Explain and assess the functionalist account of ‘mind’ and body.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Functionalism can best be described as a theory of mind which focusses more on what the mind does than what the mind truly is; in this respect, functionalism is an ontological theory which posits being in terms of doing. However, unlike other theories of mind such as behaviourism and identity theory functionalism firstly, accepts there is an internal component to the mind and is not strictly materialist in scope like identity theory. There are external factors (inputs) which have an effect on the mind via the body. These inputs are then observed as behavioural outputs. A good illustration of functionalism could be mouse traps. For instance, a generic looking mouse trap would involve a platform for the mouse to climb onto and a contraption which lands on the mouse from above causing said mouse to be stuck within the trap. However, a mouse trap need not have these properties necessarily, the same result (function) could be achieved if the mouse were given poison or trapped in a cage. What is important here is regardless of the physical design of the trap, it still fills the same function. Likewise, to achieve a certain function, the existence of brain matter or a body in a conventionally human sense is not necessary. The same function could, in theory, be carried out by a computer if said computer had undergone the same form of stimuli. This essay will show using physicalism and Ned Block’s criticisms of functionalism the potential issues with functionalism’s account of the mind and body. However, may show how some of these criticisms fit in line with functionalism and therefore, to question whether they truly matter. 
However, there are many different types of functionalism which come under the functionalist umbrella. The main four are mechanistic functionalism, psycho-functionalism, analytic functionalism and homuncular functionalism. 
Mechanistic functionalism states that any previously psychological notions of functionalism be understood in terms of mechanics. The mental states will remain mental states, but they will be understood on a mechanical basis. Under such a view, functionalism coincides relatively well with neuroscience. 
Analytic functionalism essentially puts the external factors acquired by the body and the behaviours they produce into propositions. For instance, pain (q) can be understood through a causation an injury (p) and the behaviour it expresses (x). 
Homuncular functionalism suggests a series of mind hierarchies analogous to a homunculus which become more complex the higher up they become. Example, a mouse trap may not be as complex a functionalist model as a computer, and a computer might not be as complex a functionalist model as a human being. 
Though not explicit, the functionalist account of the mind and the body falls in line with physicalism with many of functionalism’s modern contemporaries. Physicalism differs from materialism since physicalism is a linguistic theory and not a metaphysical theory like materialism. Physicalism asserts that all that exists is the physical universe. The reason why physicalism goes one step beyond materialism is because materialism can only go so far as matter to explain what the world really is. For example, we can keep in line with physics by suggesting that the forces of gravity are in fact physical, yet we can cannot describe them as material in any strict sense of the word. We may not be able to say definitively that all functionalists are physicalists since it is possible for a functionalist to hold other mind/body believes such as dualism yet considering again, how most contemporary functionalist align themselves very finely with physicalism, it would seem fair to keep physicalism in mind when explain and assessing the functionalist account of mind and body. Again, what might support the idea that functionalists almost work in tandem with physicalism is the fact, once again, unlike other modern notions of the mind and body, functionalism does not need to go into the details of neurophysiology like identity theory since functionalism does not solely assume the world to be matter. 

However, since functionalists themselves often fit neatly into a physicalist notion of the world, it seems fair to assess functionalism somewhat on physicalist grounds and perhaps if there is a problem with physicalism, there could in turn be a problem with functionalism. Though functionalism may have gone further in explaining the mind and the body than some of its predecessors, in many the ways, the theory of mind has opened new problems. For instance, qualia can be explained through the functionalist account since functionalism does not reject the notion that there is individual subjective experience (qualia). However, we can hypothetically imagine a person, a doppelganger, who for all intensive purposes shares all our outward appearances who has no access to their own individual subjective experience. This thought experiment is known as absent qualia or more popularly known as philosophical zombies. We can even break the issue of absent qualia into modus tollens:

Premise 1. If we can prove qualia can be absent, then physicalism must be false.
Premise 2. We can prove qualia to be absent. 
Conclusion. Therefore, physicalism must be false. 
The problem the above poses for physicalism is for physicalism to make sense of qualia and be logically consistent with its own theory, physicalism must interpret qualia as a physical state. A behavioural state which can be observed. If physicalism is unable to do so, physicalism must suggest qualia to be absent. Yet we all seem to believe and claim to have different experiences about the same stimulus. For instance, if I were to feel pain in the exact same another may feel pain, we could both describe the experience differently. Physical states undergone by the same two people do not differ from each other, so the physicalist must find a new approach to explain the existence of qualia. 
	
Though physicalism is a popular notion amongst functionalists, as previously mentioned, a functionalist does not have to be physicalist and can disregard physicalism if they wish to. So, assessing functionalism through physicalism may question the credibility of many functionalists but cannot give us a direct assessment of functionalism in relation to the mind and body. 

A more direct assessment of an issue with functionalism could be Ned Block’s China brain. If we were to view China itself as a brain, with its own sense of consciousness, we could assume each individual living within China to be tantamount to a neuron whose role in the brain would be achieved if everyone were receiving the correct set of inputs. Ergo, however China functioned as a country (the body participating in various types of behaviour) would be predicated on the perceptive factors of its population. Where Block’s argument against functionalism’s account of the mind/body problem falls short though, is Block does not rely upon any burden of proof. If, according to functionalism, China’s operation under such a thought experiment is consistent with functionalist principles, that does not suggest functionalism is wrong. Again, functionalism does not simply think of the body in relation to the mind in a strictly anthropomorphic sense (as explained earlier with the mouse trap illustration). Ultimately, we could ask why China functioning as a brain is absurd in and of itself? What Block has touched upon is the thesis of multiple realizability. An idea in which mental states can be ascribed to different physical properties. We may even be able to say Block’s criticism of functionalism’s account of mind and body strengthens functionalism rather than hinders it. Since it is a form of homunculi functionalism in which the operation to make China work as a brain is a higher form of functionalism than on any individual basis. Everyone within the China brain could have their own functionalist form of mind which becomes part of the larger China brain mind. 
Yet Block does have more reliable criticisms directed at functionalism. Block charges the theory as being semantically holistic. If I, for example, were to graze my knee in the exact same way another individual grazes their knee, we may have different approaches to the pain. I may cry, the other individual may swear. The issue here is, the same external factor has happened to the both of us, but we have displayed different behaviours (functions). According to a functionalist, there cannot be any commonality between my behavioural display of pain and the pain of the other individual. The stimulus which allowed for both mental states should have wielded the same results yet because they have not, we would have to conclude they were different from the outset. Yet, a common-sense approach to this issue would be to suggest that the individual and I both felt something contextually like pain. 
We could consider Jonathan Searle’s Chinese room experiment. The Chinese room experiment in effect, is a hypothetical in which a man who only speaks English is placed into a room. In the room, he is given a list of instructions about Chinese symbols in English. He cannot understand the symbols, but he can recognize and memorize each symbol. Through a hole or a latch in the room, he is constantly given baskets with the various symbols inside each basket. He responds in kind by pushing symbols back out of the room through the hole or latch. According to Searle, the man inside the room is answering questions. Unbeknown to him, the symbols coming into the room (the inputs) are questions which rely upon the answers (outputs). We could think of the room and the answers leaving said room as the body and the man inside said room as the mind. What Searle poses as a problem here is knowing and the ability to understand knowledge simply comes to down to memory alone. The mind is not required to know anything else under this hypothetical. 
The functionalist account of mind and body seems to be under the impression that anything considered strictly physical, can be thought of to have functional properties if it still inputs and outputs. On such a basis, the functionalist account can withstand some of the criticism of laid upon itself but if it wants to have a better account of mind and body, must limit what stimulus to consider. 
Can behaviourism adequately explain the relation between body and ‘mind’? Provide reasons for your answer.
Behaviourism as a theory of mind rejects the notion of any internal qualities of the mind. The mind can only be understood in terms of what is immediately observable, i.e. patterns of behaviour. On this basis alone, behaviourism cannot adequately explain the relation between body and mind. Firstly, any information which we could develop about the mind through the observation of the body would become an arduous process and ultimately impractical. Secondly, behaviour itself, is as complex to understand as the actions which behaviourists categorize as behaviour. However, we should have a better understanding of behaviourism. We can understand behaviourism as a theory better through the following illustrations both of which come from the analytical philosopher Gilbert Ryle.
Imagine a person who visits a university they have otherwise never been to before. They are shown the accommodation building, the library, the reception, the entrance and administration building. After being shown all these designated areas they are perplexed believing they have not truly seen the university. According to Ryle, their mistake was to believe the university was something separate to these buildings. They were wrong in thinking the university was some other building or otherness. The university is those buildings. Similarly, to think of the patterns of behaviour the body shows as a separate to the mind, to Ryle appears equally as absurd. The mind is those patterns of behaviour. Like in the example of the university, the mind is not external to the body itself. 
Perhaps, a less elaborate and more to the point way of describing behaviourism through Ryle’s eyes would be through his use of the term ghost in the machine. Going against the idea of Cartesian dualism, Ryle’s postulates that to assume the body to have form of otherness which inhabits it seems absurd. There is no essence (mind) which externally controls the body. 
Behaviourism can only measure one piece of behaviour at a given time. For instance, if I were to become hungry, according to a behaviourist’s analysis, my mind is that which becomes hungry. If I were to then get up and walk, my mind becomes that which gets up and walks. The reason in part for this problem of behaviourism is precisely because behaviourism rejects any internal faculty the mind may possess. Only my patterns of behaviour count as a genuine display of the mind to be logically consistent with behaviourism. As time goes by, accruing any set categories to the mind becomes a long process. By denying any internal elements to the mind and relying solely upon observation, we deny the idea in which many of these categories of mind could have already been built in. 
What we see from the above is how behaviourism becomes its own worst enemy because if the mind can only be understood in terms of what we see from the body, the relation between mind and body becomes as slow in the mind aspect as it does for the body. By rejecting internal qualities of the mind, any relation the mind has to the body becomes predicated upon how much we can know about the body at a given moment in time. 
A.D Hamlyn explained in the following quotes how, ‘the behaviour which we call, ‘posting a letter’ or, ‘kicking a ball’ involves a very complex series of movements’, movements which, ‘will not be exhibited on all occasions on which we should describe behaviour in the same way’. Perhaps Hamyln’s objection here can best be described through an example. We can use his footballer. Said footballer may kick a ball with considerably more force on one day than another. The footballer may have slower reflexes one day than another. Yet if all we see is the footballer’s immediate pattern of behaviour. i.e kicking the ball, then we see no level of gradation in how the footballer kicked the ball. As far as we would be able to tell, all footballers kick footballs the same way. The level of behaviour a person might have externally, has an affect on just how we can seriously observe. Another example could be an individual who is prone to anger. Over time due to anger management training such an individual could learn to control to a certain extent how much aggression they outwardly show others. They would be learning to regulate their behaviour. If such is the case, then some gradient must exist for how much behaviour can be shown at a given moment. The behaviour aggressive but is considerably less in scope. 
A.D Hamlyn’s criticism here, highlights the second issue with behaviourism explaining the relation of the mind and the body. For behaviour to adequately explain the relation of mind and body, we must properly understand behaviour. Behaviour, as a term on its own can be, as Hamlyn seems to show, a very vague description of the relation between mind and body. 

In summation, the problem with explaining the relation between the mind and the body through behaviourism is the impractical approach with which behaviourism observes patterns of behaviour to understand the mind. Behaviourism similarly has an issue with the term behaviour because of its vagueness, it does not give us much information about what the relation really is. 
