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1. Introduction 
 

Since the first half of the Twentieth century, the philosophical and scientific 
communities have exhibited a growing commitment to and a multiplication of 
versions of physicalism regarding consciousness or its possessor. It is widely 
thought that the findings of neuroscience have made clear that in one way or 
another, consciousness and it possessor are purely physical. And while property 
and substance dualism are making a slight comeback in philosophy1, the influence 
of physicalism, allegedly certified by neuroscience, has infiltrated theology and 
philosophy of religion.2 

Indeed, some today question the very intelligibility of a purely spiritual 
substance whether it be God, angels or human/animal souls. Foundational to the 
intelligibility problem is the nature of consciousness and conscious states, for if 
these are, in some way or another, reducible to or eliminable in favor of physical 
properties and states, then fodder is made available for the formulation of a defeater 
argument against such intelligibility. For thirty-five years, one of the most ardent 
and consistent critics of a dualist construal of consciousness and conscious states 
has been Paul Churchland.  Interestingly, during that time he has continued to 
proffer the same arguments which he takes to be successful defeaters for property 
dualism.3 The central purpose of this article is to clearly state and defeat 
Churchland’s arguments in order show that it is intelligible to take consciousness 
as immaterial/spiritual.  If this is so, then the intelligibility of a spiritual substance 
                                                        

1 See, for example, Johnathan Loose, Angus Menuge, and J. P. Moreland (eds.), The Blackwell 
Companion to Substance Dualism (Oxford, UK: Wiley Blackwell, 2018); Andrea Lavazza and Howard 
Robinson (eds.), Contemporary Dualism: A Defense (New York, NY: Routledge, 2014); Richard Fumerton, 
Knowledge, Thought and the Case for Dualism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013); Mark C. 
Baker and Stewart Goetz (eds.), The Soul Hypothesis: Investigation into the Existence of the Soul. New York, 
NY: Continuum, 2011); Robert Koons and George Bealer (eds.), The Waning of Materialism (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2010); and Alessandro Antonietti, Antonella Corradini, and Jonathan Lowe (eds.), Psycho-
Physical Dualism Today: An Interdisciplinary Approach (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2008). 

2 See, for example, Warren S. Brown and Brad D. Strawn, The Physical Nature of the Christian Life: 
Neuroscience, Psychology, and the Church (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2012); Joel Green, 
Body, Soul, and Human Life: The Nature of Humanity in the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2008); 
Nancy Murphy, Embodies Souls or Spirited Bodies? (New York, NY: Cambridge University Press, 2006), and 
John W. Cooper, Body, Soul, and Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropology and the Monism-Dualism Debate, 
Updated Edition (Grand Rapids, MI: W. B. Eerdmans, 2000). 

3 Paul Churchland, Matter and Consciousness (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1984, revised in 1988 
and again in 2013). 
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follows since such a substance is constituted by the immaterial, spiritual properties 
of consciousness.  Churchland’s arguments are paradigm cases of physicalist 
rebuttals of property dualism, so if we can provide sufficient defeaters for his 
arguments, those defeaters apply with equal force to others who argue in the same 
way. 

Introspection provides data about the nature of consciousness which has 
proved challenging for physicalism, which some have taken to support various 
arguments for dualism.4  The most discussed arguments from introspection (AFI), 
originating in the work of Frank Jackson5 and Thomas Nagel6, have faced numerous 
objections. According to one widely popular objection to AFI, these 
“epistemological arguments” for property dualism fail by moving from epistemic 
points to metaphysical conclusions, since in intensional contexts, equals cannot be 
substituted for equals in a way that guarantees a true conclusion. One cannot move 
from the fact that mental states are known through introspection to the conclusion 
that mental states are not identical to brain states. The first statement of this 
objection was made in 1967 by Richard Brandt and Jaegwon Kim.7 Since then, 
nearly every discussion of AFI makes reference to this objection as a decisive 
refutation of such dualist arguments. 

Kim, for example, evaluates what he takes to be three epistemic arguments 
for dualism (one from the doubtability of the body, but not the I; one from direct 
access to one's consciousness, but no direct access to a material object or state; and 
one from private access to one's consciousness, but not to a material object or state), 
and provides the same solution to each. According to Kim, AFI uses epistemic or 
intentional properties, such as being known with certainty or being believed to be 
such and such, to differentiate the mind and body.8 According to Kim, using 
epistemic or intentional properties to show that X ≠ Y faces problems. In short, 
from the fact that there are two ways to know something it does not follow that the 
“items” known are different.9 

While we agree with this last statement, we do not agree that the way Kim's 
statement of the argument, one that is often employed along with similar points, 
succeeds. To show this, we will focus on what may be the most developed 
employment of this line of argumentation to defeat a range of dualist arguments; 
the treatment of Paul Churchland. As noted above, given that a number of 
philosophers endorse this line of argument, we take our treatment of Churchland’s 
arguments to apply to all such objections to AFI. 

                                                        
4 For recent examples see, Richard Fumerton, Knowledge, Thought, and the Case for Dualism 

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013); and Howard Robinson, From the Knowledge Argument to 
Mental Substance: Resurrecting the Mind (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016). 

5 Frank Jackson, “What Mary Didn’t Know,” Journal of Philosophy 83 (1982): 291-295. See also, 
Frank Jackson, “Epiphenomenal Qualia,” Philosophical Quarterly 32 (1986): 127-136. 

