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Give Reasons For and Against Reductive Physicalism.

Physicalism is the idea that everything is physical.[footnoteRef:1] With this idea the universe and everything in it is either physical or follows (“supervenes”) the physical[footnoteRef:2]. This is fairly clear in terms of trees, rocks, mountains and animals, the physical world is all around us, we can sense it with our bodies through sight, sound, touch and taste. Physicalism also asserts that more abstract ideas such as thought, emotions and consciousness have a physical base or can be accounted for by the physical.  [1:  Daniel Stoljar, ‘Physicalism’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Winter 2017 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2017) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2017/entries/physicalism/> [accessed 14 February 2020].]  [2:  Stoljar. ] 

Otto Neurath 1931 and Rudolph Carnap 1932 brought the term of physicalism to light and were both part of the Vienna Circle, a group of philosophers and scientists that met at the university of Vienna in the 1920s and 1930s.[footnoteRef:3] Both Neurath and Carnap used their philosophical education in logic and scientific knowledge and theorised physicalism.[footnoteRef:4] Carnap and Neurath did not agree on the specifics of the language of physicalism in the 1930s [3:  Thomas Uebel, ‘Vienna Circle’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Spring 2019 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2019) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2019/entries/vienna-circle/> [accessed 24 February 2020].]  [4:  Jordi Cat, ‘Otto Neurath’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Fall 2019 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2019) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2019/entries/neurath/> [accessed 24 February 2020].] 

On the surface the concept of physicalism is fairly straight forward in terms of philosophy as the physical world is something that is manifested and that we can say is definitely there, using the evidence of our senses. It is simple to say that everything is physical, even the things that appear far more complex. The problem comes when you start testing that theory for more abstract aspects of the world, then quite quickly difficulties arise. 
How can thoughts and dreams be physical? Can ideas be physical? Emotions such as rage and love?
Emotions can be attributed to chemical reaction in the brain.[footnoteRef:5] Developments in neurodiversity have identified different ways of thinking associated with neurological differences[footnoteRef:6] however, consciousness itself and concepts such as morality, ethics and even mathematics are far more difficult to connect to the physical.  [5:  Eugene L. Bliss and others, ‘Reaction of the Adrenal Cortex to Emotional Stress’, Psychosomatic Medicine, 18.1 (1956), 56–76. P.56]  [6:  Ann Jurecic, ‘Neurodiversity’, College English, 69.5 (2007), 421–42. P.426] 

The real problems of physicalism arise when philosophers ask questions about consciousness and look at theories of mind. In order to navigate the problems about physicalism Stoljar proposes two frameworks for physicalism which he calls the truth question and the interpretation question. “Is it true to say that everything is physical? What does it mean to say everything is physical?”
Many of these problems of physicalism have been tackled by philosophers using a variety of philosophical devices. These have been set out in David Papineau’s book ‘Philosophical Devices’.[footnoteRef:7] Philosophical devices include; probability, logic, nature and numbers.[footnoteRef:8]    [7:  David Papineau, Philosophical Devices: Proofs, Probabilities, Possibilities, and Sets (Oxford University Press, 2012).]  [8:  Papineau, Philosophical Devices.] 

It is very difficult to say which of the for and against arguments are more compelling as both are strong contenders, however the state of knowledge at the moment does not allow for a more decisive statement. Overall while the arguments against reductive physicalism do hold some merit the more compelling arguments are for the reductive physicalism view which holds that where there is a physical effect there must be a physical cause.
I am going to argue the reductive physicalism argument from Kim using the argument for causal closure to argue some of the difficult questions presented by physicalism and look at some of the thought experiments that have been proposed to argue against reducitve physicalism.
In philosophy, physicalism has divided into several philosophical strands. There are two main types of physicalism; reductive and non-reductive. Non-reductive physicalism states that mental properties form a separate class to physical properties, suggesting mental states such as qualia are independent of the physical. Reductive physicalism follows the theory that everything can be broken down to its basic physical components, such as water being broken down to the compound . 

Causal Closure:
One of the arguments for physicalism is causal closure. Causal closure is a theory about causation which states that any event has a cause and that this is a physical cause.[footnoteRef:9] Key to the exclusion principle is that all matter takes up space. In essence, if something exists it takes up space and therefore is physical. Small particles of matter, electrons for example, although we cannot always identify exactly where they are, physicists know that they exist and because they exist they take up space and are part of the physical.[footnoteRef:10]  [9:  E. J. Lowe, ‘Causal Closure Principles and Emergentism’, Philosophy, 75.294 (2000), 571–85.]  [10:  Lowe.] 


