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ABSTRACT

This collection of papers centres around a novel approach to the problem of phenomenal
consciousness called cosmopsychism. A simple version of cosmopsychism says that the
cosmos as a whole is conscious. In this collection, | focus on a comparison between arguably
the most promising versions of cosmopsychism and panpsychism, called constitutive
cosmopsychism and constitutive panpsychism, respectively. The first paper, ‘A Blueprint
for Cosmopsychism’ offers a blueprint for a cosmopsychist approach, comparing it to the
panpsychist approach. It highlights how following the blueprint allows one to sidestep the
most serious of panpsychism’s problems, the combination problem, while also avoiding the
problem of infinite decomposition. However, it notes that the approach must address a
serious problem of its own in the derivation problem. The second paper, ‘Beyond
Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism? Focuses’ on two related views that reject subjects of
experience at the fundamental level, thus avoiding the subject aspects of the combination
and derivation problems. Albahari’s perennialism is touted as the natural successor to
cosmopsychism; avoiding its subject derivation problem while maintaining a cosmic
consciousness. Meanwhile, Coleman’s panqualityism is touted as a natural successor to
panpsychism; avoiding its combination problem while maintaining that phenomenality is
present at the level of microphysical ultimates. However, | show both views seem to face
problems equal in measure to those they seek to avoid. The third paper, ‘The Subject
Problem for Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism’ targets the hardest problems for
constitutive panpsychism and constitutive cosmopsychism; the subject combination
problem and the subject derivation problem, respectively. | show that the two problems are
almost identical, both hinging on the entailment of what I call synchronous perspectives
scenarios. | formulate broad arguments from metaphysical impossibility (based on those by
Coleman and Shani) and epistemic implausibility against both views, based on such
scenarios. However, | provide a possible model of how to understand synchronous
perspective scenarios unproblematically. 1 also provide several alternative responses. The
fourth, and final, paper in the collection provides an account of, and motivation for, a version
of cosmopsychism | call CRP cosmopsychism. This version of cosmopsychism is created
on the priority cosmopsychism blueprint and has three further key commitments: simple
panpsychism, priority monism and Russellian monism. The paper motivates each of these
commitments both in isolation and in partnership, before responding to each of the
derivation problems; the subject derivation problem, the quality derivation problem and the
structure derivation problem. Furthermore, | argue that cosmopsychism should be preferred
over panpsychism owing to considerations concerning internal relations.
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SYNOPSIS

UNCOVERING A LANDSCAPE OF FUNDAMENTAL
CONSCIOUSNESS

1 Introduction

This collection of papers can be considered an exploration of hitherto unexplored (or at least
underexplored?) regions of the landscape of fundamental consciousness. By fundamental
consciousness, | refer to approaches to the problem of phenomenal consciousness that argue
that consciousness is a fundamental feature of reality. In this synopsis, | provide a map of
the landscape of fundamental consciousness, before situating the papers included in this

collection, within it.

My intention is that the map | provide has some value, over and above the function
of embedding the papers, included here, in a wider context. The argument, if there is one in
this synopsis, is that the landscape of fundamental consciousness is far richer and more
expansive than it has been given credit for and that we are still in the early days of our

expeditions into it. The map charters views, both actual and possible, that exist in logical

1 Over the course of my PhD studies, some of the views | focused on in this collection have been the subject
of research, but for many of the views, this was not the case when | started out. For example, when | was the
first writing about cosmopsychism (at the time I called the view ‘dual-aspect priority monism’) while
completing my master’s thesis, in 2010, the view did not exist in contemporary literature.



space. Some of these may be ultimately indefensible, but I offer them here as potential

avenues for further research.

1.1 A Map of the Landscape
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Figure 1: A map of the landscape

\

Cosmopsychism

Emergentist
Russellian

~
-~

~

Buck and Jaskolla

It is important to note that | refer to the above figure as a map rather than the map. The

reasoning is that this is far from a complete map of the logical landscape and there are

various possible ways to carve it up. There are undoubtedly many additional fundamental

approaches to the problem of consciousness, actual and possible, that | do not include here.