6 Thomas Nagel, “What Is It Like to Be a Bat?” Philosophical Review 83 (1974): 435-450. 
7 Richard Brandt and Jaegwon Kim, “The Logic of the Identity Theory,” The Journal of Philosophy 

64 (17) (1967): 515-537. 
8 Jaegwon Kim, Philosophy of Mind, 3rd edition (Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 2011), 153-61. 
9 However, Kim admits that, “the argument from subjectivity, seems the most compelling, and 

anyone wishing to reject it should have good reasons” (Jaegwon Kim, Philosophy of Mind, 161). 
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Although Churchland has criticized AFI in various places,10 we examine his 
objections in Matter and Consciousness, which until now have gone unanalyzed in 
the literature. We argue that Churchland’s objections are unsuccessful against 
introspection-based arguments for dualism. Against Churchland’s first objection, 
we argue that it (1) is based on false analogues to AFI, (2) results in introspective 
skepticism, and (3) presupposes an understanding of AFI the dualist need not 
embrace. We offer two alternative accounts of AFI in terms of the linguistic 
reduction of mental states and the metaphysical relations that mental states stand to 
their subject. Against Churchland’s second objection we argue (1) it results in 
introspective skepticism that undermines neuroscience, (2) it presupposes 
physicalism, and (3) Churchland’s use of reductions are so unlike mental states that 
they can’t motivate physicalism. 
 

2. Replies to Churchland 
 

2.1 Churchland’s First Objection 
Churchland’s first objection aims to show that AFI shares the same failures 

of two arguments he takes as analogous to AFI.11 He initially states AFI as 
follows.12 

 
AFI1 
1. My mental states are introspectively known by me as states of my conscious 

life. 
2. My brain states are not introspectively known by me as states of my 

conscious life.  
3. Therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, my mental states are not identical with my 

brain states. 
 
According to Churchland, AFI1 commits the intentional fallacy by mistaking 
different descriptions of or names for the brain (for example, ‘mind’, ‘soul’, ‘spirit’) 
as picking out something different than the brain when, in fact, they do not.  

In making his first objection, Churchland states two arguments he thinks are 
analogous to AFI1 yet clearly commit the intentional fallacy. Call Churchland’s 
parallel arguments ALI/CLAY and ASPIRIN. Consider the first. 
 

ALI/CLAY:13 
1. Muhammad Ali is widely known as a heavyweight champion. 
2. Cassius Clay is not widely known as a heavyweight champion. 

                                                        
10 Paul Churchland, “Reduction, Qualia and the Direct Introspection of Brain States.” Journal of 

Philosophy 82 (1985): 8-28; and “Consciousness and the Introspection of ‘Qualitative Simples’.” In 
Consciousness Inside and Out: Phenomenology, Neuroscience, and the Nature of Experience. Edited by 
Richard Brown. New York, NY: Springer, 2013: 35-56. 

11 Paul Churchland, Matter and Consciousness, Third Edition (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2013), 
50--52. 

12 Ibid, 50. 
13 Churchland, Matter and Consciousness, 50. 
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3. Therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, Muhammad Ali is not identical with Cassius 
Clay. 
 

Those conversant with boxing history know that premise (3) is false. ‘Cassius Clay’ 
is the birth name of the person who changed his name to ‘Muhammad Ali.’ That is, 
‘Muhammad Ali’ and ‘Cassius Clay’ are co-referring expressions that pick out the 
same person. The same issue is at work in Churchland’s second parallel argument.  
  

ASPRIRIN: 
1. Aspirin is recognized by John to be a pain reliever. 
2. Acetylsalicylic acid is not recognized by John as a pain reliever. 
3. Therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, Aspirin is not identical with Acetylsalicylic 

acid.  
 
Premise (3) is false. ‘Aspirin’ is the brand name for the same medication that the 
technical name ‘Acetylsalicylic acid’ refers to. Again, we have co-referring 
expressions for the same referent.   

Those who do not know that ‘Ali’ and ‘Clay’ or that ‘Aspirin’ and 
‘Acetylsalicylic acid’ co-refer to the same person or same medicine will draw the 
false conclusion that they are not identical to each other. Churchland thinks the 
same thing is true of AFI1. Those who do not know that mental states are identical 
to brain states will be convinced of AFI1. The force of Churchland’s argument rests 
on how strongly analogous AFI1 is to either ALI/CLAY and or ASPIRIN. We argue 
they are not analogous at all.14 
 

2.1.1. Equivocation   
Churchland’s ALI/CLAY and ASPIRIN equivocate between different types 

of beliefs (de re and de dicto) and different types of knowledge (propositional 
knowledge and knowledge by acquaintance) when compared to AFI. While de re 
belief is belief about an object or agent, de dicto belief is a belief about the truth of 
a proposition. Likewise, propositional knowledge is knowledge regarding a 
proposition, while knowledge by acquaintance is knowledge of some object or 
agent. These notions of belief and knowledge can come apart. Suppose you’ve 
never met your neighbor, and you have no reason to think your neighbor is a 

