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Abstract: P-zombies are creatures that are physically (functionally, behaviorally) like you and I
and yet lack phenomenal consciousness. If such creatures are possible, it’s (typically) taken to
show property dualism is true: phenomenal consciousness isn’t reducible to—nor does it
supervene on—physical states. If inverted qualia are possible, it’s possible that you and I have
identical physical states and yet you see tomatoes as green and I see tomatoes as red. If this is the
case, then (again) property dualism is (typically) taken to be true. In this article, I’ll show that
p-zombies and inverted qualia—if they are actually possible—prove more than previously
thought: if one thinks p-zombies or inverted qualia are possible, then she should endorse one of
the four following theses: (i) substance dualism, (ii) we have even more reason to reject
p-zombies and inverted qualia since they entail an even more radical conclusion than previously
thought (i.e. substance dualism), (iii) eliminativism about selves, or (iv) friends of p-zombies and
inverted qualia have homework: they need to show a relevant, plausible disanalogy between
arguments for p-zombies and inverted qualia as traditionally stated and my parallel arguments
that entail substance dualism. My purpose here isn’t to defend any of these particular options.
Instead, my purpose is to highlight that these are the four options available to take.

1. Introduction
In terms of critiques of physicalism, two arguments loom large: The P-Zombie Argument

and The Inverted Qualia Argument.1 Proponents of these arguments typically take themselves to
show that property dualism is true.2 In this article, I show that proponents of these arguments are
forced into one of the following four positions: either (i) substance dualism, (ii) we have even
more reason to reject The P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia Argument, since they
entail a more radical thesis than traditionally thought (i.e. substance dualism), (iii) eliminativism
about selves, or (iv) those who endorse The P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia
Argument have homework: they need to show a relevant, plausible disanalogy between these
arguments as traditionally stated and my parallel arguments that entail substance dualism. I don’t

2 More exactly, proponents of The P-Zombie Argument take themselves to show that either panpsychism is true or
(at least) property dualism is true. In this article, I’m focusing on those who think it shows (at least) property
dualism is true.

1 I’m not suggesting that these are the only arguments used against physicalism. There are other such arguments, e.g.
Cutter (2020), Hasker (1999), Plantinga (2006), Swinburne (1997 and 2019), and so on. My only claim is that these
two arguments are prominent.
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make any claims about which horn is the right one to take. Instead, my purpose is just to
illuminate the four options available. For ease of read, I will refer to the disjunction of these four
options as a tetralemma.

The structure of this article is as follows. First, I’ll briefly explain The P-Zombie
Argument and what it’s typically taken to entail (i.e. property dualism). After this, I’ll show that
a parallel argument can be made in favor of substance dualism, and that this forces proponents of
The P-Zombie Argument into a tetralemma. Next, I’ll briefly explain The Inverted Qualia
Argument and what it’s typically taken to entail (i.e. property dualism). I’ll then show that a
parallel argument can be made in favor of substance dualism, and that this forces the proponent
of the argument into a tetralemma. However, before turning to these arguments, we first need to
cover some terminological issues, and it’s to this issue I now turn.

1.1 Defining Terms
For the purposes of this article, I’m going to take me—whatever it is that I am—to be a point of
view or a first-person perspective. So, if some creature has a different point of view than me or a
different first-person perspective, it’s not me—it’s someone else. (Or, alternatively, if it lacks a
point of view or first-person perspective entirely, it’s something else.) And I’m going to
understand a self to be a point of view or first-person perspective, and I will assume that a self is
not a mere property. Selves, understood this way, have properties: my first-person perspective
might have the property of being in pain right now, or it might have the property of having
persisted for some number of years, or it might have the property of desiring food. Lastly, I’m
going to understand things that have properties and are not themselves mere properties to be
substances. As such, selves—points of view or first-person perspectives—are substances. What
distinguishes one self from another? Or, what distinguishes one point of view from another? It
isn’t merely a different set of beliefs or history. For example, another self could have the same
beliefs, desires, and intentions as me, and it could perform the same actions as me, and yet not be
me. It could be someone else—a different self.3 Rather, what distinguishes facts about you and
I—facts about personal identity—are facts about what it’s like to be me and facts about what it’s
like to be you. For example, you and I might have identical beliefs, intentions, and experiences,
but there can still be a difference between me and you, in that what it’s like to be me is one thing
and what it’s like to be you is another thing. The facts about what it’s like to be me, I’ll take it,
make it such that I am (i.e. are sufficient for something to be) me. Or, in other words, whatever it
is that knows what it’s like to be me is me—there couldn't be something that knows what it’s like
to be me and yet fail to be me. Put differently yet again, one can know all the facts about my
phenomenal consciousness (e.g. that I experienced the taste of an apple at time t1, that I
experienced pain at t2, and so on) and yet not know what it’s like to be me, since—on the
understanding laid out above—I’m a point of view, and my point of view isn’t captured by my
phenomenal consciousness (it’s the thing having the phenomenal conscious experiences).

