Chapter?2

Variations of Dualism

Underlying the dualistic view of mind-body ontclogy are at

First, mental phenomena are so

least two very basic in

different from physical phe: ntal phenomena, we mean items

of consciousness such™s houshts, %beliefs, reasons, memory,

the sense of value ‘ al, phenomena, we mean concrete things
and their activiti

no difficulty at enomenon belongs to the

mental ‘- category a ;al category. It is also

unproblematic for ow that the two categories

constitute different "The second intuition has to

do with our gut feeling ions hold between the mental

-

and the physical%ﬁ“——“"——“"“

own minds and theExysic -

-
pplies to the case of our

oodieiﬂ ¥e are quite sure that
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do or Wﬁraﬁzﬂﬁzﬂn ‘ )T %ﬁ Hml ﬁ(ﬁs also happen

vhich fect our eelings. Contact with the physcial

some of our dﬁire;sgjfa example, cHuse our actions. Our thoughts and

vorld makes an intangible imprint in our consciousmress. Our sense
that there exists a defjnite boundary between the mental and the
physical is Jjust as strong as our certainty that such a boundary is

perneable, allowing influences from both sides to flow into and affect
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each other. It seems reasonable to say that this intuitive knowledge

is prior to any philosophical analysis.

It seems safe enough, then, in briefly sketching several
versions of dualism as a background for our discussion, to bring out

the content of each by f using how it describes the distinctness

between the mind and the body and : eraction between them. Such
a focus by no means implies thak ‘t}ll%ishing features among the
dualist theories 3 i A @by these two intuitive
assumptions. 'Hoi' : ,; ' _ “ ness. and interaction bebtween the
nind and the bo o ',_' 7 S8ar ingredient in any theory

purporting to pr of mental and physical

phenomena.
Dualist 11 share the comnon assumption
that the mind and thesbody are two' which are distinct from

€ Gheories of mind which
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mind is r@ncible to the physical
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one another, as'0p

unite under the clmm tha
states and ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂtﬁli}ﬂgjcﬂtﬁ perspective, it is
perhaps appr@ 1t “th int t ive a flavor of some materialist
‘ ¢ o o/
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First., perhaps the most extreme version of these
views is the idea that mental states, as such, don’t

exist at all. This view is held by those who call

themselves "eliminative materialists." The idea - is



that, contrary to a widely held belief, there really
aren’t any such things as beliefs, desires, hopes,
fears, etc...

A second view, often used to support eliminative

materialism, is the claim that folk psychology is--in

entirely false... Folk

/)at people sometimes
thil st%because they are

ires. and [ liefs, that some of

all probability--simy
psychology includ
drink because
hungrys; that th

these belief false... The

connection and eliminative
materialism supposed to be
an empirical ¢t ?“ antitles it "postulates"--

pains, tickles, are supposed to be

thoretical entities i ogically speaking,

_with quari@g-*-——~~" 0y goes, the

theoretical gities t(mdemostrate the

bk ﬁﬁ“’“’%'ﬂé]’m‘i“if o
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view s same type holds that there is

nothing specifically "mental™ about the so-called mental
states. Mental states consist entirely in their causal
relations to each other and to the inputs and outputs of

the system of which they are a part. These causal

12



relations could be duplicated by any system that had
the right causal properties. Thus, a system made of
stones or beer cans, if it had the right causal
relations, would have to have the same same beliefs,
desires, et.Ac. as we do, because that is all there is to
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nental vocabulary

- [ ‘ .‘ 7
of "belief" and .“fﬁ& and "hope,” etc., as

actually ;—:—_——— crinsicaty-mental henonena, but
rather as ju a aina It is just a

useful vocabulary for explainingsand predicting behavior

but notﬁ}ulﬂ gkﬂ &nﬁlﬂﬂgﬂli to real,
S Y,

consciousness as we normally think of it--as inner,

’
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private, subjective, qualitative phenomena of sentience

. 1
or awareness--does not exist at all.

