2o, let's move on mow to armother Cartesian topic: dualiem. This iz cerainly the view far which
Descartes is now best known. If you find the word "Cartesian” in a phikzophical text, the most
like by accompaniment & the word "dualiem”. Catesian dualizm is faidy straightforeardly statad:
he takes the body to be matehal, made of matte rwhoze essance iz extersion, and he takes the
mird to be made of a completely diferent substance, immataral substance, mon-matarial,
whose essance is thinking. So, we've got two distinet substances. Now, that's vary important to
rotice. To be a Catesian, it's noterough to just think mind ard body are diffie mnt or even that
mird and body Fawe diffeent proparties. You've got to think that they'e differant substances,
ard that i a vary substantial claim.

Mow, in the Diecourse on Method, Dezcates amues something like this: | can doubt that my
body exits, | cannot doubt that | exist, therefore | am not dentical with my body. Quite a
tampting argumeant, at kast to start with. Put yo ursalf in the position of the skeptic, what can | b
sum of? Wall, the only thing | can be sure of B my own thowghts ard my own parca pliore. So,
I'm absolutaly cartain that | exist. But whan | contemplate my body, if it's allan ilusion, | cannot
ba sure that my body exiets. Suraly than, my mind ard my body must be distinet thirngs. For
axampk, | canimagire mysalftmreported, maybe to anafterlife or someathing like that, inwhich
| don't Fave a body, but | still think. | can imagine mysa if in that situation. 5o suraly, |ard my
body must be distinct things. It =eems quite plawsibla. But actually, as it stands, this argumeant is
falbocious.

=0 hem's anexample. Hesparue ard phosphorus are arcient names for Venus. Phosphorue is
the Morningstar, Hesperus the evenirg star. The ancients didn't krow that they weae the same
Feavenly body. Thay am, infact, Venws, Of coursa, Venus & quite closs to the Sun. It's boteean
e and the 3un, zo itonly everappears inthe morning or the evaning and rever inthe middle of
the night. Okay, so imagine somebody who does not know that Hesparus and phosphons are
the =ame, ard they might present thie argument: | can doubt that Hesparus iz phosphons.
Indead, mayba | do doubt that Hesparus & phosphorus. But | can't doubt that phosphone &
phosphorus. Themfor, Hespens isn't phosphorus because Hespense ard phosphone have
diferent properties. Okay, ore of them | can doubt to be phosphoms. The other ore, | can't
doubt to ba phospho ne. And there's no way that the same thing can have differant proparties.
=0 that's appealing o a ruk caled Leibnizs law. Leibniz's law iz used in difernt ways by
diferent people, but this iz ore partculbr form of it. IfA and B are the same thing, then any
proparty of A must ako be a propartyof B. S0 ifyou have FIA), that means F & a popaty of A&,
ard A and B amr the same, FIB) folkbws. So if F i the proparty of baing doubtad by me to exist,
A e me,and B iz my body, wie get Descartes' argument from the Dicoursa. And by suita bla
aubstitutio n, you can get the argument that | just put about Hesperus and phosphons. But vou
can =ae that this is fallbeiows. Ifyou put the problam, f you count az a popaty 20 mathing like
bairg doubted by me to e Prime Minieter, you can get, | don't doubt that the Prime Ministeris
the Prime Minister, | doubt that Gordon Brown i the Prime Minietar, therefore, Gordon Brown
iBn't the Prime Ministar.' It's very easy to pmoduce lots of examples of fallacies, and the simplest
way to avoid it i simply to highlight that being doubted by me to b something & nota genuine
proparty of the objiect. Whan | doubt whether Hesperus & phosphorus, my do ubt i not a fact
about that plaret, it'sa fact about me. It's about the fact that lam ot awar that the appearance
of this pla et in the morning i anappearance of the same plarat that a ppearad in the eve ning
some weeks ago. It's not a fact about the plaret =0 much as about me. So that argumeant of
Descartes is weall krown to be falbeciows. But be poduces a momr interesting amumant in the
Sixth Medita tion, which k& cartainly much better, but las questiorabk pemiees,