3 This is similar to Rudder Baker’s (2013) robust first-person perspective.
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Moreover, since selves are substances and I’m a self (as defined above), I’m a substance: I’m a
thing that bears properties and I’m not myself a property (e.g. I have the property of experiencing
bliss when I taste chocolate or of being bored when I listen to opera, but I’m not merely a
property). Those who think there are no such facts are what I will call eliminativists about
personal identity or selves.4

2. The Zombie Wars
P-zombies are just like you and I physically, functionally, and behaviorally: if you burn

them, they’ll scream, if you greet them, they’ll greet you, and if you ask them to pass the salt,
they’ll comply. But there’s one crucial difference between p-zombies and you and I: whereas you
and I have phenomenal consciousness, p-zombies are devoid of all conscious experience. So, for
example, when they burn their hand on an oven, they say “Ouch!” and move away quickly, but
they don’t feel pain (or anything else)—p-zombies might act like you and I, but they completely
lack conscious experience. If these creatures are possible, there’s a significant upshot: if
p-zombies are possible, phenomenal consciousness doesn’t supervene on physical states. This is
because—if p-zombies are possible—we can have two physically identical creatures (say, you
and your p-zombie) that differ with respect to phenomenal conscious properties (namely: you
have phenomenal consciousness but your p-zombie doesn’t), and hence phenomenal conscious
properties don’t supervene on physical properties. However, physicalism minimally entails that
phenomenal consciousness supervenes on physical states (e.g. Kim 1990 and 2007). So,
physicalism is false. Furthermore, since—given the possibility of p-zombies—phenomenal
consciousness doesn’t supervene on the physical, it follows that phenomenal consciousness isn’t
itself physical. And this means that property dualism is true: phenomenal conscious properties
are non-physical properties.

Of course, it’s controversial whether p-zombies are possible: physicalists will deny their
possibility, and some even deny their conceivability (e.g. Kirk 2008 and Tye 2006)! However,
some think that p-zombies really are possible, and this commits them to property dualism.5

My purpose here is not to adjudicate the debate about whether p-zombies are possible—I
know of no way to settle that dispute. Instead, I will show that those who think p-zombies are
possible must adopt one of four theses laid out below.

5 The most notable proponent of this is Chalmers (e.g. 1996 and 2010). Again, some take this to entail that either
panpsychism is true or physicalism is false and (at least) property dualism is true. I’m focusing here on those who
take this to show that (at least) property dualism is true.

4 Some might think this is a question-begging way to view personal identity. However, I haven’t begged any
questions thus far, I’ve just stipulated my terms. I’ve not claimed that eliminativism about personal identity (as I’ve
defined it) is implausible. Instead, I’ve only said what it amounts to.
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2.1 From P-Zombies to Me-Zombies
Recall that a p-zombie is a creature that is physically (functionally, behaviorally) identical to a
human but has no conscious experiences at all—it lacks phenomenal consciousness. Think of
your zombie twin: she’s identical to you in terms of molecular structure, function, and behavior.
But she lacks conscious experience entirely—there’s nothing it’s like to be a p-zombie. One
strand of evidence for the possibility of p-zombies is that they’re (arguably) conceivable: we can
imagine a creature physically (functionally, behaviorally) identical to you or me that’s
completely devoid of conscious experience, and we detect no contradictions when we imagine
this being. This gives us (defeasible) reason to think p-zombies are possible. And, therefore, this
gives us reason to think that physicalism is false (since the mental doesn’t supervene on the
physical) and reason to think that property dualism is true, since phenomenal consciousness isn’t
identical to, nor does it supervene on, the physical.

