the difficulty here is how a material thing – our body – can be influenced by a non-material thing – our mind. Cartesian interactionism does not provide an answer to this problem. 

Alternatives to interactionism
Dualism
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(Source of diagram: John W. Carroll and Ned Markosian, An Introduction to Metaphysics (CUP, 2010), p.137.)

Epiphenomenalism

This is the view that mental events are caused by, or are a by-product of, physical events, but that the interaction is one-way: mental events cannot affect physical ones. Mental states do not themselves cause anything. 
 ‘The soul stands related to the body as the bell of a clock to the works, and consciousness answers to the sound which the bell gives out when it is struck’ (Huxley 1874, p.242).

Some objections 

1. Implies that decision making is not a mental event. Is decision making a bodily process? If so, what difference is there between epiphenomenalism and certain forms of materialism? 
2. It is counter-intuitive (this, of course, on its own does not make it incorrect). 

3. The argument from evolution or natural selection (see Stanford Enyclopedia of Philosophy, ‘Epiphenomenalism’, 2011 (revised version)).
4. The argument related to the causal theory of knowledge (for arguments relevant to the objection see Robinson, 2006; Birnbacher, 2006; and Chalmers, 1996).  
Parallelism

States that no material states cause mental states and no mental states cause material states (often called a ‘no-way’ version of dualism). Although the two aspects of our lives run in parallel, there is no direct causal link between them.
But if there is no direct causal link, why do our mental and physical lives run in parallel? 
Two types of parallelism
Occasionalism suggests that God continuously intervenes in our lives, ensuring that the harmony between our physical and mental lives is preserved. This is the view held by Nicola Malebranche (1638-1715). For Malebranche, mind and body are causally ineffective. His answer  to the problem posed by the mind /body problem was that neither minds nor bodies can enter into causal relations because God is the only causally efficient being in the universe. God causes certain bodily states and events on the occasion of certain mental states and events, and vice-versa.
Pre-arranged harmony: this is the idea that God ordained harmony when he set the universe in motion. God set things up from Creation to run in parallel. This is the view of Gottried Leibniz (1646-1716). He rejects any type of interaction between substances, claiming that the illusion of interaction is created by a pre-established harmony. He compares the soul and body to two clocks that agree perfectly. 
Some objections to parallelism

1. On the one hand, parallelists respond the problem of how a non-physical mind can interact with the physical world by denying that such interaction takes place. On the other hand, by invoking God to explain the correlation between the mental and physical, the parallelist assumes that such interaction does take place. But God is non-physical - that He causes physical events is no less mysterious than us doing so.
2. If we reject the metaphysics of Leibniz and of Malebranche, will find their solutions (to the problem of interaction) unsatisfactory.

3. Malebranche’s occasionalism raises the problem of whether God is the cause of immoral events.
Discussion questions
Why has Dualistic Interactionism been so popular? 

Do you find it plausible? 

What is the main problem associated with this theory?  

Do epiphenomenalism or parallelism offer plausible alteratives to interactionism and a solution to the mind / body problem? Give reasons for your answers. 
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