Ard it goes like this: when | contemplate myself, | canvery clearly unde stard myzalfas baing a
thinking, mor-exta nded thing. | can sae, atany mte, that | am definitely a thinking thing becauss
hara | am thinking. So I'm obviously a thinking thing. And | can hawe a clear urdaerstard ing of
what thoug bt B, sufficient o enable me to zea that | am potentially not an exterdad thing. | ako
likewize Fave a clar understarding of body as extended amd mot thinking., So whan |
comemplate a physical o bipct, I'maware that it is necessarily extarded. And I'mako aware that
it & notessontial to its eing, but it b a thinking thing. Indeed, it seame hand to =0 how a
physical, extended body can b a thinking thing. It certainly dossn't saem to o essental to it
that it be so. Well if | can cleady urderstand what it woukd b for me to b2 a thinking thing ard
rot extanded, ard for extendad thirgs rot to B thinking, weall in that case it iz possible for God
o cmate a workd in which thesa things that I'm clearly understarding as possibilities a e actual
truths. And it follbws that if God could creata me as a thinking thing, d etinct fro m my body as an
exterdad thing, than they must indeed B2 genuinely distinct things. I they ware ot distinct, God
wiould not evan, God would not be abke to create tham as separate.

Mow, 1'we mantionad that youse gota very crude argumea nt inthe Diecourza . Inthe Med itations,
youva got a much more sophisticated argument. But even in the Meditatiors, Descates doas
try to make this move from doubt to kpowlkedge of his essence. So hara's a quotation: "What
shall | now zay that | am whan | might b2 deceived by an evil demon ordmeaming? At pesant
I'm ot admitting anything except what is necessarily true. | am then in a strict saree only a
thirg that thinks. That is, |am a mind or intelligence, orintaliect, or mason. What kind of thirg is
that? A thinking thing." S0 notice what be's doing. He's Weing hie skapticism. RBemambsar, he
started out zaying, "I'm not going to accept anything except what is completely cerain.” He than
poirts out that be is cedain of his own thinking and his own existenca, ard moves on to say,
"Therefor, | can be sure of that. But that's the only thing | can b2 sure of. 1 am a thinking thing. "
But this iz a dubiows move. Disting uish two diffe ent meanings of "a thinking thing." What do we
mean whanwe say that someathing & a thinking thing? Well, we could just mean something that
thinks. Or we could mean something whose essence is to think, someathing which iz in its own
ezzance a thinking thing, that canmot be anything e ke, that canmot not think. And thoss are two
vary different claims. And the kind of mowe that Descartes i making hare from apiste mokgy to
metaphysics, that iz, e's aguing from how we come to know someathing, to what it is, that &, in
garamal, a vary sepicious move. Knowing that I'm thinking, it does follbw that | am a thinking
thing inorme serea, if I'm actually thinking. Than | must bo something that & capabk of thinking,
at kast, if you don't put too much stess on the word "thing”. But it doesn't at all follow that I'm
someathing whosa essance i o think. S0 supposa, for example, | mantiored a coupke of
kctures ago about John Locks coming out with this speculation that God coukd make mattar
think. So imagire God tooka store and made it think, ard the stone thinks to itself, "Far, | krow
I'mi a thinking thing". Okay, evan the stone only knows that it's a thinking thing, it doesn't know
it's anaxterded thing, ocauss it has the same problerms as we do, it's only awam of its own
parcapliors. It could then conclude that it was something whose eszsence iz to think, ard it
would be immediataly proved wrong when God withd ew from it the power of thinking, and the
store would still axist,