A me-zombie, let’s say, is a physically (functionally, behaviorally) identical creature to
me that isn’t me—it has a different personal identity or it has no personal identity (on my
definition of personal identity). Put differently, a me-zombie is a physical duplicate of my body
that lacks a first-person perspective.6 A me-zombie and a p-zombie look to be equipossible: our
case for thinking one is possible seems to be as strong as our case for thinking the other is
possible. For example, we can imagine a creature physically (functionally, behaviorally) identical
to me and yet it lacks phenomenal consciousness. That’s a p-zombie. But we can imagine further
that the creature is physically (functionally, behaviorally) identical to me and yet it lacks my
personal identity—it’s devoid entirely of a point of view. Think about it this way: in the same
way that it’s coherent to suppose that a p-zombie lacks phenomenal consciousness, it’s coherent
to suppose that a me-zombie, in addition to lacking phenomenal consciousness, also lacks a first
person perspective—there doesn’t appear to be a logical contradiction there.7 And this supports
the view that a me-zombie is conceptually coherent, which supports the view that a me-zombie is
conceivable, which supports the view that me-zombies are logically possible. However, if a
me-zombie is possible, then it follows that I don’t supervene on the physical, which means that I
am non-physical. And as we saw above (Section 1.1), I’m a substance, and so substance dualism
is true.

Of course, one might claim that to be me just is to have certain mental states or brain
states. I don’t dispute this claim. Instead, my point is that a parallel response can be made with
respect to The P-Zombie Argument. That is, one might claim that to have phenomenal
consciousness just is to be physically (behaviorally, functionally) identical to a creature like you
and I. And this means that p-zombies and me-zombies are in roughly the same evidential boat.

7 Indeed, I’m inclined to think that having a first-person perspective entails having phenomenal consciousness,
meaning that lacking phenomenal consciousness entails lacking a first-person perspective. However, I won’t argue
for this view here.

6 In this sense, a me-zombie is more than a p-zombie: in addition to lacking phenomenal consciousness, it lacks a
first-person perspective or has a different first-person perspective.
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However, this leaves the proponent of The P-Zombie Argument with four options: she may
either (i) endorse substance dualism, since she sees that the case for p-zombies and me-zombies
is equally strong, and she thinks the case for p-zombies is strong; or she may (ii) take this to be a
reason to reject The P-Zombie Argument, since it has more radical implications than she thought:
if p-zombies and me-zombies have roughly equal support and it’s crazy to think me-zombies are
possible, she might see that as reason to reject p-zombies as being possible; or she may (iii) be an
eliminativist about personal identity or selves: perhaps she doesn’t think that there are such
things as first-person perspectives or selves, and this gives her reason to think me-zombies are
philosophically innocuous; or she may (iv) understand this parallel between p-zombies and
me-zombies to provide her with homework: she needs to find a plausible disanalogy between
p-zombies and me-zombies that allows her to accept the possibility of the former but not the
latter.

We can state the argument more formally as follows:

(1) P-zombies are possible.
(2) If p-zombies are possible, me-zombies are possible.
(3) If me-zombies are possible, then substance dualism is true (i.e. (i))
(4) Therefore, substance dualism is true.

This argument forces us to either accept substance dualism (i.e. (i)), reject The P-Zombie
Argument since it leads to radical conclusion (i.e. (ii)), reject the existence of selves as I’ve
defined them (i.e. (iii)), or point out a relevant difference between p-zombies and me-zombies
(i.e. (iv)).

This is a no-judgment zone: I don’t provide any answers for what’s the best route to take
in response to this tetralemma. Rather, my purpose is just to bring to light this tetralemma facing
proponents of The P-Zombie Argument.

3. Inverted Qualia
The Inverted Qualia Argument, very roughly, goes like this. Jane lives a particularly

mundane life on Earth: she wakes up every morning and goes to work at the tomato factory, gets
home, eats dinner, and goes to bed. Janice lives on Twin Earth, which is physically identical to
Earth, and Janice is physically (functionally, behaviorally) identical to Jane, and she too lives a
mundane life. She wakes up every morning and goes to work at the tomato factory, gets home,
eats dinner, and goes to bed. But here’s the kicker: when Jane looks at a tomato, it appears red to
her and when Janice looks at a tomato, it appears green to her. But if this scenario is possible,
then qualia don’t supervene on the physical, since it’s possible to have a difference in qualia
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without having a physical difference. And therefore physicalism is false, and qualia are
non-physical. And this means that property dualism is true.8

As with p-zombies, there have been detractors of The Inverted Qualia Argument. For
example, Churchland (2006) argues that if qualia are inverted, then there will have to be some
sort of physical change, and so the scenario above just isn’t possible. My purpose here isn’t to
defend this argument, and so I won’t adjudicate this dispute here.