My purpose in this synopsis is not to provide a complete taxonomy of fundamental

approaches, nor is it to provide a map of the landscape. It is, rather, to offer one possible

way to view it.



With reference to the map | provide above, | will suggest that until very recently the
fundamental consciousness approach has been limited to uncovering and exploring
micropsychism, the left tranche of the map, leaving cosmopsychism, the right tranche of the
map, uncharted. However, mapping the right tranche reveals a rich and fruitful extension to
the landscape of fundamental consciousness, that may even hold the key to solving the

problem of phenomenal consciousness.

It will be useful, at this point, to define what | mean by fundamental approaches to

consciousness, micropsychism and cosmopsychism:

Fundamental consciousness: A fundamental approach to consciousness is

one that affirms consciousness as a fundamental feature of reality.

Micropsychism: The view that at least some microphysical ultimates
instantiate phenomenal (or protophenomenal) properties.

Cosmopsychism: The view that the ultimate cosmos instantiates

phenomenal (or protophenomenal) properties.

Viewing these definitions, it is plain to see why the map | provide moves from the starting
point of fundamental consciousness into two separate branches, micropsychism and
cosmopsychism. The move supposes that there are two options once fundamental
consciousness has been accepted. There are two potentially fundamental levels to reality;
either there is a plurality of microphysical ultimates, or the cosmos as a whole is ultimate.

This translates into two options for the proponent of fundamental consciousness; either



consciousness is fundamental because it is instantiated by microphysical ultimates, or it is

instantiated by the cosmos as a whole.?

This synopsis is structured as follows: in section 2, | suggest fundamental
consciousness, until very recently, has been almost exclusively centred on the
micropsychism tranche of the landscape, but that almost all views situated there are
vulnerable to the combination problem. In section 3, | uncover an alternative branch of the
map, the cosmopsychist pathway, where the majority of views do not face the combination
problem. In section 4, | show how the four papers included in this collection are embedded

in the landscape. Finally, in section 5, I conclude.

2 Fundamental Consciousness and Micropsychism: A Synonymy
Until relatively recently, at least in contemporary literature, the landscape of fundamental
consciousness has been quite restricted, despite its significance as a markedly unique

approach to the problem of phenomenal consciousness.

The view that consciousness is, or might be, in some sense fundamental is not
exactly new, as versions of panpsychism and idealism are well documented throughout
history, with both typically affirming fundamental consciousness.® |1 am interested in
fundamental approaches in the context of contemporary analytic philosophy, that seek a
place for consciousness in the natural world. It is in this sense that the option of taking

consciousness as fundamental is only a relatively recent endeavour. Moreover, | contend

2To be clear, | do not rule out the possibility that the fundamental level is some intermediary level, between
the top and bottom (for example Thompson (2016) argues for metaphysical interdependence, a view of
fundamentality that rejects that both the top and bottom levels of reality are fundamental), but I do not know
if such a position, with regards to fundamental consciousness, is tenable. For my purposes, at present, | leave
it off of the map.

3 For a thorough examination of the history of panpsychism, see Skrbina’s ‘Panpsychism in the West’
(2005).



that this recent endeavour has equated fundamental consciousness with micropsychism, and
as such has left the whole cosmopsychism tranche of the map unchartered. Recall that when
I say ‘micropsychism’ I mean the view that at least some microphysical ultimates instantiate

phenomenal or protophenomenal properties.

The view that consciousness is fundamental, and least with regards to contemporary
analytic philosophy, was stimulated initially by Jackson’s knowledge argument (1982,
1986) against physicalism and then again, more explicitly, by Chalmers’s conceivability

argument (1995, 1996, 1997, 2003).

