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This dissertation is split into two chapters. Each chapter has three sections. The first chapter is an
introduction to the topic of mind-body dualism, its context and related themes. All references to
dualism are to mind-body dualism and no other type. The author seeks to introduce the reader to
the topics, context and themes relevant to this kind of dualism. This introduction is relevant to the
discusstion of the latter part of this work. The first section is an introduction to the debate
surrounding dualism. No substantive claims, beyond those made by others in the field are made or
defended, and no defense of dualism is offered or intended on the author’s part. Indeed, there is
no defense of dualism in this paper..

The second section attempts to define dualism. Dualism is defined in antithesis to monism,
particularly, physicalism. Physicalism, is defined by three conditions: physical completeness,
physical lawfulness, and physical reduction. Dualism can vary in the ways it sets itself up against
monism by taking a particular view on each of these dimensions. Denial of each condition is
looked at in turn. The rejection of the second and third conditions are most important. Denial of
the second condition, which deals with questions of causality or law-like relatedness, leads to
three-distinctive dualist positions introduced as interactionism, parallelism and
epiphenomenalism. Denying the third condition of monism, that is, denying physical reduction, is
essential to dualism. Different levels at which the denial takes place are looked at and certain
positions defined. Not all are thorough going dualisms.

The third section introduces the main arguments for dualism. These arguments challenge the third
condition of physical reduction directly. Complete denial of this possibility is needed if a real
dualism is to be argued for. Frank Jackson’s Knowledge Argument is considered first and David
Chalmers Conceivability Argument is introduced next. Last the Inverted Spectrum Argument and
the Absent Qualia argument are briefly introduced, with respect to Sydney Shoemaker and Ned
Block. These are “possibility” arguments, so I consider them reducible to Kripke’s modal
argument. This argument, though briefly introduced in the first section of chapter one, is the
backbone of the kind of dualism interrogated here and is looked at in detail in chapter two.

In chapter two the original and substantive work of this dissertation begins. The workings of
Kripke’s modal argument for dualism are grounded. In Kripke, a confluence of modality, logic
and psychology come together. Kripke’s views on how modality is determined are accepted. The
underlying logic has already been reviewed in section one of chapter one. However, the
psychological aspects of Kripke’s work are more difficult to grasp so far as he says so little about
them. However, these aspects play a major role in his argument for dualism because they allow
one to understand modal error and the dualist is argued to have committed no modal error. I use




Stephen Kosslyn and Nelson Goodman to construct a theory of the imagination that reconstructs
Kripke’s thinking in terms of the a pictorial theory of the imagination. The theory is used to
reconstruct Kripke's Modal Argument against physicalism. I argue that Kripke’s argument does
not establish that dualism is true, but establishes that dualism cannot be ruled out. This allows
dualism to be formalized further and opened up to other moves and strategies that might rule it
out or falsify it. This is the work of section two of chapter two: I will attempt to falsify the
dualism generated by Kripke’s argument. ,

The second section begins with a succinct and ubiquitous statement made of the intuition that
Kripke thinks cannot be ruled out. Strictly speaking, this does not mean the statement is accepted
as true, but it is accepted as a hypothesis. This hypothesis is called (K). Next, building on Thomas
Nagel’s idea that one can know what it’s like to be another is developed and a relation, (R),
specified. The basic condition underlying (K) and (R) is also made explicit, i.e. consciousness.
The assumption of consciousness is identified in an assumption, (0). A minimal dualism is
exemplified by this set of assumptions (0), a necessary condition; (K) a sufficient condition; and
(R), the relation inspired by Nagel. These assumptions lead to absurdity when conjoined with a
statement that captures a physicalist perspective on knowledge, which is represented by (P). That
is, the conjunction of (0), (R), (K) and (P) tend to absurdity. Given that one of the assumptions
must be dropped, I examine which the dualist must give up: The dualist must abandon (P). But
this leads to a kind of private knowledge, which threatens absurdity. However, it is shown the
dualist can avoid absurdity, so dualism is not falsified.

I attempt to find other reasons that might falsify dualism. I consider alternatives. For example,
Donald Davidson’s Anomalous Monism and John Searle’s Biological Naturalism are examined as
alternatives. These positions, however, are found wanting. Last, causality is considered. Dualism
is attacked for being either epiphenomenal or interactionist. I consider David Chalmers “Paradox
of Judgement”, which threatens causal epiphenomenalism. I examine Avshalom Elitzur's response
as an alternative. It is shown the dualist needn't accept either position. I consider how causality
becomes problematic for all alternatives to dualism and leads to absurdity. This leads to a
Humean account of causality, or a more temperate account of causality suggested by Lynne
Rudder Baker, who advocates that causality must be subordinated to explanation. Both positions
suit dualism and dualism is not threatened by a specific perspective on causality that leads to
absurdity, as the alternatives are.

I conclude we haven’t found reasons to rule dualism out: no psychological confusions, no descent
into private knowledge, no major alternative views compel, and no problems from causality. The
dualist hypothesis, thus, stands. Dualism is not ruled in, but dualism is not ruled out. However,
the hypothesis has been strengthened by the attempt to falsify it, which is clear in the concluding
remarks in the last section of this thesis made on physicalism. A final passage notes just what we
have learned about physicalism in the attempt to falsify dualism.
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