
	 1	

Mihalik	Report	
	
Overall	
This	 fine	 thesis	 makes	 a	 case	 for	 constitutive	 Russellian	 monist	 panpsychism	
(CRMP)	as	the	best	theory	of	consciousness	by	eliminating	competing	views	and	
arguing	that	CRMP	can	meet	its	own	theoretical	challenges—notably	the	subject	
combination	problem,	as	dealt	with	in	the	final	chapter.	In	that	chapter	the	thesis	
also	breaks	significant	new	ground	by	developing	novel	elements	in	a	CRMP	view	
in	order	to	deal	with	the	aforementioned	challenges.		
I	 am	 happy	 to	 recommend	 the	 thesis	 for	 a	 doctoral	 award,	 it	 passes	 with	
absolutely	no	problems.	It	is	very	clearly	and	carefully	written,	highly	thoughtful,	
well	 structured	 for	 the	most	part	 (I	have	one	 reservation	about	 the	 relation	of	
the	last	two	chapters	I’ll	mention)	and	a	pleasure	to	read.	The	author	has	his	own	
way	 of	 approaching	 the	 material	 which	 means	 that	 even	 in	 exposition	 of	
standard	 areas	 of	 the	 literature	 one	 felt	 a	 personal	 touch,	 a	 mind	making	 the	
issues	 its	 own.	 He	 often	 conducts	 a	 discussion	 at	 great	 length,	 imagining	
responses	 on	behalf	 of	 his	 opponent	 and	 taking	 them	 seriously—this	 is	 a	 very	
good	trait	(e.g.	the	discussion	of	panqualityism,	the	material	around	phenomenal	
concepts	 and	 physicalism).	 In	 several	 places	 the	 thesis	 is	 original.	 It	 tries	 to	
produce	its	own	distinctive	theory.	Perhaps	the	best	praise	I	can	give	it	is	that	at	
several	points	 it	helped	me	 to	 see	new	 things,	which	does	not	happen	often	at	
this	 level.	 It	 is	a	clear	signpost	 towards	a	promising	career	as	a	philosopher,	 in	
my	view.		
	Moreover,	 there	 are	 in	 at	 least	 fledgling	 form	 several—perhaps	 as	 many	 as	
four—potentially	publishable	articles	in	the	text	which	I	encourage	the	author	to	
develop.	 I	 will	 indicate	 where	 these	 occur.	 I	 am	 less	 sure	 it	 is	 publishable	 as	
whole	as	a	monograph—certainly	it	would	need	some	work,	I	believe,	for	a	top	
publisher.		
In	 the	 comments	 that	 follow	 I	 will	 detail	 interesting	 points	 of	 the	 thesis,	
highlighting	strong	points	as	well	as	questions	or	objections	I	have,	and	things	I’d	
like	 to	 discuss	 at	 the	 examination.	 A	 general	 point	 I’ll	 make	 here	 is	 that	 the	
argument	 by	 elimination	 is	 weakened	 by	 any	 failure	 to	 knock	 out	 the	
competition—and	 there	 are	 several	 such	 failures	 as	 I	 explain	 below.	 So	 the	
overall	argument	is	to	that	extent	not	as	strong	as	it	should	be.	The	project	would	
better	be	construed	more	softly,	as	explaining	 the	shortcomings	of	other	views	
and	 the	 merits	 of	 the	 author’s	 preferred	 view.	 First	 a	 list	 of	
typographical/grammar	errors:	the	thesis	is	the	cleanest	I	have	marked,	but	still	
there	are	some.		
	
Typographical/Grammatical	Errors	

• p.	35	‘be	hardly’	should	be	‘hardly	be’.	
• p.	38	‘effect’	should	be	‘affect’.	
• p.	40	‘the	step	from	the	epistemic	and	the	ontological	gap’	should	be	‘the	

step	from	the	epistemic	to	the	ontological	gap’,	seemingly.		
• p.	50	‘and	in	this	way	block’	should	be	‘and	in	this	way	blocks’.	
• p.	69	‘Levine’	should	be	‘Levin’	
• p.	113	‘incurs’	should	be	‘it	incurs’.	
• p.	140	‘gatherings	or’	should	be	‘gatherings	of’?		
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• Same	page,	 further	 down:	 ‘require	 the	 existence	 are’	 should	 be	 ‘require	
the	existence	of’,	it	seems.		

