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Abstract: Paul Draper has argued that the scientific evidence for the dependence
of mental states upon brain states provides a good reason for thinking that theism
is very probably false because the extreme metaphysical dualism implied by theism
makes it antecedently likely, if God exists, that minds should be fundamentally
non-physical entities. However, Draper’s argument assumes that what makes God’s
mind a mind is the immaterial stuff it is made of. But that assumption is potentially
faulty. Why? Because, if functionalism is true, then all conceivable minds are
fundamentally functional entities identified by what they do, rather than by what
they are made of.

Introduction

According to Paul Draper, naturalism is the hypothesis that the physical
world has ontological priority over the mental world; that there would be no
mental entities if there were no physical world to produce them.* Theism, on
the other hand, is the hypothesis (i) that there exists at least one immaterial
mental entity that is not in any sense ontologically dependent upon the physical
world for its existence, and (ii) that there wouldn’t be any physical entities if this
immaterial mental entity - in particular, a single person who is omnipotent,
omniscient, and omnibenevolent - didn’t produce them.? Given these incompat-
ible hypotheses about what is ontologically prior to everything else, Paul Draper
has argued that the scientific evidence for the dependence of mental states (of
all sorts) upon brain states is much more likely on the assumption that naturalism
is true, rather than on the assumption that theism is true.3 Though Draper does not
formalize his argument, we can, by constructing an inductive argument comprised
of three premises and a conclusion.*
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According to the first premise, it is a scientific fact that all known mental states
are dependent upon brain states for their existence:

thanks . . . to contemporary science, specifically neuroscience . . . It is now known that con-
scious states of all sorts, and even the very integrity of our personalities, are dependent to a very
high degree on physical processes occurring in the brain. Although neuroscientists have not, in
my opinion, proven that brain states and mental states are identical, they have discovered
overwhelming evidence for an invariable correlation between the two. In short, nothing mental
(and human) happens unless something physical happens . . . While all of this is compatible
with substance dualism, it is very strong evidence for the position that human consciousness
and personality are properties of brains or nervous systems or bodies rather than properties of
immaterial substances.>

Using ‘E’ to stand for the statement ‘It is a scientific fact that all known mental
states (human and animal) are dependent upon brains states for their existence’,
the first premise can be abbreviated as follows:

(1) Eis known to be true.

‘E’ is important because it is an explicit affirmation of the causal primacy, or pri-
ority, of the physical in relation to the mental that is entailed by the very definition
of naturalism.

The second premise is that ‘E” is much more likely on naturalism than on theism:

Theism implies an extreme metaphysical dualism - a mind existed prior to the physical world
and was responsible for its existence. Thus on the assumption that theism is true, it is ante-
cedently [emphasis added] likely that minds are fundamentally nonphysical entities [emphasis
added] . . .° and thus [theism] makes it much more [emphasis added] likely than naturalism
does that, like God’s mind, human minds are immaterial substances. Thus, the evidence for
the existence of such substances is evidence favouring theism over naturalism . . . Just as
evidence for the existence of immaterial minds favours theism over naturalism, so too evidence
for their nonexistence favours naturalism over theism.?

Notice that Draper thinks ‘E’ is much more probable on naturalism, rather than
on theism, because the extreme metaphysical dualism implied by theism
somehow makes it antecedently likely that all minds should be fundamentally
non-physical entities. By antecedently, Draper means ‘independent of the obser-
vations and testimony that together constitute the primary evidence upon which
we know about . . .,® the dependence of the mental upon the physical from con-
temporary neuroscience.® However, apart from assuming that the only or most
plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a mind is by the immaterial
stuff it is made of - rather than, say, by the mental functions it performs (e.g.
what it does) -1 see no good reason (based on what Draper says) to think
God’s mind, if God exists, makes it antecedently likely that minds of all sorts
should be fundamentally non-physical entities. So, granting that assumption is
correct (for now), and if we let ‘“T’, ‘N’, and ‘>! stand for theism, naturalism,
and ‘much more probable than’, then the second premise can be abbreviated
as follows:
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(2) Pr(E/N) >! Pr(E/T)

From these first two premises (if they are true) it follows that some people (those
who know E to be true) possess very strong evidence supporting naturalism over
theism. Nevertheless, even if the evidence relating to the physical basis of human
(and animal) mental states is much more probable on naturalism than on theism,
that doesn’t imply that the final probability of naturalism is higher than the final
probability of theism, unless the intrinsic probability of theism isn’t much more
probable than naturalism.

