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Computationalisme vs Fonctionnalisme

 Fonctionnalisme: La vue metaphysique selon lag

uelle les

etats mentaux sont individualisés par leurs relations

fonctionnelles avec les entrees et sorties menta
autres etats mentaux.

es et les

« Computationalisme: 'hypothese selon laquelle les
relations fonctionnelles entre les entrees et sorties
mentales et les etats internes sont informatiques /

computationelle.
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Putnam

» «Consider what the brain-state theorist has to do to make good his

claims. He has to specify a physical-chemical state such that any
organism (not just a mammal) is in pain if and only if (a) it possésses a
brain of a suitable physical-chemical structure; and (b) 1ts brain is in
that physical-chemical state. This means that the physical-chemical
state in question must be a possible state of a mammalian brain, a
reptilian brain, a mollusc’s brain (octopuses are mollusca, and certainly
feel pain), etc. At the same time, it must not be a possible (physically
possible) state of the brain of any physically possible creature that
cannot feel pain. Even if such a state can be found, it must be
nomologically certain that it will also be a state of the brain of any
extra-terrestrial life that may be found that will be capable of feeling
pain before we can even entéertain the supposition that it may be pain.




Putnam

* |t is not altogether impossible that such a state will be found.
Even though octopus and mammal are examples of parallel (rather
than sequential) evolution, for example, virtually identical
structures (physically speaking) have evolved in the eye of the
octopus and in the eye of the mammal, notwithstanding the fact
that this organ has evolved from different kinds of cells in the two
cases. Thus it is at least possible that parallel evolution, all over
the universe, might always lead to one and the same physical
“correlate” of pain. But this is certainly an ambitious hypothesis.



Putnam

 Finally, the hypothesis becomes still more ambitious when we realize
that the brain-state theorist is not just saying that pain is a brain state;
he is, of course, concerned to maintain that every psychological state is
a brain state. Thus if we can find even one psychological predicate
which can clearly be a%plled to both a mammal and an octopus (say
“hungry”), but whose physical-chemical "correlate” is different in the two
cases, the brain-state theory has collapsed. It seems to me
overwhelmingly probable that we can do this. Granted, in such a case
the brain-state theorist can save himself by ad hoc assumptions (e.g.,
defining the disjunction of two states to be a single "physical-chemical
state”), but this does not have to be taken seriously. »
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