                                                        
14 Brian Loar has made a similar objection. Our replies in this section are equally applicable to Loar’s 

argument. See, Brian Loar, “Phenomenal States (Revised Version)”, in There’s Something About Mary: Essays 
on Phenomenal Consciousness and Frank Jackson’s Knowledge Argument, edited by Peter Ludlow, Yujin 
Nagasawa, and Daniel Stoljar (Cambridge MA: MIT Press, 2004), 222-23.  Using different terminology, 
Howard Robinson has recently evaluated the argument below in section 2.1.1 in the context of Churchland’s 
argument that we, too, are evaluating.  See Howard Robinson, From the Knowledge Argument to Mental 
Substance (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2016, 17-19.  While he grants the value of the argument, 
he claims that the Knowledge Argument is saved not by spotting an equivocation in Churchland’s response 
(though he grants there is such an equivocation), but rather, by the totality requirement of the person, e.g., 
Mary, regarding knowledge of physical facts prior to gaining sight.  But we think Robinson misses the point 
of the arguments below.  Our purpose is not to save the Knowledge Argument from introspection—for that 
task we agree that the epistemic totality of physical facts is crucial.  Our aim is more modest:  We are seeking 
to show that Churchland’s counterarguments against Introspective Dualism (which can be expressed in the 
Knowledge Argument) fail miserably.  And we believe Robinson would agree with employment of what 
follows. 
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Buddhist. However, one day at the market you see a person and recognize them as 
a Buddhist. Moreover, unbeknownst to you, the Buddhist is your neighbor. 
Consequently, you believe, in the de re sense, of your neighbor that your neighbor 
is a Buddhist. However, at the same time you do not believe, in the de dicto sense, 
that your neighbor is a Buddhist.  
 Return to Churchland’s parallel arguments. First, premise (1) of ALI/CLAY 
and ASPIRIN both use de dicto belief. Many individuals believe that Mohammad 
Ali is a heavyweight champion. Likewise, most people lack the de dicto belief that 
Cassius Clay is a heavyweight champion or that Cassius Clay is Mohammad Ali. 
Moreover, the type of knowledge in these premises is propositional knowledge. The 
same is not true of AFI1. On a charitable reading, the dualist understands premises 
(1) and (2) in the de re sense. Your belief is about your mental state, not about a 
proposition regarding your mental state. That may come along, but it is not what is 
at work in the argument. Likewise, premise (1) of AFI1 expresses knowledge by 
acquaintance.  

In order to be analogous to AFI, Churchland’s CLAY/ALI and ASPRIN 
arguments must be given the following de re reading: 

 
1. People are widely acquainted with that guy [Mohamed Ali] as the 

heavyweight champion. 
2. People are not widely acquainted with that guy [Cassius Clay] as the 

heavyweight champion. 
3. Therefore, Mohamed Ali and Cassius Clay are not identical. 

 
Notice, (2) must be false. Those acquainted with the person they refer to as 
‘Mohamed Ali’ are acquainted with the person others refer to as ‘Cassius Clay’. 
Both names refer to the same person, whom they know. They simply lack the de 
dicto belief that the person they refer to as ‘Mohamed Ali’ is also referred to as 
‘Cassius Clay.’ However, according to AFI, the same is not true of the mind and 
brain. Individuals have de re beliefs about their mental states in virtue of having 
knowledge by acquaintance with them. They do not, however, have de re beliefs 
about their brain states, because they lack knowledge by acquaintance with their 
brain states.15  

Why think that Churchland must present his arguments using de dicto belief 
and propositional knowledge? He must do so because premise (2) of ALI/CLAY 
and ASPIRIN turns out to be false if taken in the de re knowledge by acquaintance 
sense. People who know Mohamed Ali in the de re sense also know Cassius Clay 
in the de re sense. Therefore, (1) and (2) must be taken in the de dicto sense. 
Otherwise, they cannot both be true. 

                                                        
15 We make no general assumption that the only way to have a de re belief about something is to 

have knowledge by acquaintance with it. We claim only that it seems clear that this is what is actually going 
on in the different cases just discussed. Of course, Churchland would not agree with our assessment because 
he explicitly denies that there is any such thing as simple seeing or knowledge by acquaintance. For 
Churchland, all seeing is theory-laden and amounts to seeing as or seeing that (See, Churchland, Matter and 
Consciousness, 130). We ask the reader to look carefully at the cases, and judge who has more accurately 
captured the dialectic.  
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Furthermore, notice what happens when ALI/CLAY is given a de dicto 
reading. 

 
1. ‘Mohamed Ali’ is widely accepted to refer to the individual who can be 

describes as ‘the heavy weight champion.’  
2. ‘Cassius Clay’ is not widely accepted to refer to the individual who can be 

describes as ‘the heavy weight champion.’ 
3. Therefore, ‘Mohamed Ali’ and ‘Cassius Clay’ are not identical. 

 
Understood this way, CLAY/ALI and ASPIRIN are cases of accepting various 
propositions under different descriptions that refer to the same thing without 
knowing it. They have certain de dicto beliefs, but lack others. Moreover, the 
knowledge in his cases is propositional knowledge. However, the dualist argument 
is in terms of de re belief and knowledge by acquaintance, while Churchland’s 
CLAY/ALI and ASPARIN are in terms of de dicto belief and propositional 
knowledge. Consequently, Churchland’s first objection to AFI fails, as CLAY/ALI 
and ASPARIN are not analogous to AFI.  

Perhaps the physicalist could reply to AFI by rejecting (2). They might do 
this by maintaining that you are acquainted with your brain states. Notice that this 
reply does not defend Churchland’s objection to AFI. It abandons Churchland’s 
objection and moves to attack premise (2) of AFI. If that is the only response 
available to the physicalist, then we’ve successfully shown that Churchland’s first 
objection fails. Churchland’s arguments fail as parallels to AFI1 and so his first 
objection fails.   