According to Draper, the intrinsic probability of a hypothesis tells us the abso-
lute prior probability of a hypothesis before we consider the evidence for that
hypothesis, and is determined entirely by how much it says (e.g. how modest it
is), and how well what it says fits together (e.g. how coherent it is). No other
factors affecting probability, apart from modesty and coherence, could be intrinsic
to the hypothesis. Draper has argued elsewhere that naturalism is at least as coher-
ent as theism, and much more modest.*° For the sake of argument, we can grant
both that Draper’s theory of intrinsic probability is correct, and that it shows that
theism is (at best) not intrinsically more probable than naturalism. As such, we
need to add a third premise to the argument which can be abbreviated as follows:

(3) Theism is not intrinsically more probable than naturalism.

With the addition of this third premise, the following more interesting conclusion
can be drawn:

(4) Other evidence held equal, naturalism is much more probable than
theism.

Of course, theism and naturalism cannot both be true. Therefore, while it does not
follow from the conclusion of this argument that, other evidence held equal, nat-
uralism is very probably true (since naturalism is just one of the ways that theism
can be false), it does follow that, other evidence held equal, theism is very probably
false. So, Draper’s Argument is perhaps better described as an argument against
theism rather than as an argument for naturalism, though of course, in some
sense, it is both.'*

However, in order for Premise two - Pr(E/N) >! Pr(E/T) - to be well-grounded, a
certain background assumption needs to be plausibly true, namely, that the only
or most plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a mind is by the imma-
terial stuff it is made of, rather than by the mental functions it performs (e.g. what it
does). If that background assumption is plausibly true, then Draper is correct to
claim that the extreme metaphysical dualism implied by theism makes it antece-
dently likely, if God exists, that minds should be fundamentally non-physical
entities - from which it would follow that the scientific evidence for the depend-
ence of mental states upon brain states provides good reason for thinking that
theism is very probably false. But that background assumption is potentially

https://doi.org/10.1017/50034412516000421 Published online by Cambridge University Press

93


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034412516000421

94 KEVIN VANDERGRIFF

faulty. Why? Because the received view in philosophy of mind and cognitive
science sees minds of all sorts (physical and non-physical) as essentially functional
entities - identified by what they do, rather than by what they are made of - which
are conceivably capable of having both physical and non-physical realizers. Thus,
as I shall argue in what follows, if metaphysical functionalism is true, then another
and more plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a mind is by the
mental functions it performs, rather than by the immaterial stuff in which it is rea-
lized - from which it follows that Premise two is not well-grounded.

In particular, the rest of the article is structured as follows: in the next two sec-
tions I introduce the core tenet of metaphysical functionalism, according to which
mental states are essentially (de dicto) functional states; as well as the main
argument offered by functionalists who think that tenet is true, namely, the
multiple-realizability argument. After that, I explain and defend why the conceiv-
able spectrum of multiple-realizability should include physical and non-physical
realizers. Next, I explain (i) the only two ways in which what makes God’s mind
a mind could be the immaterial stuff it is made of, and why (ii) if metaphysical
functionalism is true, and physical and non-physical realizers of mental states
are conceivable, then another and more plausible way to interpret what makes
God’s mind a mind is by the mental functions it performs - rather than the imma-
terial stuff in which it is realized - from which it follows that Premise two is not
well-grounded. Finally, the succeeding two sections see a consideration of two
objections to my overall argument followed by a conclusion.