In relation to the mind-body distinctness assumption, it seems clear
that what the above materialist versions have in common is the idea

phenomena is, if not merely an

that the subjectivity of

illusion, simply not arn egory of classification; that

- . .J-
is, the correctness™e e 11b1my theory about the mental

must be dependent ' phy.s }m.ﬁﬁl*ﬁﬁgderstanding of the world.

L::::a e to be just observed in

Having alrea pade-a b digression into six materialist

Since this 1is no materialist theories of
mind, such misgui

passing.

theories .of mind, it i e going on with some dualist

versions, to plr., 7}5;=ody problem central to
this thesis belo 010gical laategory. Our nind-body

problen view un erstandlng the existence and

;fgu RFIIN (R0l N
and tﬁ W;T ﬁqi tﬂnﬁ iﬁ p‘l Ef not the only

categorq in wh1 ems arlse. y problem can be raised

*John R. Searle, The Rediscovery of the Mind (MIT Press,

Massachusetts, 1992) p. 6-7.
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in connection with at least two other philosophically pertinent areas:
the semantical category and the epistemological category.n When
approached from the semantical perspective, the problems that are
compelling include questions such as those which inquire about the

source of meanings of terms relating mental states and processes to

specific behavior or tho .ry to explore the relation between

the external world

feelings:
¥here do our rll~'a~ L e .for mental
states get t t as an
adequate defi pecial
concept that wg'a 0 other

In the epistemelogical catesory. d, for example, with the

-5

b1 ﬁ]en about the uniquely

I
one own’s conscmusness"J

so-called "problel

direct acccess a@

ﬂ‘HEJ’J‘VIEJVIﬁWEJ’]ﬂ‘i
Q‘W’mﬂﬂ‘iﬁu mﬂ'rmma d

*paul M. Churchland, Matter and Consciousness (The MIT Press,

Massachusetts, 193%0), 2-6.

*Ibid., p.3
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On what grounds has one the right to assume that other
humans, for example, enjoy any mental states at all?
...How can we distinguish a truly consci(ons intelligence
from a complex physical system built to resemble a
thinking being in all of its behavior, verbal and

enotional behavior inc

1d there be a difference?

rast to the opacity

pedple Mn oneself is the

=5y \ Each of us is

How could we tell
of the mental
transparency of
self-consciou -f that curious
access you h n mind, but to
no other? Ho o tell, without
.looking at feel, think, and
desire?”

It may also 'i" nter ~£' as to which category

best serves thegxilo al erest @ the mind-body discussion

could be cons dered"aﬂe arate problem i itse A larger issue

connected wi M ﬂa o E] ﬂﬁrultful area of con-

scmuﬁe ll;? aaﬂng the various
l13%1\19 psyjo og

sciences--cogn gy, artl 1c1al in elllgence, neuroscience,

“Ibid., p. 4.

®Ibid., p. 5
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to mention only a few-to be most felicitous in terms of methodology.
This chapter will not explore any areas outside our main ontological

concern.

Our sketch of variations of dualism in the ontological context

will try to bring out the cen ’deas of these versions by looking

at the vays in which eac tlon of distinctness and the
picture of interacti firgt Q seems obvious, as far as
the distinction betwee’-—— :, 'm. is concered, to refer to
the properties or the terms "mental” and
"physical". But jus . sets of properties are
picked out by two di make it necessa.ry that
genuine distinction that the two different sets
of properties can el Be. . ¢ 0 some common underlying

descriptions. W¥hat this ga eat pi : is the fact that theories of

mind, dwalistic or {;‘ han language analysis,

for the distinctﬁn, B question must be of an

essential kind. What.we are lookimng for is a genuine distinction in

the 0“"-01021@1“%13 wnﬂtnﬁuﬂ,]ﬂimth the question,
"What, thlﬁ ex1st? tﬂmﬁ ﬁﬁﬁ ate into our
answers ql rm ﬁ) aﬁ ’1 ngs or f anental kinds of