Methodological Naturalism:
Another argument that does not refute physicalism is the argument from methodological naturalism. It is stated that it is natural to believe in physicalism, this argument does not refute or endorse the belief in physicalism but merely states that it is more compatible with current states of knowledge on the physical. It is not yet provable that things do not come from the physical and it is logical that people may want to believe in that which they have proof of.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  David Papineau, ‘Naturalism’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Winter 2016 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2016) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2016/entries/naturalism/> [accessed 24 February 2020].] 

The knowledge argument:
The concept of qualia is often discussed in relation to physicalism, qualia can be used to refer to mental states and experiences as it is one of the main problems that arises when discussing physicalism.[footnoteRef:12]  Qualia is also discussed largely within the mid-body problem.  [12:  Loyola Productions Munich (2020). Galen Strawson: Qualia Set Aside, What Other Problems Are There For Physicalism?. [video] Available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fdfC4_IEoa4 [Accessed 19 Feb. 2020]. 0:49-1:38] 

The knowledge argument comes from a paper written by Frank Jackson in the 1980’s called epiphenomenal qualia. This argument refutes physicalism and argues that qualia cannot be described as something purely physical. There are two experiments within the knowledge argument. 
The first experiment is ‘the case of Fred’. This experiment states that Fred possesses extreme colour vision and experiences colour in a way that the average person does not. The experiment argues that no amount of knowledge on the physiology of Fred would tell us what experiencing the extreme colour vision is like.[footnoteRef:13] Jackson concludes that there is something about Fred’s experience which we cannot understand and so physicalism fails to adequately account for such experiences.  [13:  Martine Nida-Rümelin and Donnchadh O Conaill, ‘Qualia: The Knowledge Argument’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Winter 2019 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2019) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2019/entries/qualia-knowledge/> [accessed 24 February 2020].] 

The second experiment is ‘Mary’s black and white room’. Mary is a scientist who specialises in neuroscience, specifically in studying colour. [footnoteRef:14] However, Mary lives in a black and white room and although she knows everything there is to know about colour she has never experienced it herself and has no qualia of colour. Jackson argues that if Mary left that world and saw colour for the first time she would learn something new by experiencing colour for herself. This leads Jackson to the conclusion that there must be non-physical facts about colour therefore you can have all the physical knowledge and not have all the information.[footnoteRef:15]  [14:  Nida-Rümelin and O Conaill.]  [15:  Nida-Rümelin and O Conaill.] 

A key part of the knowledge argument is qualia and philosophers argue that qualia is somehow unrelated to the physical world – a form of knowledge, a knowing what something is like, that is independent of the physical facts of the world. 
Qualia is described as an experience of something through which a particular knowledge is gained however, one could argue that Mary’s experience of seeing red for the first time has to be seen as a sensory experience. The qualia of that experience clearly comes from a physical sensory experience and may well have emotional and psychological aspects that are unique to Mary because of her unique life experience up to that point. The problem with qualia is that it is so uniquely personal even if our human physiology is identical, this could be attributed to the fact that we live as independent animals. As an argument, the qualia argument is not particularly compelling argument against physicalism. There are however, other arguments proposed. 
 
Chinese room thought experiment:
Searle’s 1980 ‘Chinese Room Thought Experiment’ uses the idea of the mind and artificial intelligence (AI) to disprove physicalism. The Chinese Room thought experiment states that there is a person inside a room who does not speak Chinese, with them inside the room is a guidebook of Chinese symbols which tells them how to respond; for example if the input was ‘x ,y, z’ then the output would be ‘a, b, c’, working in the same was as computer programming. On the outside of the room there are native Chinese speakers who input messages through a hole in the wall and wait for a response. In the thought experiment the people on the outside of the room believe that the person inside is also a native Chinese speaker when in reality they have no understanding of the messages that they are giving and receiving.[footnoteRef:16] The idea is that a computer can simulate biological processes of the brain but will have no true understanding or qualia.  [16:  David Cole, ‘The Chinese Room Argument’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Spring 2020 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2020) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2020/entries/chinese-room/> [accessed 14 February 2020].] 

When asked about the experiment Searle has said: “If you can design a program that can simulate a human mind so that other human beings couldn’t tell the difference between the behaviour of the computer and the behaviour of a human being, then you’ve literally created a mind”.[footnoteRef:17]  [17:  Intelecom (2018). The Chinese Room Thought Experiment. [video] Available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=18SXA-G2peY [Accessed 19 Feb. 2020]. 0:38-0:52] 

