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irrelevant for the same reasons that he dismisses the demand for a developed theory ¢
TWI (42-45). On Kripke’s view, Obama is picked out via the rigid designation whic
must work via some connection 1o the Obama we know in the actual world. Similarl
pain is picked out via our actual experience of painfulness. )

In order to insulate AE from the kind of contextual or relational considerations of th
kind posed by Tye and Hardcastle, the argument must assume that our reference-fixin;
experiences of pain are not characterized by any properties that are extrinsically related
the body or other non-qualitative features of the actual world. The elimination of am
reference to physical properties, context, or other relations is required in order for the
argument to go through. AE’s reliance on the non-relational and context-free essentia
property “painfulness” comes with a price. As we shall see, it imposes difficulties for the
kind of conceivability arguments that we are considering here.

Let us consider my disembodied counterpart suffering for his sins in Hell. If the
conceivability argument is successful, our ability to conceive of a disembodied mind
suffering pains like ours suffices to support dualism. But should we be confident that the
kinds of pains we are imagining disembodied John undergoing are similar to the pains we
experience in our embodied lives? Yes, Kripke could say, we can simply stipulate that
this is so.

Rather than remaining at the level of a type, pain, let us think about a specific token of
pain. Consider Pain #27: let us say that this is the experience that [ have when my three-
year old stands on my ingrown toenail. Let us say that I had this pain a few moments ago
and 1 regard it as being a pretty serious pain. At this point I consider how Pain #27 might
feel to my disembodied self in Hell. Notice that I claim to have stipulated that Pain#27 is
the same sensation that I have rigidly designated as Pain #27 in the actual world. It occurs
1o me that Pain #27 could be felt as a sweet relief from another pain, 'say the usual pains
that will be inflicted on me in Hell. If the devil decides to give me a break from the usual
treatment and bumps me down to Pain #27, would it be felt as pleasurable? If so, then
#27 is not intrinsically painful. Common sense tells us that pains are painful relative to
other experiences. Their painfulness is determined extrinsically, by for example the past
history of pain, and so forth. But does it make sense to say that in some possible world
#27 is not a pain?

Recall that in response to Tye and Hardcastle’s objections the advocate of AE would
insist on the privileged epistemic access that we have to the essence of pain such that if a
feeling is not painful, then it is not a pain and, of course, that if it is painful, then it is a
pain. The trouble for the conceivability argument arises when one tries to combine this
strong version of the AE principle for pain with the stipulated existence of disembodied
pains in the conceivability argument. So, for example, if one stipulates that disembodied
John has Pain #27, one must combine the rigidly designated object Pain #27 with the
descriptive conditions governing the imagined scenario. We could certainly stipulate that
we were talking about Pain#27 in Hell and could provide a consistent description of the
predicament facing disembodied John. However, notice that this does not suffice for the
purpose of the qualia argument. Given the descriptive conditions (Hell, the history of far
worse suffering than Pain #27, etc.), we are faced with the possibility that Pain#27 might



Thinking about Pain in Hell: Identifying Qualia across Possible Worlds

not be a painful feeling under some circumstances. It is quite plausible to think that Pain
#27 might not feel the same way as it does in the actual world, given the distinct
descriptive conditions governing those worlds. So, in order to block the possibility that
Pain #27 is not painful, the dualist will be forced 10 exclude some kinds of descriptive
“conditions and, therewith, some possible worlds. On Kripke's view, for Pain #27 to be
what it is, it must be painful. However, if there were enough changes to the world around
Pain #27, we can easily conceive of situations in which it could rot be felt as painful. In
such cases, if we identify Pain #27 with its painfulness, then we must acknowledge that
there are some worlds in which it would not exist.

This should not be such a strange conclusion for the dualist to accept. Afier all, she will
acknowledge that there are worlds in which there are no subjects or worlds in which
subjects are not capable of experiencing Pain #27 as painful, for whatever reason.