What about the final move of Descartes’ argument? This seams rathar mom defersible, though
on the face of it, it might 2=2e mdubiows. God could have created my mind ard body as separate
antities. Therefore, it is possible for my mind ard body to exist separately. Tharefor, my mind
ard body are in factd gtinct things. Mow, at first sight, this mig bt s=2em to b2 committing exactly
the =ame falbey that I've just been talking about. It might look as thouwgh something
metaphysical, a fact a bout what could be, the actual distinctress of two things, & being infemad
from what iz just a hypothetical possibility Well, it's wvery important that the possibility be
urde rstood inthe right way. So let me give you an example. Suppose | bok up in the sky one



day and | =ee Hesparue. We come later, | bok up ard | see phosphorus. Maybe | don't know
that anybody's even suggested that these are the =ame heavenly body, or maybe the thought
occurs o me and | =y to myself, "Well, it iz possible for Hesperus to be snuffed out whik
phozphorue survives.” Maybe I'm thinking of 2o me cosmic catastrophe. That Hesparue could
meat with zome accident while phozphorue suvives. So there's a real possibility of one of tham
axiting without the othar. Thamefore, they canmt bo the same objpect. Mow, actually, thera's
rothing wrong with that last move. But it depends on how you interpret possibility. Beca usa
actually, whan | spaculate, it & possible for ome of them to be snuffed out while the othar
sunives. Actually, wou can mepord to that by =aying, "No, it isn't possible. Unbeknown to you, it
BNt possible cause they ame, in fact, the same objpct.” And if they ame, in fact, the =ame
object, than it en't possibk for something to Fappan o Hesparus without it ako Fappaning to
phozphorus. But on the other lard, you might b2 inclired to say, "Well, suraly, for the pasonin
that situation, contemplating these two objcts, it is a meal possibility " Yes, but only
apistemobgically. Whan you say, "It & a mal possibility,” thare, what one means i, "For all |
krow, for all | know, ore of the objects could meet with a calbmity while the otharores fires."
Yoz, thats true. But that's a truth about my krowledge. It's not actually true thatone of thoss
objects could mally meet with a cal mity while the othe rdoes not, becawse they are, in fact, the
zame object. 30 again, you have to ke very careful when you talk about the pro parties of mird
ard body ard =0 fodh, or indeed, heavenly bodies, are you actually talking about your
krowkedge of them? Or are you talking about their own properties, essences, elc. ? Hesparus
ard phosphonse are, in fact, the same object, at least that's what we balieve, becausa you might
think, "Wall, scientiets could discover rext week that there's been some geat hoaxard they're
ot actually the same object after all.” Yeah, sure for all we know, ina sansa, tratcould rappan.
But if they are the =ame object in fact, then whatever lappers to ore of tham must lappen to
the othar. Okay zo when Descanes savs, "l have a clear urderstard ing of mysealf as =0 mathing
that thinks arnd reed not b extended, "all that we should allw him iz that for all e knows, e is
gomeathing that thinks ard isn't exterded. From that, it doesnt follbw that ke actually is
someathing that thinks ard izn't exterded . So Descartes' argumeants for d ualism are not actually
partculady stong ores. If we draw this clar distinction betwean epitermology and
metaphyeics, we refusa to draw inferances from the fact that we simply have doubts or don't
krow things, then it's hard to get to substarce dualism.