• p.	141	‘such	relation	that’	>	‘such	a	relation	that’	
	
Comments	
p.	15:	‘For	a	mental	state	to	feature	a	quale	simply	means	that	there	is	something	
it	 is	 like	to	be	in	that	state	for	the	given	organism.’	Relatedly,	the	sum	of	qualia	
seems	 to	 be	 defined	 as	 phenomenology,	 which	 also	 implies	 qualia	 must	 be	
conscious.	Couldn’t	there	be	unconscious	qualia?		
	
p.	 19:	 Sellars	does	not	 think	 sensory	qualities	 exist	 at	 the	 fundamental	 level—	
rather	they	emerge	at	the	brain	level.		
	
p.	19:	 ‘I	only	meant	to	suggest	that	consciousness	is	an	important	challenge	for	
materialism	 as	 well	 as	 for	 any	 attempt	 to	 construct	 a	 stereoscopic	 view	
envisioned	 by	 Sellars.’	 Given	 the	 definition	 of	 qualia	 as	 essentially	 conscious,	
Sellars’	(wrongly	imputed)	view	that	there	are	fundamental	qualia	already	solves	
the	 problem,	 as	 it’s	 a	 kind	 of	 panpsychism.	 Really	 he’s	 a	 kind	 of	 emergentist	
about	phenomenal	consciousness	as	a	whole.		
	
p.	20:	 ‘Physicalism	then	 tells	us,	 roughly,	 that	 fundamental	 truths	of	completed	
physics	fix	the	truths	about	consciousness,	or	that	phenomenal	facts	(facts	about	
phenomenal	 consciousness)	 are	ultimately	physical	 facts.’	 This	 sentence	 seems	
to	 contain	 two	 apparently	 non-equivalent	 definitions	 of	 physicalism,	 one	
metaphysical	one	epistemic.	Their	relation?	
	
p.	21:	Surely	not	anything	goes	if	we	leave	open	the	future	content	of	physics—	
e.g.	if	it	uses	ghosts	or	ectoplasm	then	physicalism	is	false	after	all.	What	count	as	
physical	 truths	 after	 all?	 Lots	 of	 work	 on	 this—e.g.	 a	 non-mental	 component	
(Stoljar,	 Wilson,	 etc.;	 Crane	 and	 Mellor	 or	 Hempel	 should	 also	 be	 mentioned	
here).		
	
The	 discussion	 of	 Dennett	 around	 p.	 37,	 using	 notion	 of	 weakly	 intrinsic	
properties	to	defend	qualia	against	his	counterexamples,	was	good.	It	is	possibly	
worth	a	small	paper	or	a	mention	in	an	article.	
	
Is	Loar	fairly	treated	(around	p.	58)?	Was	he	ever	trying	to	do	more	than	explain	
a	way	physicalism	 could	possibly	 be	 true?	Would	he	 find	 strong	necessities	 as	
dubious	as	the	author	(pp.	59-60)	does?		
	
Is	 it	 obvious	 (pp.	 60-61)	 that	 Bird’s	 view	 is	 no	 help	 to	 the	 a	 posteriori	
physicalist?	How	exactly	would	Bird’s	view	map	over	to	such	a	physicalist	(what	
would	 they	 be	 saying	 about	 consciousness	 analogous	 to	 what	 he	 says	 about	
salt?)	and	why	exactly	would	that	be	no	good	for	them?	
	
p.	 67:	 It's	 a	neat	point	 that	 conceptual	 dualists	 can't	 say	phenomenal	 concepts	
are	opaque	because	they	say	that	gaining	such	a	concept	amounts	to	knowledge	
for	Mary,	just	in	itself.	I’d	like	to	discuss	the	coherence	of	their	position	further.		
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p.83:	Does	it	beg	the	question	against	a	posteriori	physicalists	to	say	 ‘the	given	
phenomenal	state	is…a	state	whose	appearance	is	its	reality’.	Wouldn’t	they	deny	
this,	 saying	 there	 is	 more	 to	 it	 than	 that,	 or	 even	 that	 the	 appearance	 is	
misleading?		
	
p.	84:	‘It	is,	however,	highly	plausible	that,	for	example,	the	phenomenal	feel	of	a	
migraine	 is	 not	 identical	with	 or	 reducible	 to	 structural	 properties…Given	 this	
consideration,	 it	 seems	 reasonable	 to	 accept	 that	 our	 phenomenal	 concepts	
reveal	 to	 us	 a	 priori	 more	 knowledge	 than	 merely	 knowledge	 of	 structural	
features	of	their	referents.’		But	I	don’t	see	why	migraine	can’t	be	a	structure	as	
per	Schroer’s	account.	What	seems	problematic	about	his	account	is	that	he	has	
phenomenal	primitives	like	brightness	and	so	on.	What	does	he	say	about	their	
identity	with	physical	properties?		To	the	extent	that	the	critique	of	a	posteriori	
physicalism	hangs	on	this	criticism,	and	I	am	doubtful	of	its	strength.	
	