The conceivability argument works through the stipulation of a rigidly designated object:
the particular quale in a possible world that is fixed by some set of descriptive conditions.
The kinds of objections that we saw exemplified by Tye and Hardcastle, involve
objections to AE, but even if we accept AE, the descriptive conditions that fix the
possible worlds under consideration are subject to the following:
Descriptive conditions governing possible worlds cannot be mutually
inconsistent nor can they be inconsistent with the existence of the rigidly-
designated object whose existence in that possible world is being stipulated.
So, for example, this rule would, most obviously, exclude conceiving of worlds in which
Obama exists and there is no Obama. More substantially, it could prohibit us from
considering worlds in which objects violate the laws of physics, but in which the current
laws of physics hold.

Clearly care must be taken in stipulating worlds in which pain qualia exist. Even if we
can hold on to AE, thereby disallowing any change in the painfulness of the pain qualia,
the descriptive conditions will have to be adjusted so as to make for a coherent
combination of the rigidly designated pain quale and the descriptive conditions that fix
some possible world. Not all descriptive conditions for worlds will be compatible with
pain qualia. Most obviously, there would be no pain qualia in worlds in which there are
no pain qualia and no pain qualia in worlds in which there are no subjects to experience
the painfulness of pain.

Are there disembodied subjects in Hell who are capable of experiencing pain? In order
for our argument in favor of disembodied qualia to work, there had better be such beings.
But how does the dualist provide principled reasons for defending the existence of such
beings apart from reference to something like the possibility of qualia. The trouble for the
dualist is that since disembodied qualia are themselves in need of disembodied subjects,
they are in no position to help one another out.

Let us summarize the argument so far:

In the conceivability argument supporting dualism we begin by rigidly designating an
experience of pain with the word “pain.” Recall that Kripke’s view here is that “reference
of the designator is determined by an essential property of the referent.” (Naming and
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Necessitv. 153). Presumably, all tokens of the type puin are suqh that they can be r
designated. If so. then we can safely assume that the desngna!lor for the tok
determined by the painfulness of the referent._ ’YVe could have desrgn.aled some spr
token of pain with a label “Harry,” “m'nchashl, or “#27.” Let us assign the label *
#27" 1o the instance of pain that I have in my toe right now. Following AE, I can say
1 know the essence of Pain #27 (its painfulness).

Once 1 have rigidly designated the pain, 1 attempt to conceive of it as the obje:
phenomenal judgment for my disembodied counterpart in Hell. Thinking about pail
Hell is complicated by the set of descriptive conditions that I must invoke in order t
out that possible scenario. The worry is that it might makes no sense for Pain #27 t
felt as a pain in Hell given the descriptive conditions normally associated with
scenario. This leads us to think about ways of adjusting descriptive conditions such
we can coherently conceive of a subject suffering Pain #27 in the same way th
suffered it in the actual world. Notice that by holding on to AE we are forced to be in
business of referring to non-essential features of Pain #27 in order to make the descripi
conditions work.

At this point, I contend that the game of holding Pain #27 constant and adjusting
descriptive conditions of the possible world to make that world safe for the rigid
designated essence of Pain#27 forces all of the objections from Tye and Hardcastle bz
into consideration insofar as they must be addressed in the creation of the descripti
conditions governing the possible worlds.

The challenge facing t the dualist is to explain the kinds of worlds in which qualia lii
mine can exist. While I am very well acquainted with Pain #27 in the actual world, I a
less confident that I can conceive of descriptive conditions for worlds that are dista
from the actual world where the same pain can exist. To begin with, such worlds mu
have subjects of the appropriate kind. As I try to determine what “appropriateness
amounts 1o here, I will inevitably begin to think of my own embodied circumstances.

NOTES

1. This paper is a substantially revised version of my Presidential Address to The New Mexico-West Texa:
Philosophical Saciety in 2009. Earlicr versions of this paper were presented to audicnces at Boston University
New Mexico State University, and The Autonomous University of Chihuahua. Special thanks to Clifford Hil
for very helpful discussions.

2. The move from conceivability to logical possibility is not as clear as is generally presented. Why could
not we, for instance, follow Graham Pricst in thinking that we can understand a short story in which we refer to
a box containing an impossible object? Priest’s trcatment of fictions concerning impossible worlds, would scem,
at the very lcast, to complicate the simple move from conceivability to logical possibility ("Sylvan’s Box”).

