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3 1 2 PART 3 • Mind and Its r tace in Nature 

THE MIND- BODY PROBLEM 

In Defense of Mind-Body Dualism 

BRIE GERTLER 

Brie Gertler works primarily on philosophical problems in epistemolog)' and the philosophy of 
mind. She teaches at the University of Virginia. 

How quaint, the idea that our minds somehow 
float free of the cold, hard, physical world. Surely 
duaJi.sm is the stuff of F.mtnsy, an indulgence of 
poets and daydreamers, an echo of antiquated 
worldvicws long ago demolished by the relentless 
progress o f science. T hough we may occasionally 
find comfort in imagining that our minds arc spe­
cial, in our more sober momcnrs we musr fuce the 
fucu: our thoughu and feelings, and those of our 
loved o nes, arc just as much a p:tn of the brure 
material order as sticks and stones. 

This sentiment expresses a conunon attitude. The 
p re,·a!ence of this attitude may explain why physi­
calism, the vie\v that sensations and other mental 
states are entirely physical, is generally the default 
position about the mind. On first approaching the 
mind-body problem, most scientifically minded 
people assume that physicalism simply has ro be 
true. 

However, the sentiment :.tbove seriow.ly mis­
represents present-day ,·ersions of dualism, the be­
lief that some mental states are nonphysical. M any 
comemporary dualists are fUlly mrturaiistic. That 
is, the)' ho ld that mental :.tates are jw.t as much :1 

parr of the natum.l o rder as sticks and sto nes; and 
ther favor a scientific approach to the rnind, o ne 
th:u is independent of religious considerations. In 
essence, the contemporary dispute between phy­
sicalists and naturafutic dualists is a disagreement 
about what kinds of data there are about the na­
rure of mind, and what sort of theo,..._dualist or 
physicalist-best explains the data. 

l n th.is essar, I defend naturalistic dualism. I 
take, as my starting point , an argument mttde by 

Rene Descartes in his Meditations. I expand and 
defend this ar~umcnt, drawin~ on some idea:. de­
veloped b)' contemporuy philosopherS.1 The ex­
panded argument is, I think, much more powerful 
than most ph}•sicalisrs recognize. After making my 
case for dualism, I ofler some criticisms of physi­
calism. The paper will close by defending dualism 
from the charge that the picture of reality it pro­
,·ides is unacceptably tpot,lz)'· 

But ftrsr, I must explain in more derail the 
point at issue between physiLalists and dualists. 
What is it, precisely, that physicalists assert, and 
du::~.lisrs deny? Our answer to this question will 
reveal the type of rca:.oning that a defense of du­
alism m ust employ. 

1. PHYSICALISM, DUALISM, AND 
THE NEED FOR THOUGHT 
EXPERIMENTS 
Ph)•:.icalism comes in various lonns. I will foe~ on 
the most sU'a.ightforward version, the identity the­
sis, which has been defended by numerous philo­
sophers. According to the idcntiry thesis, every 
type of mental state il> identical to some typt: of 
physical state. H ere is an example of a particular 
identiry claim, relating pain to C-fibers, a group of 
netve cells rhaf Are when pain is e. perieraced. 

(P ) Pain = C-fiber stimulation 2 

In rhis sraremenr, "pain" reters w :1 rype of 
sensation , the type of senS:.ttion rou have when 
you stub your toe or bite your lip. This type of 
sensation is usually caused by tissue damage (in 

Thi5 Mticlc: was commissioned br the: editor expressly f(Jr the thirteenth edition of this .:tntholugy. 
Cop)Tight 0 Brie Gerrler, 2007. 
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BRIE GERTLER • In Dctcnsc of Mind- Bodv Dualism 3 1 3 

r:he toe o r r:he lip), but it needn't: be. For insmnce, 
a person who has had both feet amputated could 
nonetheless experience the "stubbc::d toe" sensa­
tion. So damage to the toe is merely the ordinary 
cause of that sort: of sensation; the sensation itself 
is not spatially located in tJte roe. And it is the 
sensation itself: not its cause, which is most ob\'i­
ously a mmta/ state. Throughout this essay, ''pain" 
will reter to the sensation itselt: and not irs usual or 
real cause. 

Actually, idenlity theori~L\ are not committed 
to an}' particular identity thesis, such as (P). Their 
key claim is that every type of mental srate is iden­
tical to some rype of physical stare, but they 
needn' t chum tlut science h:1s yet uncowred lf1Y 
particular identitie.s. Still, ( P) illustrates the kind of 
identity the physicalist has in mind. I will continue 
to use ir in rhis way. 

The first thing to notice aboUL (P ) is that it is 
extremely strong. It does not say mere!~· that pain is 
pertectly correlated with C -fiber stimulation. Nor 
does it say that pain will always accompany, and 
bt: accompanied b}', C-fibc::r stimulation. Ratl1er, it 
sa.ys that pain just i~is nothing m·er and 
above-C-fiber stimulation. This means that pain 
cottld'n~t possibly be present in the absence of C-fiber 
stimulation, or vice \'Crsa, :tn)' more than Supem1ru1 
could be present in the absence of Clark Kent, or 
water could be present in the absence:: of H 20 . So 
an identity statement goes beyond a claim abour 
what is rutttally me caser to a claim about what is 
possible-or, really, what is impossible. 

Because identity statements (statements 
about w hat is identical to what) entail thar certain 
scenarios arc impossible, [hey cannot be con­
firmed by empirical methods alone. To see why 
this is, imagine mat we a.re in the best-case situa­
tion for em pirical in\'est:igation: \Ve are somehow 
able to monitor all of the creatures in the universe, 
and to detennine which creatures have C-fibers 
that are undergoing timulation, and which crea­
rures are experiencing pain. (T o determine 
whether people are experiencing pajn, we miglu 
simply ask them; to determine this tor infants :md 
animals, we might o bserve their beha .. •io r.) Sup­
pose that we leam that rhese are perfectly corre­
lated: C-fiber stimulation is present in all and only 
those creatures that are currently experiencing 
pain. Even this very tidy result doe.s not establish 

the identiry thesis, fOr we sriU do nor know 
whether it is possible that one of rhese be present 
in the absence of the other. The perfect correla­
tion mig;ht be an odd coincidence. Or, more plau­
sibly, it might be that one of these cause the 
o ther. (A promiJlent dualist position holds thar 
physical events, like tl1e firing of C-flbers, cnme 
menta! events like pain. This allows us to explain 
how aspirin can block pain by afiecting the brain.) 
Or it mighr be rh3t pain and C-fiber stirnulat-ion 
arc products of a common cau~: Perhaps ~tub­
bi.ng one's toe simultaneomJ}' cause~ both the 
pain sensation and C-fiber stimulation. These ex­
planations of the correlation are alrematiYes m 
s11ying that p:un is itlcttticnl to C fiber ~timuhtion 
(e.g., if C-fiber stimulation cause.s pain then the.se 
cannot be identical, for nothing causes itself). 

The upshm is th:lt even a perfect cmrel3tion 
d oes not establish the identity d1csis. It shows o nly 
that one of these tactors is twt, in fuct, present 
in the absence of the other. But it does not 
show that one of these f.lcto r could tJot poJ!ibly 
be p resent in the ab.\ence of tl1e other. And the 
identity thesis requires this latter, stronger claim_ 

If the identity thesis is true, then physicalism 
is true. Dualists deny the identity thesis, and be­
lie,·e that mental states are distinct from (that is, 
they are not identical to) phrsical sr:ate.s. Dualism 
thus implies that it is postiblc that pain is prc::sent 
in the absence of C-fiber stimulation . Du3lists C3n 
accept thar these are perfectly correlated; bur, they 
claim, these are rwo distinct states, and so it is nOL 
impossible that one is pre.sent while the other is 
absent. (Again, perhaps their perfecr correlation 
is due to some causal connection. ) 

I will defend dualism by arguing that it is pos­
sible that }'OU experience pain even if you are in tw 
physical srnre, rhar is, even if you have no body 
whatsoe\'e r. If pain can occur in the absence of 
a1lJ physical state, then physicalism is &lse.3 

Because the dispute between physicalism and 
dualism concerns whether a particular scenario is 
pomble, empirical evidence will nor resolve ir. We 
m ust therefore tum to another sort of evidence, 
gained &om thought experiments. Thought experi­
ments can help us to determine whether situations 
thar don' t acrua1Jy occur-such as the presence of 
pain in the absence of C-fiber stimulation-are 
none the le.ss possible. 
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3 1 4 PART 3 • Mind and Its r tace in Nature 

Unlike scientific experiments, which are ordi­
narily conducred in a laboratory, mought experi­
ments are conducted from the comfort of the 
armchair. One perfonns a thought experiment 
by attempting ro imagine a given cenario, and 
therl carefuUy reflecting on the outcome of this 
exercise. It may seem odd to think that such arm­
chair reflection can }1ield genuine progress on a 
thorny issue like the mind-body problem. But be­
cause r:he dispute berween physicalists and dualisrs 
concerru. the 1>hecr possibility of a g-iven scenario, 
neither of these positions can be established with­
our thought experiments.4 

Here are some examples of moughr experi­
ments designed to revei\l whether a g1ven .scenMio 
is possible. 

(A) You have never seen a book that is 100 
feet tall. (According to Gttimuss World Records, 
rhe world's largesr book- a phomgraphic tour of 
the Asian country of Bhutan-is 5 feet tall by 7 
feet wide.) Still, a moment's reflection re,·eals that 
you can imagine a 100-foot-tall book. While rhe 
high costs of production and the dim sales pro­
spects mean that no one ~ likely ever to create 
such a book, these in1pediments don' t absolutely 
Hilt otu irs creation. For instance, ir is eo1sy to 
imagine the production being financed b)' an ec­
centric millionaire. 

We have just resol\'ed the question, "'Is it pos­
sible th;n a book be 1 00 feet tall?" by use of a 
thought experimenr. On reflection, rhere seen'led 
to be only practical ob.stades to the creation o f a 
1 00-foot-tall book, and we could imagine over­
coming those obsmcles. Short of building the gi­
anr book oursel\·es, ir is hard to see how rhis 
question could be resolved without the use of 
thought experiments. 

(B) You have never seen an object thar is blue 
all over and (simultaneously) orange all over_ Can 
you imagine such an object? It seems dear that you 
cannot. This exercise of in1agination leads you to 
belie,•e that nothing could possibly be blue aU over 
and orange all over. 

(C) You have ne\er encountered a married 
bachelor. I expect that }'OU will fmd yourself un­
able to concei\·e of a married bachelor, since you 
will be unable to conceive of a married person 
who meets the requirements for being a bachelor 

(which include, o f course, being unmarried). 
Because nothing can be imultaneo usly married 
and unmarried, it is imp01>sible that there be any 
married bachelors. 

In the first t-.vo ca e , you drew on your toti ­

upt:t (book, b1ue object, etc. ) in try ing m imag­
ine the described scenario. But in this third case 
your concepts are more directly involved, because 
the thought experiment involves &01Jceivi1JIJ rather 
rhan imaginitlj). To imagine somerhing is ro fonn 
a 1>ensory (perhaps visual) p icture of it. Bccau...e no 
picture of a man will fUlly express his marital sta­
rus, mere imagination will not do the trick here. 
Rather , you exercise the concepts dit·ecdy, and 
fmd th . .u you cannOL t:oncei\ e of a m1fried bat: he 
lor because your concept bachelor includes the 
concept unmarried, and nothing that satisfies 
that concept can simultaneously satisfY the con­
cept married. (It is no surprise thar conctive and 
concept have the same Latin root.) 

Of course, the results of a thought experiment 
are nor guaranreed ro be accurate. Like experi­
ments done in the laboratory, thought experiments 
can go astray in any nwnber of ways: Your imagi­
nation may be limited in a way that makes you un­
able fO imagine a 100-foof-tall book~ you may 
mistakenly think that 'bachelor• refers to any man 
who lives alone; etc. But as with o ther types of ex­
periment, these mistakes t:an be minimized if we 
take care in designing and perfo m'ling rhe experi­
meru. Most importanuy, engaging in thouglu ex­
periments is o ur only way of determining whether 
scenarios that haven't at:tually occurred, and will 
never actually occur, are nonetheless possible. 

In these thoughi experiments, \:Ve try ro imag­
ine or conceive a particular scenario, to determine 
whether it is possible . This exercise is known as a 
conceivrtbilit)• tt!t. There are other rypes of thought 
experimems as weU, but concei\'abiliry tests lie at 
the heart of most of the leading arguments for du­
alism, including the one that I will now present. 

2. THE DISEMBODIMENT 
ARGUMENT 

The argument that I will use is a descendant of an 
argument given by Descartes. I will call it the 
Di1>embodimcnt Argwnent. I ts basic structure is 
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disanningly simple, but of course rhe devil-or, as 
Descartes mjghr ay, the malicious demon-is in 
the details. 

The argument centers on the pO&<>ibility that 
pain i present in the absence of any physical sr.ue. 5 

Arguments for du:llism usuaUy fO<..llS on pain or other 
sensations, because Lhe experience of sensaLions 
seems to present the greatest challenge to physical­
ism. De-Scanes himself believed rhar thoughts, such 
as "my senses ometimes mislead me," posed an 
equal challenge to physicalism, bul contemporary 
philmophers are divided on Lhat claim. We needn' t 
concern ourselves with that issue. If our argument 
succeeds in showing that pain can be present in the 
t1bsence oLrny physic:ll sttlte, we will ha\'e established 
dualism, tor we will have shown that pain is not iden­
tical to anything physical. and thus that at least some 
me mal srates (\~Z . , pains) are tlot physical. And that is 
precisely what the dualist maintains, and the phy~i­
..:alist de rues. 

As wirh other thought experiments, this one 
require that you acrh·ely engage in the exercise of 
imagining or concei\'ing. This will unfortLmately re­
quire a tiny bit of pain. So pinch yourseU:._lighuyt 
-and, while doing so, put yourself into the position 
of the " I" in the following line of reasoning. 

1. Even though I firmly believe that I have 
physical features, I can conceive of experienc­
ing this I'CIY pain while possessing no physical 
features. In o ther words, I can conct:i,·e of 
ex~riencing this very pttitJ 'i.\-hile disembodied. 

2. lfl can conceive of a particular scenario 
occurring, Lhen lhal scenario is po~ible. 

So, 

3. It is possible that this very pain occurs in a 
disembodied being. 

4. If this very pait~ was identical to some physical 
state, then ir could nor possibly occur in a 
disembodied beifig. 

So, 

5. I11iJ vtry pfJi7l is not identical to any physical 
state. 

So, 
(Condlliion) The idenLiry thesis, whidl says 
that e\'ery mental state is identical to some 
physical state, is false. 

The major premises in this argumem are ( 1) ::md 
(2). Premise (3) tollo\\ 11-om these; premise (4) 
expresses an accepted met about the n:lture of iden­
tity; and prerruse (5) follows from (3) and (4). 

The best way to target this argument, men, is 
to deny either ( L) or (2). This is precisely wh:lt 
physicalists have done. I will first discuss premise 
(2 ), and then take up premise ( 1 ). 

Premise (2) 
The chief criLic~m of premise (2 ) is that it involves 
a kind of inrellecruaJ hubris. In concei\~ng of 
something, we are simply exercising our cottcepts. 
And why should we think thot our concepts lccu 
rately reflect the way the world is? Perhaps we are 
out of touch with reality, and our concepts don't 
correspond ro real objects or propenies. In that 
case, the tan Lhat we can conceive of a particular 
scemuio occwTing provides no reason to think 
that that scenario is genuinely possible. 

In reply to this criticism, it is crucial to note 
that fJil of our rt::tsoning-in philosoph)' and d .... e­
where-musL use some concepts, Lo define the 
topic we are investigating. In biology, we begin 
with some concept of reproduction, which empir­
ical investigaLion may lead us to refine. In ethics, 
we begin with some concept of the good, which 
philosophical reasoning helps us to clarify and de­
velop. And of course physica.lisrs :1Jso rely on con­
cepts-including concepts of the physical--in 
defending their view. 

Occasionally, \\'e may find that nothing satis­
fies a gi\·en concept, and so we may abandon in­
vestigations reluing to it. This is whar happened 
in d1e case of witchcraft: Most people came [0 

deny that anything in reality corresponded to the 
concept w itchcraft, and the study of wirchcrnfi: 
was replaced by research into superstitions and 
mental pathologies, phenomena that led to the 
mistaken belief in witchcraft. But while we must 
allow lor rhe possibility that we'll refine or even 
abandon our conceprs, conceprs are indispensable 
at the outset of an investigation. For there is no 
way to proceed with an inquiry unless we have 
same concepr of the subjecr matter we are im·esti­
gating. The blanket objection that conceivabiliry 
arguments are illegitimate because they use our 
C07tcepts is, rhen, misguided. 
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3 1 6 PART 3 • Mind and Its r tace in Nature 

However, there is a more nuanced \'ersion of 
the worry that premise (2) overstep our intellec­
tual bounds. Unlike the previous objection, this 
one acknowledges that we must emptor concepts 
in order to reason ar all. And it concedes that 
thought experiments using simple, stl":lighr:for­
ward concepts such as bachelor can help us to 
detennine what is possible. But it reje..:ts premise 
(2 ) on the grounds that it is too general: Not ev­
crythittg we can conceive is possible. For some of 
o ur concept..\ arc clouded or obscure, and so can­
not pia}' the proper role i.n conceivability te.sts. In 
particular, this objection says that our concepts 
pain and physical are limited or unclear. Using 
such faulty conl'epts, whlt we l':U\ or l':llmot l'Oil 
cei,·e does not reveal what is or is not possible. 

This type of objection was advanced against 
Descartes' origin:tl a.rgumern by his contemporary 
Antoine Arnauld. Arnauld poimed out that a ge­
ometry student who had11't yet encountered the 
proof of the Pythagorean Theorem could argue as 
follows: 

I can conc~ivc of a right rriangk wirh rh~ following 
propert}•: the square ofits hypotenuse is unequal to 
the sum of the squares of its other two sides. 
Therefore, ir is possible for a right triangle to 

have this property. 

Clearly, this argument is invalid: l11e fact that 
the student could conceive this scenario does not 
mean that the scenario is possible. 

Descartes anticipated Arnauld's objection, 
and had a ready n:spome. H e acknowledged that 
his argwnenl will fail w1le.s.o. the relt\'anl concept.'> 
are "complete and adequate." The student was 
able to concei\·e of a right triangle that violated 
the Pythagorean Theorem only because his con­
cept right triangle was limited_ But our concepts 
of mentality and of the physical are not limited in 
this way, o r so Desc:trres chimed. Th:tr's why he 
thought that our ability to conceive disembodied 
pains was genuine e\idence that disembodied 

. "bl 6 pams were poss1 e. 
In effect, Descartes' reply deflects attention 

away from prem~ (2), and makes premise ( l ) 
the focus of the argument. For everyone can agree 
that, if we have a comprehensive understanding of 
something, then concdvabitiry tests provide a reli­
able guide to what is possible, involving that 

thing. I t is because you full}' understand what ir 
means to be a bachelor that, when }'OU find your­
self unable to conceive of a married bachelor, you 
can justifiedl}' conclude that it's impossible that 
anything be a married bachelor. And if the geom­
e try student gained a comprehensive grasp of right 
triangles. then he could similar!}' rei)• on conceiv­
ability tests. For a comprehensive grasp of right 
triangles would prevent him from conceiving of 
a righr rriangle rhar \'iolated the Pythagorean 
Theorem. 

Let us agree, then, that concei' ability tests 
can reveal whar is possible or impossible, so bmg 
ns the co;zccpts invr>lved nrc m.fficiently comprehen­
sive. This .1mounts to quillil)•ing premi e (2), to 
read as toUows: 

2. • If, wit'IJ concepts tbnt are ntfficimriy compn­
hmsive, I can conceive of a particular scenario 
occurrin g, then rhat scenario is po sible. 

Our new premise (2 *) is unobjectionable, for it is 
tri\~ally true . To say that a concept is "sufficiently 
comprehensive," in this ~ense, is just to say that it 
is suitable for use u1 concei\•abilit)• tests_ I t follows, 
then, that conceivability rests 11Iing sufficiently 
cr>mprehemive concepts reveal what is (and what is 
not) possible. 

Because (2*) is trivially true, the burden of 
the argument now falls on the first premise. Let 
us consider premise ( l ) in more derail . 

Premise (1) 
\Ve must modif)· premise ( 1) to fit our new second 
premC.e. It no" becomes ( 1* ). 

l. • UsiTJg coucep1:5 that are stifficimtly comprciJm­
siltt, I can conceive of experiencing tbis very 
pttitt \Vhile disembodied. 

Together, ( 1 *)and (2*) yield (3), so the rest 
of the ;1rgumem proceeds as before. 

Again because (2*) is trivially true, the entire 
weigh t of the argument now rests on ( 1•). To 
evaluate (1"), we must determine whether the 
concepts a t work in the "pinch" tesr are suffi­
cientlr comprehensive. That i..o., when rou con­
ceive of experiencing this vtry pain (the pinch) 
" 'hile disembodied, are your concepts pain and 
physical sufficiently dear and complete, like your 
concept bachelor? Or might they be confused or 
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incomplete, like the geometry studenr's concept 
right triangle? 

I11is is the ccmt i.mlc em which the Discmbodimwt 

Argummt rests. The argument '"ill succeed onl~· if 
your concepts of pain and of the physical are suffi­
cientl)r cornprehensive to :tllow you to conclude, 
lrom the fuct that you can conceive of experiencing 
pain while disembodied, that this is possible . Phy­
sicalists generally deny this. They believe that, in 
concei,·ing of disembodied pain, we are like Ar­
nauld'~ geumetry student, who concci\ es of a right 
triangle that violate~ the Pythagorean Theorem. 

I now rum to discuss our concepts of the 
physical :.1.nd of pain. We will see that pain plays 
t1 much more import.uu role in the Disembodi 
ment Argument. 

3. OUR CONCEPT 
OF THE PHYSICAL 

Consider what ""physical" means. What conditions 
must something meet in order to quality as 
pbysiurl? 

Descartes thought that the essence of the 
physical was to be extended in space. But modem 
physics posits entities-such as fields and waves­
that sit uncomfortably with the notion of spatial 
extension. And because modern ph~•sics is still 
evolving, we should not define the physical in 
tenns of a currently f:wored theory. For further 
adv:.1.nces in physics tnighr evemuaUy lead us to 
reject whatever theory we currently fa,•or. 

In response to these wonies. many philoso­
phers now conceptualize the physic::~.J, for pur­
poses of the mind-body problem, as ''t:he 
inanimate" or " the nomuental." 7 In this \vay, 
the concept physical is defined by contraSt with 
the concepts animate or mental. This suggestion 
nicely captures the issue at hand. On tl1is reading 
of «physicaJ," the central point of contention be­

tween physicalists and dualists is as follows: 

Ar~ m~ntal stares ultimately, fundam~nrally non­
m~nral? Al'~ m~nral srar~s, srar~s of m~nral things 
lik~ you and me, ultimately identical (or reducible) 
to st:~tes th:~t arc also had by inanimate, nonmcntal 
things, like sticks and stones? 

l11e dualisr will answer "no," clair·ning t.h:u menraJ 
states are part of the basic fabric of the universe. 

The physicalist wiJJ answer u}•es," claiming that 
mental states are simp!)• patterns of basic physical 
( that is, nonmental ) phenomena. I propose that 
we adopt this \-Va}' of conceptualizing the physical. 
Srates that are physical, in this sense, are ultimately 
cor1sLimred by pher1omena that are nonrnemal. 

As regards the Disernbodiment Argument, 
this understanding of physical will aftect how 
you perform the concei,·abiliry test described in 
( 1 "'). To be disembodied is to ha\·e tto physical 
-ultimately nonmt:ntal-featurcs. So you arc to 
attempt to conceive of experiencing this very pai11 
while being a pltre~y mental entity, an entiry thar, 
a t least for :.1. moment, has no features in common 
with sticks :md stones.8 

I now turn to the more significant concept for 
our purposes, the concept pain. 

4 . OUR CONCEPT OF PAIN 

Recall that the Disembodimem Argument will 
succeed onl)· if our concept of pain is sufficiently 
comprehensh•e, in the sense explained abo\'e. Is it? 

Someone with the concept pain might be ig­
norant of non-essential features of pain: for in­
stance, whether ~-pirin or ibuprofen more 
quickly relieves pain. Bur such features :1re nor 
relevant to the possibility of disembodied pain. 
The Disembodimcnt Argument requires only 
that we grasp the cssuJtial teatures of pain, those 
that are relevant to the possibility of disembodied 
p:.1.in.9 

Still, e~tablishing that our concept pain is suf­
lidently comprehensive, in this sense, is a difficult 
task. The standard expressed by "suflicientl}• com­
prehensive" is very high, and as physicalists :.1.re 
quick to point out, most of our concepts do not 
meet this standard. The classic example concerns 
water. Before Jeaming chemistry, each of us could 
presumably conceive that w:.1.ter was pre em in the 
absence of H 20. And arguablr, we can still con­
ceive this. {For we can imagine that chemists de­
' 'elop a new technique for :rnal}•zing subsrances 
and thar, using this technique, rhey discover that 
all of the stuif we call ~water" contains an addi­
tional element, one undetectable by previous 
methods.) But '"'rhile we can conceive that water 
i.e; present in the ab.!>ence of H 2 0 , this scenario is 
of course impossible, because water simply is 
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lhO. Clearly, then, our concept water is not sut: 
6dently compre hensive to be u ed in thi type of 
conceivabihty te.st. 

rhysicaJists who cite the water exan1ple pre­
dict that, once neuroscience has developed more 
fully, we will come ro regard our ability to con­
ceive of disembodied pain in a similar way. That is, 
we will see that it involves the use of inadequate 
concepts, and therefore proYides no real evidence 
for the possibility of disembodied pain, just as our 
abilit}' to conceive:: of watn that is not H 2 0 pro­
' ides no evidence for the possibility of non- I-120 
water. 

To defend tl1e Disembodimenr Argumenr, we 
need to block the :tn3logy between water ;1nd 
pain. This requires showing that our concept 
pain is importantly different from concepts such 
as water, to justify rhe claim that pain (unlike 
water) is suflicicntl}' comprehensive. And Lh~ ~ 
precisely what I will now attempt to do. 

First, we must understand wJr_v our concept 
water is not suff1ciently comprehensive. It fuils 
to meet this standard for a simple reason. Namely, 
we conceptu:ilize water as somethin~ that has a 
hiddm essence, an essence that can be discovered 
only by careful scientific im·estigation. (The hid­
den es..-.ence of \\'ater is in fact H 20 .) This is 
whr armchair reflection will not reveaJ whether 
non-H 20 water is really possible. 

But we don't conceptualize pain lhis way. We 
con aptunlize pai1J ns something tJJnt has no JJiddm 
cssc1Jce. Pain wears its essential nature on its sleeve , 
as it were. 

H ere we have reached the fundamental , dri\'­

ing idea behind me Discmbodimenr Argwnenr. 
As we conceptualize pain, pain has no Iudden es­
sence. Ifyouftd that you are in pain, then you are 
in pain; determining whether you are in p:1in does 
not require scientific im·estigation. Fo r the appear­
ance ( feeling) of pain just is pain itself As one 
contemporary commentator has pur it, "there is 
no appearance/reality distinction in the case of 
sensations') such as pain. 10 

I low does this observation- that the appear­
ance of pain is pain itself-help us to defend ( I .. )? 
The challenge, in defending ( 1 "' ), is to show that 
our concept pain is sufficiently comprehensive for 
usc in concei' ability tests. The observation that 
the feeli1l!J of pain is pain accomplishes this. To 

determine whether you are really in pain, you 
need not im·estigate beyond the feeling o f pain . 
For instance, you need not examine your brain 
to see whether your C-fibers are undergoing stin'l­
ulation. (By contrast, inve tigation is requited to 

determine whether something that seerns like 
water-thaL. looks and tastes like water-reallv is 
water.} This implies that pain has no hidden es­
sence. o even if pain is perfectly correlated ,,;th 
C-fiber stimulation, C-fiber srimularion is nor es­
smtinl to pain; for if it were, then C-Gber ~timula­
t:ion would be the Iudden essence of pain, and you 
couldn't be sure that you were in pain unless you 
determined that your C-fibers were firing. And if 
C fiber stimulation is not es...enti:\1 to pain, then it 
is not impoJSiblc that pain be present in the ab­
sence of C-fiber stimulation. H ence, pain is not 
identic3l ro C-ftber S[imulation. 

Let me be clear about my case here. I am not 
suggesting that we can't be mistaken about 
pain. 11 My point is just th~t there is some evidence 
for pain that is absolutely conclusive, for it is, si­
multaneously, evidence for pain and pain it..\elf 
This is evidence of the standard sort: that Jmt·ti1J!J 
sensation. That sensation is both the appearance 
of pain and the reality of pain. 

Nor am I suggesting that tl1e conceivability 
te.st at tl1e heart of the Discmbodimenr Argument 
is easy to perfonn. You must pay dose attention to 
your current ''pinching» sensiltion, milking sure 
mar you are no t reading more (or less) into it 
than what it presents. And you must carefUlly en­
gage in the exercise of conceiving. This is why 
Descartes ad,~sed that, before engaging in the 
McditaN·om, we should find a quiet place and 
free our minds from distractions. 

But as long as you exercise care, you should 
be able-through keeping your anenrion on the 
pinching feeling, while simultaneously trying to 
conceive that rou are disembodied- to confirm, 
o r disconfinn, ( 1 • ) for yourself. For my part, I 
ftnd that thi exercise conflnns ( 1 * ). And because 
I asswne that we are basically similar, as regards 
our sensations and concepts, I expect that you will 
tin d ti'lis as we 11. 

This is, then, rhe basic argumenr tor dualism . 
As modified, the key premise of Lhe argument is 
( 1 *). That premise is ~upported by the ~imple but 
powerful thought thar, according to our concept 
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pain , rhe feeling of pain ir pain; pain has no essen­
tial features thar are hidden. So in attending to the 
pinching sensation, we ha\"e access to the essential 
feature of pain, namely, how it feels. This means 
rhat our concept pain is sufficiently comprehen­
sive for use in cot\ceivability tests. Your ability to 
conceive of di~e1nbodied pain therefore establishes 
that disembodied pain is possible, even if (in fact} 
everyone who experience.s pain also has a body. 
This possibiJiry rdmes the identity thesis and es­
tablishe~ dualism. 

5. A PHYSICALIST OBJECTION 

Physicalists have put forth rhe following objection 
to this kind of argument: 

The argumenr shows on]}' that, IUCOI'di11g to our 
concept pni11, pa.in may be present in the absence of 
C-fibcr stimulation. Still, we mu.n bear in m.ind the 
exa1nplc of w:ucr. Accordi1'.9 to ot~r co11cept Ill/Iter, 

water may be present in the absence of H 20. Just 
as me larrer case docs nor lead u.s to doubt mar 
warer ~ H 20, the fom1c1' ca~ should not lead us 
ro doubt rhar pain - C-tiber stimulation. 

As I explained in ection 2, our concepts de­
fine the subject mar:rer that we are investigating. 
And our concepts also determine how we interpret 
evidence. It is because we conceptualize water as 
something thar has a hidd en essence thar our dis­
coverv thaL warer is correlated with H .,O leads us . -
m believe rhat warer - H 20. Ifwe conceprualized 
water dilleremly--e .g., as any clerrr Liquid-then 
we wouldn't accept "water= H 20." 

By the same token, our concept of pain de­
ftncs what it is rhar we are investigating when we 
try to w-tderstand t.he nature of pain. According to 
rhis concept, we are investigating that IJilt·ting 
sensation. And because pain has no hidden es­
sence, according to our concept, the discovery 
rhat pain is correlated with C-fiber stimulation 
\\'ill nor justi1Y "pain = C-fiber stimulation." 

Above , I aid that empirical irwest:igation could 
nm esrablish rhar a cen:ain scenario is impostiblt. 
This is why en~n a perfect correlation between 
pain and C-fiber stimulation could not establish 
thar ir is impossible that pain be present without 
C-fiber st.inmlation, and hence could nm establish 
that these were identical. How, then, did empirical 
investigation esrnblish that water = H 20: The 

answer is simple: Empirical investigation did not 
ingle-handedly establish this. Empirical in\'estiga­

tion established 011ly :1 correlation bdween water 
and H 20. What justified the identity claim was an 
additional tact, a fuct abour our ctmupr of\'vater, 
namely, th:n we conceptualize waLer as having a 
h idden essence. But we don't take the fact that a 
substance has a particular appearance (it is clear, 
drinkable, etc. ) to be co1Jclusive nidmce that it is 
water. Rather, we d\lnk thar, ro conclusively deter­
mine whether ~omt:thing is watc::r, we must d~­
cover its microstructure. The fact that "ater has a 
hidden e~ence was already implicit in our concept 
w ater; and rhis is why the discovery that water was 

perfectly correhued with H10 led lli to be tie\ e th:1t 
H 20 was the hidden e.ssence of water, and hence 
that water = H 20. 

B)' contr:1sr, we don ' L think of pain as hlving a 
hidden essence. This is why you rreat the rrppeaJ·­
fi1JCt of pain-that hurting sensation-as conclu­
sive evidence that you are in pain. And it is why we 
don't need scientific investig:nion ro discm·er the 
essence of pain, though of course such investiga­
tion can di!.cover interest.ing and import:.wt facts 
about pain. 

Abow, I said thar concepts are cruciaUy im­
portant because they define the topic that we are 
im·estigating. Anyone who interprets rhc correla­
tion between pain and C-fiber stimulation as evi­
dence that pain = C-fiber srimubtion is straying 
from our concept, and hence simply changing 
tlte topic. The topic we're investigating, pain, is 
defined by our concept pain; and according to 
that concept, pain has no hidden essence. 

Bur why nor simply change the topic, and 
claim that nothing corresponds to our original 
concept pain, because every mental state has a 
hidden physicaJ essence? T he problem wirh this 
move is that we can still ask why we should accept 
the claim that pain "" C -fiber stimulation. In the 
case of other identities , such as water = H 2 0 , 
there is a simple answer: You conceptuatize water 
as having a hidden essence, and empirical itwesti­
gation has discovered that I l 20 is that hidden es­
sence . Because there is no parallel justitication for 
"pain = C -fiber stimulation," we have no reason 
to accepr thar identity claim. 

Arguabl}', t.his distinctive feature of our pain 
concept-that, as we conceptualize pain, rhe 
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appe:lr.lnce of pain i.rits re.liir:y-is possessed only by 
menral concepts. For our conceprs of nonmental 
things do attribute a gap between whether the thing 

appears to satisl)' the concept and whether it actually 
does so. If this is correct, out argwnenr for dualism 
cannot be applied to anything that is not mental. 

6. BUT WHAT ABOUT MENTAL 
CAUSATION? 
The pre\ ious section disc~ed a physicalist objec­
tion Lo the method used in Lhe Disembodi­
ment Argument. However, a physicalisr might 
instead criticize the ctmclwiott of that argument, as 
follows: 

The Discmbodiment Argument doc pro\"ide some 
re-ason to think that disembodied pain is possible. 
But we should not embrace thi..~ conclusion until 
we carcfuUy examine its consequences. And in 
fuct the conclusion has one consequence that is 
utterly unacceptable: if dualism is true, then our 
mental states do not truly cause our bodily move­
ments. That is, dualism leads to epiplunometmlism, 
the claim that the mental has no physical ctlccts. 
But epiphenomenalism is repugnant. 11 So C\'Cn if 
we arc not sure quire where the argument goes 
wmng, ir must go wrong somewhere. 

Leading arguments tor physicalism rest on the 
idea rhar accepting the identity rhesis is rhe onl}' 
way ro p reserve menraJ causation . But only a 
very strong version of the identity thesi~ '"ill salvage 
menraJ causation as intended; and that version of 
the thesis fnces problems that are as erious as the 
worry about epiphenomenalism. O r so I will argue. 

The identity thesis is u.suaJly motivated b)• tJ1e 
foUowing idea. u· we want to explain wh}' I leaped 
o ut of my chair {a physical e\'ent), we need not 
in\·oke anything other than previous physical 
evc::nts: I sat on a thumb tack, and this causc::d (via 
a traitl of o ther ph)•sical events) C-fiber stimulation, 
which then cau ed my leap out of the chair. To sa}' 
that such an explanation requires us to invoke a 
mental state like pain itt addition to C-fiber stimu­
lation would be to deny that physics is complete. 
Bur all o f our evidence is mar physics is complete: 
We have never encounrered a case where we were 
forud to go beyond the realm of the physical to 
explain a physical event. Now if physics is complete, 
then citing physical events will suffice to explain my 

leaping om of me chair. We need not mention pain 
in rhis explanation. So ifpain causally contributes 
to Ill}' le:1ping from tJte chair, then pain m ust be 
physical-that is, it must be idmtic:aJ to a physical 
state such as C-6ber stimulation. 

There are various objections that could be 
made to this argument. To my mind, the most 
promising is this: The nature of causation, and 
what it means to say rhat one event caused another, 
is fur frorn dear. For example, David H un1e argued 
that the b~t we can expect, in attempting to ex­
plain why an e\ ent occurre<L is to ident.iJy a regu­
larity: D1is type of cvmt i.r rt!...fJUln.rly preuded by that 
type of tt!tnt. But then why not say that stufdenly 
/taping tntt of otiC~! tltair is reguhrly preceded by 
ftding pain? The physicalist will claim that there is 
also a physical event that regularly precede.s such 
le:1ping, and so the mental evem Is superfluous. 
Ilowe\·er, this response asswnes t..hat, in a compe­
tition between menraJ and physical causes, the 
physical cause will always win out. {\ Vhy not say 
rhat it is the physical e\·ent that is superAuous?) 
ThU. assumption would be justified if we had 
some deeper account of how physical causation oc­
curs, o ne that fuvorred physical-to-physical causa­
tion over mental-to-physical causation. But there 
i no accepted understanding ofhow causation oc­
curs~ and contemporary H wneans believe that 
rhere is no deeper fnct about how causation occurs, 
because caus:.tl st':ltements merely report regulari­
ties. The botton'l line is this: PlwskaJ causation is 
largely a mystery, and so we shouJd be hesitam to 
use our limited understanding of physical causation 
to rule out the possibility of nonphysical causation. 
The argument that dualism commits us m epiphe­
nomenalism~ far lrom condusi\'e. 

But even if you rhink that the identity thesis 
better accommodates mental causation, it 6ces 
another problem, sometimes called the problem 
of ciJttuvi?lism. If pain .. C-fiber stimulation, then 
creatures whose physical structure diller signifi­
ca.r'l tly from ours cannot feel pain. In other words, 
rhe identity thesis is chauvinistic, because it iden­
tifies pain with a physical state that may be specific 
to creature.s on Earth. 

To see the problem, suppose thar we encoun­
ter an alien ci\•ilizarion that seems very siJnilar m 
ours. In this chrilizarion , legislati' e debate is often 
reduced to parrisa.n squabbles. Irs members spend 
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r:heir leisure rime in a range of activities, from hik­
ing to watching reality 1V. It seems easy ro imag­
ine that aliens whose activitie ... ''ere so similar to 
ours couJd nonetheless differ physiologically from 
humans. Perhap their planer does nor have the 
abund~u\ce of H 20 and oxygen thar Earth has, 
and so r:heir physical and neural constitution is 
very different trom ours. Even so, it seems entirely 
conceivable that such creatures feel pain. (We can 
uppose thar some of these aliens are it\ hospirals, 

recovui11g from ... urgt:t)' .) But if pain ijju.Jt C-fiber 
stimulation, then no creature who lacked C-fibers 
cmdd possibly feel pain. The identiry rhesis does 
seem ro be objectionably chauvinistic. 

To my mind, it is highly impbusible that the 
...:apacity for pain requires a physical constitution 
like ours. Remember. what is at issue here is not 
r:he /ikt lihood th:lt there are aHen creatures who 
feel pain; it is the sheer possibility of this scenario. 
And it seems incredible that pain couldrt 't possibly 
be experienced by creatures who lacked C-fibers. 

I have argued that, while the concern about 
whether du:lli.-.m can do justice to mental causa­
tion is legiLitnate, the reasoning to show that du­
alism commits us to epiphenomenalism is open to 
question. Accepting the identity thesis obviously 
commits us to chaU\•in~m, but it is not entirely 
dear that accepting dualism ...:ommits us to epiphe­
nomenalism. And chauvinism is at least as repug­
nant as epiphenomenalism. 

Some physicalists have responded to the chau­
vinism problem b)' retreating from the simple ver­
sion of the identity thesis. In its simple version, the 
idenriry thesis claims that each rype of ment:J.l state 
is identical ro some type of physical stare. The 
retreat from Lhis simple version claims that pain 
in htttmm.s is identical to C-fiber stimulation; 
pain in aiimJ may be identical to some mher 
physicaJ state.13 This move does avoid the chau­
vinism problem. But the retreat &om the sittlple 
identity thesis means that we cannot explain uch 
seemingly obvious cau al generalizations about 
pain as 11being in pain causes one to urgently r.ry 
to change one's situation." For there is no single 
property that answers to "being in pain"; there is 
pnin-in-Jmmrzm, and pnin-i11-aliem, but on the 
proposal being considered, these are completely 
dillerent properties. Because this modification of 
the identity thesis prevents us &om allowing for 

fumiliar causal gener.lliza.rions, it Limits the alleged 
causal benefits of physicalism. 

Until this point, I h:l\e been concerned solely 
with "identity" versions of ph~·sicalism. But in the 
fuce of the difficulties I have described, some 
physicalists adopt a weaker positior1, daitning 
that the relations between physical and mental 
states fall short of identity. Unfortunately, this 
weaker, "nonreductive" brand of physicalism 
fuces precisely the same worrie abour epiphenom­
enalism that duali...m allegedly faces. For the epi­
phenomenalism worry stems {rom the claim that 
pain = C-fiber stimulation. o long as m}' pain 
isn't identical to the firing of my C-fibers, then 
we c:1n llw:1y:. ask which of these filctors c:1used 
me to leap out of the chair. Was it the pain, or 
was it the C-fiber stimulation? The danger is that 
the physical facror will fully explain my lea~, and 
th~ the mental factor will be superfluous. The 
benefit of the identity thesis is that it blocks such 
questions. (Compare: Because Supent'lan is iden­
tical m Clark Kenr, it makes no sense to ask 
whether it was Superman or Clark Kent who 
stepped out of the phone booth.) Because avoid­
ing epiphenomenalism is the chief consideration 
in fuvor of ph)•sic:llism, these weaker physicalist 
positions seem unmotivated. Finally, it's worth 
noting that these weaker brands of physicalism 
are just as vulnerable to the Disembodiment Ar­
gumenr, for even the weakesr brand of physicalism 
must hold that you could nor feel the pinch you're 
feeling right now if you were disembodied. 

Let me sum up the results of this section. Ac­
cording to physic:1.lists, du:1lism implies th:1.t men­
tal events, such as thoughrs and sensations, never 
have physical eflec.:ts. Many ph}rsicalisrs claim that 
the only wa~r to avoid this "repugnant" epiphe­
nomenalism is to accept the idenrir:y thesis. In 
response, I ha\'e outlined an objectionable conse­
quence of the identity thesis: that those with differ­
ent physical constitutions could not possibly 
experience pain or any other sensation that we ex­
perience. This chauvinistic result is at leasr as '~·or­

risome as epiphenomenalism. And the simple 
identity thesis is patently chauvinistic, while it is 
less dear that dualism lea.ds m epiphenomena.lism. 
Chauvinism can be avoided by modil)ling the iden­
tit)' thesis, but this modification sacrifices much of 
the alleged causal benefi~ of the ide mit)' thesis. 
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7. BUT ISN'T DUALISM SPOOKY? 

D espite all thi , there may be a lingering ense thar 
dualism is jusr plain \Veird, or tpook.v. 

But is dualism any spookier than physicalism? 
Bertrand Russell obsen·ed that those w ho accept 
rhe findings of modern science :tre hardly in :1 po­
sition to accuse dualists of spookine s. 

Tnc plain man thinks that material objects must 
certainly exist, since they arc evident to the senses. 
\Vhatcvcr else may be doubted, it is certain that 
anything you can bump inro must be re1l; this is 
the plain man's metaphysic. This is aU \'ely wcU, 
but the physicist comes aJong and shows that you 
never bump into anything: even when you run 
your hand along a stone wall, you do nor really 
touch it. When you think you touch a thing, there 
arc certain electrons and protons, forming part of 
your body, which arc arn·actcd and repelled b~· ccr· 
rain electrons and protons in the thing you think 
you arc touching, but there is no actual 
contact.. .. The electrons and protons them.scl\·es, 
howe\·er, arc only crude first approximations, a 
way of collecting into a bundle either trains of 
wa\'es or the statistical probabilities of \'anous dif­
ferent kinds of e\'enrs. Thm marter has become 
altogether too ghostly to be used as an adequate 
stick wirh which to bcar rhc mind.15 

Russell's point is that cornmiunems of ph}•sical 
science, which is unquestionably narurnlistic, are 
just as spooky or "ghostly'' as dualism. And Rus­

seU was writing in 1935; ~ub:.equent advances in 
p hysics have made the ph~•sicaJ realm appear all 
the more exotic. Contemporary physici ts do not 
agt·ee o n t11e basic strucm re of the world, bur rhe 
entities posited by relatively mainsLream physical 
theories-vibrating strings, bab;c particles subject 
to quantum indeterminacy--seem spooky enough. 

Surel}', dualism does nor spookify our overall 
picture of the world. That picture was alrc::ady 
plemy spooky, due to the progress of physics it­
self. o there is no reason to ho ld that dualism is 
spooky, or that it conflicts with a b roadl)• scien­
tific, naturalistic picture of reality. 

Conclusion 
Mosr conrempor:1ry thinkers believe that minds 
are part of the natural order, and that scientific 

research can yield important infonnation about 
how the mind works. Naturalistic dualists agree. 

And dualism is nor undermined b)• empirical evi­
dence, because empirical evidence reveals only 
correlations. Moreover, d ualists can accept causal 
explanations of these correlations (e.g., the corre­
larion bet"\veen raking aspirin and pain reduction is 
explained by the Get rhar aspirin suppresses the 
biochemicals responsible for activating C -fibers). 

At the outset of this essa~·. I no ted that the 
dispute between physicalists and dualists can be 
inrerpretcd as a disagreement as m w hat kinds of 
data there are abour the nature of mind, and what 
kind of theory will best explain those data. The 
thought experiment ar the center of the Disembo­
dimenr Argument provides data that favor dual­
ism: We seem able to conceive of disembodied 
pain. Given that our concept of pain appe.1rs to 
be sufficiently comprehensive for use in a conceiv­
ability resr, t.he proper conclusion is d1at pain 
could be present in a being that lacked physical 
features. This means that dualism is true. 

Physicalists will discount the importance of 
data generated by conceivability tests. But these 
data are essential to defining the topic a t h:tnd, 
whether that topic t.... bachelors, water, or pain. 

o any claim that clashes "~th these dara diverges 
from our original ropic, and should therefore be 
rejected. The claim that "pain - C -fiber stimula­
tion" clashe.s with the data generated by o ur con­
ceivability test. It thus diverges from our o riginal 
topic-pain, as defined by our concepr pain-and 
hence we should reject ir. 

Any naturalist worth her salt will foUow the 

evidence where it leads. And in this case, the e\~­
dence leads ro dualism. 

NOTES 
I. My de,•elopmcnt of this argument most closely 

par:1Liels S:1ul Klipke's :trgumcnr in Lecture III of 
his book Nnmi11g n11d Nt:et'Siity (Cambridge, J.\>LI\: 
Harvard Uni\·ersity Press, 1980). The other lead­
ing contemporary arguments for dualism arc also 
naturalistic: Frank Jackson's Knowledge Argu­
ment, given in .. The Qualia Problem," in this ' ·ol­
umc~ and David Chalmers' Zombie Argument, 
giwn in Chapter 4 of his book Tbr Co11scious 
Mimi (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996). 
Some of the ideas in this essay borrow from these 
other arguments as \VeiL 

2. This is a type-idemit:~ thesis: it identifies a type of 
ment.1l state with a type of phys.ical st.lte. For 
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simplicity, I will focus on type-identities. But my 
argument also challenges the thesis that every par· 
tiwlar (or "token" ) mental state, such as the pain 
I'm feeling right now, is identical to some partiw· 
lm· (" to ken" ) physical srare. This latter claim i.~ 

known as a token-idwtity thesis. Unlike the rypc­
idcntity thesis, it allows that two instances of a sin­
gle mental type (such as pain) can belong to difkr­
cnr physical types. This distinction will surtilcc 
briefly in Section 6. 

3. Some philosophers believe that conceivability argu­
ments in this direction don ·t succeed in undermin­
ing physicalism, since my ability to conceive of 
disembodied pain shows only that such a pain co1tld 
be disembodied, not that my pain is actually distinct 
from my body. But we can side tcp this objection 
by focusing, in the thought experiment, on the idea 
d1at tJJis very• pain could be di~embodied. 

-l. Of course, empirical e\•idencc can tell m dut a cer­
tain scenario is po!$ible. If we obsen·cd that pain 
occurred in the absence of C-fibcr stimulation, 
we would of cou~ conclude thar this was possible. 
So it might seem that this type of empirical obser­
vation could support dualism. However, e\·en this 
ob crvation would not settle the issue. For the 
physicalist will simply take dlis as evidence that 
we must look elsewhere ro find d1e physical state 
identical ro pain. Unless we have empirical C\i­
dencc of a pain rhat is unaccompanied by a n_yphys­
ical state-which seems highly unlikely-the 
physicalist can always hold out fur the discm·cry 
of a physical sr:uc that docs perfectly con·clarc 
with p:lln. I wiU assume, for the sake of argument, 
d1at d1crc is a physical stare that pcrti:ctly correlates 
with pain, and 1 will follow standard practice in 
speaking as if C-fibcr stimularion is this state. 

5. This means that it applies both to identities like 
"pain - C-fiber stimulation" and to the claim that 
every particular pain is identical to some physical 
state or orhcr. That is, it applies to both type· 
identity and token-identity \'ersions of physicalism. 
(These \'crsions were distinguished in note 3.) 

6. In his version of rhc argument, Descartes doesn't 
distinguish pains from thoughts more generally. 

7. Da\id Papineau proposes that we understand the 
physical as ''the inanimate." Sec Papineau, 17Ji1Jk· 
it'!J about ComciouS1/ess. O :dord Unh·ersiry Press, 
2002. Barbara Montero proposes thar we under· 
stand it as "'rhe nonmental. '' Sec "The Body Prob­
lem,'' N01is 33 (1999), pp. 183-200. 

8. This should be qualified a bit, for purely mental 
entities rnay share temporal features \\~th sticks 

and stones, e .g., existing on a Tuesday. And of 
course they may share necessary fearurcs like " be­
ing such that 2 + 2 - 4." So the issue is \\·hether 
you c:1n conceive of experiencing this very pai11 
while sh:1ring no contingent, nontemporal fe:aures 
with inanimarc, nonmcntal objects. 

9. Stricti}' speaking, our concept pain is sufficiently 
comprehensive only if we grasp bod1 the essential 
features of pain and any features cnrailcd by 
those essential features. The gcomcn-y student er­
red because he didn't grasp a property (the prop­
erty expressed br the Pythagorean Theorem) 
entailed by th~ esscnti:ll feature of :1 right triangle 
being a Ilm:.r~fided po~won with o11e a11gle Uf1tal 
to 90°. 

10. C hristopher Hill, emntioru: A Drfmsc o{Tvpr Mn· 
teria/ism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1991 ), 127. 

11. You might mistakenly bcliC\'C that you're in pain if 
a trusted friend tells you that you arc, at a time 
when you arc srcadfasdy refusing to inrrospect 
your own feelings. (This is certainly an odd case, 
however, and seems more plausible for emotional 
pain than for the kind of pinch we arc concemed 
with.) Or you might be tricked into bclic\ing that 
you're in pain: In a (cruel) fraternity hazing ritual, 
blindfolded recruits arc told that they \\ill be burnt 
with a cigarette in a certain spot. lee is men ap­
plied ro rhe spot, yielding shock rather than pain. 
StiU, for a moment the victims react as if they were 
in pain, and they seem to believe that they arc 
undergoing pain. (An altcmarive inrcrprerarion is 
mat d1e recruits are in pain, but the pain has :1 

curious origin: Ir is produced by the expectation 
of pain.) 

12. l11e charge that epiphenomenalism is "rcpugnanr" 
was made by David Lewis in "1Vhat Experience 
Teaches." This article appeared in W. Lycan, ed., 
_\find and Cognitio11 (Oxtord: Blackwell Publish­
ing, 1990), pp. 499- 519. 

13. Lewis, "Mad Pain and Martian Pain," inN. Bloc~ 
ed., R eadin_qs in tbe PhiloS(}p/1] of Psychology, VoL L 
(Han-ard University Press, 1980), pp. 216-222. 

14. l11e idea that non-reducti\'e physicalism faccs the 
problem of epiphenomenalism was made b}' Jaeg­
won Kim. Sec "The Nonrcductivist's Troubles 
wid1 Mental Caus:ttion,"' reprinted as Chapter 17 
of Kim' s book Superpmirnce and Mind (Cam­
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993 ). 

15. Russell, "What Is the Soul?'' from his book In Praise 
of ldlmess m1d Other Essays (:--N: W. \V. Norton, 
1935). 
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