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Critically evaluate two of the following challenges to functionalism:
- The inverted qualia objection 3
- The absent qualia objection
- The Chinese room ;
In order to critically evaluate two of these objections in response to functionalism we must
first look at what the functionalist theory is; “Functionalism in the philosophy of mind is
the doctrine that what makes something a mental state of a particular type does not
depend on its internal constitution, but rather on the way it functions, or the role it
plays, in the system of which it is a part™. It is similar to the theory of philosophical .
behaviourism, as it looks at the stimulation which causes the internal state. For
example, the theory of functionalism would characterize pain as a feeling which is
caused by injury to the physical body which in turn causes the internal feelings of
anxiety and causes the output of cries or wincing in pain. This theory would therefore
say that only beings or animals capable of having these internal states are capable
of being in pain. Although functionalism is particularly attractive to materialists, it is
neutral between materialism and dualism as it dogs not dismiss that there are mental
states, only that this is caused by physical stimuli. I've chosen to look at the inverted
qualia objection and the absent qualia objection as a response to philosophical___ Cy (ain
functionalism as | feel that they contrast not only functionalism but each other to a K{n}f oo
certain extent and found researching these objections to be quite interesting. %QM.H (’;’0
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The first objectio:ﬁ/is the inverted qualia objection. First, | must clarify what is mean#f ;
-~ by the term “qualia”. In philosophy qualia is a term used to describe a subjective,
QQ\ personal or conscious experience of a living being. 'U_szi\srggpgg_qgwﬁgm (;('f"’.
O\ pain of a broken bone to the taste of cheese. The objection of the inverted qualia
0 uses the example of seeing colours. This example consists of two people; Fred and
George. Both men are functionally the same however have different qualia. Lets
suppose both men are looking at the colour red, George experiences Y whereas
Fred experiences X, although they experience different qualia they are both
experiencing what that perceive to be red. Until regently we had no explanation for
this yet we now know this occurrenze to be colour blindness. Which means that we
had no knowledge that Fred and George were experiencing different qualia. This
~ could be referred to as the inverted spectrum problem which is where you have the
/< same behavioural outputs by stimuli but have expgrienced different things; so if Fred
&\9/ /\C as colour blind he may not see the same red as George but he will still stop at
: traffic lights while driving. In functionalism, Putnam does not rawmh
QﬁJ > is the main reason why | think that the inverfed qualia objection holds astrong
Q foundation while faking on functionalism as there is a strong need to understand that
people don't experience everything in the same way especially in our modern day
society. This is because by doing so we will become more inclusive; | would go as
far to argue that this objection points out that the functionalist view is far too objective
and does not allow for the idea that people differ from one another.

The functionalist would combat this with two arguments (1) those aiming to show that

two systems might be functionally identical even though only one of them has any qualia at
9

Ihttps://plato.stanford.edu/entries/functionalism/#:~stext=Functionalism%20in%20the%20
philosophy%200f,which%20it%20is%20a%20part. ~ ‘ : 3
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all, and (2) those aiming to show that two systems might be functionally identical even.
though they have vastly different qualia from one another”. The first corresponding
i) argument states that only one of the qualia’s that two people may experience is valid.
D Looking back at our example of Fred and George, although we might say that they both have
)\\‘!\'\Qy subjective experienc@ply George’s is valid as he sees a “true red”. I find this argument to

\i“:\\i 0, \_be very weak as it dimifiishes the experience of Fred and follows too closely to a value

>\ b consensus, as there is no evidence to suggest that what ¥red sees is in fact the “true red”

r 2g

i ,}\\VS ~_instead of George. The second argument is, in my opinion, much stronger than that of the

(\gé, \Sfirst. It simply states that although the two men may experience different qualia their

WU functional experiences are still the same and so the argument is centred around the idea that "«

\ F\&l\)ﬁ"b—)both functionalism and the inverted qualialdo not have to correspond one another and can in /' CLCL“ QM £
0&\‘\ . fact work alongside one another. Even though I view this argument to be stronger than the ( 7 )
(}9}\*‘ irst I still do not feel as though you can argue that two experiences can be functionally the

same if you do find that some people respond with different qualia.|l think that the inverted
ualia objection does very well at crifi the functionalist theory. - - EOR ) ;
The next objection I looked at was the absent qualia objection; or the objection which CoxLA \ \‘:("

includes the idea of “philosophical zombies”. This is the idea that in.order to have an WOR. YEAX T )0