Nice	use	of	Taylor’s	powerful	qualities	view	in	the	discussion	of	dual	revelation	
(pp.	 86-87).	 This	 sophisticated	discussion	might	 deserve	 to	 be	worked	 into	 an	
article.		
	
Good	point	p.	 97	 that	 strong	 emergentism	needs	 an	ontological	 formulation	 to	
distinguish	it	from	a	posteriori	physicalism.		
	
How	 is	 the	 ‘problem	of	 ontological	 conservation’	 (p.	 116)	 really	 different	 from	
the	kind	of	worry	Strawson	raises	about	emergentism,	earlier	dismissed?		
	
pp.	122-123:	Does	the	idea	of	a	quiddity	that’s	within	the	reach	of	physics	(so	not	
phenomenal	or	protophenomenal)	really	make	sense?	
	
I	 don't	 see	 how	 RM	 can	 be	 permissive	 about	 number	 of	 kinds	 of	 basic	 RM	
property	(p.	123)	
	
Is	 it	obvious	that	constitutive	RM	(p.	136)	makes	macro-consciousness	causally	
efficacious?	 There	 are	well	 known	problems	 between	 constituents	 and	wholes	
regarding	causation.	More	needs	saying	here	perhaps.		
	
Interesting	 discussion	 of	 whether	 emergentist	 Russellian	 panpsychism	 can	
escape	 the	causal	exclusion	argument	around	p.	137-9.	There	might	be	a	 small	
article	in	this	discussion.				
	
What	exactly	is	the	problem	for	Goff	in	denying	that	emergent	macrophenomenal	
properties	 are	 quiddities?	 Why	 couldn’t	 they	 be	 of	 the	 same	 kind	 as	 micro-
quiddities?	
	
p.	144:	Is	there	really	more	to	red	than	red’s	role,	including	its	role	in	the	colour	
network	 of	 similarities?	 Is	 there	 any	 theoretical	 need	 for	 protophenomenal	
properties,	or	rather	quiddities/Russellian	properties	to	be	non-structural?	If	so,	
what?	
	
p.	149:	 I’m	not	persuaded	that	conceivability	arguments	can	proceed	without	a	
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sensory	quality	toggle.	Something	to	discuss.			
	
p.	149:	The	two	cases	meant	to	show	‘the	inadequacy	of	[Coleman’s]	functionalist	
conception	 of	 awareness’	 seem	 to	 me	 on	 a	 par.	 It	 just	 depends	 whether	 one	
thinks,	already,	that	awareness	could	be	a	 ‘function’.	 If	 the	claim	here	is	that	as	
long	 as	 we	 think	 of	 consciousness	 functionally,	 i.e.	 as	 a	 relation,	 then	 zombie	
intuitions	 will	 always	 apply,	 you	 are	 effectively	 saying	 it’s	 inconceivable	 that	
consciousness	is	anything	other	than	an	intrinsic	property.	That	seems	much	too	
strong.		
	
I’m	not	sure	the	objection	to	panqualityism	based	on	dreamless	sleep	is	fair	(p.	
150).	One	mistake	around	here	 is	 imagining	only	microqualities	 in	 the	zombie:	
but	 they	 constitute	 macroqualities	 like	 ours,	 don’t	 forget,	 so	 those	 are	 also	
present.	 This	 is	 a	 fine	 try	 though:	 The	 discussion	 of	 panqualityism	 and	 its	
potential	problems	with	awareness	zombies	seems	to	me	worth	working	up	into	
an	article.	It’s	also	a	good	point	that	I	seem	committed	to	the	inconceivability	of	
the	very	unconscious	qualia	my	theory	posits.	Something	to	discuss.	
	
At	 the	 end	 of	 Ch.4	 CRMP	 is	 said	 not	 to	 be	 threatened	 by	 conceivability	
arguments.	 But	 the	 final	 chapter	 discusses	Goff’s	 panpsychic	 zombie	 argument	
and	the	combination	problem:	both	threats	on	that	front.	So	Ch.	4	seems	to	take	
for	granted	the	conclusion	of	Ch.	5.	And	given	that	Ch.	5’s	solution	does	not	make	
zombies	 clearly	 inconceivable	 (some	 opacity	 surrounds	 the	 final	 theory,	 as	 is	
acknowledged)	this	boast	may	be	unsupported	even	by	what	follows	it.	Note	that	
if	 combination	 problem	 can’t	 be	 solved	 the	 dialectic	 looks	 rather	 different:	
panpsychism	is	knocked	out	and	panqualityism	looks	the	stronger	for	it.		
	
p.	156:	It	is	claimed	that	we	have	a	conception	of	experiences	unifying	from	the	
co-consciousness	 of	 our	 experiences	 in	 various	modalities.	 But	who	 can	 prove	
that	these	are	different	and	unified	experiences	as	opposed	to	one	big	fluctuating	
experience?	There	may	be	multiple	qualia	in	play,	but	combining	qualia	is	not	the	
big	difficulty:	it’s	subjects,	or	experiences	if	those	have	subjects	attached.		
	