3.1 From Inverted Qualia to Inverted Selves
So, some think inverted qualia are possible, and this entails that qualia are non-physical.
However, it looks equally possible to invert selves. For example, suppose that Sophia lives a
relatively mundane life. She goes to work at the fidget factory, gets home, eats, and goes to bed.
She eventually dies at the age of 90. It seems possible that we could have held all the physical
facts the same and yet a different self—first-person perspective—could have occupied Sophia’s
body, performed all the actions she performed, believed everything she believed, desired
everything she desired, and so on. However, if that’s the case, then selves don’t supervene on the
physical—we can switch out Sophia (a self) with a different self—and this means that selves are
non-physical, and substance dualism is true. Or consider me: I have various desires, beliefs, have
performed various actions, and so on. But it’s possible that a different first-person perspective
has the same desires, beliefs, performs the same actions, and yet isn’t me. Having my beliefs
(etc.) is one thing. Being me is another. And so it looks like you can invert me, a self, in the same
way you can invert qualia. And this means that I—a substance—am non-physical, and substance
dualism is true. Put differently, inverted qualia and inverted selves appear equipossible. Think
about it this way: a human that is microphysically identical to me might act, believe, and intend
in all the same ways I do and yet not be me—some other self could do this. And this means that
you can have a creature physically (behaviorally, functionally) identical to me and yet not be me
(since it’s a different self). And hence I don’t supervene on the physical, and hence I’m not
physical.

Arguments against inverted qualia will likely equally apply to inverted selves. For
example, one might claim that if you really invert selves, then there must be a physical
change—there’s just no way to do that and for there to not be a physical difference. This strikes
me as the most plausible response to the possibility of inverted selves. I don’t dispute this
objection here. Rather, my claim is that this objection appears to be roughly as strong as it is to
inverted selves as it is to inverted qualia: it cuts against both roughly equally.

Since support for inverted qualia and inverted selves is roughly the same and objections
against both are roughly equally strong, this poses the following tetralemma to one who endorses
The Inverted Qualia Argument: she may either (i) embrace substance dualism, since the case for

8 For defenses of The Inverted Spectrum Argument, see e.g. Block (1990), Chalmers (1996), and Kim (2007).
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inverted qualia and inverted selves are roughly equally strong and she thinks the case for
inverted qualia is strong; or she may (ii) take this as a reason to reject The Inverted Qualia
Argument, since it has an even more radical conclusion than she previously thought; or she may
(iii) be an eliminativist about personal identity or selves: perhaps she doesn’t think that there are
such things as first-person perspectives or selves, and this gives her reason to think inverted
selves are philosophically innocuous; or she may (iv) understand this parallel between inverted
qualia and inverted selves to provide her with homework: she needs to find a plausible
disanalogy between inverted qualia and inverted selves that allows her to accept the possibility of
the former but not the latter.

The argument can be stated more formally as follows:

(5) Inverted qualia are possible.
(6) If inverted qualia are possible, inverted selves are possible.
(7) If inverted selves are possible, then substance dualism is true.
(8) Therefore, substance dualism is true.

The argument here forces us to either accept substance dualism (i.e. (i)), reject The Inverted
Qualia Argument since it leads to radical conclusion (i.e. (ii)), reject the existence of selves as
I’ve defined them (i.e. (iii)), or point out a relevant difference between inverted qualia and
inverted selves (i.e. (iv)).

