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Question 06 
 

 
Student A 
 

 
 
Commentary  
Clear, correct, and sufficiently full for maximum marks. This is a question where answers break 
down into three relevant dimensions (when explained clearly) for the full three marks. This 
response has all three philosophical behaviourism concerns: 1) ‘talk of mental states’, 2) a 
reduction ‘without loss of meaning’, to 3) ‘the language of physics’.  
 
3 marks  
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Student B 
 

 
 
Commentary  
This answer is substantively correct but lacking precision: what should have been the translatability 
of language about mental states into the ‘language of physics’ becomes identified with a ‘finite list 
of behaviour’, thereby blurring with soft behaviourism. 
 
2 marks 
 
 
Student C 

 
 
Commentary  
A point of credit worthy understanding – neither the ‘physicalist’ dimension nor the ‘analytic 
reduction’ is included in the explanation.    
 
1 mark 
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Question 08 

 
Student A 
 

  
 
Commentary  
A precise outline with well-defined points and logical links. This is sufficiently full for maximum 
marks. The student illuminates their concise, logical presentation of the argument by explaining it 
in relation to Leibniz’s law. There is no redundancy. 
 
5 marks 
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Student B 
 

 
 
 
Commentary  
The substantive content of the argument is present, but it is not precisely expressed (eg the 
plurality of ‘substances’ with respect to the mind) and nor is it fully developed.  
 
3 marks 
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Student C 

 
 
 
Commentary  
Relevant points are made (eg about the ‘divisible’ nature of the body contrasted with ‘mental 
substance’), but the answer is not precise and the logic of the argument is not well developed. 
 
2 marks 
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Question 10 

Student A 
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Commentary  
The position of this essay is argued with intent, and the logic of the argument is sustained. The 
content is detailed and correct, and the rationales for the weight given to particular arguments, the 
crucial and the less crucial, are well explained. Relevant philosophical language is used 
throughout. This is, without doubt, a top band answer, and the awarding of maximum marks was 
reasonable. 
  
The introduction briefly and accurately defines eliminative materialism (EM) and indicates what the 
student takes to be the major problem with the theory: it suffers from ‘incoherence’. EM is correctly 
distinguished from other materialist theories – it is ‘eliminative’ not reductive. The theory is then 
explained using a popular analogy (‘caloric’), and the student makes sure that the historical point 
about caloric is well connected (integrated) with the theoretical point about the prospects of folk 
psychology (FP). 
 
Having outlined EM, the student starts to bring out its strengths: in its own right and in relation to 
other theories. We do not get long and detailed explanations of those rival positions (eg 
‘functionalism’ or ‘mind-brain identity’ theories). We get some brief and accurate points about the 
theories, and a brief but reasoned judgement is made in favour of EM’s superiority.  
 
The student then goes on to respond to every single point that was raised as a strength of EM: it is 
counterintuitive on qualia; FP is not a theory; FP is effective in prediction and explanation and 
underpins some successful sciences already: cognitive behavioural therapy is cited, and the 
student even explains what features of this theoretical approach to psychological therapy are 
relevant to an evaluation of EM.  
 
The problem of intentionality is raised, briefly responded to by EM, and then replied to in a way that 
suggests that intentionality is still presupposed by EM’s theory of mind and its attempt to argue for 
its truth. The student then develops this into the more familiar version of the ‘self-refuting’ charge, 
which is clearly explained. Many students used the ‘self-refuting’ argument as the ‘killer’ objection, 
without reply, but this student is able to formulate a reply from the relevant literature: the ‘self-
refuting’ claim is dismissed as ‘question begging’, and another analogy from the history of science 
is provided (‘vitalism’).  
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The student then counters the aforementioned defence of EM by questioning the strength of the 
analogy and doubling down on the point that the asserted ‘truth’ of any theory depends 
on/presupposes ‘intentionality’.  
 
The conclusion is a faithful summary of the preceding arguments. The argument that there is an 
‘incoherence’ concerning EM is presented as the strongest because it is a ‘logical’ problem that 
resists scientific resolution. There are, of course, relative weaknesses to this essay. For example, 
‘qualia’ is treated just once briefly; there are EM responses to all the arguments against it here; and 
distinctions could have been made between the distinctive arguments of Paul and Patricia 
Churchland. But in the time available, this student produces a very knowledgeable, well-reasoned, 
robust, and integrated argument.  
 
25 marks 
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Student B 
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Commentary  
This essay argues with sustained intent. There is argument and countered argument, drawing on a 
range of material, some of it detailed and well-integrated, in support of the conclusion.  The 
conclusion is not as robustly defended against objections as it might have been, and there are 
gaps in relevant content (eg on ‘qualia’),  
 
The student begins with a general (extended) summary of different positions on the mind, in order 
to introduce EM as a particularly radical approach, one that the student will argue is ‘highly 
unconvincing’. The advantages of EM over dualism are noted, in terms of simplicity and support 
from neuroscience. 
 
An early challenge to EM is identified in terms of its counterintuitive claims about mental states, 
which are ‘directly and immediately accessible to us’. However, there is a reply to this from EM – it 
depends on the assumption that FP gives an accurate account of the mental, which EM denies. 
Against this, however, FP is said by the student to have good predictive power (which is illustrated) 
and so there is no reason to abandon this approach to the mind. 
 
The next (and ‘most damaging’) argument concerns the self-refuting character of EM: the case for 
EM presupposes the very intentional mental states it denies. The student considers Paul 
Churchland’s response to this, using the analogy of vitalism – the ‘self-refuting’ objection 
presupposes the truth of FP which just begs the question. But this strategy is rejected by this 
student on the grounds that anti-vitalists actually had alternative accounts of what constitutes life 
which did not refer to a vital force, whereas EM offers no such account.   
 
The relative (greater) plausibility of identity theories and dualism are introduced rather late in the 
day, such that little credit worthy evaluative work can be done, but it is not reasonable to point to 
alternative positions. The conclusion is a faithful summary of the key reason the student has 
offered for rejecting EM.   
 
19 marks 
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Student C 
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Commentary  
There is an argument to a conclusion here, but no sustained intent to that argument, which flips 
back and forth throughout the essay. There is plenty of relevant content to support a conclusion, 
but there are serious misunderstandings which reoccur (concerning FP) which means that a 
response which could have been at the top of this band is close to the bottom.  
 
The student begins with an explanation of EM and gives the basic rationale for the position, 
drawing on analogies from the history of obsolete scientific theories. The student then builds on 
this by claiming, on behalf of EM, that FP is ‘stagnant’. The response, that EM does not recognise 
the significance of FP as a societal ‘benchmark’, is trying to latch onto a relevant criticism, but this 
is not executed with precision.  
 
The next objection to EM is (initially) more convincing, drawing as it does from evidence afforded 
by ‘introspection’. However, the evaluation degenerates somewhat into assertions about the 
‘absurd’ and ‘illogical’ nature of EM. Again, the student is aware of problems with EM, but they are 
just not developed with any clarity. 
 
The student returns to offering some support for EM because of FP’s inability to account for 
‘dreams’, but the later comments on FP’s inability to add to our ‘beliefs’ makes little sense.  
 
In support of FP, the student points to the practical success of FP over time. The response, 
drawing on EM’s supposed refutation of FP shows a complete lack of understanding in mistaking 
another historical analogy (concerning the ‘black death’) as an argument directly against FP. The 
quality of the evaluation improves when the student turns to the ‘self-refuting’ objection to EM, 
which is well explained. 
 
The conclusion equivocates between arguing for the ‘inherent, fundamental flaws of EM’, and 
holding out the possibility that future advances in neuroscience may vindicate it over FP. This is 
not a coherent conclusion.  
 
12 marks 
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Student D 
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Commentary  
This is a response in the form of an argument. The material is relevant, but relatively narrow in 
range, with much relevant content from the specification that is missing. The arguments lack detail 
and precision.    
 
The essay begins with a less than precise account of EM, but it contains relevant and accurate 
content, and the student’s position is clear – they will be arguing that EM is not convincing.  
 
The rationale for EM is then described through a juxtaposition with FP, which is narrowly (but not 
inaccurately) connected to dualism, although the account of FP is not characterised with any 
precision.  
 
The student correctly notes the emphasis that EM places on advances in neuroscience. Problems 
with dualism (eg interactionism) are said to be solved by EM because it simply denies that ‘mental 
states’ can interact with ‘physical states’, which is not as precisely stated as it might have been: for 
EM, in so far as any mental states do exist at all, they are just physical states like everything else 
in the universe. But it is not unreasonable to argue that physicalist positions are better able to solve 
the interaction problem, dealing as they do with one (material) substance. 
 
Against EM’s claim that FP is outmoded, it is proposed here that FP is as influential as ever, 
especially within ‘cognitive science’. The presumption that FP is a theory of mind to begin with, 
however, is Paul Churchland’s rather than the holders of other recognised positions in the 
philosophy of mind, but the student consistently treats FP on those terms. 
 
The self-refuting objection to EM is clearly explained, but certainly not precise and detailed. A 
reasonable response from EM is attempted, though again it lacks detail. 
 
The conclusion is a partial summary of the previous discussion, and ends mid-sentence. This is a 
response placed at the very top of the 6–10 band.  
 
10 marks 
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