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Conceivability, Possibility,and the Mind-Body Problem
Katalin Balog
The feelingof an unbridgeablegulfbetweenconsciousnessand brainprocess: how does it come about that this does not come into the
considerationsof our ordinarylife?This idea of a differencein kind
is accompanied by slightgiddiness-which occurs when we are performinga piece of logical sleight-of-hand.
-Wittgenstein, Philosophical
Investigations,
?412
I want to take on the question of what a class of arguments, usually
called the Conceivability Arguments, have to say about the mindbody problem. These arguments have two different versions. In
one version, considerations of conceivability are taken to support

the claim that phenomenal consciousness is not identical to, realized by,or supervenienton physicalproperties(forexample, Kripke 1972, Nagel 1974, Robinson 1993, White 1986, Jackson 1998,
and Chalmers 1996). According to the other version, there is an
explanatorygap between phenomenal and physical levels of descriptionthat does not existwithrespect to other higher-leveldescriptionsand thatmay have metaphysicalramifications.'Myclaim
is that these argumentsdo not succeed in establishingtheir conclusions. That is because (and I take this to be the primarylesson
of the ConceivabilityArguments)what theyreveal does not have
to do with phenomenal consciousness itself;but rather with the
nature of phenomenalconcepts.
In what follows,I will focus on the most elaborate and sophisticated version of the ConceivabilityArgumentfor dualism. FirstI
provide a general exposition of the structureof ConceivabilityArguments,then I proceed to describe in greater detail FrankJackson's and David Chalmers's new ConceivabilityArgument.Finally
I constructa reductio that at the same time reveals where the argumentswentwrong.
I would like to thankJohn Biro, Ned Block, David Chalmers,Jennifer
Church,JerryFodor, Gary Gates, Tamar Gendler,Joe Levine, Brian Loar,
Barry Loewer, Colin McGinn, Brian McLaughlin, Karen Neander, Jesse
Prinz, Georges Rey,Howard Robinson, ZoltainSzab6, Gene Witmer,and
four anonymousrefereesfor helpfulcommentsand conversation.
'This argument is formulatedby Joseph Levine (1998), although he
does not endorse the conclusion.
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1. Introduction
Phenomenal consciousness-the what it's like2feature of experience-can appear to a scientificallyinclined philosopher to be
deeply mysterious.It is difficultto conceive of how the swirlof
atoms in the void, the oscillation of fieldvalues, or anythingphysical can add up to the smells, tastes,feelings,and so forththat
constituteour phenomenal experience.
The most importantargument for the claim that there is no
place for phenomenal consciousness in a completelyphysicalreThe argument,which
alityrelies on considerationsof conceivability.
least
to
goes back at
Descartes (Sixth Meditation,in Cottingham,
Stoothoff,and Murdoch 1984, 2:50-63), begins with the premise
that we can conceive of any physicalor functionalfactsobtaining
without there being any phenomenal experience at all.3 This is
sometimes expressed by sayingthat zombies (that is, beings that
are our physicaland functionalduplicates,but thatpossess no phenomenal experiences) are conceivable.4From this assertionof conceivabilityit is inferredthat zombies are genuinelypossible. And
this conclusion is incompatiblewithphysicalismas thatdoctrineis
usuallyunderstood.
The claim that zombies are conceivabledoes not have to do with
our powers of imagination,or our psychologicalconstitutionin general, but ratherwith the nature of physicaland phenomenal concepts.The relevantnotion of conceivabilityis this:
(Con) A statementS is conceivable if it is consistentwith the
totalityof conceptual truths,thatis, if -S is not a conceptual truth.5
Conceptual truths(or analytictruths)are truthsin virtueof mean2The expressionis coined by Thomas Nagel (1974).
3Sometimes it is argued that the opposite is also conceivable, that is,
that it is conceivable that mental facts,especiallyexperiences,occur without any physicalor functionalfactsoccurring (see Descartes, Sixth Meditation). It is not necessary,however,for the argumentsunder consideration, thatconceivabilitygo both ways.
4I will use the terms'experience', 'phenomenallyconscious state',and
'phenomenal state' interchangeably.The phenomenal aspect of a mental
state is the same as its experientialcharacter,or, in Nagel's (1974) words,
its 'what it is like' feature.
51tis importantto note that,in the sense I am interestedin here, con498
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ing.6It is usuallyassumed thatifS is conceivable then it is knowable
a priorithat S is conceivable-that is, thatsomeone who can entertain the thoughtthatS can come to knowwhetherS is conceivable
withoutempirical investigation.Further,failure to detect a priori
any contradictionin S is taken as a defeasible reason to hold that
S is conceivable. It is defeasible since furthera priori reasoning
may lead one to see that S is inconsistentwith analyticitiesafter
all.7
To support the premise that zombies are conceivable, it is
claimed that there is no contradiction,detectable a priori,in describinga possible world as being physicallyexactlylike our world,
yet containing no experiences. Some philosophers have denied
this: theyclaim that our conceptsof various kinds of phenomenal
states (for example, pain) are physical,functional,or behavioral
concepts (Lewis 1966, Ryle 1949, White 1986). For example, a
crude functionalistaccount of the concept pain is that it is the
concept internalstateproduced bystimuli associated withharm and typically causing aversive behavior Of course, if it is analytic that an
internal state satisfyinga certain functionalspecificationis pain,
then zombies are inconceivable.8
It seems to me thatbehavioristand functionalistanalysesof phenomenal concepts are quite implausible. When I think (the same
foryou,I submit) I am in pain I am not thinkingthatI am behaving
or disposed to behave in some way,or that I am occupyingsome
particularneurophysiologicalstate or functionalstate. Of course,
ceptual truthsare knowable (at least in principle knowable, by an ideal
logician) a prior.
6The nature of concepts, what determines whether a statementor
thought is true in virtue of meaning, and even whether there are any
conceptual truthsat all are vexed and disputed matters;see Fodor 1997.
Since the proponents of ConceivabilityArgumentsrelyon the notion of
conceptual truth,I will as well.
7The claim thatwhetherS is conceivable is alwaysknowable a prioriis
not quite correct,since logical consistencyis not effectively
decidable and,
if the underlyinglogic is higher order,not even effectively
axiomatizable.
But thisobservationhas no effecton the ConceivabilityArguments.
8Anotherview contraryto the conceivabilityof zombies relies on the
claim that,while concepts of kindsof experience-for example, pain, nausea, etc.-do not have a functionalistanalysis,the concept conscious experience does. For example, Shoemaker (1981) holds that zombies are inconceivable, but that invertedqualia are conceivable (indeed, possible). This
is an interestingview,but in itselfis not enough to block the Conceivability
Arguments.
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thisis not to say thatthe propertyof being in pain is not a physical
or functionalproperty,but rather that the concept pain is not a
functional or physical concept. Whatever the ultimate nature of
phenomenal experience, when I judge that I am having an experience of a particularsort on the basis of actuallyhaving that experience, the concept I invoke is not a behavioral, physical,or
functionalconcept. Rather,it seems to be a concept that I apply
directlyand spontaneouslyto the experience.9
There is another line of reasoning that can be seen as aiming
to show thatzombie-worldsare inconceivable. I have in mind Wittgenstein'sprivatelanguageargument.'0The argumentrelies on certain a prioriconsiderationsconcerningthe natureof meaning.The
basic idea is thatfirst-person
directuses of a phenomenal concept
presuppose that the concept has linkswithpubliclyobservable behavior (or other physical phenomena) that provide criteriafor
third-personuses. These criterialconnections are alleged to preclude zombie-worlds.It would be well beyond the scope of this
paper to evaluate this argument.But in any case, in the following
I want to grant to the proponent of the ConceivabilityArguments
as much as possible. So I will grant that there is nothing in our
concept of consciousness that would allow us to rule out a priori
the existence of zombies: zombies are conceivable. I do not want
the defense of physicalismto depend on either the private language argument or such a contentious semantic doctrine as analyticfunctionalismor analyticbehaviorismabout qualia.
The conceivabilityof zombies, however,is used to support the
claim thatzombies are genuinely
metaphysically
possible.This is a powerfulresult.If it is correct,and if,as I will assume throughoutthis
paper, there are phenomenal facts,then physicalismis false. For it
would mean that the totalityof physical facts obtaining in our
world,including nomological and causal facts,does not necessitate
the phenomenal factsthat obtain in our world."
9Loar (1997) characterizesphenomenal concepts as "direct recognitional" concepts.
l?Wittgenstein1953, ??207-384. The argumentis usuallyinvokedin the
discussionof "other minds." But of course the question of whetheranother being has a mind is just the question of whethershe is a zombie.
"1There is a formof thisargumentthatdoes not aim at a metaphysical
conclusion, but merelyat an epistemic one. In this form the argument
aims to establishthatthereare featuresof conscious statesthatwillforever
elude scientificexplanation. The position originateswith Levine (1983,
1993).
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But there is an obvious objection. On the face of it, the mere
fact that a state of affairs is conceptually possible does not entail
that it is metaphysically possible. The mere fact that it is conceptually possible for F to exist without its being G does not entail
that it is metaphysically possible for F to exist without being G. For
example, it is conceptually possible (at least it was before the eighteenth century) that water is not H20, but it is not really metaphysically possible for water not to be H20, since water is H20, and
we know from Kripke's (1972) work that identities, where the
terms of identity are rigid designators, are necessary. But during
the last three decades the relationship between conceptual possibility and metaphysical possibility has been greatly clarified (again,
especially by the work of Kripke (1972)) so as to take these objections into account.
This has led to a revival of interest in Conceivability Arguments,
and sophisticated versions of these arguments have been developed
by Kripke (1972, 144-55), Nagel (1974, 435-50), White (1986,
333-68), Robinson (1993),Jackson (1982, 1993, and 1998, chaps.
2 and 3), Chalmers (1996, esp. 56-123), Levine (1998, 449-80),
and others. Like their predecessors, these arguments rely on there
being a link between conceivability and metaphysical possibility,
but in the formulation of this link they now take into account that
conceivability does not always imply possibility. The proponents of
these new Conceivability Arguments claim that while the conceivability of water's not being H20 fails to imply that it is metaphysically
possible for water not to be H20, the conceivability of a zombieworld does imply that a zombie-world is a genuine possibility.12
As we will see, the link between conceivability and possibility invoked by Conceivability Arguments entails that all modal facts are
ultimately reducible to facts about what is conceivable and ordinary
empirical facts (including laws) that play a role in fixing the references of our concepts. In this way the link provides a very attractive
picture of the metaphysics and epistemology of possibility. In this
picture the truthmakersof modal claims are not a realm of possible
worlds, but rather facts about our concepts and ordinary empirical

120f course, theywillargue thatthe differenceis between kindsof statement.The claim is, as itwillsoon be clear,thatthereis a kind of statement
for which conceivabilityimplies possibility.The statementthat a zombieworld existsis supposed to fall under thiskind.
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facts.And modal truthsare knowable by a combinationof a priori
reflectionon our concepts and empiricalinvestigation.In factthe
promise of this account may be the strongestreason for accepting
some formof the conceivability-possibility
link.
However,my aim here is to consider the new ConceivabilityArgumentsdue to FrankJackson and David Chalmers and show that
the very principle connecting conceivabilityand possibilitythey
relyon is mistaken.While theirargumentsare myparticularfocus,
mycriticismsextend to the other ConceivabilityArgumentsas well,
since I will be attackingthe link between conceivabilityand metaphysicalpossibilitythat theyall presuppose. These argumentsare
all refutableby a master argument that I call "the Zombie Refutation."13The reason theyfail has to do with the verynature of
phenomenal concepts that gives rise to the conceivabilityof zombies. Because of the special nature of these concepts,the principle
thatlinksconceivabilityand possibilityturnsout to be self-refuting.
Thus, the zombies that antiphysicaliststhink possible in the end
undermine the argumentsthatallege to establishtheirpossibilitya fittingrevenge.While these considerationsfall shortof establishing the truthof physicalism,theygo a long way towarddefending
it fromsome of the mostinfluentialargumentsagainstit.Although
I agree withJacksonand Chalmersthatthereis somethingpuzzling
about consciousness,I do not thinkthat the puzzle adds up to a
refutationof physicalism.
2. The Argument
Jackson's and Chalmers's argumentsare similar.Their definitions
of physicalismare almost identical, as are the semantical frameworksin which theyformulatetheirarguments.Althoughtheyemploy slightlydifferentformulationsof the crucial premise linking
conceivabilityand possibility,for present purposes I will assume
that they employ the same one since it can be shown that Chalmers's premise entailsJackson's.14 I will be mainlyfollowingJackson's exposition,but myreconstructionof the argumentis meant
to be attributedto both of them.
13Forthe extensionof the refutationto other ConceivabilityArguments
see Balog 1998.
14See Balog 1998.
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2.1 Preliminaries
One caveat:Whereas Chalmers (1996) eagerlyembraces the dualist
conclusion of the argument,Jackson (1993 and 1998) has a more
cautious attitude.He himselfpresentsthe argumentas a challenge
for the physicalistratherthan a straightrefutationof physicalism,
and recentlyseems to reject its conclusion. But on plausible assumptions,shared byJackson (1982), it can be easily turned into
a refutation.And this is how I will treatit.
In a nutshell,the argumentis the following:Physicalismrequires
that a phenomenal statement,like 'Frank is experiencinga yellow
sensation', must,if true,be necessitatedby truthsexpressed in the
language of physics.Jackson and Chalmers argue that this necessitationmust itselfbe a priori and that such a priori truthsmust
be grounded in the nature of phenomenal and physicalconcepts.
However,phenomenal concepts do not supportsuch a prioricities.
It follows,assuming that there are phenomenal truths,thatphysicalism is false.Let us now look at the argumenta littlemore closely.
Physicalism
Jackson observes that physicalism,at a minimum,requires a commitmentthat
(P) Anyworldwhichis a minimalphysicalduplicate of our world
is a duplicate simpliciterof our world.15
Two worlds are physicalduplicates if and only if theyagree on all
the true statementsexpressed in the language of physics.'6A minimal physicalduplicate of our worldis whatwe would get ifwe used
the physicalnature of our world (including, of course, the laws)
as the sole ingredientin making a world (see Jackson 1993, 28); so,
15Chalmersgives essentiallythe same definition(1996, 41-42). Their
formulationis similarto Lewis's definitionin his 1983. For expositoryreasons, I will stickwithJackson'sformulationthroughoutthe paper.
depends on exactlyhow physicsis
16The exact content of physicalism
almost
is
certainlynot exactlytrue or comunderstood. Current physics
plete and we have no idea how to characterizefuturephysics.But itsuffices
forJackson's (and my) purposes to assume that the language of physics
includes no mentalistic(that is, phenomenal or intentional) vocabulary
(see Papineau 1993, 29-32).
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a minimal physicalduplicate of our world is, by definition,a physicalisticworld.17
Jackson intends this to capture the idea that there is nothing
over and above the physicalstuffin our world."8He suggeststhat
his formulationof physicalism(P) is equivalent to the claim that
every truthabout our world, be it physical,chemical, biological,
psychological,etc., is necessitated by a statementof physicsthat
gives the full physicaldescriptionof the world, and is true in all
and only the minimal physical duplicates of our world. For the
purposes of this paper, I will use the followingdefinition:
(E) For any true statementT, D (K D T),
where K is a verylong conjunction, expressed in the language of
physics,19giving the complete physical truth (including truths
about the laws of physics) about our world.20
Conceptualexplanation
According toJacksonand Chalmers,the necessities'K D T' (where
T is a truth)cannot be brute facts;theyneed explaining.21Jackson
17Unless, of course, there are nonphysicalentitiesor propertiesthatare
connected, with metaphysicalnecessity,to physicalentitiesor properties.
But this is a complicationI wish to ignore for now.
18The definitionalso captures the intuitionthatphysicalismis a contingent doctrine,that is, thatphysicalismis true in some worlds,but false in
others. For example, a minimalphysicalduplicate of a world containing
ghosts will not be a duplicate simpliciterof the ghost-world,since the
ghosts will be missing in the minimal physical duplicate world. On the
other hand, a minimal physicalduplicate of a physicalisticworldwill be a
duplicate simpliciterof thatworld.
'9This definitionis not strictly
equivalent to (P). Statementsthatmake
reference to special kinds of property-to put it crudely,global properties-are not necessitatedby the fullfundamentaldescriptionof the world
K; theyare only necessitatedby the conjunction of K withthe statement
that K is the full fundamental description of the world. However, consciousness,among many others,is arguablynot such a property.Whether
I am in pain is a positivefactthatdoes not seem to depend on any other
fact except local factsabout me. So, for the purposes of this paper, this
issue can be safelyignored.
20More formally,the definitionis: (E) (Y) (Y D EZ(K D Y)), where Y is
a sententialsubstitutionalquantifier.
21The point is, actually,not just that (E) (and (P)) needs an explanation; it is that there are explanations of (E) that are actuallyincompatible
withphysicalism.For example, (E) could be true in virtueof some strange
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maintains that if T is, for example, a psychological statement, then
analytical functionalism has a story to tell about why the statement
is necessary. As he puts it:
it is the verybusiness of conceptual analysisto explain how matters
framed in terms of one set of terms and concepts can make true
mattersframedin a differentset of termsand concepts. (1993, 32)
Jackson's view is that in the absence of a conceptual story of how
the purely physical makes the psychological true, the entailment
would remain an "impenetrable mystery." Both he and Chalmers
think that the explanation has to be, in an appropriate sense, conceptual.22They argue that if physicalism is true, then 'K D T' is not
only metaphysically necessary, but it is also an a priori conceptual
truth; that is, they argue that if physicalism is true, then all truths
are a priori derivable from the full physical description of the
world. I will call this the
A Priori Entailment Thesis: If (E) is true, then, for any true T,
statements of the form K D T are conceptual truths.23
This is the key premise in Jackson and Chalmers's argument
against physicalism; it provides the crucial link between conceivability and possibility.
Why think that the A PrioriEntailment Thesisis true? Jackson provides the following considerations. First of all, he claims that many
set of "quizzical" propertiesthat underlie both physicaland nonphysical
propertyinstantiations(see Witmer1997, 137). But thisissue willnot affect
it is stillnecessaryto make
the main argument.Even if (E) is not sufficient,
physicalismtrue, so if it can be refutedbyJackson and Chalmers,physicalism is refuted.(And, I mightadd, if it cannot be refuted,then we have
no reason to doubt physicalism,since Jackson and Chalmers provide no
furtherreasons against physicalism.)
22This,of course, is not an arbitraryrequirementforphysicalismalone.
Jackson is explicit that any metaphysicaltheorythat makes a distinction
between fundamentaland nonfundamentalproperties-for example, Berkelean idealism,or Cartesian dualism-has to be able to produce, forany
true T, appropriate derivationsof the respectiveentailmentclaims K* D
T, where K* is the full descriptionof the world in the language of fundamental discourse, and T is any truth.(In the case of Berkelean idealism,
forexample, the fundamentaldiscourse is mentalistic,and all the physical
truthshave to be a priori entailed by a complete mentalisticdescription
of the world.)
23More formally:(Y)(Y D El(K D Y)) D (Y)(Y D 'K D Y is a priori
knowable), where Y is a sententialsubstitutionalquantifier.
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truthsconformto it, and there is no reason to suppose thatsome
will not; also, it is immune to the criticismwe made earlier with
respect to the naive conceivability-possibility
principle.Althoughit
is conceivable simpliciter
thatwateris not H20, it is not conceivable
consistent
with the full physicaldescriptionof the world. Building
on Kripke's argument (1972, 140-162), Jackson observes that,arguably,in all bonafidecases of identitystatementswhere the denial
of the identitystatementis conceivable (for example, 'wateris not
H20'),

there are contingent truths, which, together with concep-

tual truthsinvolvingthe termsin question (here, the terms'water'
and 'H20'),
entail the identity statement.
For example, on the assumption, roughly, that H20 is the unique

thingthatplays the water-role,the statementthatwateris not H20
is not conceivable, since it is a conceptual truththat the unique
thing that plays the water-roleis water.24
Jackson generalizes this
observation and claims that the denial of all bonafidetrue statements,in conjunctionwiththefullfundamentaltruthabout the universe, is inconceivable. His idea is that the full fundamentaldescriptionof the universe alwaysprovides enough background informationto fix the referenceof any concept in termsof fundamental concepts, and so it is always possible to derive any true
statementfromit.
Let's look at the example involvingwater and H20 in some detail. Suppose water covers 60% of the surface of the Earth. Then,
according to Jackson,it can be shown that the statement
(W) K D watercovers 60% of the surface of the Earth
is a priori. Let's see how.Jackson claims that somethinglike the
followingis an a priori truth
(i) Water is the clear, odorless, etc....
fillsthe oceans and lakes, etc.

liquid around here that

It followsa priorifrom (i) that
(ii)

liquid around here that
H20 is the clear, odorless, etc....
fillsthe oceans and lakes, etc. D Water is H20.

24That it is a conceptual truthfollowsfromJackson's semantics.Here
we do not have space to give it the full treatmentit deserves.
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But it is also a priori true that
(iii) (Water is H20) D ((H20 covers 60% of the surface of the
Earth) D (Water covers 60% of the surface of the Earth)).
From (ii) and (iii) we get
(iv) H20 is the clear, odorless, etc....
liquid around here that
fills the oceans and lakes, etc. D (HO covers 60% of the
surface of the Earth D Water covers 60% of the surface of
the Earth).
But this is equivalent to
(v) (H20 is the clear, odorless, etc.... liquid around here that
fills the oceans and lakes, etc. & H20 covers 60% of the
surface of the Earth) D Water covers 60% of the surface of
the Earth.
If this derivation is correct, we have shown that the statement
H D Water covers 60% of the surface of the Earth,
where H is a conjunction of contingent statements about H20,25 is
a priori.26Since, according to Jackson, these contingent statements
about H20 are similarly a priori derivable, perhaps through some
intermediary steps, from contingent truths of microphysics, we
have shown that
(W) K D Water covers 60% of the surface of the Earth
is knowable a priori. Jackson thinks that most true statements27can
25H is a conjunction of statementslike, for example, "H20 is clear,
odorless liquid."
260f course, the derivation,as it stands,is incomplete.To complete it,
we would have to have the requisite conceptual truthsthat link the concepts 'Earth', 'surface', 'clear', 'odorless', etc. to termsof lower-leveldiscourse, and, ultimately,
microphysics.According toJackson,it is clear that
such conceptual truthsexist.
27Withthe exception of phenomenal statements.But, of course, he
thinksthat even those would be entailed a priori by the fullfundamental
of the world.
description
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be similarlyshown to be a priori entailed by the full physicaldescriptionof the world.
A furthermotivationfor the A PrioriEntailmentThesisis thatit is
a verypowerfulexplanatoryclaim. Modal claims of the form
EZ(K D T)
and epistemicallymysterious.If correct,
mightseem metaphysically
the A PrioriEntailmentThesiswould explain these necessities in
termsof conceptual truths,and it would explain metaphysicalnecessityin general in termsof conceptual necessitiesand contingent
truths,since, according to it, the statement
K D M,
where K is the full fundamentaldescriptionof the world, and M
This means that
is any metaphysicaltruth,is a conceptual truth.28
any metaphysicallynecessarytruthM can be conceptuallyderived
fromK, the totalityof contingentfundamentaltruths.This account
also providesan epistemologyfor modality.
To recap, the supportJackson (and Chalmers) offerfor the A
Priori EntailmentThesisis this: there are good explanatorymotivationsforit; and in factmanyputativenecessitiesof the formK D T
do demonstrablyconform to the A PrioriEntailmentThesis.The
claim is thatthereis no reason to suppose thatthereare exceptions
to it.29The main goal of this paper is to give such reasons. I will
show that,contraryto Jackson,there areexceptions to the A Priori
Thesis.
Entailment
28Thisstatementhas to be qualified somewhat.Metaphysicalclaimslike
'universals are prior to tropes" or "fundamentalpropertiesare categorical" apparentlycan be denied withoutconceptual incoherence. Since it is
implausible that the full fundamentaldescriptionof the world will settle
theirtruth,theyare not going to be a priori derivablefromthatdescription. It is an interestingquestion how,on Jackson'sviewstatementsof this
typeshould be handled; but we cannot discuss thishere.
29Jacksonand Chalmers also supply a much more sophisticatedand
Thesis,based on the so-called
elaborate argumentforthe A PrioriEntailment
two-dimensionalsemantic framework.They seem to suggest that two-dimensional semantics,togetherwith uncontroversialclaims, entails the A
PrioriEntailmentThesis.However, it can be shown that the argument is
question-begging(see Balog 1998).
508

CONCEIVABILITY,POSSIBILITY, THE MIND-BODYPROBLEM

2.2 The Argument
If the A PrioriEntailmentThesisis true,the physicalistfaces trouble
vis-A-vis
fittingpsychological,and especially phenomenal, properties into the physicalworld.The reason is thatthereare no suitable
conceptual analyses of phenomenal concepts for the relevantsupervenience claim

K D x feels pain (or any other statementexpressinga phenomenal proposition)
to be a priori.
The derivationof 'K D Water covers 60% of the surface of the
Earth' depended on the conceptual truth'Wateris the clear,odorless, etc. . . . liquid'. The availabilityof such conceptual truthsis
essential to the kind of derivationwe are considering,since the
derivationworksby findinga contingentstatementlinkingthe descriptionto a termof a lower-leveltheory,and ultimatelyto a term
of microphysics.Now consider the statement
K D x feels pain.
To derive 'x feels pain' a priori fromK, there must be some conceptual truthconnecting 'pain' with a nonphenomenal
description
such that satisfactionof the description is a priori sufficientfor
'feels pain'. But, arguably,there are no such conceptual truths.30
For any such nonphenomenal description we can conceiveof its
30Onemightthinkthat,on themodelofourderivation
of'Watercovers
60% of thesurfaceof theEarth',we can derivea priori,forexample,'x
had pain' fromcontingent
ifwe allowjust anycontingent
truths,
truths
to
figurein thederivations.
For imaginethefollowing
argument:
(a) x has C-fibre
firing(contingent
empiricaltruth).
(b) Pain is the originating
cause of pain-behavior
(contingent
empirical
truth).
is theoriginating
(c) C-fibre
firing
causeofpain-behavior
em(contingent
piricaltruth).
From(b) and (c) we get
(d) Pain is C-fibre
firing.
Froma and d we get
(e) x has pain.
This derivationuses only contingentempiricaltruthsand conceptual
it showsthat
truths;
509
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being satisfiedwithout anyone feeling pain. 'Pain' is, as Loar
(1990) calls it, a direct recognitional term; we do not apply the
term,at least in our own case,31on the basis of any evidence, sensory,behavioral,or physical,distinctfromwhat the termpicks out,
that is, distinctfrom the experience itself.'Pain' refersto pain
directly,or rather,via an essential feature of it, say,painfulness.32
But it followsfromthe A PrioriEntailmentThesisthatif 'x feelspain'
cannot be derived a priorifromK, then
FI(K D x feels pain)
is false,and so if 'x feels pain' is true,33then physicalismis false.34
To put it more formally:
(1) If physicalismis true, then for any true T, statementsof the
formK D T are conceptual truths.
(2) There are some true statementsQ to the effectthat phenomenal conscious experience occurs (eliminativismabout
phenomenal experience is false).
(3) If Q is a phenomenal statement,then 'K D Q' is not a conceptual truth.
P D x has pain,
where P is a conjunction of contingentfactsof neurophysiologyand psychology,is knowable a priori.The problem withthis derivation,however,
a prioriderivable
is thatone of the conjunctsin P, premise (b), is not itself
fromK; and if physicalismis true,according toJackson,(b) could be true
only if it were so derivable.
3'And for phenomenal concepts, application to others is arguablydeuse of the term (see Loar 1990).
rivativeon the first-person
32See Loar 1990 and Sturgeon 1994 for a discussion of this.In fact,on
a Kripkean directreferencetheory,this also applies to proper names, demonstratives,natural kind terms,etc. The point is that on Jacksonand
Chalmers's
view,thisfeatureis unique to phenomenal concepts.
33Anotherwayto block the argumentis to deny thatthereare phenomenal states;see, for example, Rey 1988. But, again, I put this objection to
the ConceivabilityArgumentaside, since I do not want a refutationof it
to depend on such a controversialclaim.
34Aswe have already pointed it out,Jackson is not explicitabout this.
But in his 1982 he providesthe tools to generate troubleforthe physicalist
fromthe A PrioriEntailmentThesis.In thatpaper,Jacksonmaintained that
Mary is not able to deduce, even fromthe full physicaldescriptionof the
world, that a certain phenomenal experience, for example, red phenomenal experience,occurs. There are indicationsthathe mighthave changed
his mind on exactlythisissue (see his 1996, 142).
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(4) Physicalismis false.
This is a reallyremarkable result.One mightwonder,however,
about its conclusion. What would the world be like ifdualism were
true? First,the dualist has to account for whypsychophysicalcorrelations occur even though phenomenal statesdo not metaphysicallysupervene on the physical.Nomological correlationshave to
be posited to hold the two realms together;but that leads to an
ontologywith a multitude of fundamentallaws connecting complex physical states with apparently simple phenomenal states.
fromanylawsofnature
These fundamentallawswould be different
we knowfromscience. Second, a dualistwould eitherhave to deny
the causal closure of physics,countenance implausible causal overdetermination, or accept epiphenomenalism for phenomenal
None of these options is veryattractive,
however.Chalmers
states.35
seems to preferepiphenomenalism,but that would make it completely mysterioushow we know about our own phenomenal
states.36Third, although the new ConceivabilityArgumentsrely
solely on the conceivabilityof worlds exactlylike ours physically,
but lacking any phenomenal propertiesinstantiated,and not on
the converse,that is, the conceivabilityof worlds exactlylike ours
phenomenally,but lacking in any physicalpropertiesinstantiated,
it appears thatan advocate of the ConceivabilityArgumentswould
have to condone the existence of purelyphenomenal worlds.37It
is barelyintelligiblewhat a world like thatwould be like. All these
considerationsmake dualism veryimplausible. Fortunately,it can
actually be shown that the argumentsfor dualism we have been
consideringare unsound.
3. Zombies Deceived
I now introduce the Zombie Refutation.This argumentwill show
that the ConceivabilityArgument as formulatedby Jackson and
35The most importantformulationsof the argumentthatshowsthisare
by Papineau (1993), Loewer (1995), and Witmer(1997). They intend this
as an argumentforphysicalism.
36Chalmerssaysthat a person is acquaintedwithher phenomenal states
and thatthisrelationis not a causal one. But thisseems to just put a label
on the mystery.
37Descartesactuallydid in the Meditations.
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Chalmers is self-undermining,that is, that with the addition of
some plausible furtherpremiseswe can derivea contradictionfrom
it. Suppose thatJackson's argumentis sound. Its conclusion, that
physicalfactsdo not necessitatephenomenal facts,would then be
true. And it would followthat there is a possible world that is exactly like our world physically,but in which no phenomenal, or
other,nonphysical,factsobtain.38Let me emphasize: I make this
assumptiononlyforthe sake of a reductio.Of course,ifphysicalism
is true, as I think it is, then such a world is impossible. But my
strategyis to show that the very assumption that there is such a
world undermines the argument that leads to positing the existence of such a world.
In the world we are imagining there exists a zombie-Jackson,
physically
just likeJackson,but not the subject of any phenomenal
states.Professorzombie-Jacksonappears to give a series of lectures
in zombie-Oxford (as Jackson did in Oxford) arguing for the A
PrioriEntailmentThesis.What are we to make of his words?
First of all, plausibly, zombie-Jacksonwill have intentional
states.When he talks,his words are not mere meaningless sounds.
I will argue that it is plausible to assume that zombie-Jacksonhas
intentional states even if he lacks phenomenal states. Moreover,
I will argue that it is plausible to assume that zombie-Jackson's
intentionalstateswill be identical withJackson'sintentionalstates
except for intentionalstatesthat,in Jackson,involvephenomenal
concepts. Those of zombie-Jackson'sintentional states that, in
Jackson,involvephenomenal concepts willreferto statesof affairs
present in zombie-Jackson'sworld. On thisview,zombie-Jackson's
argumentwillbe just as meaningfulasJackson's, though not quite
identicalto it. Although the argument is wordbywordidentical to
Jackson's argument,some of the words (those that express phenomenal concepts in Jackson's language) have differentmeanings in Jackson's and zombie-Jackson'smouths. I mark these
wordswitha '+'. 'Pain+', forexample, standsfora termof zombieJackson that corresponds to Jackson's term 'pain'. They will use
the same words to express differentconcepts; whereasJackson's
concept is phenomenal, zombie-Jackson'sconcept, by assumption, is not. We will come back to the exact nature of the difference shortly.
38Infact,thisworldwouldbe a minimalphysical
duplicateofourworld.
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Zombie-Jackson'sargumentwill go like this:
(1*) If physicalismis true,then forany true T, statementsof the
formK D T are conceptual truths.
(2*) There are some true statementsQ+ to the effectthat a
phenomenal' state occurs (eliminativismabout phenomenal' statesis false).
(3*) If Q+ is a phenomenal+ statement,then 'K D Q+' is not a
conceptual truth.
So