The knowledge argument allegedly shows that a complete physical description of
the world leaves phenomenality out of the picture. The most well-known thought
experiment of the knowledge argument is that of Mary, the scientist who has complete
physical knowledge of the world but has only ever experienced it in black-and-white
surroundings. When she is finally exposed to colour, it seems she learns something new
about the world. She learns what it is like to experience colour. Thus, the knowledge
argument concludes, a complete physical picture of the world leaves out phenomenal
properties. The conclusion of the knowledge argument does not imply micropsychism
specifically, it also motivates dualism, for example, but it certainly paved the way for

micropsychism,

The conceivability argument says that if we can conceive of exact physical replicas
of humans, but which nonetheless lack consciousness, then they are possible, and if they are
possible then our physical descriptions of the world are incomplete because we know
consciousness to be real. Again, the conclusion is that consciousness is left out of physical

descriptions of the world. Chalmers’s work from the mid-1990’s onwards has been



instrumental in not only arguing against physicalism but in explicitly arguing for a
fundamental theory of consciousness. In this sense, the very existence of a map of
fundamental consciousness is thanks to Chalmers, but his explorations have been limited to

the micropsychism pathway.

Following the micropsychism path on the map, the next position we arrive at is

panpsychism:

Panpsychism: The view that all physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal

(or proto-phenomenal) properties.

The most well-known defence of panpsychism is by Strawson (2006), who argues that
physicalism entails panpsychism. His argument can be summarised in two premises; (1)
everything is entirely physical, and (2) consciousness is a real thing, therefore (3)
consciousness is physical. This has not yet arrived at panpsychism, though. He further
reasons that if consciousness is physical then it must either already be present in the
microphysical ultimates of matter or emerge from them. However, the kind of emergence
required would be brute emergence®, which, Strawson says, is impossible. Thus, the
microphysical ultimates of matter must themselves be conscious. You may have noticed that
this still does not bring us to panpsychism, only to micropsychism. Strawson has not yet
established that all microphysical ultimates are conscious as opposed to just some of them.
He justifies the move from micropsychism to panpsychism on the grounds that the former
would represent a radical heterogeneity at the fundamental level that seems out of synch

with other fundamental entities:

4 Also referred to as radical emergence, or strong emergence. In this collection I will tend to refer to it as strong
emergence, but | do not mean to distinguish between strong emergence, brute emergence and radical
emergence in doing so.



| think that the idea that some but not all physical ultimates are experiential
would look like the idea that some but not all physical ultimates are spatio-
temporal (on the assumption that spacetime is indeed a fundamental feature
of reality). I would bet a lot against there being such radical heterogeneity at
the very bottom of things. (2006, p. 25)

The no radical emergence argument for panpsychism is widely accepted as the strongest
argument for micropsychism (including panpsychism).

At this point, | should distinguish between panpsychism and what | call simple
panpsychism. Panpsychism, understood in the most literal terms, is the view that everything
is conscious. Such a broad understanding of the position is useful because it captures the
great variety of related views throughout history that posit consciousness ubiquitously,
under a single term. However, in recent philosophical discussions, it is more readily
understood as the view that consciousness is ubiquitous and fundamental and it is from this

that | take my definition of simple panpsychism:

Simple panpsychism: The view that consciousness (or protoconsciousness)

is fundamental and ubiquitous.

Panpsychism, as I define it above (as ‘panpsychism’) is the most typical development on
‘simple panpsychism’, so much so that until recently ‘simple panpsychism’, practically
speaking, has implied ‘panpsychism’. What is interesting is that simple panpsychism does
not actually imply any given fundamental level, it says simply that consciousness is
ubiquitous and fundamental and it is in this sense that | state that many versions of

cosmopsychism are also versions of panpsychism (more on this later).



From panpsychism, we see another branching. This time, one branch leads to
constitutive panpsychism while the other leads to non-constitutive panpsychism. We can

define these views as follows:

Constitutive Panpsychism: The version of panpsychism which says that
macro-consciousness, like our own, is constituted out of a combination of

micro-consciousness at the microphysical level.

Non-Constitutive Panpsychism: The version of panpsychism which says
that macro-consciousness, like our own, is not constituted out of a

combination of micro-consciousness at the microphysical level.