Again, this is a no judgment zone: proponents of The Inverted Qualia Argument may take
whatever horn of the tetralemma they see fit. My purpose is just to bring to light this
tetralemma.9

Importantly, my tetralemma will apply to other arguments for property dualism as well.
For example, it will also apply to The Knowledge Argument, which claims (very roughly) that
one can know all the physical facts there are to know and yet not know facts about phenomenal
consciousness (e.g. what it’s like to see red).10 However, one can run my tetralemma as follows:
we can know all the physical facts without knowing what first-person perspectives there are. And
from this, it follows that first-person perspectives—selves—are non physical. And this forces us
to choose between (i) endorsing substance dualism, (ii) rejecting the knowledge argument since
it leads to more a radical conclusion than previously thought, (iii) being an eliminativist about
selves, or (iv) taking this to show that we need to identify a relevant difference between
knowledge of first-person perspectives and knowledge of qualia, such as the experience of the
color red.

10 For discussions of The Knowledge Argument, see.g. Jackson (1982) and (2003), Ludlow, Nagasawa, and Stoljar
(2004), and Nagasawa (2008).

9 The difference between The P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia Argument, then, is that the former is
about absent phenomenal consciousness whereas the latter is about (in a sense) switching it.
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4. Objections
Perhaps one might object that there’s a difference in epistemic access between our

knowledge of mental states and our knowledge of first-person perspectives. Roughly, the idea is
that we have direct access to mental states but not to our first person perspective. So whereas we
can—according to proponents of the P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia
Argument—directly see that we have phenomenal consciousness and can see that a p-zombie
wouldn’t have it or that qualia could be inverted, we can’t (at least as) easily see that a
me-zombie is possible or that it’s possible to invert selves.11

This is true enough: there’s controversy about whether there are selves, and some argue
that we don’t have direct access to such things (if they exist).12 I grant that this is a difference
proponents of The P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia Argument could cite in an
attempt to ward-off substance dualism. Of course, there are strong arguments in favor of
first-person perspectives,13 and if we have good reason to think that there are such things, even
though we lack direct access to them, this doesn’t seem to me to dramatically diminish our
justification for thinking first-person perspectives could be inverted or lacking in the case of
p-zombies.14 Furthermore, if we don’t have access to a first-person perspective, that might
actually increase our confidence that a me-zombie is possible, since it would reduce our
confidence that there are first-person perspectives at all. (Of course, this would push one toward
the eliminativist position (i.e. (iii)). But those who are inclined toward realism about first-person
perspectives won't accept this option.)

My purpose here isn’t to adjudicate any of the above disputes. The point here is that to
deny selves is to take horn (iii) of my tetralemma, and to argue that our epistemic access to
selves and phenomenal consciousness is importantly different is to take horn (iv) of my
tetralemma. So, this isn’t an objection to the argument I’ve presented in this article: my purpose
isn’t to advocate a particular horn of the tetralemma. Rather, my purpose is to make clear the
available options.

Another objection one might make is that to claim that a phenomenal duplicate of me just
is me.15 In other words, to have the same phenomenal conscious states that I do is to be me. This
would mean that inverting selves doesn’t make sense and isn’t possible. This is no doubt a
possible move that can be made on behalf of the proponent of The Inverted Qualia Argument.
However, this doesn’t conflict with the argument I’ve made in this article. Rather, this is just to
endorse option (iv) of my tetralemma: it’s an attempt to identify a relevant difference between

15 Thanks to a reviewer for raising this objection.

14 Alternatively, one might argue that we do have direct access to selves: I can directly access me having a pain, or
me having a pleasurable sensation. Thanks to a referee for suggesting this point.

13 E.g. Builes (2023) and Rudder Baker (2013).
12 Hume (1986) famously argues for this point.
11 Thanks to a reviewer for bringing this point to light.
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inverted qualia and inverted selves by claiming that inverted selves aren’t possible. And so this
point doesn’t conflict with my argument.16

Of course, more objections could be raised. However, these kinds of objections won’t be
objections to my argument. Rather, they will turn out to be reasons to endorse a particular horn of
the tetralemma I’ve laid out above.

4. Conclusion
I’ve claimed that defenders of The P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia

Argument each face a tetralemma: they must either (i) endorse substance dualism, (ii) take my
argument as reason to reject The P-Zombie Argument and The Inverted Qualia Argument, (iii)
be eliminativists about personal identity, or (iv) take it as homework to find relevant disanalogies
between p-zombies and me-zombies and between inverted qualia and inverted selves. This is a
no judgment zone: I’ve not advocated for any particular horn of the tetralemma. Instead, I leave
it to the reader to decide which horn is most plausible.17
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