things. We want to be able to answer such a question with something
like "Fundamentally, there are minds as well as bodies" or, if we have
been coaverted to naterislism, "Fundamentally, only physical things

exist". In the 1light of genuine mind-body distinction, Substance
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Dualism is the most unequivocal. It will be seen that other versions
of dualism with weaker or equivocal claims regarding the distinctness
assumption seem unable to provide a plausible account of the second

necessary ingredient,, the interactive relation between the mind and

, ies as the weakest in the sense

m—
ta an@'ical in terms of two sets

AT Rt o belong uniquely

BN

to the mind and p ubof ',_ s\ 1 elv to the body. This version’

the body.

One version
that it conceives o
of properties or
is represented by thory in which mental and
physical attribute: sets of aspects of a

er into this picture, then

constitutes the body and all

there is only one sub af-iri'?f;i h

its parts, including he~ brain. ™ he body possesses a set of

physical attribute&s,thi

it 1210 o SO
L) ﬂﬂi’i 1N S —
AR Wﬁﬂ’]ﬁﬂmﬂ i

each  @ther. not to say that we are making an a

i'its own mental properties

em. Hallver, the demotion of the

prioir decision about what can interact with what. Such an a priori
Judgement will be improper in the light of the fact that it is an
empirical matber how one .thing can interact with another. What

looks  suspicious about the double-aspect interaction is that
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interaction is usually understood in the context of different things
interacting rather than different aspects of the same thing
interacting. It seems that in avoiding problems associated with

positing a mental substance, the Double-Aspect theory goes a

~ considerable way toward undermining the cogency of mind-body
interaction. "//
In Leibniz’ on t

wand, the mind and the body

do not interact. ds and proe esses and physical states and

processes consid lonena run parellel to each

other. Moreover s.are.synchronized in the sense

that they are meani ey do not stand in any causal

relation. of icity may be saved by the

assumption of divine i t. gh it is too high a price if

Lot <
we are also aiming at-sSecientifiel

ibility. Admittedly, there is

nothing in’crin iy wrong if 7{:4 idea that a mind-body

distinction must g a genu: on. Ee can perhaps arbitrarily

prescribe that thé smind-body ontélogy consists in nothing more than

e ol ATE (AR T o« e
Y. A R Lie1E e LM

Another sub-version of a dualism, based on mental-physical
attribute distinction, which eliminates not the presence of mind-body

interaction,but the symmetry of such an interaction is epiphenomenalism.
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According to this wview, the interaction is one-way with the causal
influences flowing only from the physical to the néntal. Brain states
and processes produce mentai states and proceses, such as thoughts and
desires, but these mental items do not, in turn, determine the outconme
of any physical actions. In other words, brain states and processes,

with are physical, are caus onsible for both bodily actions

and the mental to be the cause ofthese
bodily actions.

The epiphenone uental phenomenar

are caused t ivities of the
brain, they of fects in turn.
They are enti l"éct to causal
effects on They are mere
epiphenomena...Th g?-337',' s mental states as
little sparkles o ‘wi:,Q:'gm:' hat _occur on the
wrinkled su q; 0 ; h are caused
to occur byﬂ}hym 3 the&ain, but whiéh

eff ec thebrain 4n' return. This means that

. AU TS
AT

®Ibid., p. 11.
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Without claiming that the proponents of the versions just discussed
also center thier philosophy around the idea of distinctness and
interaction, it will have to be noted that whatever implausibility
inherent in the three variations of dualism mentioned above seems to

derive from the position which ascribes to the mind something less

one hand, and the half—hearted

;ﬂ) of the mind-body interaction,

on the other. I v “suppose that any account of

than full substancehood,

comnitment to the prim

mind-body ontology ¢ basic intuitions that we

all have about d. and the body and the

inescapable interf

A return t : ac! . assumption without at the same

time being committe Ef:r: f "Substance can be accommodated

within a modern co :»:1_-_ A property. Applying the idea of

emergence to th&—mind=body—onto:

i

although seeming‘lymif c

:’| argue that the mind,

body, .a nonetheless an emergent

property of a purelysphysical system, which also includes the human

i . e B ELATEILIIEI R T o e o
AR SR,

to produce through cdmplexity wider range and levels of properties
not deducible from the considerations of the properties of the

component. parts alone. For example,



22

A collection of 10°7 protons, neutrons, and electrons
may be all that a desk-top computer is at some level,
but clearly the vay in which those sub-atomic particles
are put together, the way in which they are organnized,

is what distinguishes the computer from a crowd of

107 separate sub-atomi es. Thus, at this level,

that of the possible™ behavi ‘ t  the sfstem can

and what makes i 01 ay in whieligthe atoms are
bonded togethe Aoy parti 7'& {7*-, f material and
the way in whig ' _i;;w-. are ha ~7ired together
into switches perties of the
computer are a a particular level
and quality ofb ' x&a-fﬁi e attained. The larger

and more complex the& ~ interna it. and logic, so

the more sophisticated Wil B9 lities of the
i

device.’ m @

VA0, .
= qWTaen s Iy e

7 John D. Barrow, Theories of Everything : The Quest

for Ultimate Explanation (Clarendon Press : oxford, 1991),

p. 140,



above other physical objecﬂs. Moreover, if a certain system acquires
sufficient complexity, it may even be placed not just at a different

level from those with lesser complexities but also in a different
ontological category altogether, such as in the case between living

and non-living things. The concept of emergence through complexity

views reductionism in RO ' isticated light. If reductionism

means only that expla ~,5, 0] ty must be sought at a lower

only in the world ofet ‘ E-~:_ onstituents of reality, then

reductionism 1is nist view consonant with

- '-' _’V e O
the idea that t s aneherge =

allows novel type ] i te ‘appear at various levels of

erty should be one which
complexity, considerin -be a manifestation of a
particular organizatio '-i';- Art: ar level of complexity, without

claiming that su dgrstood only in terms of

-
v vfo

A common dis&Bnction in physics is beaﬂken micro- and

G Ly P Lign T
A RTAY ﬂ“im AR TINYIR B

objéct is composed of micro-particles. The micro-

a descending order’

particles have features at the level of molecules and
atoms as well as at the deeper level of sub-atomic
particles. But each object also has cértain

properties such as the solidity of the table, the



liquidity of the water, and the transparency of the
glass, which are surface or globle features of the
physical systems. Many such surface or globle
properties can be causally explained by the behaviour of
elements at the micro-level. For example, the solidity

of the table in front of, explained by the lattice

of which the table

Qof the water is

explained by th ons between the

H, 0 molecule \\\\ re causally
: \ the micro-level.

structure occupie

is composed.

explained by t

I want to sug : a ' \ a perfectly
ordinary model fo 1zzling relationship
between the mind eud "t \ ' In the case of
liquidity, ) :J we have no
difficulty at l in e rface features

are caused by fthe behaviour @f elements at the micro-

ﬂdum M2 A WEE Qe curtece
"3 asmﬁmﬁ?;mmﬁ:ﬁm

point is to say that the surface feature is both caused
by the behaviour of micro-elements, and at the same time
is realized in the system that is made up of the micro-

elements. There is a cause and effect relationship, ‘but,

24
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at the same time the surface features are just higher
level features of the very sjst.en whose behaviour at the

- a
micro-level causes those feature.

¥hile Searle may not deny that a novelty manifested at a

certain level of complexity alysed and render intelligible at

its own level without its underlying constituents,

- J .
he would have, as at @d above goes, to deny any

claim which sugges rface features cannot be

analysed in ternm / \\\§ his is a crucial point,
Leal ’ \ 0] based on the idea of

emergence which pud 7! ah ] or the emergent-property

for it either

ave to add to his position

the claim that

mental stat V_ nd  propert ible, in the

sense that t.hg are no zati&l features of

uﬂﬁﬂ&nﬁﬂmﬂ
q RIQINTN IR NN Y

®John Searle, Minds, Brains and Science (Harvard University

3 o
ience

physical at.t.er'f.nThey are said to be noveljroperties
beyond p@

Press, Massachusetts, 1984). p. 20-3-21.