Searle attempted to demonstrate that the artificial mind or computer program was identical to a human mind other than in its understanding and qualia therefore, the understanding and qualia can be seen not to be accounted for by the physical apparatus of the artificial mind thus refuting physicalism. 
“The computer doesn’t understand the same way a person doesn’t understand Chinese. The difference is meaning, the computer manipulates the syntax and human minds have contents.” 
Sharvy (1983) and Cole (1984) have likened Searles Chinese Room Thought Experiment to the thought experiment of Leibniz published in 1714.[footnoteRef:18] Leibniz theorises a thought machine which is able to have its own perceptions.[footnoteRef:19] For Leibniz, if his thought machine could perceive then it was not purely mechanical, Searle creates the same argument in reverse. If the machine was purely physical then it would not be able to perceive.  [18:  Richard Sharvy, ‘I. It Ain’t the Meat, It’s the Motion’, Inquiry, 26.1 (1983), 125–3; David Cole, ‘Thought and Thought Experiments’, Philosophical Studies, 45.May (1984), 431–44.]  [19:  William J. Rapaport, ‘Searle’s Experiments with Thought’, Philosophy of Science, 53.2 (1986), 271–79. P.272] 

While many people find these arguments convincing the fact remains that while he demonstrates that AI does not have understanding and qualia, he does not offer evidence that qualia and understanding cannot be explained by physicalism. He is saying that while his physical machine does not have understanding or qualia however, he cannot show that when qualia and understanding are apparent, they do not have a physical basis.
Zombies:
David Chalmers created the argument of philosophical zombies which argues against reductive physicalism as well as functionalism. Functionalism states that mental states depend on what they do rather than what they are made of.[footnoteRef:20] A zombie would be a perfect replica of a human being; inverted qualia states that it is possible for these two beings to experience different qualia. Absent qualia states that a perfect replica could not experience any qualia. If these zombies cannot experience any consciousness or qualia, Chalmers argues that although they possess all of the physical states they do not possess all of the mental states. This refutes physicalism because the physical replica does not experience qualia they do not have a mind. These zombies could hypothetically exist and perform all of the functions of a human but they would not experience life in the same way. Chalmers has stated that in his view “it’s just consciousness that seems to cause some serious problems for physicalism”.[footnoteRef:21]  [20:  Janet Levin, ‘Functionalism’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Fall 2018 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2018) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/functionalism/> [accessed 28 February 2020].]  [21:  Loyola Productions Munich (2011). David Chalmers: What are the Problems of Physicalism. [video] Available at: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pnOzhwn-btM [Accessed 19 Feb. 2020]. 1:08-1:16] 

The problem with this argument is the same as the problem of other species of mind. How do we know that a philosophical zombie does not have qualia or that although different he may still have an experience that is different to human experience of qualia.[footnoteRef:22] One could ask what is it like to be a zombie in the same way that Nagel asked what it is like to be a bat.[footnoteRef:23]  [22:  Thomas Nagel, ‘What Is It Like to Be a Bat?’, The Philosophical Review, 83.4 (1974), 435–50 <https://doi.org/10.2307/2183914>.]  [23:  Nagel.] 

Davidson has created an argument that follows the philosophical zombies called ‘Swampman’. Swampman is a perfect copy of Davidson, this copy will write all of his papers and interact with his friends and family.[footnoteRef:24] Davidson notes that this copy of himself will not interact with his friends and family in the same way as it does not have a causal history.[footnoteRef:25] This copy would not be able to recognise things as it is not Davidson and never cognised them in the first place. Davidson uses this idea to argue that there is more to the world than physical facts and therefore physicalism is false.  [24:  Jeff Malpas, ‘Donald Davidson’, in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, ed. by Edward N. Zalta, Fall 2019 (Metaphysics Research Lab, Stanford University, 2019) <https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2019/entries/davidson/> [accessed 28 February 2020].]  [25:  Malpas.] 

One of the problems with a lot of these experiments involving AI is that advances in Ai and advanced robotics and computing are so much more sophisticated the models they propose appear out of date and unconvincing. 
Philosophical thought experiments are purposefully simplistic in order to isolate particular aspects of the human experience, but it is difficult not to imagine a scientific solution to these philosophical debates. Qualia is simply a science that we have yet to understand. David Chalmers expresses this very thought when he discussed his own theory, in the future technology may allow us to answer some of these questions and they will no longer be philosophical ones but rather scientific questions. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]There have been many ideas and arguments presented about physicalism in philosophy. Arguments for physicalism have a tendency to take a hard-scientific view whereas those who wish to disprove physicalism are far more general towards humans as beings. The principle of causal closure has a basis is physics and though this is very reductive and deterministic. This principle contrasts with thought experiments such as the Chinese room thought experiment and philosophical zombies as they are not as deterministic and do not factor in scientific basis, Chalmers and Searle have taken a more purely philosophical stance in their proposals. The arguments against reductive physicalism are highly convincing on the surface however, they all have flaws which in some ways make them counteract the argument they are trying to make. All Arguments have their flaws however, the arguments for reductive physicalism by the nature of the specific arguments are more compelling. 
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