Constitutive panpsychism is by far the most common version and is usually taken to be the
most promising (Chalmers 2016a, 2016b). Much of what | have to say in this collection
focuses on constitutive panpsychism, given that it is taken to be the most hopeful. However,
non-constitutive forms of panpsychism have received increasing attention, with some novel
proposals (Bruntrup 2016, Seager 2010, 2016, Mgrch 2014, Rosenberg 2004). One
particularly promising version of constitutive panpsychism is constitutive Russellian
panpsychism, which adds that phenomenal properties are fundamental and ubiquitous

because they ground the spatio-temporal structure that is revealed by physics:

Constitutive Russellian panpsychism: A version of constitutive
panpsychism which says that consciousness is fundamental and ubiquitous
because phenomenal properties ground the spatio-temporal structure that

physics describes.

A promising version of non-constitutive panpsychism is emergent panpsychism, which says
that macro-consciousness emerges from micro-consciousness. It may seem strange to
endorse a version that postulates the emergence of macro-consciousness, but it must be

stressed that consciousness per se does not emerge, only macro-consciousness emerges



from micro-consciousness. However, that such views rely on some concept of emergence
does raise an emergence problem of sorts, but it is arguably less severe because
consciousness does not need to emerge from the entirely non-conscious, as is the case for

many physicalist approaches.

Emergent panpsychism: A version of non-constitutive panpsychism which

says that macro-consciousness emerges from micro-consciousness.

A few interesting versions of emergent panpsychism have been proposed in recent years.
All state that macro-consciousness emerges from micro-consciousness but differ in other
respects. Some (Rosenberg 2004, Bruntrup 2016) propose that the emergent macro-
consciousness and the submergent micro-consciousnesses co-exist post-emergence, while
others (Seager 2010, 2016) state that the submergent micro-consciousnesses cease to exist
post-emergence. Another view (Mgrch 2014), argues that micro-consciousness and macro-
consciousness co-exist post-emergence but that the submergent micro-consciousnesses are

dependent on the emergent macro-consciousness.

As we have seen in the definitions of micropsychism, panpsychism and simple
panpsychism, the door is left open for views that do not maintain that consciousness is
fundamental but do maintain the fundamentality of proto-consciousness. Fundamental
proto-conscious properties are not full-blown phenomenal properties but are instrumental in

giving rise to them in certain conditions.

Microprotopsychism: At least some microphysical ultimates are proto-

conscious.

Panprotopsychism: All microphysical ultimates are proto-conscious.



One example of such a view is panqualityism. It occupies an especially interesting position
on the map because it overcomes the most pressing aspect of the combination problem for
panpsychism, the subject combination problem. It does so by denying that there are subjects
of experience at the microphysical level, namely, denying that microphysical ultimates are
subjects of experience. Thus, it is clearly not a version of panpsychism, but is instead a

version of panprotopsychism:

Panqualityism: The view that the microphysical ultimates instantiate

phenomenal qualities.

It is closely related to panpsychism because, like panpsychism, it posits phenomenality
(broadly construed) as fundamental, and, moreover, it says that all microphysical ultimates
instantiate phenomenality. In this case, the phenomenality referred to is phenomenal quality.
These are the qualities that characterise conscious experience, for example, colour qualities,
auditory qualities, olfactory qualities, etc. The critical problems for panqualityism are that
(1) it is widely considered a conceptual truth that conscious experience implies a subject of
experience instantiating phenomenal properties, so, what motivates a departure from such a
perceived conceptual truth? And, (2) how is it that subjects like us arise from a fundamental

level devoid of subjecthood?

What | hope | have illustrated in this section is that there has been a significant
groundswell of interest in fundamental consciousness over the last two to three decades.
Although this interest is welcome, not least because micropsychism offers a way around the
knowledge argument, the conceivability argument, and also avoids the problem of strong
emergence, each version of micropsychism does come with its own set of challenges, most

notable are variations of the combination problem. My contention is, however, that until
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very recently there has been an implied synonymy between fundamental consciousness and
micropsychism. Meanwhile, an entire parallel pathway, branching out from fundamental

consciousness in a different direction to micropsychism, has been left uncharted.