(4*) Physicalismis false.
My plan is the following:Given the assumptionsI have made, I
will argue that if a premise ofJackson's argumentis true, the corresponding premise formulatedby zombie-Jacksonwill be true as
well. We know,however,thatthe dualistconclusion of zombie-Jackson's argumentis false in the zombie-world.Remember,physicalism,on the notion thatis relevanthere, is not a necessarydoctrine;
it is true about some worlds and false about others. The zombieworld,by stipulation,is a minimal physicalduplicate of our world,
so itsminimal physicalduplicates will be duplicates simpliciterof
it. Accordingto our formulationof physicalism,thisis whatit takes
fora world to be physicalistic.Consequently,we know thatzombieJackson's argumentcannot be sound. Since, given that it is meaningful,it is clearlyvalid,one of itspremiseshas to be false.It follows
then thatone of the premisesofJackson'sargumenthas to be false
as well.
This plainly amounts to a reductio of Jackson's argument. It
turnsout thatit is possible to derivea contradictionfromnJackson's
original premises, taken togetherwith a few plausible additional
assumptions.I will argue that these assumptionsare indeed plausible, and that,given these assumptions,premises (1*)-(3*) follow
fromJackson's original premises. But then the dualist conclusion
of zombie-Jackson'sargumentfollowsas well,whichcontradictsthe
claim, also a consequence ofJackson's originalargument,thatthe
zombie-worldexistsand that it is physicalistic.
The fact that one can derive a contradictionfrom the original
argument,togetherwiththe added premises,showsthatone of the
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premisesmust be false. Since, I argue, myclaims about the meaningfulnessof zombie-Jackson'sargument are extremelyplausible,
the fault must lie with one of the premises of zombie-Jackson's
argument (and, consequently,with the correspondingpremise in
Jackson's argument): the obvious candidate is the A PrioriEntailmentThesis.While this does not necessarilymean that the dualist
conclusion is false, it does mean that the argumentused to establish it is not effective.
Let's now formulatethese auxiliaryassumptionsmore precisely.
I am going to state them brieflyright at the start; they will be
discussed and defended in detail later,afterthe argumentis given.
Let me point out here thatthese assumptionsdo not bythemselves
implyphysicalism(indeed, a dualist mightverywell accept them).
Assumption1: Jackson and zombie-Jacksonshare most of their
intentional states except those involvingphenomenal concepts.
2: Those concepts of zombie-Jacksonthatcorrespond
Assumption
to Jackson's phenomenal concepts will referin the zombie to
some (physical) state of the zombie.
Assumption
3: A prioricityfor thoughtssupervenes on the conceptual roles of theirconstituent(and related) concepts.
Let's see how these assumptions,togetherwithJackson'spremises
(1) -(3) will sufficeto derivezombie-Jackson'spremises.As we said,
zombie-Jackson,
being Jackson's physicaltwin,offersan argument
that is identical, word for word, to Jackson's argument. On Assumption1, Jackson and zombie-Jacksonmean the same by their
words,except where phenomenal termsare involved.This means
that premise (1*) in the zombie's language expresses the A Priori
EntailmentThesis,which,if true,is necessarilytrue,so ifit was true
in the actual world,it will be true in the zombie-worldas well. On
Assumption
2, we get premise (2*), that is, the claim that eliminativismabout phenomenal+ propertiesis false. Given Assumption
3,
premise 3* of zombie-Jackson'sargument,
(3*) If Q+ is a phenomenal+ statement,then 'K D
conceptual truth,

Q+' is not a

has as much claim to be true as premise (3) inJackson'sargument
even though 'K D Q' has a differentmeaning from'K D Q. The
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reason is that Jackson's phenomenal concepts and zombie-Jackson's phenomenal+ concepts have parallel conceptual roles. Q+,
like Q lacks conceptual links to physical,functional,and behavioral concepts sufficientto ground the a prioricityof 'K D Q`'. On
Assumption
3, a prioricity,or conceptual necessity,supervenes on
the conceptual roles of the relevantconcepts. That means that if
'K D Q' is not derivablefromconceptual truthsgiven thatQ lacks
sufficientconceptual links to physical,functional,and behavioral
concepts, then neither is 'K D Q+' derivable from conceptual
truths,since Q+ will also lack the appropriate conceptual ties to
physical,functional,and behavioral concepts.
I would like now to consider some objections. First,Assumption
1: One might object to it that zombies do not have intentional
statesat all. Presumablythe reason would be thathavingphenomenal statesis essentialforhavingintentionalstates.In otherwords,
one mightobject thatbecause zombie-Jacksondoes not have phenomenal states,he does not reallyhave bonafideintentionalstates
either, and so cannot put forward any argument.39 The most prom-

inent exposition of this view is due to Searle (1992, chap. 7); he
attemptsto establish that consciousness40is necessary for intentionality.His argument is based on considerations about the inscrutabilityof reference originallyformulated by Quine (1960,
chap. 2). Searle puts his thesisin the followingform:
The notion of an unconscious mental stateimpliesaccessibilityto consciousness.We have no notion of the unconscious except as thatwhich
is potentially
conscious. (1992, 152; emphasis in original)