Metaphysical functionalism

Functionalism has entrenched itself as the received view in contemporary
philosophy of mind (and cognitive psychology):

After more than thirty-five years of debate and discussion, versions of functionalist theories of
mind originating in the work of Hilary Putnam, Jerry Fodor, and David Lewis still remain the
most popular positions among philosophers of mind on the nature of mental states and
processes.*>

As Peter Godfrey-Smith reports, ‘[m]ost recent philosophy of mind has been “func-
tionalist” in some sense or other [emphasis added]’.*s This statement implies that
there are multiple versions of functionalism. Indeed, Thomas Polger has proposed
a careful and rigorous taxonomy of functionalist theories (e.g. metaphysical, inten-
tional, semantic, explanatory, methodological, and theoretical) and concludes,
‘My taxonomy is able to distinguish over one hundred variations; probably there
are more.’'* Fortunately, for the purposes of my overall argument, we do not
need to develop the canonical formulation of each and every variety of function-
alism Polger categorizes in order to stay within the mainstream of philosophy of
mind, for as Polger notes: ‘Metaphysical functionalism is the central doctrine [of
functionalism] and probably the most widely endorsed.”*> However, given the
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different versions of metaphysical functionalism that there are, ‘Functionalism
should be regarded not so much as a particular view as a general strategy for ana-
lysing mental phenomena.’*® In other words, it is the received view in philosophy
of mind that whatever the ideal functionalist theory turns out to be, it will vindicate
the core tenet of all versions of metaphysical functionalism, namely, that: mental
states are functional states.'” This is a metaphysical claim because it is a theory
about the nature of mental states. Thus, metaphysical functionalism answers
what is perhaps the most fundamental question in philosophy of mind (e.g.
what sort of thing is a mind?) by saying that minds, or mental states, are essentially
functional states. In other words, what makes something a mental state of a par-
ticular type does not depend on its internal constitution (what it is made out
of), but rather on the way it functions (what it does); or the causal role it plays,
in the system in which it is a part.*® Indeed, the version of metaphysical function-
alism that gets the most attention in the literature is causal role, or Input/Output
(‘1/0’) functionalism.® Because of this, I will utilize causal role (or ‘I/0’) function-
alism to explain the general strategy of metaphysical functionalism henceforth.
Causal role (or ‘I/0’) functionalism claims that a mental state M is individuated
entirely by inputs, outputs, and their causal relations to other states:2° ‘A specifica-
tion of input and output, <i, 0>, will define a particular mental state: for example,
<tissue damage, aversive behavior> defines pain, <skin irritation, scratching>
defines itch, and so on.”?* Put simply, a mental state is triggered by particular
inputs and has a particular causal role in virtue of its causing other mental
states, and together with other mental states, in causing behaviour. This implies
that a mental kind just is a functional kind, or a causal-functional kind, since the
‘function’ involved is to fill a certain causal role.22 That is, mental kinds just are
functional kinds, and what all instances of a given mental kind have in common
is that they serve a certain causal role distinctive of that kind, and that is all.23
For example, in human beings, perhaps mental states like pain and pleasure are
realized by brain states, processes, properties, or events. However, knowing every-
thing there is to know about brain states, processes, properties, or events doesn'’t
tell us anything essential about the nature of mental states because organisms with
very different brains, or with no brains at all, could also have mental states like pain
and pleasure, just as long as they realize mental states that play the same causal or
functional roles. Hence, one might say that a functional kind only has a ‘nominal
essence’, given by its defining causal role, but no intrinsic essence, or no set of
necessary and jointly sufficient properties shared by all actual and possible
instances of it.24 As such, mental states are essentially things that have certain func-
tions; they are fundamentally functional entities. Put simply, mental states are
identified by what they do, rather than by what they are made of. Hence, meta-
physical functionalism entails that mental states remain in place no matter the
underlying ontology that realizes them, so long as they function appropriately.
Whether this ‘substrate-neutral’ entailment of metaphysical functionalism con-
ceivably includes physical and non-physical realizers will be explored and
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defended in the next two sections, which cover the main argument offered in
support of metaphysical functionalism (the argument from multiple realizability),
and the conceivable spectrum of multiple realizability.

Multiple realizability

While there have been multiple arguments offered in support of metaphys-
ical functionalism,?5 the main argument defended by functionalists is the argument
from multiple realizability. To illustrate the concept of multiple realizability, con-
sider mousetraps. The function of a mousetrap is to trap mice, and there are
many different kinds of mousetraps, built in different ways, using different
methods and materials, that can fulfil that function. Everything that traps mice,
no matter what it is made of, counts as a mousetrap. Hence, ‘being a mousetrap’
is a functional property that can be (multiply) realized by many different physical
arrangements of matter (i.e. wood, plastic, metal, and so on). Here is the point of
the analogy: just as the function of trapping mice can be realized by different
systems, so too, the function of mental states can be realized by different systems;
systems with, or without brains. Now that we have a handle on the concept of mul-
tiple realizability, we can explain the argument from multiple realizability.

Multiple realizability arguments were first introduced into the philosophy of
mind by Hilary Putnam, in the 1960s, as an argument against mind-brain identity
theory - the view that future scientific progress will reveal that every mental state is
identical to some particular brain state.2® All the different versions of the multiple
realizability argument originate from the single intuition that it is readily conceiv-
able that some entity could have mental states without having brain states like
ours, or any brain at all.2? Here is the general form of the multiple realizability
argument from conceivability:

(1) If it is conceivable that mental states are multiply realizable, then
mental states are multiply realizable.

(2) Itis conceivable that mental states are multiply realizable.

(3) Therefore, mental states are multiply realizable.

The implication of the above argument is that considerations of conceivability
reveal that there is a one-to-many relation between mental states and the sub-
strates that realize them, rather than a one-to-one relation, as mind-brain identity
theory claims. It is important to note that multiple realizability arguments are often
thought to refute mind-brain identity theory, and also show that mental states can
conceivably be realized®® by various physical, and (as I shall argue in the next
section) non-physical substrates. As such, multiple realizability arguments imply
metaphysical functionalism, not the other way around.

Keeping this in mind, I will now turn to an examination and defence of just how
broad a spectrum of multiple realizability is conceivable.
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The spectrum of multiple realizability

It should be clear by now that multiple realizability arguments are often
justified by considerations of conceivability, and certainly one can conceive of a
broad spectrum of realizability. Due to this, it will be helpful to begin with
Thomas W. Polger’s spectrum of multiple realizability (MR) to get a feel for just
how broad a range of MR is conceivable:

Weak MR: At least some creatures that are not exactly like us in their physical compos-
ition can be conscious.

SETI MR: Some creatures that are significantly different from us in their physical com-
position can be conscious.

Standard Systems of indefinitely (perhaps infinitely) many physical compositions can

MR: be conscious.

Radical MR:  Any (every) suitably organized system, regardless of its physical composition,
can be conscious.2?

According to Polger, Standard MR and Radical MR are the most commonly
accepted forms of multiple realizability in the literature, which entails that SETI
MR and Weak MR are also commonly accepted. However, notice that all of the
types of MR on Polger’s spectrum of MR only involve physical substrates. Does
this imply that most, or even all, metaphysical functionalists do not think
mental states are able to be conceived of as being realized independently of phys-
ical substrates? The answer to that question is ‘no’:

We've left a presupposition of dualism, idealism, and materialism behind. The question of
mind is no longer a question of ‘stuff.” Precisely because of that shift, the functionalist
approach turns out to be entirely non-committal as to ‘stuff.” Most functionalists are probably
materialists. But that commitment is not really entailed by the position. The claim that mental
states are functional states doesn’t imply anything one way or the other as to what they are
functional states of. As long as they work right, they could be functional states of the materi-
alist’s physical ‘stuff,” or of the ‘stuff’ of subjective idealism, or even of the double ‘stuffs’ of
dualism.3°

Thus, it is precisely because metaphysical functionalism entails that mental states
are identified by what they do - rather than by what they are made of - that non-
physical substrates can conceivably realize mental states:

Perhaps not many of us now believe in angels - purely spiritual or immortal beings supposedly
with a full mental life. Angels, as traditionally conceived, are wholly immaterial beings with
knowledge and belief who can experience emotions and desires and are capable of performing
actions . . . If the idea of an angel with beliefs, desires, and emotions is a consistent one, that
would show that there is nothing in the idea of mentality as such that precludes purely non-
physical, wholly immaterial beings with psychological states.3! It seems, then, that we cannot
set aside the possibility of immaterial realizations of mentality as a matter of an a priori con-
ceptual fact.3?

Hence, I think we are justified in broadening Polger’s conceivable spectrum of MR
to include the following:
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Substrate Neutral MR (SNMR): At least some suitably functioning rnon-physical entities, and at
least some creatures that are not exactly like us in their physical composition (Weak MR) can
be conscious.?3

But why think that SNMR’s conceivability is on a par with the most commonly
encountered forms of multiple realizability in the literature - Standard MR and
Radical MR? The answer -1 think - is that it is extremely difficult to see how
someone who endorses Standard MR and Radical MR (and virtually all function-
alists do) on the basis of the conceivability of different realizers can resist the thesis
of SNMR. Why? Because SNMR is just as readily conceivable as Standard MR and
Radical MR - and even more so by my lights. I, for one, find it much more readily
conceivable - and therefore metaphysically possible - for non-physical entities,
and at least some creatures that are not exactly like us in their physical compos-
ition, to be capable of realizing mental states; then I find beer cans and toilet
paper to be capable of realizing mental states.3# The former samples of realizability
are entailed by SNMR, whereas the latter samples of realizability are entailed by
Standard MR and Radical MR. Hence, any considerations from conceivability
that support Standard MR and Radical MR will also tend to support SNMR just
as much (or more so).

Here is the crucial point: If metaphysical functionalism is true, and SNMR is
conceivable, then it is not the case that the only or most plausible way to interpret
what makes God’s mind a mind is by the immaterial stuff it is made of. To make
this as clear as possible, in the next section I explain (i) the only two ways in which
what makes God’s mind a mind could be the immaterial stuff it is made of, and
why, (ii) if metaphysical functionalism is true, and physical and non-physical rea-
lizers of mental states are conceivable, then another and more plausible way to
interpret what makes God’s mind a mind is by the mental functions it performs -
rather than the immaterial stuff in which it is realized - from which it follows that
Premise two is not well-grounded. Finally, the succeeding two sections see a con-
sideration of two objections to my overall argument followed by a conclusion.

Premise two - theism and extreme metaphysical dualism

Recall that theism is the hypothesis (i) that there exists at least one imma-
terial mental entity that is not in any sense ontologically dependent upon the phys-
ical world for its existence, and (ii) that there wouldn’t be any physical entities if
this immaterial mental entity - in particular, a single person who is omnipotent,
omniscient, and omnibenevolent - didn’t produce them.35 Given the extreme
metaphysical dualism implied by theism, and the background assumption that
what makes God’s mind a mind is the immaterial stuff it is made of, I can think
of two and only two metaphysical interpretations - one strong and one weak - of
the nature of God’s mind that would make it antecedently likely, given theism,
that all minds should be fundamentally non-physical entities.
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According to the ‘strong’ metaphysical interpretation, what makes God’s mind a
mind is the immaterial stuff it is made of in the sense that God’s mental states are
identical to an immaterial object (i.e. soul). If correct, then it is metaphysically
necessary (de dicto) that God’s mental states are identical to an immaterial
object. This ‘strong’ metaphysical interpretation of the nature of God’s mind can
be formalized as follows:

Strong Metaphysical Interpretation: Necessarily (de dicto), if God has some mental state M, at
time ¢, then M is identical to some immaterial object y, and God has M at ¢ in virtue of the fact
that M is identical to y.

So then, if the only or most plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a
mind is by the immaterial stuff it is made of in this sense, then the truth of
theism would make it antecedently likely that minds are fundamentally non-phys-
ical entities. In fact, such a theory about the nature of mental states would be the
immaterial twin of the materialist mind-brain identity theory that motivated
Putnam to introduce multiple realizability arguments into philosophy of mind
as an argument against the view that mental states are identical to brain states
in the 1960s. But therein lies the rub; what is sauce for the material goose is
sauce for the immaterial gander. That is, if metaphysical functionalism is true,
and SNMR is conceivable, then another and more plausible way to interpret
what makes God’s mind a mind, if God exists, is by the mental functions it per-
forms, rather than by the immaterial stuff in which it is realized - from which it
follows that Premise two is not well-grounded. But, perhaps there is a different,
or weak metaphysical interpretation of the nature of God’s mental states which
would show that the only or most plausible way to interpret what makes God’s
mind a mind is by the immaterial stuff it is made of; and therefore, that Premise
two of Draper’s Argument is well-grounded.

According to the weak metaphysical interpretation, what makes God’s mind a
mind is the immaterial stuff it is made of in the sense that God’s mental states are
dependent upon an immaterial base in some sense (i.e. supervenience, reduction,
emergence), but not identical to that immaterial base (i.e. soul). This weak meta-
physical interpretation of the nature of God’s mind can be formalized as follows:

Weak Metaphysical Interpretation: Necessarily (de re),3° if God has some mental state M, at
time ¢, then God has M at ¢ in virtue of the fact that God has at  some immaterial base B that is
responsible for producing (causing) M in God at #.37

Put simply, every mental state God has that exists in the actual world is such that it
is dependent upon an immaterial base (i.e. a soul) producing (causing) it. So then,
if the only or most plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a mind is the
immaterial stuff it is made of in this sense, then the truth of theism would make it
antecedently likely that minds are fundamentally non-physical entities.

However, it is important to realize that if metaphysical functionalism is true,
then the mental states of any metaphysically possible mental entity that may
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exist - physical and non-physical - will be identified (de dicto) by what they do,
rather than by what they are made of. Thus, if metaphysical functionalism is
true, then it is necessarily true (de dicto) that mental states are functional entities;
and therefore, just because theism is committed to the claim that God’s mental
states have an immaterial realizer, it doesn’t follow that the extreme metaphysical
dualism implied by theism makes it antecedently likely that all minds are funda-
mentally non-physical entities. On the contrary, if metaphysical functionalism is
true, and SNMR is conceivable, then another and more plausible way to interpret
what makes God’s mind a mind, if God exists, is by the mental functions it per-
forms, rather than by the immaterial stuff in which it is realized. And so it
follows that the physical basis of human (and animal) mental states is not much
more probable on naturalism than theism.

Objections

In the last two sections I consider two objections to my overall case and
then conclude the article.

First objection

If God exists, and if other personal beings are to exist, it’s intrinsically more
probable that the latter will be more like God, in their substance, than different (i.e.
they will more likely be composed of spirit rather than be a body-spirit composite,
or worse still, a wholly material being). For an analogy, I think Draper, following
Carnap and others, would say that if you find one black swan then it’s intrinsically
more probable that the next swan you find will also be black as opposed to white,
or worse, black and white - variety is less probable than uniformity according to
Draper’s theory of intrinsic probability.

Response

Other evidence held equal, I agree that Draper’s theory of intrinsic prob-
ability (if correct) can be used to show that the scientific evidence for the depend-
ence of conscious life of all sorts upon arrangements of matter is antecedently
more probable on naturalism than theism because (according to that theory) uni-
formity is more probable than variety. However, notice that this argument does not
show that God’s mind, if God exists, makes it antecedently likely that all minds are
fundamentally non-physical entities as the argument I have been criticizing
assumes. As such, this objection (as it stands) does not show that ‘E’ is much
more probable on naturalism than on theism.

Second objection

Though it is controversial to use antecedent probabilities to say anything
useful or coherent about empirical states of affairs, one popular way to determine
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antecedent probability is by employing the principle of indifference. The principle
of indifference states that if n possibilities are indistinguishable except for their
names, then each possibility should be assigned a probability equal to 1/n. But
then, based on my own argument, this principle can be used to show that the ante-
cedent probability of God’s mind - and therefore, all minds - being fundamentally
non-physical, on the assumption theism is true, is 2/3. That is, since I identified
two ways for God’s mind to be a mind in virtue of the immaterial stuff it could
be made of, and only one way God’s mind could be a mind in virtue of the
mental functions it performs, it is antecedently more likely that God’s mind is fun-
damentally an immaterial substance rather than a functional entity with an imma-
terial realizer. Thus, other evidence being equal, the principle of indifference can
be used by Draper to show that the truth of theism makes it antecedently likely that
minds are fundamentally non-physical entities; and therefore, Draper’s argument
would show that ‘E’ is much more probable on naturalism than theism after all.

Response

If metaphysical functionalism is false, and the principle of indifference is a
reliable guide to determining antecedent probabilities prior to experience or
observation, then I agree with this objection. On the other hand, if metaphysical
functionalism is true, and even if the principle of indifference is a reliable guide
to determining antecedent probabilities prior to experience or observation, then
I disagree with this objection. There are two reasons for this disagreement: (i) in
virtue of my overall argument, there is still a non-zero antecedent probability
(e.g. 1/3) that what makes God’s mind a mind, if God exists, is the mental functions
it performs, rather than the immaterial stuff that realizes it, and (ii) the likelihood
of Draper’s second premise does not rely on antecedent probability alone, but also
involves what he calls conditional epistemic probabilities:

[W]here K is an epistemic situation and p and q are propositions, relative to K, p is episte-
mically more probable than q just in case any fully rational person in K would have a higher
degree of belief that p than that q.3%

To illustrate the difference and interplay between antecedent and condi-
tional epistemic probabilities, suppose two persons, Paul and Kevin, are trying
to determine the antecedent probability of drawing a queen from the top of a
fairly shuffled deck of cards. Determining the probability of drawing a queen in
this scenario is prior to any experiences regarding this particular deck of cards,
and so it involves antecedent probability. Moreover, because Paul and Kevin
only know that there are fifty-two cards in a deck, four of which are queens, and
that the deck is fairly shuffled, it is difficult to determine what the probability of
a drawing a queen from the top of a fairly shuffled deck of cards would be.
However, as already mentioned, one option is to use the principle of indifference
to do so. Since the principle of indifference says that each possibility should be
assigned a probability equal to 1/n, the antecedent probability of drawing a

https://doi.org/10.1017/50034412516000421 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0034412516000421

102 KEVIN VANDERGRIFF

queen in this scenario is 4/52 or 1/13. As it happens, both Paul and Kevin think the
principle of indifference is a reliable guide to determining antecedent probabil-
ities, and so they both agree that the antecedent probability of drawing a queen
from the top of the deck, in this scenario, is 1/13.

To add conditional epistemic probabilities into the mix, now suppose that Paul
is asked to leave the room, but Kevin is allowed to stay and is also shown the top
card in the deck. Kevin observes that the top card is a queen. That queen is then
returned to the top of the deck. Paul re-enters the room and Kevin and Paul are
asked to assess the probability of the top card being a queen. Obviously, Paul
and Kevin are in different epistemic situations now. That is, while Kevin and
Paul both believe that the antecedent probability of the top card being a queen
is 1/13, the specific evidence Kevin now has for thinking the top card is a queen
is so strong that the (conditional epistemic) probability for him that the top card
is a queen is virtually certain. However, because Paul does not have any specific
evidence from observation about the top card that Kevin has, the probability
that the top card is a queen remains 1/13 for him.

Thus, even if the principle of indifference mandates that we assign an ante-
cedent probability of 1/3 to the claim that what makes God’s mind a mind (if
God exists) are the mental functions God’s mind performs, still, for all those
persons who know that metaphysical functionalism is true, the (conditional epi-
stemic) probability that what makes God’s mind a mind is the mental functions
it performs will be higher than the antecedent probability that what makes
God’s mind a mind is the immaterial stuff it is made of. Therefore, for all those
persons who know that metaphysical functionalism is true, the extreme metaphys-
ical dualism implied by theism, on the assumption theism is true, does not make it
more likely than not that minds are fundamentally non-physical entities. Instead, it
is more likely for such persons that the mental states of any metaphysically pos-
sible mental entity that may exist - physical and non-physical - are identified
(de dicto) by what they do, rather than by what they are made of. So then, even
if we assign an antecedent probability of 1/3 to the claim that what make God’s
mind a mind (if God exists) are the mental functions God’s mind performs, still,
Premise two of Draper’s argument - Pr(E/N)>!Pr(E/T) - will not be well-grounded
for all those persons who know that metaphysical functionalism is true.

Conclusion

My goal here was to draw out a hitherto unnoticed intersection between the
received view in philosophy of mind/cognitive psychology - metaphysical func-
tionalism - and philosophy of religion. In particular, I hope I have shown that if
metaphysical functionalism is true, and SNMR is conceivable, then another and
more plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a mind, if God exists, is
by the mental functions it performs, rather than by the immaterial stuff in which
it is realized - from which it follows that Premise two is not well-grounded.3°
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Lastly, if my goal has been met, then the argument defended here could be used by
all those who know metaphysical functionalism is true to weaken other arguments
against theism that share the same background assumption, namely, that the only
or most plausible way to interpret what makes God’s mind a mind is by the imma-
terial stuff it is made of, rather than by the mental functions it performs.4°
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The dualism inherent in theism [emphasis added] may explain why so many theists were drawn to
the idea of special creationism before (and in many cases even after) the evidence for evolution was
discovered. For this dualism supports a dualistic view of human nature - a view that must have made
the idea that we are the effect of altering the nucleic acids of single-celled organisms seem ludicrous.
Offspring don’t have to be identical to their parents, but surely genetic change can’t result in fun-
damental metaphysical lines being crossed!

Here Draper argues that if God’s mind is a mind in virtue of the immaterial stuff it is made of, then the
falsity of the special creation of conscious life is fwice as probable antecedently on naturalism, as it is on
theism. Why? Because if God’s mind is a mind in virtue of the immaterial stuff it is made of, then theism
entails/implies that there is an unbridgeable metaphysical gap between non-conscious living things and
conscious living things that evolution cannot traverse. Since evolution - which is virtually the only process
that can bring about complex/conscious living things on naturalism - did bring about the transition from
non-conscious living things to conscious living things, that entails that special creationism is false, and so,
the falsity of the special creation of conscious living things is twice as probable antecedently on naturalism
as it is on theism. However, the falsity of the special creation of conscious living things is not twice as
probable antecedently on naturalism as it is on theism unless the only way to interpret God’s mind being a
mind is in virtue of the immaterial stuff that it is made of. But, if metaphysical functionalism is true, and
SNMR is conceivable, then it would be the case that God’s mind could be a mind in virtue of the mental
functions it performs, not the stuff in which it is realized - which further implies that there is no ante-
cedent reason (given theism) to think the falsity of the special creation of conscious life is twice as
probable antecedently on naturalism, as it is on theism. Why? Because in that case there would be no
unbridgeable metaphysical gap between non-conscious living things and conscious living things that
evolution cannot traverse. Certainly, the fact that conscious life itself evolved is antecedently more
probable on naturalism than theism still (all other evidence held equal), but not much more probable.
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