°Paul M. Churchland, Matter and Consciousness (The MIT Press,

B 1@,

Massachusetts, 13890),
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Of course, the need to choose between dualism and materialism seems to
be abrogated in the context of emergent property. One talks instead
in terms of different 1levels of complex properties and behaviors.
However, such an abrogation seems only superficial, for it does not

get rid of the gut instinct concerning the mysterious phenomena of the

mind. But, as the irreducibility of

mental properties he idea that surface features
are just organizational mani S, O owerlevel ingredients. The

main problem with \ \"‘i Lo theory of mind is how to

-' able by physcial laws to

\\

reconcile the ¢
the assumption the mind by attributing
mental phenomena exity of matter.

If we considers‘th —-ak f problem as another example of the
problems which ari re mind-body distinction,
we confront htd’—— ‘ ntuition that minds are
fundamentally diiﬂerent rom bodies. Hor@iver, even if we accept as

e ﬁﬁﬂ{ﬁi‘ﬁ% %’ﬂlﬂ;‘iﬁnﬁevels of complexity,

as in Sea.qf any viable model of

M LRGN ) LA R

or, Whereas surface features can be said to be caused by the micro-

level, it seems awkward to say that surface features such as solidity

io

hid., p. 12
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cause the micro-structure to be in a certain state such as in a
lattice configuration. This difficulty reflects the one which plagues
the Double Aspect theory. Any mind-body distinction not based on
substance distinction seems to founder either by way of the failure to

explain interaction or by failing to make any genuine distinction at

full- ualism, it is important to
S

rely termed "naive dualism" is

all.

To return
note that what b
naive only if th OUTS v.i"’ it, “inyoked in such a theory is

literally thought erial substance which takes

on a material for iew made popular by filmé

and fictions. Substance Dualism which

necessitates such an 7 Although this so-called "naive
P TTTRy W 1 " . .
a pat-ial. locat or the immaterial mind, which

!

dualism” implies

could be ﬁ;ﬁif— —————— de the 7:}: seems to be no logical

inconsistency in QE} idea © g mmataaial occupying space:

The mind is right #here in coﬂhact with the brain, and

m@fumwﬂmm A Els9 e
VNIV P i) (1)

notqyet recogni rdinary matters,
you may recall, is Jjust a form or manifestation of
energy. (You may think of a grain of sand as a great
deal of energy condensed or frozen into a small package,

according to Einstein’s relation, E=mc".) Perhaps
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nind-stuff is a well-behaved form or energy alAso, but a
different form of it. It ié thus possible that a
dualism of this alternative sort be consistent with
familiar laws concerning the conservation of momentum

and energy... s

Even in this passage hurchland we can glean the tendency

to blur t.he‘ genuine di inct, on &he nind and the body. For if

the mind is concei ' rterms o cept of energy, even if it

is conceived of/ 2nersy as_yet to be discovered , this

*There is a 3 spec B in - modern physics about
re in addition to the four
ctromagnetic, weak, and strong.

See, for examp_le, John-De Bz . ies of Everything: The Quest

on—Press: | Oxford, 1991). p. 84.

Barrow writes: The if@’ force reminds us that

there could well eXist additionalafundamental forces 6f Nature whose

effects we hﬂq]euﬂ;‘lmgzﬂojmﬂqvt] ‘iitness. Should we
regard it sgp' ﬁijpm ﬁﬁriﬂyﬁtﬁﬂhe forces of
Nature ﬁ;] oﬁ or us (;ijo ess the expertise to detecf. then

after a few thousand years of study? Does it not seem more probable
that there exist additional forces of Nature that are intrinsically
very weak, or highly selective in the things they act upon, or which

have a minute range? Such forces may well exist..."
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very conception would take the force away from the distinctness
assumption. If mind-body interaction is conceivable in terms of energy
exchange, then it seems to follow that the mental itself will i)e
ultimately subsumable under physical laws, a consequence that would