3 Mapping the Uncharted Landscape

The uncharted pathway is the cosmopsychism pathway, on the right-hand side of the map.
As | said previously, this side of the map, unlike the micropsychism side, has remained
unexplored in analytic philosophy until very recently. | first proposed cosmopsychism in

my master’s thesis submitted in 2011, at which point the view was unprecedented®.

Cosmopsychism, in its most simple formulation, can be understood as the view that
there is a cosmic consciousness. There are all manner of potential ways that this could be
cached-out, but I am primarily interested in the way in which it is most often defined (and
which also holds the most potential with regards to addressing the problem of phenomenal
consciousness). Consider the following definitions of simple cosmopsychism and

cosmopsychism:

Simple Cosmopsychism: The view that there is a cosmic consciousness.

Cosmopsychism: The view that there is a cosmic consciousness, which is

the fundamental form of consciousness.

As we can see, cosmopsychism is to simple cosmopsychism, what panpsychism is to simple
panpsychism. ‘Simple cosmopsychism’ is the most literal definition of the view, but

‘cosmopsychism’ is the definition that is considered standard.

5 In my master’s thesis I called the view ‘dual-aspect priority monism’ and a little later in a development of
that thesis (in 2012), I referred to it as ‘priority panpsychism’. I didn’t start using the term ‘cosmopsychism’
until my co-authored paper with Yujin Nagasawa (published in 2016, but written years earlier).
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From this point, as | see it, three potential paths are branching off; a top-down route,
a bottom-up route, and what I call a single-level route. The ‘top-down’/’bottom-up’/’single-
level’ ascription denotes something about how the cosmic consciousness relates to sub-

coSMic consciousness:

Top-down Cosmopsychism: Sub-cosmic consciousness is derived from the

fundamental cosmic consciousness

Bottom-up Cosmopsychism: The fundamental cosmic consciousness is

derived from sub-cosmic consciousness.

Single-level Cosmopsychism: The fundamental cosmic consciousness is the

only form of consciousness.

Of the limited attention that cosmopsychism has received, all has been focused on top-down
cosmopsychism. This is not without good reason, as we will see, but it is right to also draw
attention to the other two routes as they are potential avenues of further research (but I do

not claim they are tenable).

For each of the routes just outlined, we can formulate a blueprint on which to build
more well-developed views. The blueprint will provide the basis on which to create a view

of that kind. Consider the following blueprints:

Priority Cosmopsychism Blueprint: There is a fundamental cosmic

consciousness from which derivative sub-cosmic consciousness derives.

Emergent Cosmopsychism Blueprint: There is a fundamental cosmic

consciousness that emerges from sub-cosmic consciousness.

Existence Cosmopsychism Blueprint: The cosmic consciousness is the

only form of consciousness.
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Each of the blueprints can be taken as providing a guide to how the cosmic consciousness
relates to sub-cosmic consciousness in a broad sense, and each will bring to any future
development on it a particular set of advantages. Each will likely permit several possible

developments.

For example, the top-down route, taking us to the priority cosmopsychism blueprint,
offered by myself and Nagasawa (2016), has seen numerous developments on it (or
developments consistent with it). In fact, cosmopsychism has become synonymous with
versions of priority cosmopsychism. Consider one development on this blueprint; Russellian

cosmopsychism, and then two developments branching off, further, from that:

Russellian Cosmopsychism: The cosmos has a ‘revealed’ and a ‘concealed’
form. The revealed form is the world as revealed by physics while the
concealed form is its consciousness. The cosmic consciousness is the
fundamental form of consciousness from which all sub-cosmic
consciousness are derived. The cosmos as a whole, in its revealed concrete
form, is the fundamental concrete entity from which all derivative concrete

entities derive.

Russellian Cosmopsychism has been endorsed, or suggested, by Wager (2011, 2020°),
Nagasawa and Wager (2016), Shani (2015), Goff (2017, 2020) and Mathews (2011). In
addition to the priority cosmopsychism blueprint, Russellian cosmopsychism implies a
commitment to priority monism and Russellian monism.” From here we have two further

branching views:

& