
Term Paper Prompt 
Minds & Machines, Spring 2016

Due in class on Monday, May 16th 

In roughly 6 pages (double-spaced, 12 pt. Times New Roman or similar font), your aim is to 
develop your own contribution to the debate, rather than to merely summarize what others 
have already said.  Jim Pryor’s Guidelines on Writing a Philosophy paper is strongly 
recommended.  The writing center at the Schaffer library has proved helpful for many 
students.  I am available for meetings during office hours or by appointment.  Use these 
resources! 

(1) Frank Jackson argues for a kind of  dualism about the mind and body.  What, in your 
view, is the strongest formulation of  the argument for dualism?  Is this argument sound?  
What objections might a materialist give to this argument, and can these objections be 
overcome by the dualist?  Note that Martine Nida-Rümelin (in ‘Qualia: The Knowledge 
Argument’) and Ned Block (in ‘Philosophical Issues about Consciousness’) each review 
different ways that materialists might respond to arguments for dualism.  Your goal is not to 
summarize every argument for dualism, or every possible reply.  The idea is to give the 
strongest reconstruction you can of  what you view as the strongest argument, and to 
critically evaluate it. 

(2) Alan Turing claimed that what is now called the ‘Turing test’ is a good test for whether a 
machine can think.  David Armstrong, developing an idea endorsed by behaviorists like Ryle, 
claimed that our concepts of  mental states are causal concepts.  But Martine Martine Nida-
Rümelin (in ‘Pseudonormal Vision: An Actual Case of  Qualia Inversion’) and John Searle 
present what they take to be counterexamples to behaviorist and/or functionalist claims like 
these.  What should a behaviorist like Turing, or a functionalist like Armstrong, say in 
response to these alleged counterexamples?  Are these replies successful?  (Note that Searle 
himself  discusses a number of  possible replies.)  You goal is not to summarize every 
counterexample, or every response.  It is, instead, to develop the strongest case for your side 
of  this general debate, and to address what you think are the strongest points available to the 
other side.