Thare are ako some major proble me for Cartesian dualizm. Ore of tham, a famous problam,
how can two such distinet substarces interact at all? A problem that's very often thmwn at
Descartes. If | consiet of mind and body, ard the mind & purly mantal, it thinks but it's not
exterdad, and the body & puraly externded ard doasn't think, how can the two evar come into
contact with each other? It ssems very hard to urderstand. Mow, this B a mal pmoblem for
Descartes bacause Descartes thinks causation i ultimataly intalligible. He thinks wa o ught to ba
able to make sense of cawsation. As, for example, whaen e says that any causs must have as
much pedaction or malty as its effect, he's claiming to lave an irsight into how things causs
othar things., But if we take David Hume's view of causation, then the position iz very differant.
Remembear, David Hume came in the wake of peopl like Newton and Barkely., And Newton
had sad, whan it came to gravitation, sure, we can't understard, we can't make intalligible why
ore object attrmcts arother with a force inversaly proportiora | to the 2quare of the distance. But
whan we bok at the way things work in the world, ittums out thie & what Feppens. Ard Hume
realized that and =aid, quite gererally, even with billiard balls, actually, whan you think about
ore billiard ball Bashing into arothar, it's vary familiar, 2o it has that fea ling of raturalness about
it. Because it's familiar. But if you put yoursalf in the positio nof Adam, the fiet man who's navar
gaan biliard balke before, ke woukd be as mystified by that as we am mystified by gravity, If yvou
think causation just ultimately iz a matter of one thing following arothar, what we call law-like
conraction, then why shouldnt there be Bwlike conrections botwean mird and body? So
there's a bit of a nice imny kel that Hume, of all the phibsophers of this porod, & poba bly



most o pposad to Descartes. Actually, if you take Hume's view of causation, what boks like a
really serous problem for Descartes actually goes away. It doesn't actually go away complataly
Thare k& a genuire izzue here about how you would even try to formulate the sorts of Bws that
might hold bateween a mental substance and a physical substa nce. Even if vou don't go infor
the problem of inteliigibilty, even if vou don't demand that the causal bws ba intrinsically
intalligible or ratural, tryirg to formukate any sort of laws that you might Rave to conmect physical
phrenomara with mantal preromera & quite a challenge.

Armother problem commonly thmwn at dualiem hinges on the causal chaum principle, on the
causal closum of physics. The idea of thiz iz that only phyeical events can cause physical
evants. 5o physics B cawsally chzed in the sense that if vou want to bok for anexplration of
ary physical prenomanon, you have to look at physical thirgs, Now, it's often said this & a
major problem for Catesian dualism becausa i you're a dualist, then it boks like you have to
dany causal chsure. Why? Well, bocause mental everts are cawsing physical evants all tha
tima. | choose to mies my arm, thats a mantal choice, ard yet it has a physical effect. But if the
baraviorof my am is enticly dete mined by physical causas, what mom iz there for a distinet
mantal cawea? How can it be some other substarca, a mental substarce, influancing the
bahavior of this physical substarce? But in fact, | don't think the causal closure principle is
rearly as worrying for dua lem as many think, Becauss the quastion i, what basizs do wa have
for balieving it? Why shoukd we balieve that physics is closad in that way? And we do these
exparimants in the bBbomtory, all sots of vary clever exparimants that measure things to
fartastic precision. Sura, there we might find that everything & explicable in physicalterms. But
mobody's ever tried fo do any =o i of malistic experdment on what's actually going onina human
brain when wea think. If it ware, in fact, the caze that there was an immatarial substarce them
influercing how the atoms move, how on earth would you know? So it looks a bit like a
prajudice. The zame kind of prejudice that, yvou know, whan Eirstein famo usly said, "God
dogznt play dice." In other words, in Eiretein's view, everything in the world & physically
determired. He was just voking a pejudice. He didn't have a good reason far saying that. Of
course, the progress of science can lead us to think that everything will b2 explined in dus
course in terme of physical bws. But the idea that we're anywhar near cbhse to doirg that is
just fantasy. So | dont actually think that objection is ready as strong. The causal closure
principle seams really to voice mom an ambition oran aim of acience rather than anything that
wa've discovemnd. But even if we do deny the prnciple, certainly mind-body interaction seams
paculiar. Mora significantly, | think it's fard to see how an immaterial mind could Fave evolvad. |
think oblctiors from the theory-theory of evolution are far mome worresome for the d ualist. Do
animak fawe minds? At what point in the sagquence of evo lution do minds appear? Wall, do you
Fave to say that minds are all or rothing i you're goirg to allow a mind o evolve as a sepamate
substanca? Does it mean youwe got to have separate substarce right theme at the stad,
amoe bae and so on, microbas?