undermine the claim of mental irreducibility. If mind turns out to be

a manifestation of energy, = ough the energy of which it is a

manifestation may be which physics has quantified,

but a form of e et elwould not be impervious to
physical investigatd . ~\ e concept of energy is

already a domain mind-bedy interaction in

Churchland’s mode T \ 3 it just detracts from the

dualist point con on. This difficulty serves

to point out tha ’ f n \ body interaction seems to be

inextricably intertw e-‘_%'l;* onsideration about what kind of

thing constitutes ind of thing constituties the

body. That ;y_,—"—”“ roposed will make a

conceptual diffeg\ce he conception m)f the things said to be

interacting Sln1faﬂy the kind®%f intera cﬁﬁthings proposed will
t

s AT
awwaﬂﬂimu\ KINY1A Y

eir interaction may be



30

possible.“

*The suggestion that what kind of interacticn will be

possible will have to depend at,  kinds of substances are being

&alist views of mind-body
—‘_ F
vmlled "anomalous monism"

(Clarendon.Press, Oxford, 1980), p.214-

posited is also impli
relation. In Donald

--Essays on Actions

215-- for exanmple,

B
L

\ ieve to have effects on
the body. But ¢ DO—pS i

: \ hysical laws in ﬁhich mental

causations can be \ ions require nomological

directives, so the o-physical in teraction is
possible if an al descriptions is given to
the mind. But This evaporates t :“; st b of the psychological causes,

":‘ both psychological and

for the mind ii*,;hu-

physical desc‘ript. ns. v om interaction is actually

bought at the priéesef a clandestine reduction of the mental to the

physical. %uﬂg weﬂlnj mﬂ;lﬂ‘j naturalism"--The
A B ey o
nakes 3 P in at if something is mental, nothing precludes it from

being also physical and vice versa. The mind-body distinction vanishes
in an attempt to explain interaction between the brain and the mind

which is a biological property of the brain.
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The emphasis on the strict and irreducible distinction between
the mind as one substance and the body as another, the two being
conceptually and ontologically irreducible to one another, brings us
to Cartesian Dualism. According to this view,substance are paradignms

of interacting things. Although objections have been vioced against

essential characterizations Descartes to each entity in his

+ defining essence of the body

—J.

nd ‘hew essence of the mind is
-, -

center basically on the

dualism, namely, hi
4is spatially exten
thougts or thinki
insufficiency of view of the fact that
the mind incorpo ng and the body more than

just being in spac . th see > be no objection against

the notion that su Ql‘_f 0 'i~‘ kind of things which can
interact

. . . even i ”-“Z‘P 58y about the

nature of ",:f ______ dre the

nakes mnse to

if,ilﬂﬁmilﬂ%iﬂmm
TRTRIT ST T

kind of thingIﬂbetween which

2 D.W. Hamlyn, Metaphysics (Cambridge University Press

London, 1984), p. 165
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No doubt, the materialist will object that the mind is an immaterial
substance or to the notion of immateriality altogether, but this
is a different objection. An objection to the claim that the mind is
an immaterial substance is not an objection to the idea that

interacting entities fall naturally into the context of substance.

Although the /)f this thesis proceeds fronm
Fd

t.he nq’-imnaterial substance and
v substances are causally

influencing each 7111500t carr the burden of other

the Cartesian assumptd
the body a material
assumptions of Car amlyn, there are three

ion of Substance Dualism:

There is hich Descartes
inherited from - predecessors and
which is there _ewenl-dn ﬁ-,, It is the thesis

—— — —— -
]
m

nd calls the
official doctrge and ¢ scri@s as treating

the mind as a‘ma-mechaniczﬂ}cause. In Descartes’s

writings@fxu ﬂamxﬂnjﬂ&lﬂ aiﬁly in the
AR
of the pineal glan asitye seai of the éoul or nmind,
mediating an interaction between ﬁhe soul and the
animal spirits in the nerves of the body. Why, however,

cannot, both passions and active behavior be explained

purely in terms of what happens in the body and
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therefore in terms of Cartesian dynamics? Descartes’
answer is in effect that the workings of the intellect
and anything that jnvolves it, including rational
behavior, cannot be explained in terms of his dynamics;
some additional cause is required, which nmust be

external to that system That is what Ryle

calls a para-mechanical

B

This is the assum/ ] Seribe to. Our version of

ibes the mind cannot be
exhaustively explai assical mechanics. This by no

means denies that explicable within the

framework of physics. is our main argument,

that the kind of - physi antum mechanics is shedding

light on the ninv v_ﬂ'ﬂ- subtle understanding

i =
of the quantua reaﬁy may shed or lighn this problem, but this

T ATy e
1BV E

ARIANTAUNININGIAE

**Ibid., p. 187.



34

from the classical berspective” which takes no notice of the interplay

between the mind and the physical events in the world.

The secend strand Hamlyn has brought out concerns the "cogito".
According to this line of reasoning:

It is argued that I can 1 sorts of things, but

the one thing that that I doubt and

—

to==1 Q therefore an

therefore

RTINS

ten ow that there
‘ \ a body, since

N

indubitable trut
nust be a thin
I can doubt th ile I cannot

doubt my own exi exist as a

*Both Newtonian theories are classical.

Newton’s .h"—w’j'-'——- rralism -:'# tic, all interactions

being conceived E terns andm)rces. Einstein’s two

relativistic éorieﬁﬁthe Schial @nd General Theories of Relativity,

agree with uﬂ Q,eq{:]i syl ﬁdmﬂgtﬂeiof the fundamental

JCY. N E RN (LN
of Browqian motions underlines the reality of the atoms. What is

anti-Newtonian about Einstein is his treatment of the aspect of force.
Einstein employs the Minkowskian space-time to spatialize time,
paking it geometrical and treats gravity in terms of the curvature of

space-time.
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thinking thing distinct fronm ny body, which as an
extended thing does not have the same status as regards

indubitability.**

While the claim that one doubt that one think is at least

prima facie correct, it i: : ary for a substance dualist to

—

maintain at the same ,. che existence of his own

body. In other wor «7\\\*\% between the mind and the
ik .\ he existence of my own
Q distinctness assumption

body does not, impl
nind and dubitabili .
is understood ontoldgi “th ténic implication of Descartes’
cogito can be left pas : sll assume only that the
mind and the body a -

0 different and irreducible

kinds of substance.

The thirdﬂ:ar ; assumpt io et will not be pursued

concersn the dist.ixi:gpn betweenathinking and senéations. Hamlyn

indicates tlﬂ uﬂg mﬂmgwaﬂna "while sensations
are dependent on the bod: tmlai[ﬂﬁ 35?] mya‘{ﬁy would not
exist QeﬁI]oatﬂﬂﬁ ings™."® t” is not important for our

1a}la,m]yn, op. cit. 167-168.

**Ibid., p. 168.

: 1638594 1
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case to delve into the reasons for this implausibility. What needs
to be mentioned is the fact that this thesis will not distinguish
between thinking and sensations, not because they cannot be
distinguished, but rather because it will part of the assumption of

our brand of Substance Dualism that it is an open question whether my

own mind would exist if ot have a body. It remains an

inue to exist after the demise

il 1n@ thiinking and sensations

sk \such anedusion does not affect what

open question whether
of my own body. This

in the mental /

we are try to R.C O between the mind and

the body. Moreover \ o Lo suppose that although
the mind is a uniqu \ om the body, the mind,
or rather, my own ly in connection with the
presence of my body that although two substance
such as my own mind i llly different, it is
still };T_T’; er for each individual

ha t@ body is ontologically

rior to th this sen there is no need to make the
Cartesian as@ﬂﬁﬁﬁ alw ﬂ’]ﬂidy an open question
R AR TV R

existence. It is Elso co
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