. : i . ) 5 2 'S el
experience of something you have to have a conceptual idea of thisras an example we will ot

o ) [ use pain. There could be people or animals that experience pain o ertain states of pain y ;

3 have no concept of it and so do not show an output or physical or verbal reaction to this. ;:1\&

presents a problem. As. Functionalism doesn’t account for conscious mental thought N ot
processes, the absent qualia objection would suggest a being which has all the organisational COt ru*

/ properties mentioned by Putnam yet it/doesn’t have any of the subjective experieng€. The

/\\wp\; ~idea of philosophical zombies comes iom this idea; they are beings that appear to be just like e

\J“‘\Léi « the rest of us yet on the inside they haye no evidence of personal experience. It is to say that N d
P these creatures are functionally the same a person yet possess no qualia. We know that people ' 4
V.8 like this d;)/exist, although we do not call them philosophical zombies. The zombie argument '+ e

i Chalmiﬁ P ;S o f?“(\)ws h fanchionaial voWd Sous oW WA
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I 1t's concelvable that there are molecule-for-molecule duplicates of oneself with no qualia
(zombies).

i i . i e WAL WA
2. Whatever is conceivable represents a real metaphysical possibility. \&’\f\.{‘)« .k“ N »vfwﬁ; s i
3. Zombies are possible. _ hORA O d

“The conceivability of zombies seems...obvious to me...While this possibility is probably empirically
impossible, it certainly seems that a coherent situation is déscribed; | can discern no contradiction in
the description”®. One issue with the zombie argument is that although the argument is valid it is not
sound as there are some problems with the premises: There is nothing to suggest that both the first
and second premise are correct, it is not therefore accuratf‘s and so there is no evidence to suggest
that we should believe this arguments ideas. Most functionalists would deny that a molecule- for-  *
molecule duplicate of someone without qualia could exist; it could even be argued that those people
who do exist in our world who appear to have no qualia as they may not show a phygical reaction to
stimuli. Yet we must consider the possibility that the lack of reaction may in fact be their qualia as no
reaction may be a reaction in itself. Other philosophers have argued that arguing in favour of the
existence of philosophical zombies undermines our existence; Daniel Dennet said “when
philosophers claim that zombies are conceivable, they invariably underestimate the task of conception

2 hitps://iep.utm.edu/qualia/#H2
3 (Chalmers 1996, p.96)

Vs ; £ . : = . l‘.-—w"ré”iz



&

\s (or imagination), and end up imagining something that violates their own definition’*x This is to say

that by suggesting the idea of a copy of you but without any subjective thought or., quaha is demeaning
towards yourself. I however, do not view this to be a valid responsé to.the argument as | believe that
what makes you “you’ is your qualia and personal experience and so I do not agree that this will be
demeaning to a person. It is also for this reason that I do not think that the absent qualia objection is a
good criticism for philosophical functionalism as I believe that the have someone who does not any
qualia or subjective thought is nearly impossible and that philosophical zombies are'in_ fact not
possible as qualia brings you alive and without it you would not be here. e

In conclusion, I found that the inverted qualia objection holds a very strong foundation and supports
the individuality in people and is very good at battling functfonalisx{l I myself, found this objection to
fit easily with my original thoughts on qualia before this topic. HoWever I found the absent qualia
objection is not strong founded and does not do a very good job at argumg against functionalism.
Although I am certainly not a functionalist, I found myself to agree more with the arguments in favor
of this rather than the ones which oppose it. Which to me osly suggests that the argument cannot be |
strong enough to hold any validity. I also think that the main problem that this objection had was the
premises found in D. J. Chalmer’s explanation, although his view was shown as a valid argumgnt the
lack of correctness in his premises is what let him down. Rather than presenting it in the way that he
did with the information he attempted to use, he should’ve left a brief explanation and focus on
solidifying the points he held as so not to have any small gaps in which philosophers such as
D.C.Dennet could criticise his thoughts and theory. It is to say that I do feel as though the absent
qualia objection does hold some value towards the theory of functionalism yet I do not feel that it is as
strong as the inverted qualia theory.

4 (Dennett, 1995. p. 322)
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