Discuss what is meant by the mind-body problem.	2

	To answer the questions posed in the title, this assignment will look mainly at the various types of dualism: substance, property, interactionists, occasionalists, parallelists, and the arguments against dualism:  and the proponents, such as Descartes and Malebranche, and opponents of dualism such as Hume and Arnauld, and back to the writings of Plato.
[bookmark: _Hlk500798301]Within the field of philosophy dualists place emphasis on the differences of the mind and body (Colman, 2015; Farrell, 2014; Flage, 2014). They believe that the mind and the brain are separate entities  (Colman, 2015; Farrell, 2014; Flage, 2014)., and even that the mind is entirely a product of the brain (Farrell, 2014; Robinson, 2017; Sages, 2011). Dualists therefore attempt to try and explain the difference between both the mental and physical worlds (Farrell, 2014; Robinson, 2017; Sages, 2011).
	Substance dualists, believe that the either the soul or mind (as a thinking thing) that lacks physical structure, unlike the brain, that has physical properties (Farrell, 2014). Within the substance dualists there are several different approaches to how they operate (Colman, 2015). The Interactionists believe that the mind and body have a causal effect on each other (Davies, 2015; Popper & Eccles, 1990). Whereas, Occasionalists  (Ablondi, 2008; Whipple, 2010) and parallelists (Della Rocca, 1996) believe in keeping the and preserving the physical sciences integrity and therefore attribute any mind-body interaction is through God (Ablondi, 2008; Della Rocca, 1996; Whipple, 2010), though this has all but been confined to the annuls of history, an example would be that if you fall to the floor, you will feel pain, Occasionalists such as Malebranche explain that the pain felt is from God, nothing to do with nerves and the object struck, and only God can use environmental factors to produce appropriate experiences (Mohammed, 2012). The parallelists believe that the mind and body are coordinated so that physical events appear as mental and mental as physical, this has been likened to two clocks being synchronised in a way that one will chime when the other shows the hour (Lorenz, 2009). And epiphenomenalists devised a compromise between the two, in that they believe that physical events can have mental effects, but not vice versa (Colman, 2015), as this would give the premise that humans act for reasons, which is against the physical world, this then puts some epiphenomenalists on the side of substance, whilst others are on the side of property dualists (Robinson W. , 2015).
	Property dualists (Colman, 2015; Farrell, 2014), believe that the mental states cannot be reduced or simplified to states of the brain. Meaning that they thoughts as a purely intellectual entity and which can interact on the physical structures of the brain (Farrell, 2014). The major non-physical substance of the physical human mind is consciousness (Cloninger, 2009). Whilst other dualists argue that all mental states, such as disposition and episodes are all states of the brain, though they cannot be abstracted or explained in the same way without reducing or losing the meaning (Farrell, 2014). Thus, a mentalistic vocabulary cannot be reduced to a physical vocabulary (Antony, 2008). And the conceptual differences can have both mentalistic and physicalistic vocabularies coexisting (Antony, 2008).
	Dualists most common argument for the distinction between mind and matter using Leibniz’s Law of Identity (Brysbaert & Rastle, 2013; Della Rocca, 1996), which states that two things are identical if and only if they share the same qualities. This then enables the attempted identification of attributional differences between the non-physical mind and the physical matter, and vice versa  (Brysbaert & Rastle, 2013; Della Rocca, 1996). Examples of this are, reasoning as being a mental process, and electrical impulses in the neurons of the brain substance (Driver, Haggard, & Shallice, 2007).
	Opponents to dualism have three typical arguments against the concept, and they are firstly, the concept that it is inconsistent with known physical laws (Brysbaert & Rastle, 2013), secondly that it is extremely difficult to conceive as a human the mind-body interaction (Farrell, 2014), and thirdly, due to the very nature of dualism, it reduces everything to the absurd, leading to the theory that individuals can only know of their own existence (Bunge, 1980).
	Historically, dualism was Platonic, Plato in his work Phaedo (1783) (Lorenz, 2009), explained how the soul, was trapped within the physical body, and was attempting to seek higher knowledge of eternal unchanging and non-perceptible objects, known as ‘Forms’. Whilst the soul is trapped within the body, it attempts to find truth through the organs of perception and is hindered by the frailties of the human body and is released on death (Matthews & Blackson, 1989). Socrates explained that people know the difference between things that appear equal and inequality, through previous recollections from previous entrapments within bodies. Also, that the composite of soul and body are more easily destroyed than simple things (Bai, 2010). A major criticism to this is that Aristotle explained that for something to come from an opposite is not provable (Garver, 1989).