3. One prominent line of rcbuttal involves arguing that to be real is to be individuated via some causal-
functional role and hence that qualia, if they exist, must be subject (in principle at lcast) to ordinary scientific
investigation. However, this linc of argument has been incffective since it takes as a weakness the very point
which advocates of qualia take as their conclusion!
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4. Along the lincs that Kripke suggests in Naming and Necessity in response to Kaplan's objections to trans-
world identification.

5. Of coursc. it 18 conceivable that the labels “moming star™ and “cvening star™ were applied in different
ways, but when were talking about Venus we are talking about a plancet, not a name.

6. Therc are a number of points at which this influential argument can be challenged. Contrary to what
Kripke calls the intuitive view (135) there arc reasons to belicve, for instance that cpistemic subjects like you
and mc do not have phenomenological or cpistemic access to the essence of our pain. Timothy Williamson
points out, for instance that | need not always know that 1 am in pain when I am in pain. For example, an
overabundance of sclf-pity will lead me to judge my itch to be a pain and an insufficicnt level of sclf-pity will
[cad me to judge my pain an itlch. Even given deviant cascs of this kind, onc might still arguc that we know our
own pain better than anyone cisc and that all we nced is the occasional instance of epistemic transparency to
allow us access to the cssence of pain. The idea of correcting a subject with respect to her phenomenal
judgmcnls concerning her pains has a strongly counterintuitive quality to it. Nevertheless, there arc rcasons for
doubting that the subject has special access to her phenomenal experiences.

7. In his response to Kripke, Dale Jacquette (“Kripke and the Mind-body Problem™) argucd that Kripke fails
10 cxclude contingent identity statements between bodies and minds. Jacquette correctly notes that minds may
have contingent physical properties on Kripke’s view. However, Kripke would insist that genuinc identity
statements must hold nccessarily. Jacquette argues that materialism can get by with contingent instantiations of
minds in bodics. While this might be truc, it is orthogonal to Kripke's metaphysical point.

8. See Williamson, Identiry and Discrimination.
WORKS CITED

Bayne, Steven. R. “Kripke's Cartesian Argument.” Philosophia 18 (1988): 265-270.
Bricker, “Plenitude of Possible Structurcs.” Journal of Philosophy 88.11 (1991): 607-619.
Chalmers, D. The Conscious Mind: In search of a Fundamental Theory Oxford: Oxford UP, 1996.

Descartes, R. The Philosophical Writings of Descartes. Vol | (1641). Trans. John Cottingham, Robert
Stoothoff, and Dugald Murdoch. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1990.

Della Rocca, M. “Kripke's Esscntialist Arguments Against the Identity Theory.” Philosophical Studies 69
(1993):101-112.

Feldman, F. “Kripke's Argument Against Matcrialism.” Philosophical Studies 24 (1973):416-19.
Hardcastle, Valerie Gray. The Myth of Pain. Cambridge: MIT P, 1999.

---. “When a Pain Is Not.” Journal of Philosophy 94.18 (1997): 381-390.

Jacquettc, D. “Kripke and the Mind-body Problem.” Dialectica 41 (1987):293-300.

Kripke, S.A. Naming and Necessity, Cambridge, MA: Harvard UP. 1980.

Levine, J. “Materialism and Qualia: The Explanatory Gap.” Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 64 (1983): 4.
Lycan, W. “Inverted Spectrum.” Ratio 15 (1973):315-319.

Nagel, T. “What Is It Like To Be a Bat?" Rpt. In The Nature of Mind. Ed. D. Roscnthal. New York: Oxford UP,
1991.

11



John Symons

Preist, G. “Sylvan’s Box: A Short Story and Ten Morals.™ Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 38. 4 (19¢
573-582.

Scager, William. “Verificationism, Skepticism and Consciousness.” Juguiry. 36.1-2 (1993):113-133.
Shoemaker, S. “The Inverted Spectrum.” Jowrnal of Philosophy: 79 (1982): 357-381.
Tye, M. Ten Problems of Consciousness. Cambridge: MIT P, 1995,

Williamson, Timothy. Jdentity and Discriminaiton. Oxford: Blackwell, 1990

12