Contraryto Searle, a good case can be made thatzombie-Jackson
does have intentional states. Zombie-Jacksoncommunicates with
his colleagues: he answers questions, his utterancesconveyinformation,his actions are made intelligibleby the assumptionthathe
39The objection can be made more general by simplyclaiming that
does not supervene on the physical.In this case, however,
intentionality
the argumentfordualism based on qualia would alreadypresuppose
dualism
about intentionality.
40Searle does not distinguishbetween phenomenal consciousness and
the cognitiveaspects of consciousness;he probablythinksthatthe twoare
connected. In any case, I take him to saythatall intentional
metaphysically
stateshave to be at least potentiallyphenomenallyconscious. This is the
reading on which Searle's thesiscauses a prima facie problem for my argument.
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has beliefsand desires,etc. His cognitiveorganizationseems to be
essentiallythe same as Jackson's. On a more technical note: on all
the extant theories of meaning, zombie-Jacksonwill count as a
thinker.On a Davidsonian interpretationist
account, zombie-Jackson willhave intentionalstates:he isjust as interpretableasJackson
is. Similarlywithother theories,like the informationalaccount (for
example, Dretske 1988), the causal-historicalaccount (for example, Kripke 1972), the counterfactualaccount (forexample, Fodor
1990), the teleosemanticaccount (Millikan 1989, Papineau 1993),
etc. Zombie-Jackson'sbrain states (putting the problem of phenomenal versus phenomenal+ statesaside for the moment) carry
the same informationas Jackson'sbrain states;theyhave the same
causal historylinking them to entities in the world as Jackson's
brain statesdo; the same counterfactualshold about themas about
Jackson'sbrain states,etc. The onlyaccount on whichzombie-Jackson will not count as a genuine thinkeris the account on which
phenomenal consciousness is essentialforintentionality.
Although
the idea is not absurd, the argument for it does not seem to be
verystrong,and the contraryassumptionseems farmore intuitive.
Moreover,the proponent of the ConceivabilityArgumentshas to
hold boththat phenomenal consciousness is nonphysicaland that
it is essential for intentionality;
but then we are owed an explanation of how causally inert,nonphysicalpropertiescan play a role
in endowing mental symbolswithmeaning. In any case, since the
thesis poses a serious challenge to my argument,41
I would like to
come back to it afterI considered some other objections.
One mightalso object to Assumption
2, thatis, the claim thatthe
zombie's term 'pain+' refersto a (physical) state of the zombie.42
There are two waysin which Assumption
2 could be false: first,if
'pain+' referredto nonphysicalphenomenal pain, a propertyalien
to the zombie-word;second, if 'pain+' referredto nothing.43Either
41lIncidentally,this thesisis perfectlycompatible withphysicalism,even
though,if true,it would render the Zombie Refutationin itspresentform

ineffective.

42Wittgenstein's
privatelanguage argument,if sound, would show that
it is not possible to refer to an inner state (be that a brain state or a
nonphysicalphenomenal state) bya concept thatdoes not employexternal
criteriafor its application; so it would show that there could not be a
concept like the concept 'pain+'. However,thiswould not count in favor
of the ConceivabilityArguments,since, as I have pointed out earlier,these
same considerationswould make zombies inconceivable.
2 could
43Strictly
speaking, there is another way in which Assumption
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of these scenarios would be damaging to myargument:if zombieJackson's term 'pain"' referredto pain, then premise (2*) would
be false, since all phenomenal+ statementswould be false in the
zombie-world.If, on the other hand, 'pain+' didn't referto anything, then premise (2*) would be meaningless. Either way,my
reductio would not go through.Let's look at these scenarios one
by one.
On the firstscenario, the term 'pain' and the term 'pain+' have
the same meanings. This is not Chalmers's view:he thinksthatthe
term 'pain' and the term 'pain+' have differentmeanings. He argues like this: In spectrum invertedphysicaltwins,the meanings
of phenomenal termsdiffer.Since, the twinsbeing physicallyidentical, the differencemust be due to acquaintance with different
from
phenomenal properties,the zombie's termhas to be different
both since the zombie is not acquainted with any phenomenal
properties(Chalmers 1996, 207-8). This applies equally in the case
of pain or any other phenomenal property.
But these considerationsaside, we can see that this scenario is
veryimplausible. By assumption,phenomenal propertiesare alien
to his world. It is quite implausible to assume then thatwhenJackson says 'that feels good', referringto the phenomenal feels produced by a back-rub,zombie-Jacksonalso refersto a phenomenal
feel, even though there is none in his world. Of course, I am not
saying one can never have terms that lack actual reference.The
term 'winged horse', forexample, has reference.All I am claiming
is that, in the particular case of phenomenal+ terms,like the term
'pain+', the referencecould not be nonphysicalqualia.
'Pain+', like 'pain', is a simple term;its referenceis not fixedvia
a description.Let me engage in a littledigressionhere. Not everybody agrees that 'pain' is a simple term. Georges Rey (1988) suggests that even if the referenceof 'pain' is not fixed descriptively,
there is a descriptiveelementto the concept, one thatentailsthatthe
concept cannot referto anythingphysical.It would followthen that
pain+ could not referto anythingphysicaleither. I do not think
that our concept has this descriptivecommitment;and moreover,
I do not thinkthatJackson or Chalmers thinksthat either.Their
turn out to be false: if 'pain+' referredto a physicalstate that could not
be instantiatedby zombies. But thatis a veryunlikelyscenario; I am going
2.
to deal withit I when give support to Assumption
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argumentdepends on the assumptionthatwe have epistemicwarrant to attributephenomenal states to ourselves on introspective
evidence. If our veryterm 'pain' entailed thatits referenceis nonphysical,one need not bother with the ConceivabilityArgument;
the truth of dualism would follow from the claim that we have
introspectiveevidence for the occurrence of phenomenal states.
But dualism could not be so cheap. On thisconstrualof the term
'pain' we would have to give up our commitmentto introspective
warrantin attributingphenomenal states.But our assumptionthat
our introspectiveevidence gives us verystrongjustificationto attributephenomenal states to ourselves is much more bound up
withour term 'pain' than withany claim about its referencebeing
nonphysical.Consequently,it is much more reasonable to hold that
the term 'pain' does not have any such descriptiveelement.
If the term 'pain' is a simple term,what could make it the case
that it refersto a nonphysicalproperty?None of the possibilities
one can thinkof would give the result the objector has in mind.
account zombies could
It is unlikelythat on an interpretationist
come out referringwith their term 'pain+' to nonphysicalproperties alien to theirworld, as it would render most of their phenomenal+ statementsfalse.44There are no suitable causal, counterfactual,or lawful relations between nonphysical phenomenal
pain and the term 'pain+' either.Since there are no pains in the
zombie-world,therecould not be anycausal relationsbetweenpain
and the term'pain+', as such relationswould require the existence
of laws connectingphysicaland nonphysicalentitiesin the zombieworld; but by stipulation,there are no such laws there.The case is
the same withcounterfactualrelations.Anotherwayforreference
to be fixed in some direct,nondescriptionalmanner is forit to be
fixed by a relation of acquaintance. Chalmers (1996, 197) claims
that in the case of phenomenal concepts, referenceis constituted
by acquaintance with the referent,where acquaintance is not to be
cashed out in termsof causal, counterfactual,or lawfulrelations.
However,this would not help in the zombie-case: zombie-Jackson
is just not acquainted with phenomenal experiences in any sense
of the word.As the above options exhaust the existingpossibilities,
44Most,but not all; when one of them says "I am not in pain+," she
would speak the truth.
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we can conclude that the zombie's simple term 'pain"' could not
referto a nonphysicalproperty.
The other objection to Assumption2 was thateven if the zombie
has intentionalstatesin general, his term 'pain+' in fact does not
referto anything.In myview,this is wrong. This position has the
counterintuitiveconsequence that all of the zombie's phenomenal+ talk lacks truthvalue. This would be a veryuncharitable interpretationof zombies: it would implythat zombies are massively
deluded about their mental life. Zombies not only seem to use
phenomenal+ terms to give reports about their inner states,they
also seem to use them to give explanations of each other's behavior,just as we give explanations of each other's behavior in phenomenal terms. So, for example, zombie-Jackson'sfriend apparentlyexplains whyzombie-Jacksontakes an aspirinby referringto
his head-ache+. Also, theirphenomenal+ utterancesand nonphenomenal+ utteranceshave intelligibleconnections-zombies say,for
example, "when I had a tooth-ache+last time,I went to the dentist," etc. These explanations and reports seem to be accurate,
since whenever,for example, zombie-Jacksonsays that he is in
pain+, he is in a brain state or functionalstate that is reliablycorrelated with his term 'pain+' (the same brain state or functional
state that is reliably correlated withJackson's term 'pain'). The
natural candidate for the reference of zombie-Jackson'sterm
'pain+' is thisverybrain stateor functionalstate.45This means that
wheneverJackson's statement'I am in pain' is true, zombie-Jackson's statement'I am in pain+' will be true as well, being about a
brain or functional state he is in. The plausibilityof this claim
statemightbe obscured by the factthatalthough zombie-Jackson's
ment,for example, 'I am in pain+', attributessome brain or functional state to himself,he of course does not conceive of it in this
way-that is, he does not thinkof thisstatequa brain or functional
state.
The adherent of the ConceivabilityArgumentsmight object at
this point that the problem with the alleged term 'pain+' is not
simplythat it lacks reference;the problem is that it does not ex45In fact,Shoemaker (1998) has similarlyargued thatzombies willrefer
to a brain or functionalstateby theirphenomenal' concepts. He uses the
point to a differenteffect,however;he argues for the view that our phenomenal concepts also referto physicalstates,since we are physicallyidentical to our zombie-twins.
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press legitimateconcept to begin with.As Frege pointed out, distinctconcepts must have distinctsenses or modes of presentation.
FollowingFrege,White (1986) assumes thatmodes of presentation
have two roles to play simultaneously.46
On the one hand, they
determine reference. On the other hand, they individuate concepts. According to this theory,if the same mode of presentation
is associated withtwo (co-referring)concepts,it mustbe knowable
a priori that these concepts co-refer.No two concepts, where the
concepts lack the appropriate a priori links, can have the same
referencein all possible worlds.This is apparentlybecause modes
of presentationsare propertiesof the referentthroughwhich the
subject grasps the referent.
On this view,zombie-Jackson'salleged concept 'pain"' is not a
legitimateone. One could not referdirectlyto a brain statein the
way I have claimed zombie-Jacksonmust,since thatwould violate
the above principle about modes of presentation.I am assuming
that 'pain+' and, for example, 'pyramidalcell activity'referto the
same state (a brain state), via the same property,since both of
these concepts have essential modes of presentationor reference
fixers,yet the possessor of these concepts would not be able to
know a priori that theyco-refer.
Of course, on my view,concept individuation,and so a priori
knowledgeof co-reference,is more fine-grainedthan referencefixation. Even if we accept that modes of presentationinvolveproperties of the referent,these propertiesbeing what determinesthe
referenceof the concept, we mightwant to deny that these propertiesexhaust all there is to modes of presentation.Differentconcepts mightemploy the same propertyto provide differentroutes
to the same referent.In the case of the concept 'pain+', the same
property(for example, pyramidalcell activity)is deployed directly
to pick out the referent,whereas in the case of the concept 'pyramidal cell activity',this propertyis deployed in the way characteristicof scientificterms.
And since this picture of how concepts work is clearlyconceivable-that is, there is no incoherence in the idea of concepts that
referdirectlyto brain statesin the wayI claimed 'pain+' does-the
46A very similarargumentwas formulatedby Smart (1959). He introduced his "topic neutral analyses" of mental terms in response to this
argument.
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burden of proof is clearly on the adherent of the Conceivability
Argumentsto show, rather than just declare, that such concepts
are illegitimate.
3, the assumptionthat a
Finally,one could object to Assumption
prioricitysupervenes on conceptual role. Here is mydefense of it:
If a prioricitydid not so supervene, then it would be possible that
sometimeswe cannot tell,even in principle,aftera lot of thinking,
and doing many thoughtexperiments,of an a priori truththat it
is true. If a prioricitydid not supervene on actual and potential
inferentialrelations,then we could not claim any special access to
a priori truths-a paradoxical situation.Moreover,thiswould undermine whatevercertaintywe have in premise (3), the claim that
for any true phenomenal statementQ K D Q is not a conceptual
3 would undermine the Conceivability
truth.Denying Assumption
Argumentsby making premise (3) highlycontentious.
I would like now to returnto Assumption
1, the claim thatzombies have intentionalstates,and the objection to it I raised earlier.
The objection was that (phenomenal) consciousness is essentialto
intentionality,
and since the zombies, by assumption,do not have
phenomenal states, they cannot have thoughts either. Even if it
were true that phenomenal consciousness is necessary for intentionality,thatwould not damage my argument.My argumentcan
be run in a way thatwould make the objection irrelevant.
In fact,zombie-worldsare introduced only for expositoryconvenience. They are not essential to refuteJackson and Chalmers's
argument.My argumentagainst them only presupposes thatthere
is nothing incoherent about the idea of referringto a brain state
directly,withoutthe mediation of any physical,functional,or abstractconcept, and even withoutthe mediation of a phenomenal
feel figuringas mode of presentationor referencefixer.This will
allow me to constructan analogue of the Zombie Refutationthat
will prove the ConceivabilityArgumentsunsound even ifphenomenal consciousness is essential to intentionality.
One wayto do thisis to consider a worldwhere there are partial
zombies.If Jackson and Chalmers are right that qualia are nonphysical,then there is a world that is a physicalduplicate of our
world,but in which there are creaturesthathave onlysome of our
phenomenal experiences. These creatures will act and talk like
us-moreover, theywill feel pleasure whenever we do-but they
will feel no pain at all (even though theywill claim theyare "in
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pain+" whenever we claim we are in pain). Since they do have
phenomenal states,and, we mighteven stipulate,all of theirintentional statesare accompanied by phenomenal consciousness,there
is no reason to deny thattheyhave intentionalstates.However,on
considerations discussed in reply to earlier objections, the most
natural thingto sayis thattheirterm'pain"' refersto a brain state.
There is another way to make the point in a slightlydifferent
way.I submit that the followingscenario is at least conceivableand so, on Jacksonand Chalmers's view,possible. Imagine a world
where there are creaturesin manyrespectslike us. They have the
same physicaland mental constitutionwe have, except that there
are some among them that are capable of formingconcepts we
are not capable of; let us call these people yogis. The yogis are
capable of directlydetecting certain states of their brains, even
though theydo not conceive of these statesas brain states.In some
ways,these yogi-conceptswill work the way our phenomenal conwithoutthe
cepts work;theyare applied to theirreferentsdirectly,
mediation of any physical,functional,or abstractconcept. What is,
peculiar to them is thatin the case of the yogi-conceptsreference
is not even mediated by a phenomenal feel. The yogiswill notice
that theyare capable of detectingsomeinner state of theirs,even
though they do not have any idea how theyare doing it. Let us
call one of the brain statesthat theycan detect in thiswaystateA,
and let us suppose that theyuse the term 'flurg' to referdirectly
to stateA.
Yogis can formulatea variant of the ConceivabilityArgument.
There are true statementsin their world involvingthe concept
'flurg'-for example, 'flurg occurred at t'. These statementswill
not be derivablefromthe fullfundamental(physical,or ifdualism
is true,physicalcumphenomenal) descriptionof theirworld,since
yogis apply their concept 'flurg' directlyto brain stateA; just like
phenomenal concepts, the concept 'flurg' lacks conceptual links
to physical, functional, and behavioral concepts sufficientto
ground the a prioricityof 'K D flurgoccurred at t'. Yogis then can
use the A PrioriEntailmentThesisto argue that there is a possible
world exactlylike theirsphysicallyand phenomenally,but where
no, as theysay,"flurgs"occur. But such a worldis impossible,since,
by stipulation,the term 'flurg'refersto a state of theirbrain. The
yogi's argumentis unsound. But among its premisesthe only contentiousone is the A PrioriEntailmentThesis.
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This argument has the advantage of making the same point as
the Zombie Refutation, only making it even clearer that the Conceivability Arguments arise not out of any feature specific to phenomenal consciousness, but rather because of a certain peculiarity
of our phenomenal concepts,a peculiarity that can conceivably be
shared by concepts undisputably referring to physical states.
To sum up, even if the objection that phenomenal consciousness
is essential for intentionality were sound, it would not succeed in
disarming my refutation of the Conceivability Argument. The Zombie Refutation, and its analogues, the partial-Zombie Refutation,
and the Yogi Refutation, show that there is something wrong with
the Conceivability Argument. It is plausible even on the Zombie
Refutation that the premise that has to be given up is the A Priori
Entailment Thesis; and on the Yogi Refutation this conclusion is inevitable. My arguments then not only show that the Conceivability
Arguments fail. They also prove thatJackson and Chalmers's principle linking conceivability and possibility is false, and so they prove
that hopes for grounding all necessities in conceptual and empirical truths were ill founded.47 Moreover, they help diagnose where
things went wrong. The Yogi argument has the advantage over the
Zombie Refutation of making it even clearer that the conceivability
of zombies arises not out of any feature specific to phenomenal
consciousness, but rather because of a certain peculiarity of our
phenomenal concepts.This peculiarity, that is, referring to a state
can plausibly be shared by concepts undisputably referring
directly,
to physical states, and so with regard to these concepts the A Priori
Entailment Thesis is inapplicable.

4. The Aftermath
We have seen that the Conceivability Arguments against physicalism are unsuccessful. In fact, even Jackson, one of the most forceful
471tis arguable thatone can save the spirit,while rejectingthe letter,of
the A PrioriEntailment
Thesismight
Thesis.In myview,the A PrioriEntailment
be correctabout all truthsexcept phenomenal truths.This has to do with
the special nature of phenomenal concepts. So metaphysicalnecessity
mightbe reducible to conceptual truthcumempirical truthsin all cases
except cases involvingphenomenal concepts (plus the cases mentioned in
note 28), and the exceptions themselvesmightbe covered by principles
thatmake modalitysufficiently
"un-mysterious."How exactlyto deal with
the exceptions,however,is beyond the scope of thispaper.
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original proponents of the argument,now thinksthat there must
be somethingwrong with it. He thinksthat for a dualist,epiphenomenalism is the most reasonable position,given the plausibility
of the causal closure of physics.But epiphenomenalism is more
implausible than any of the premisesare plausible, except the premise claimingthatphenomenal statesexist.Jacksonsaysthatthere
must be a reply to the ConceivabilityArguments,although one
cannot quite say what. He calls this the "There must be a reply"
reply (Jackson 1996, 134-35).
With the Zombie Refutationand its companion arguments,we
can actuallydo better.The argumentsactuallyshowed where the
antiphysicalist
wentwrong.However,the physicalist,ifshe wantsto
make her position attractive,musthave an answerto twoquestions.
One is the question of what explains the physicalisticsupervenience claims captured in the Entailment Thesis:
(E) For any true statementT, D (K D T).
The explanation thatJackson puts forwardof whyE holds is that
all instancesof E are conceptual truths.He thinksthat the reduction of higher-levelconcepts to lower-levelconcepts has to be perspicuous. This, however,is unwarranted.The onlyassumptionneeded to explain E is that metaphysicalreductionismis true; thatis, the
only explanation needed is the assumption that there is some appropriate metaphysicalrelationship (identity,or the realization relation,or perhaps some other,yetunknownrelationship)between
the referentsof higher-leveland basic physicalconcepts. There is
no reason such a relation could not hold between physical and
phenomenal properties,even in the absence of conceptual connections thatwould make thisrelationshipperspicuous.
But now, the physicalistalso owes an explanation of why phenomenal statementsappear to be so differentfromother higherlevel statementsin their connections with lower-leveldiscourse.
Manyof us are convinced (partlyby the ConceivabilityArguments)
that there is something special about phenomenal statements.It
seems rightthat it is not conceivable, afterall the physicaltruths
are in, that water is not H20. But it is still conceivable that any
phenomenal statementis false, no matterhow much physicalinformationwe have. And the question of the explanatorygap remains as well.
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However,there is no mysteryabout all this.The explanation of
this should be ratherobvious by now. Physicalistswho adopt a direct recognitionalaccount of phenomenal concepts will not be in
the business of tryingto close the gap, or explaining away the
conceivabilityof zombies, since, on this account of phenomenal
for a physicalistthat there will be an
concepts, it is to be expected
explanatory gap, and that zombies are conceivable. In the Yogi
RefutationI have constructeda concept that refersto a physical
state even though the fact that it does so is not derivable a priori
fromthe full physicaldescriptionof the world. There is even less
a priori reason to rule out the possibilitythat somethinglike this
is the case with phenomenal terms. On this account, we get the
followingpicture:48Phenomenal concepts are directrecognitional
concepts and they employ as their reference fixer the very state
they are denoting: the itchyfeeling of an itch serves to fix the
referenceof the phenomenal concept itch.Phenomenal concepts,
on the other hand, referto the verysame propertyas some neurophysiological (ultimately,microphysical)concept assuming that an itch just

is a certain brain/functionalstate, there will be an appropriate
neurophysiological/functional
concept whose referencefixerwill
involvethe same property(a certainneurophysiological/functional
propertythat is identical to an itch); only the referencefixeris
deployed in the way characteristicof scientificterms.A phenomenal concept and a concept of microphysics,each of which picks
out itsreferentthroughan essentialreferencefixer(say,some neurophysiologicalproperty),could then referto the same property,
even in the absence of the kind of conceptual connections required by the A PrioriEntailment Thesis.

But what about the persistentintuition that, despite every argument in favorof it, physicalismjust can't be true?I thinkthat it
can be explained by the intuitivepull of the TransparencyThesis,
roughly,the thesisthatifwe have twoconcepts,both of whichrefer
via an essentialreferencefixer,thenwe mustbe able to tellwhether
theyco-refer.Afterall, we have an insightinto the natureof their
referentthroughtheirreferencefixers;so how could we be wrong
about our judgment (as it is in the phenomenal/neurophysiologBut in the lightof the picture
ical case) thattheydo not co-refer?49
48The followingoriginatesin Loar 1997. See also Scott Sturgeon 1994.
49Thisis a close relativeof the theoryof concepts I attributedto White
(1986) earlier,where I was consideringthe viabilityof the concept 'pain+'.
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of phenomenal concepts given above, thisintuitionis shown to be
misplaced.
One might object that this explanation does not do justice to
our Yogi thought experiment. In the Yogi RefutationI have hypothesized thattherecould be beings thatpossess concepts directly
referringto (nonphenomenal) physicalstates.Givenmyrefutation
of the ConceivabilityArguments,I cannot claim, merely on the
basis of their conceivability,that they are possible. But I see no
reason whytheywould not be. Yogis can make statementsthatare
true in theirworld even though these statementsare not derivable
a priorifromthe fullfundamentaldescriptionof theirworld.
Yet it is plausible to speculate thatyogiswould not be inescapably
drawn to dualism. But should not theybe, given our claim that a
belief in the TransparencyThesis is enough to explain antiphysicalistintuitions?Presumably,yogisarejust as attractedbythe TransparencyThesis as ordinaryhumans are. But there is no contradiction here. The yogi can be attractedby the TransparencyThesis,
and stillnot be drawn to dualism,just on the basis of her special
conceptual repertoire.There is a differencebetween us vis-d-vis
phenomenal concepts and the yogi visd-visthe yogi concepts; the
yogi, as opposed to us, does not have a temptationto thinkthat
she has direct insightinto the nature of what her concept flurg
refersto. In a sense, she does not have a handle on the concept;
the referencefixerof her concept mightbe an essential property
of the referent,but she does not have access to it, the waywe have
access to the phenomenal referencefixersof our phenomenal concepts.
We startedwith the question of what the ConceivabilityArguments can teach us about the mind-bodyproblem. On the present
picture of phenomenal concepts, the conceivabilityof zombies is
a symptomof the unique role phenomenal concepts play in our
This
conceptual repertoire,but it is not a guide to theirpossibility.
is not the lesson intended; but, all the same, it is an importantone.
RutgersUniversity
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