 
2.1.2.  Introspection Skepticism 
Here is a further reason to think that ALI/CLAY and ASPRIN are not 

parallels to AFI at all. The source of error in these arguments is obvious. We can 
easily understand how one could fail to know that who they refer to as ‘Mohammad 
Ali’ is also referred to as ‘Cassius Clay.’ They could simply fail to know his 
personal history. Likewise, one can fail to know that Aspirin is acetylsalicylic acid 
because they did not pay attention in chemistry class. These errors are due to a lack 
of propositional knowledge regarding the referent of certain names. However, the 
source of error in AFI is not at all clear. How is it that when reflecting on our mental 
states, they seem to stand in relations to us and have certain properties that are not 
at all like the properties or relations of brain states?   

Someone could object that mental states seem to have these non-physical 
features only if one has already accepted dualism, while a physicalist will not see 
those states as having these features. However, as Kim has correctly noted, this 
response has it backwards. In context, Kim is talking about various dualist 
intuitions expressed in a host of thought experiments that seek to provide evidence 
that qualia are non-physical and contingently related to physical states. Here is how 
he concludes his discussion of these issues:  

 
The [property-dualist] case against qualia supervenience therefore is not 
conclusive, though it is quite substantial. Are there, then, considerations in 
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favor of qualia supervenience? It would seem that the only positive 
considerations are broad metaphysical ones that might very well be accused 
of begging the question.16 

 
The only account Churchland could give assumes that we cannot know the 

basic nature of our own mental states by paying attention to them. But, this kind of 
skepticism about introspection is absurd. If we cannot know the basic nature of our 
own mental states by introspection, then we could not know which thoughts are our 
thoughts. As John Haldane writes, “How am I even to pose the question, let alone 
devise and operate procedures for determining whether it was me or someone else 
who was thinking unless I already have a grasp of certain thoughts as being 
mine?”17  

Likewise, how can you know that you are in a state of pain or in a state of 
joy if you cannot attend to your mental states by reliable introspection? Imagine 
you are convinced that pain is identical to a specific brain state. While hooked up 
to and observing your own fMRI scan, you bite your tongue quite seriously. At the 
same time, you notice that your brain states are not behaving in the way associated 
with pain. It would be truly odd for you to exclaim, “I am having an experience of 
pain, but I am not in pain.”  

One might object that although we know something about the nature of our 
mental states, there is much we don't know by introspection. For instance, you 
cannot tell by introspection whether mental states are fundamentally your states, or 
whether they are derivatively your states but grounded in the states of something 
other than you. The temporality of mental states is obscure. How long does a state 
last? The composition is obscure. When I hear “Paris”, is that a holistic experience 
or do I experience five sounds? No one is surprised that you cannot know the nature 
of the sun just by paying attention to it. Why should our mental states be different? 

We grant that we don’t know everything about our mental states. However, 
we clearly know certain things about them that are relevant to our argument against 
Churchland, viz., their intrinsic phenomenal content (the what-it-is-like-to-be-in-
pain, that the content of my thought is “that London is beautiful” and not “that I 
hate cabbage,” that they belong to me). Our argument does not assume that we 
know everything about our mental states; it merely presupposes we know things 
about their intrinsic nature such as the items just listed. That is sufficient for our 
argument to go through. 

Churchland could reply that all we have shown is that one cannot know the 
physical nature of a mental state by introspection, but it still has a physical nature. 
We offer three responses. First, as Richard Swinburne points out, at least certain 
mental states (e.g., thoughts) are conscious events of which I am aware. Moreover, 
“…there is no more to a subject’s thoughts than they are aware of.”18 They are, as 
it were, “naked before the subject.” Second, it is very difficult to take most, if not 
all, mental states as having a physical nature. Thoughts, beliefs, desires and 
exercises of volitional power do not seem to have geometrical properties (location, 

                                                        
16 Jaegwon Kim, Philosophy of Mind (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 2d. ed., 2006), 233. 
17 John Haldane, “‘(I Am) Thinking’” Ratio XVI 2 (June 2003), 135. 
18 Richard Swinburne, Mind, Brain, & Free Will (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 79.   
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size, shape), mass, charge, and so on.  Indeed, it seems to be a category fallacy to 
ascribe such properties to these mental states. It would seem impossible to find such 
features because any candidate for the physical nature of a mental state could easily 
be treated as a physical causal factor that must be present for the mental state to 
obtain. Finally, even if we grant, for the sake of argument, that mental states have 
a physical nature, our arguments still show that there is an irreducible mental nature 
to them as well, and this is all we need for our arguments to go through. 

Additionally, one could reply that cases such as craniopagus conjoined 
twins might undermine the notion that we can introspectively know what thoughts 
are ours.19 For example, Krista and Tatiana Hogan, are craniopagus conjoined twins 
who share brain structure consisting of a neural bridge between their thalamus, 
which regulates consciousness sensory and motor signals.20 In virtue of this neural 
bridge one brain receives signals from the other brain and vice versa. Although the 
twins have not undergone rigorous neurological study, it seems as if they can 
receive the sensations of taste and sight from each other. However, it also seems 
clear that they can tell when they are receiving these sensations from their twin as 
they can distinguish their own sensations from the sensations of their twin.  

Furthermore, such examples rest on an equivocation regarding “whose 
thought something was.” The phrase can be causal or authorial. In this sense a 
thought is one’s own just in case that person caused or authored the thought. In this 
case, confusion seems quite plausible. For example, one could often fail to tell if a 
thought came from or was authored by their twin rather than coming from one’s 
own self.  The phrase can also mean, “belongs to or had.” In this sense a thought is 
one’s own just in case it is possessed by or had by that person. More precisely, a 
thought is one’s own just in case the mental property, which consists in the 
immanent essence/propositional content of the thought, is exemplified by that 
person to form a mode of the person: the-having-of-the-mental-property-by-Smith. 
It is far from clear that a person could be confused about a thought belonging to her 
or someone else. The counterexamples gain their force by being examples of the 
first sense and not the second sense of the phrase. 

Lastly, one might reply that we cannot know the full nature of a mental state 
by introspection. This leaves open the possibility that we can typically know 
enough to tell that it is a state of pain, even though we cannot know through 
introspection that it is a brain state. But this reply won’t work. We have already 
looked at non-question-begging reasons to support the view that what we do know 
about our mental states is their intrinsic nature, which helps to ground their cross-
world identity. And this nature is just not physical. Notions such as what-it-is-like, 
being subjective, first-person, perspectival, being of, having semantic content, and 
so on play absolutely no role in physical theory. One will search in vain through a 
physics, chemistry or neurophysiology text in an attempt to find these notions listed 
among the properties that are counted as physical. 

Of course, there are things we don’t know about our mental states through 
introspection. It is hard to tell precisely how long a mental state lasts or all the 

                                                        
19 REDACTED 
20 Dominus, Susan. 2011. “Could Conjoined Twins Share a Mind?” New York Times, May 25. 

Accessed online April 10, 2016. Permalink: (http://nyti.ms/19p4PMI). 
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entailments that follow from it. However, it could be argued that both problems 
follow from the mental nature of consciousness and its states. Consciousness, 
unlike sequences of physical states, moves in a continuous flow, so it is hard to 
draw sharp temporal boundaries to a mental state. But the movement of brain states 
consists in a series of discrete states that have clear boundaries and that jump from 
one to the other. Regarding entailment, arguably, physical states stand in causal 
relations to each other, but not in intentional, epistemic or logical relations. But 
these are exactly what characterize the relations among the immanent propositional 
content of propositional attitudes.  

But in the epistemic sense, couldn’t it be the case that the unknown aspects 
of our mental states include physicality? In our view, the only positive argument 
for this claim is a question-begging prior commitment to physicalism. There is no 
other positive evidence for it.  
 

2.1.3. Misidentification  
Perhaps the greatest problem is that Churchland has failed to accurately 

represent AFI. Churchland’s objection assumes the dualist is committed to the 
following understanding of AFI. 

 
EPISTEMIC AFI: Two different ways of knowing something shows the 
things known are different. 
 

From this assumption Churchland charges the dualist with deriving a metaphysical 
conclusion from epistemological premises. But why think that is the case? Why 
couldn’t the dualist be committed to the following understandings of AFI? 
 

LANGUAGE AFI: When I introspect, the natures of the items given to me 
are not describable in physical language. 

 
This is at least one way Howard Robinson understands AFI. In one statement of the 
knowledge argument Robinson’s conclusion is that, “The phenomenal nature of 
sound cannot in principle be expressed in the vocabulary of physical science.”21 
This is of course quite different from Churchland’s presumption of EPISTEMIC 
AFI.  
  One might reply that the nature of a statue, for example, is not describable 
in physical language (it requires the language of art criticism). But that does not 
mean that the statue isn't a physical thing. We think this objection rests on a mistake 
about what makes something a statue. A statue is a certain amount of stuff, say clay, 
shaped in a certain way and intended by its maker and/or the community of people 
who intend to take the shaped clay to represent what the maker intended. It is the 
maker’s intentions, along with those of her community, which makes the object a 
statue. And, arguably, intentions are mental entities. Consider a possible world with 
no sentient beings. There would be no statues in this world, just shaped stuff.  If 

                                                        
21 Howard Robinson, “The Anti-Materialist Strategy and the ‘Knowledge Argument’”, in Objections 

to Physicalism, edited by Howard Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993), 163. 
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erosion created an object shaped like the Statue of Liberty, it would merely be 
shaped stuff and not a statue.  

In addition to LANGUAGE AFI, there is a further dualist understand of 
AFI: 

 
METAPHYSICAL AFI: Things that can be known by introspection 
(mental states and properties), given what introspection is, stand to the 
subject of experience as (a) inner (not spatially inside, but properties they 
exemplify); (b) private (known by the subject in a way not available to 
anyone else); (c) directly given to the subject and not by means of anything 
else (self-presenting); (d) intentional; and (e) necessarily, states of the 
subject. None of these features are true of all or at least some brain states.  

 
This is similar to the understanding of AFI that John Searle favors. He explains, 

 
The logical form of the argument is this: I stand in a relation to certain 
entities, my experience of colors. And the bat stands in a relation to certain 
entities, its experiences of what it feels like to be a bat. A complete third-
person description of the world leaves out these entities, therefore the 
description is incomplete.22 

 
Richard Fumerton’s understanding of the knowledge argument accords well with 
METAPHYSICAL AFI as well.23 METAPHYSICAL AFI focuses on unique 
metaphysical features of mental states. Mental states are the sorts of things that can 
be introspectively known and, thus, they stand in a direct access relation to the 
subject.24 Mental states are inner—exemplified within the subject—and are 
necessarily states—modes—of the subject.25 Mental states are intentional; they are 
about something other than themselves. Brain states, however, lack these features.26  

METAPHYSICAL AFI is a straightforward metaphysical argument 
regarding the metaphysics of consciousness. It is not, as Churchland claims, an 
argument from epistemology to metaphysics. We have, then, a second 
understanding of AFI that eludes Churchland’s first objection as his presumption 
that AFI is committed to EPISTEMIC AFI is false. 

If Churchland is to justify this presumption we see only two moves available 
to him. First, he could argue that dualists actually use EPISTEMIC AFI. 
Churchland does not refer to any dualists at all, so it is unclear whom he has in 
mind. We are unaware of any philosophers who defend EPISTEMIC AFI. 
However, suppose Churchland pointed to specific instances of EPISTEMIC AFI. 

                                                        
22 John R. Searle, Mind: A Brief Introduction (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 68. 
23 Richard Fumerton, Knowledge, Thought, and the Case for Dualism, chapter 3. 
24 See, for example, J. P. Moreland, “The Knowledge Argument Revisited,” International 

Philosophical Quarterly 43, no. 2 (170) (2003): 219-38. 
25 See, for example. E. J. Lowe, Subjects of Experiences (New York, NY: Cambridge University 

Press, 1996). 
26 See, for example, George Bealer, “Materialism and the Logical Structure of Intentionality,” in 

Objections to Physicalism, edited by Howard Robinson (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993), 101-26; and, E. J. Lowe, 
“There Are No Easy Problems of Consciousness,” Journal of Consciousness Studies 2 (3) (1995): 206-71. 
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What follows? At best he has retired a bad version of AFI. That would be helpful 
if such arguments are being made. As we have stated this is unlikely. Furthermore, 
this move fails to offer an objection to AFI in general. Given that Churchland’s aim 
is to do just that, this response is unhelpful. 

Second, Churchland could try to argue that LANGUAGE AFI and 
METAPHYSICAL AFI are reducible to EPISTEMIC AFI. This would be a much 
stronger argument. However, this line of argument hardly seems possible. The 
conclusions of LANGUAGE AFI differ from METAPHYSICAL AFI and 
EPISTEMIC AFI alike. Moreover, the conclusions of each argument could not be 
derived from the premises of each argument. This line of reasoning is unpromising.  

 
2.2 Churchland’s Second Objection 

 In order to make his second objection to AFI, Churchland offers an 
alternative formulation as follows. 
 
 AFI2 

1. My mental states are knowable by introspection. 
2. My brain states are not knowable by introspection. 
3. Therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, my mental states are not identical with my 

brain states. 
 
AFI1 made introspectability a feature of the way something is known and not a 
property of the mental state itself. AFI2 advances the latter. Churchland’s strategy 
is to reject AFI2 by denying premise (2). He explains,  
 

For if mental states are indeed brain states, then it is really brain states that 
we have been introspecting all along, though without fully appreciating 
what they are. And if we can learn to think of and recognize those states 
under their familiar mentalistic descriptions, then we can certainly learn to 
think of and recognize them under their more penetrating 
neurophysiological descriptions. At the very least, premise (2) begs the 
question against the identity theorist.27 

 
The claim here is that we have de re beliefs of our brain states and lack de dicto 
beliefs that what we are aware of in introspection are brain states. Consequently, 
we do have knowledge by acquaintance with brain states. We simply lacked the 
propositional knowledge that they are, in fact, brain states.  

To illustrate this second objection, Churchland offers the following 
argument, which he takes to be parallel to AFI2: 
 

MEAN KE 
1. Temperature is knowable by feeling. 
2. Mean molecular kinetic energy is not knowable by feeling. 
3. Therefore, by Leibniz’s Law, temperature is not identical with mean 

molecular kinetic energy. 
                                                        

27 Churchland, 51-52. 
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Churchland holds that this argument is unsound by denying premise (2). He 
explains: 
 

The culprit, as above, is premise (2). Just as one can learn to feel that 
summer air is about 70℉, or 21℃, so one can learn to feel that the mean KE 
of its molecules is about 6.2 × 10-21 joules, for whether we realize it or not, 
that is what our native discriminatory mechanisms are keyed to. Perhaps our 
brain states are similarly accessible, if we learn the relevant theoretical 
vocabulary, and if we learn to spontaneously apply the relevant terms.28 

 
Churchland’s rejection of (2) is that it is possible that, given certain scientific 
advances, we come to know by feeling that mental states just are brain states, that 
the mental state of feeling the summer air is identical to some brain state. We have 
three responses to this objection. 

 
2.2.1 Introspective Skepticism Once More 

  MEAN KE comes at a great cost. If Churchland is correct, it becomes 
utterly mysterious how you could know your own mental states by introspection 
since for Churchland they are completely different than what they seem to be in 
introspection. In fact, the radically disparate nature of what is presented to us in 
introspection regarding the nature of consciousness is at the heart of entrenched 
disputes in philosophy of mind (e.g. the explanatory gap argument). We argued in 
section 2.1.2 that this leads to the problem of not being able to know what thoughts 
are your thoughts. Here we raise two further problems. 

According to many dualists, nothing we know by introspection can be 
described in reductive physical language. The argument is that what we know by 
introspection is constituted by qualia. Qualia, the dualist contends, resists even 
linguistic reduction. This is the argument made in LANGUAGE AFI. It seems then 
Churchland’s objection will be of little use against these dualists. It merely gets us 
back to the issue at hand.  

Furthermore, Churchland’s introspective skepticism undermines the 
empirical research of many neuroscientific studies. For example, a 2004 study 
discovered that regret is correlated with the orbitofrontal cortex of the brain.29 
Subjects were given a choice between two risky gambles. In partial feedback 
blocks, the result of the gamble appeared only in the gamble they selected. In 
complete feedback blocks, the results of both gambles appeared. Subjects reported 
a range of sadness or disappointment when they lost the bet. Those who also 
discovered that they could have won, had they chosen the other betting option, 
reported a degree of sadness or regret. Researchers discovered that subjects with 
lesions to the orbitofrontal cortex did not experience sadness after learning they 
could have won had they chosen differently, hence, no experience of regret. In these 

                                                        
28 Churchland, 52. 
29 Nathalie Camille, Giorgio Coricelli, Jerome Sallet, Pascale Pradat-Diehl, Jean-Rene Duhamel, and 

Angela Sirigu, “The Enjoyment of the Orbitofrontal Cortex in the Experience of Regret” Science 304 (2004): 
1167-70.  
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experiments researchers must ultimately rely on the introspective first-person 
report of the subject regarding their mental states, which allows us to distinguish 
between regret and disappointment.  

One might reply that in asserting that Churchland’s view of mental states is 
completely different than what they seem to be in introspection, we are begging the 
question. A materialist might hold that Churchland’s account of mental states is not 
different, just richer. For example, there is so much more to a table than meets the 
eye (all that stuff going on at the molecular and atomic level). 

Unfortunately, this is not an option for Churchland. For one thing, 
Churchland is an eliminative materialist regarding propositional attitudes. He 
recommends we search for brain states that, as long as they play the “same role” as 
propositional attitudes as traditionally conceived, they need bear no resemblance 
whatsoever to those propositional attitudes. Moreover, he simply identifies qualia 
with brain states. It is not as though a quale is irreducibly mental but there is a vast 
unknown aspect to it that is physical. No, if qualia are allowed to exist as irreducible 
entities, they are so different than brain states that the physicalist will have a 
difficult time with the location problem. It is in no way question-begging to assert 
that the phenomenal texture that constitutes a quale is utterly unique compared to 
anything else in the universe and phenomenal texture is just not among the 
properties, relations or parts that constitute physical science. 

Indeed, it is the physicalist who begs the question here.  In the context of 
debates about property dualism regarding qualia, Kim correctly notes the following. 

 
The [property-dualist] case against qualia supervenience therefore is not 
conclusive, though it is quite substantial.  Are there, then, considerations in 
favor of qualia supervenience? It would seem that the only positive 
considerations are broad metaphysical ones that might very well be accused 
of begging the question.”30 

 
2.2.2 The Presumption of Physicalism 
Churchland’s rejection of (2) makes a significant assumption. He assumes 

that mental states are identical to brain states. If they are not, then it is impossible 
to come to know by introspection that mental states just are brain states. However, 
this is the proposition in dispute. We see only two plausible ways to for Churchland 
to deny (2). First, argue that brain states are identical to the kinds of things we know 
by introspection. Second, argue that brain states share the relevant features that 
make them knowable by introspection. The most plausible candidates in this 
discussion are mental states and their features, such as being self-presenting, which 
make them knowable by introspection. Yet, Churchland’s rejection of (2) merely 
assumes this. That is, Churchland’s objection to AFI2 in terms of MEAN KE begs 
the question against the dualist. 
 

2.2.3 Bad Analogies from the History of Science 
Perhaps one could reply that Churchland is not presuming physicalism in 

MEAN KE, but rather importing the promises of science to one day reduce mental 
                                                        

30 Jaegwon Kim, Philosophy of Mind (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press, 2d. ed., 2006), 233. 
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states to brain states. Churchland certainly makes use of this line of reasoning in 
his overall case for reductive physicalism. He submits the following list of 
reductions in the history of sciences.  

 
(i) Sound is just a train of compression waves traveling though the air. 
(ii) Light is just electromagnetic waves. 
(iii) Color (of an object) is just a triplet of reflectance efficiencies (of the 

object). 
(iv) Warmth is identical with low average molecular kinetic energy. 

 
Churchland surmises that the success of science in discovering these reductions 
justifies the supposition that science will someday show that mental states are 
identical with brain states. Consequently, premise 2 of MEAN KE will one day be 
shown false. 
 We offer two ways of responding. First, one could challenge the legitimacy 
of the examples of ontological reduction. Some, such as Steve Horst, have argued 
that the alleged historical parallels of reduction and identity are questionable. Horst 
points out that contemporary philosophy of mind is,  
 

…predicated upon the assumption that intertheoretic reductions are 
widespread at the junctions between the various natural science and are 
available in principle at all such junctions…Curiously, though, at the time 
that reductionism was reaching its zenith in philosophy of mind, these 
assumptions were coming under fire within philosophy of science itself. 
Today, these assumptions are in fact generally rejected by philosophers of 
science.31  

 
We are only suggesting that this line of reply seems plausible. It is beyond the scope 
of this paper to defend Horst’s thesis. Although Horst is not alone in his view, some 
will not be persuaded by this reply. The following may persuade a larger audience. 

Suppose that Churchland’s cases of reduction are accurate. One could still 
reply that they are bad analogies for mental properties. Consider heat and color. 
One could grant that there is a difference between what they are (mean kinetic 
energy and wavelengths) and how they appear (as warm, as red). That is, heat and 
color pose both phenomenal properties and physical properties. However, such a 
distinction is not available for is not available for mental states like a sensation of 
pain. A pain sensation just is the way it appears to a subject, viz., as hurtful. The 
nature of a painful feeling and the appearance of pain do not come apart.32  

Imagine that an individual’s brain is in a neural state normally correlated 
with a sensation of pain. It seems possible that they could be in such a state and not 
have a sensation of pain. However, it does not seem possible that an individual have 
                                                        

31 Steven Horst, Beyond Reduction: Philosophy of Mind and Post-Reductionist Philosophy of Science 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 47. 