	In 1641, René Descartes published Meditations of First Philosophy, in the sixth meditation, Descartes proposes the mind as a thing that thinks, and the body as an extension of the thought. And in his fifth meditation, explained that he could see and measure the movements of his body parts, enabling a quantifiable method for scientific study. Descartes further believed that the soul (mind) was interwoven with the physical body and was connected in the pineal gland (Farrell, 2014; Robinson H. , 2017), so that when a movement was required the pineal gland would send spirits to move those required parts. Conversely when light is bounced of an object and enters the eyes, the pineal gland instinctively pictures and knows what it is looking at (Lokhorst, 2015). Descartes then held to the form of interactionism (Della Rocca, 1996), in that mind and body acted on each other, but also became known as a quasi-occasionalist , as minds act on bodies, but God is responsible for bodies acting on each other (Davies, 2015). 
Another point of Descartes is that of indivisibility, where the mind is indivisible, although the body can be divided, even conceptionally the body can be divided as it has physical form but no way to divide the mind (Skirry, n.d.). This once again comes to Leibniz’s Law of Identity. Through this law it is possible to divide the brain between the two hemispheres, but the mind cannot have half a thought or idea (Whipple, 2010). John Locke (1632-1704) put forward the argument that awareness is not a continuity as sleep, unconsciousness and anaesthesia interrupt it (Farrell, 2014). This though was seen by dualists as a temporal thing and that the mind was still working when asleep or anaesthetised, not everything will be remembered, although some dreams are (Cloninger, 2009). David Hume (1711-76), questioned the unity of consciousness, as indivisibility argues for a simple unity, Hume could find no reason to unify the diversity of experiences. And although introspection reveals various impressions and ideas, it does not locate them, and the self would consist of a mass of perceptions (Brysbaert & Rastle, 2013).
[bookmark: _Hlk500803642]Descartes, in his meditations, argued for dualism through epistemological considerations, in which he decided to reject anything in which he saw uncertainty, when he claimed, I think therefore I am, he then became uncertain of the physical world and believed to be imagined by a powerful evil spirit (Skirry, n.d.), and in Discourse on the method (1637) part four, explained that as he could pretend he had no physical form, the mind is being used so the existence of mind cannot be doubted then, Leibnitz’s law applies, therefore, establishing the dualism of the mind-body problem (Skirry, n.d.). Antoine Arnauld (1612–1694), argued against indubitability, by a basic argument that he could believe his body could be a part of him that doubts (Thompson, 2007).
Some objections to dualism were raised by scientific considerations, for example the Ockham’s Razor argument, put forward by William of Ockham (c.1287-1347), that when two competing hypotheses are looked at, then the one with the fewest assumptions should be selected. Thus, the mind-body split unnecessarily multiplies entities. For an example the demon theory of disease is more complicated than germ theory in medicine (Colman, 2015). 
Interaction does have its problems in that interactions between mental and physical would involve a causal impossibility (De Rosa, 2013), as if in Cartesian dualism, the mind is immaterial, and has no physical form, then how can it move a physical object? If non-physical minds can move physical objects, then telekinesis would be possible, and any object should be able to be moved by thinking there was something to move it. To counter this Descartes, tried to argue for animal spirits that were thicker than minds and subtler than bodies, this was seen to be a dead-end as it was more unthinkable that the mind could interact with an animal spirit (Lokhorst, 2015).
Being bewildered by a thing, is not the same as presenting an argument against it, all this shows is that dualists do not know the full answer, as psychologists do not know everything about their field (Skirry, n.d.). As was previously stated, there is an argument that mind-body interaction flies in the face of the laws of physics, however, dualists counter by saying that the violation is only apparent and not real. Things are done for a reason, whether to realise dreams or goals that have been internally set, if these goals are not materialistic, as materialists believe them to be, then materialists are left with the same enigma that dualists are (Yang, 2015).
There is a correlation and dependence argument against dualism, in that there are some clear correlations between certain neural and mental events (Calef, n.d.). For example, memory loss through head trauma or dementia, the mind appears to be dependent on the neurological function. Identity theorists, would claim that events and states of the mental, are neural states, for example, pain is just stimulation of c-fibres (Bunge, 1980). And functionalists would argue that dependence and correlation of the mental and physical states in humans is that mental states are functionally defined as brain states (Calef, n.d.).
In this assignment there have been some answers to the mind-body problem, although there have been more questions raised within the text. To conclude, there is no one defining answer to the mind-body problem. When Plato first wrote about it until now, may only be half way to finalising the argument or it may be locked in a desk draw under a pile of more recent experiments waiting to be written up and published.


References
Ablondi, F. (2008). François Lamy, Occasionalism, and the Mind-Body Problem. Journal of the History of Philosophy, 46(4), 619-629. Retrieved 12 11, 2017, from https://muse.jhu.edu/article/251341
Antony, L. M. (2008). Multiple Realization: Keeping it Real. In J. Hohwy, & J. Kallestrup (Eds.), Being Reduced: New Essays on Reduction, Explanation, and Causation (pp. 164-175). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Bai, T. (2010). What to Do in an Unjust State?: On Confucius’s and Socrates’s Views on Political Duty. Dao-a Journal of Comparative Philosophy, 9(4), 375-390. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://rd.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11712-010-9184-z.pdf
Brysbaert, M., & Rastle, K. (2013). Historical and conceptual issues in psychology (2nd ed.). Harlow, UK: Pearson Education Ltd.
Bunge, M. (1980). The mind-body problem: A psychobiological approach. Oxford, UK: Pergamon Press Ltd.
Calef, S. (n.d.). Dualism and Mind | Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Retrieved from Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy: http://www.iep.utm.edu/dualism/#SH7c
Cloninger, C. R. (2009). Evolution of human brain functions: the functional structure of human consciousness. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Psychiatry, 43(11), 994-1006. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20001395
Colman, A. M. (2015). Oxford dictionary of Psychology (4th ed.). Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.
Davies, R. (2015). Mysterious Mixtures: Descartes on mind and body. Journal of Early Modern Studies, 4(1), 47-78. doi:10.5840/jems2015413
De Rosa, R. (2013). Descartes' Causal principle and the case of body-to-mind causation. Canadian Journal of Philosophy, 43(4), 438-459. doi:10.1080/00455091.2013.847347
Della Rocca, M. (1996). Representation and the Mind-Body Problem in Spinoza. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.
Driver, J., Haggard, P., & Shallice, T. (2007). Introduction. Mental processes in the human brain. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B, 362(1481), 757-760. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17395578
Farrell, M. (2014). Historical and Philosophical foundations of psychology. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.
Flage, D. E. (2014). Descartes and the real distinction between mind and body. Review of Metaphysics, 68(1), 93-106. Retrieved from https://ezproxy.uwtsd.ac.uk/login?url=http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspz?direct=true&db=aph&AN=98344006&site=ehost-live
Garver, E. (1989). Aristotle's Metaphysics of Morals. Journal of the History of Philosophy, 27(1), 7-28. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://muse.jhu.edu/article/226534/summary
Lokhorst, G.-J. (2015). Descartes and the Pineal Gland - plato.stanford.edu. The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2015/entries/pineal-gland/
Lorenz, H. (2009, June 21). Ancient Theories of Soul. (E. N. Zalta, Ed.) Retrieved from The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Summer 2009 Edition): https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/sum2009/entries/ancient-soul/
Matthews, G. B., & Blackson, T. A. (1989). Causes in thePhaedo. Synthese, 79(3), 581-591. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/bf00869288
Mohammed, A. A. (2012). A Critique of Descartes: Mind-Body Dualism. Kritike, 6(1), 95-112.
Popper, K. R., & Eccles, J. C. (1990). The self and its brain: An argument for interactionism. London, UK: Routledge.
Robinson, H. (2017, July 25). Dualism. (E. N. Zalta, Ed.) Retrieved from Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy: https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/dualism/#pagetopright
Robinson, W. (2015, September 21). Epiphenomenalism. (E. N. Zalta, Ed.) Retrieved from The Stanford Encyclopedia fo Philosophy: https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2015/entries/epiphenomenalism/
Sages, R. (2011). About Descartes: uses and misuses. Cultural Studies of Science Education, 2011(6), 595-609. doi:10.1007/s11422-011-9327-5
Skirry, J. (n.d.). Descartes, Rene: Mind-Body Distinction | Internet ... Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from http://www.iep.utm.edu/descmind/#H4
Thompson, H. (2007). "In Idea, a thousand nameless Joys": Secondary Qualities in Arnauld, Locke, and Haywood's Lasselia. The Eighteenth Century, 48(3), 225-243. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://muse.jhu.edu/article/230669/summary
Whipple, J. (2010). Leibniz on Divine Concurrence. Philosophy Compass, 5(10), 865-879. Retrieved 12 11, 2017, from https://phil.uic.edu/docs/default-source/cvs/leibniz-on-divine-concurrence.pdf
Yang, E. (2015). The compatibility of property dualism and substance materialism. Philosophical Studies, 172(12), 3211-3219. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s11098-015-0465-6.pdf



Bibliography

Bain, A. (1873, November 22). Mind and Body. The Examiner(3434), pp. 1169-1170. Retrieved from https://search.proquest.com/docview/8700968?accountid=130472
Johnson, C. (1990). Socrates On Obedience and Justice. Political Research Quarterly, 43(4), 719-740. Retrieved 12 12, 2017, from http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/106591299004300404
Malim, T., Birch, A., & Wadeley, A. (1992). Perspectives in psychology`. Basingstoke, UK: The MacMillan Press Ltd.
Schmaltz, T. M. (1994). Malebranche on Descartes on mind-body distinctness. Journal of the History of Philosophy, 32(4), 573-603. doi:10.1353/hph.1994.0083
Ward, J. (1878, April 20). The physical basis of mind;being the second series of problems of life and mind. The Academy, pp. 349-350.
Young, R. M. (1990). The mind-body problem. In R. C. Olby, G. N. Cantor, J. R. Christie, & M. J. Hodge (Eds.), Companion to the history of modern science (pp. 702-711). London, UK: Routledge.