p.	 157:	 It	 is	 not	 clear	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 the	 panpsychist	 ‘explanation’	 here	
explains	rather	than	presupposing	or	stipulating.	My	worry	all	along	this	chapter	
is	 that	co-consciousness	 is	being	used	as	explanans	when	 it	 is	 (at	 least	part	of)	
what	we	need	to	explain.	It	seems	to	me	to	presuppose	a	subject	of	experience.		
	
p.	158:	Even	if	it’s	conceivable	that	a	quality	could	be	experienced	at	micro-	and	
macro-levels	at	once,	which	I	don’t	doubt,	that	doesn’t	help	explain	how	a	subject	
exists	who	experiences	them	at	the	macro-level,	formed	of	micro-subjects.	
	
pp.	160-1:	Phenomenal	bonding	is	meant	to	help	because	once	we	plug	in	truths	
about	it	we	can’t	conceive	of	panpsychist	zombies	anymore.	But	that’s	magic.	We	
need	 an	 explanation	 of	 how	 subjects	 combine,	 not	 a	 stipulation.	 Why	 can’t	
panqualityists	 stipulate	 a	 mysterious	 relation	 to	 generate	 awareness?	 Once	
mysterious	relations	are	in	play,	anything	goes.	The	‘power	of	the	posit’	doesn’t	
take	its	suspiciousness	away:	just	consider	the	same	move	by	a	rival	theory.	
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p.	161:	Isn’t	co-consciousness	something	evident	in	experience?	If	so,	and	that’s	
the	candidate	for	phenomenal	bonding,	then	it	 isn’t	mysterious.	Goff’s	 idea	that	
we	don’t	have	access	to	other	minds	won’t	counter	this.	Alternatively,	we	don’t	
have	co-consciousness	in	our	own	experience,	and	in	that	case	don’t	know	what	
we’re	talking	about	when	it	comes	to	inter-subject	bonding.		
	
p.	162:	Why	isn’t	the	positing	of	co-consciousness	as	a	low-level	physical	relation	
not	equivalent	to	just	establishing	an	emergent	law	for	the	production	of	macro-
consciousness?	Is	CRMP	really	emergentist	panpsychism?	
	
§5	Final	chapter:	There’s	a	paper	in	the	novel	discussion	of	co-consciousness	and	
its	 suitability	 and	 problems.	 The	 proposed	 view	 will	 depend	 on	 defending	
simultaneous	 causation,	 as	 instantiation	 of	 qualities	 is	 instantaneous.	 It	would	
also	seem	to	mean	one	quale	causing	another	was	the	nature	of	their	being	co-
conscious.	That	seems	hard	to	grasp.	
	
p.	168:	
	i.	 Why,	 apart	 from	 the	 need	 to	 prevent	 a	 cosmo-subject,	 would	 only	 causal	
relations	 be	 realised	 by	 co-consciousness	 in	 systems	with	 high	Φ?	What’s	 the	
principled	reason	here?	
ii.	 Taken	 without	 the	 stipulation	 about	 co-consciousness	 this	 is	 vulnerable	 to	
conceivability	considerations.	Add	that	and	you	just	get	brute	production.		
iii.	Professing	ignorance	in	response	does	not	seem	satisfying:	again	imagine	an	a	
posteriori	physicalist	or	panqualityist	doing	the	same.		
	
Given	the	acknowledged	‘obscurities’	in	the	final	theory,	does	it	really	accrue	any	
epistemic	 advantage	 over	 such	 rivals	 as	 a	 posteriori	 physicalism	 and	
panqualityism?		
	
p.	171:	It	is	said	that	it’s	better	to	work	with	harsher	constraints	and	assume	that	
there	 are	 only	 a	 few	 roles	 in	 fundamental	 physics,	 and	CRMP	has	 to	 fit	within	
those	(re:	the	palette	problem).	But	if	we	know	there	are	many	macro-qualities,	
and	we	think	it	impossible	to	derive	them	from	a	limited	palette,	why	shouldn't	
we	rather	infer	that	there	must	be	many	roles	in	micro-physics?	Then	the	theory	
also	has	an	empirical	implication.		
	
p.	 172:	 The	 suggestion	 regarding	 different	 intensities	 of	 the	 proto-co-
consciousness	relation	to	help	with	the	palette	problem	is	ingenious	but	I’m	not	
sure	it	will	work.	Or	perhaps	I	just	don’t	understand	it.	Something	to	discuss.		
	
p.	173:	A	good	suggestion	is	made	regarding	the	structure	combination	problem.			