32 As Saul Kripke points out, heat, for example, is picked out by a reference-fixing description that it 
only contingently satisfies (“that which causes heat sensations”), which accounts for the illusory “appearance 
of possibility” that there could be heat without molecular motion. But we don’t pick out pain by way of any 
contingently associated property of pain. 
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a sensation of pain and not experience pain. Take away the experience of pain and 
pain goes with it. This is at the heart of why nearly all philosophers have rejected 
behaviorism. Hilary Putnam's “X-worlders” or “super-super-spartans” can 
simultaneously experience pain and suppress all pain behavior by sheer force of 
will.33 Likewise, we can imagine, what Ned Block calls, “perfect pain-pretender” 
who, although they are experiencing no pain at all, act exactly as one who is in 
severe pain.34 These thought experiments show that the phenomenal texture of a 
pain sensation is essential to what a pain sensation is. 

Consequently, mental states, like pain, resist the type of reduction which 
things like sound, light, and heat are vulnerable. One may concede that the history 
of science includes a number of successful reductions and, at the same time, reject 
the plausibility of reducing mental states to physical states.  

 
2.2.4 Grahek’s Challenge to the Phenomenal Essence of Pain 
We have been assuming the commonsense subjectivist view of pain 

according to which the essence of a pain is the phenomenal, hurtful what-it-is-like 
to a pain, along with pain’s subjective nature (its first-person, subjective, 
perspectival aspect). However, following an important 2001 book published by the 
late Nikola Grahek, some philosophers believe there is hard scientific evidence 
against the subjectivist view.35   

To understand Grahek’s argument, we first must get clear on what he calls 
the two components or dimensions to pain. Grahek correctly notes that pain is a 
complex experience with different components. First, there is “feeling pain,” that 
refers to the sensory-discriminatory aspects of pain. These are the qualitative 
hurtful qualitative aspect to pain (the what-it-is-like to have a sensation of pain) 
that can be experienced to varying degrees of intensity. Second, there is “being in 
pain” that refers to the affective-motivational aspect of a pain perception, basically 
the unpleasantness of pain. 

According to Grahek, one can feel pain without being in pain and the only 
clear example of this is people with Pain Asymbolia/Disassociation. Due to various 
physiological defects, such people acknowledge feeling pain but it is not unpleasant 
to them. They lack an experience of the affective-motivational aspect of pain. On 
the other hand, one can be in pain without feeling pain. In chapter seven, Grahek 
reports on a patient with various brain lesions whose left hand was exposed to a 
laser that usually brings about a spatially precise feeling of heat pain. The patient 
described an intensity-sensitive, unpleasant feeling somewhere between his finger-
tips and his shoulder that he desired to avoid. He could not provide further 
qualitative descriptions of the feeling (e.g., being warm, hot, mildly painful, 
intensely painful). This patient had the affective-motivational aspect of pain but not 
the sensory feeling of pain. 

It seems to us that these cases do nothing to show that the subjective view 
of pain we employ is false or problematic in some other way. Beginning with the 
                                                        

33 Hilary Putnam, "Brains and Behavior", in Mind, Language, and Reality: Philosophical Papers, 
Vol. 2: 325-341. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. First appeared 1963. 

34 Ned Block, "Psychologism and Behaviorism", The Philosophical Review 90 (1981): 5-43. 
35 Nikola Grahek, Feeling Pain and Being in Pain, 2nd edition (Cambridge, Massachusetts: MIT 

Press, 2007). 
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patient just described, all the case shows is that the affective-motivational 
component that usually accompanies pain sensations is not sufficient for sensing 
pain. Why? Because the patient lacks something that is essential to pain, viz., the 
phenomenal, sensory-discriminative feeling that is essential to a mental state being 
a pain. 

Grahek’s use of people with Pain Asymbolia to refute the subjective view 
of pain is a complete failure. In these cases, Grahek acknowledges that people 
experience the sensory-discriminatory component of pain. But with the second, 
unpleasantness component gone, the “pain” state does not satisfy the normal 
functional role of pain. After all, the subjectivist view of pain eschews functional, 
relational accounts of pain. So, a failure to satisfy the normal functional role of pain 
is of little consequence. Given that we agree that pain is a complex experience, it is 
consistent with Grahek’s data that while the sensory-discriminatory component of 
pain is essential, the affective-motivational aspect is accidental, though in the vast 
majority of cases, it is present. We conclude, then, that Grahek-style arguments fail 
to undermine the subjective view of pain. 
 

3. Conclusion 
To goal of this paper was to vindicate arguments for dualism from 

introspection against a popular objection originally from Brandt and Kim, and 
defended now by most physicalists, most powerfully by Paul Churchland. To that 
end we have offered a number of arguments. Against the first objection, we argued 
that it is based on two dissimilar arguments, as they employ different notions of 
belief and knowledge than AFI. Second, it results in introspective skepticism. 
Third, the objection presupposes an understanding of AFI the dualist needn’t 
embrace. Against Churchland’s second objection we offered three replies. First, it 
results in a costly introspective skepticism that undermines reliance on 
neuroscience. Second, this objection presupposes physicalism. Third, the supposed 
reductions in the history of science may not turn out to be reductions and if they are 
they are so unlike mental states that they give us no reason to expect that mental 
states are identical to brain states. Consequently, dualists and physicalists needn’t 
be seduced by such objections, and their popularity in the literature should fade.  
Neither the conceptual possibility or the reality of property dualism has been 
defeated, and, thus, the intelligibility of God as a pure spiritual substance remains 
intelligible. 
 


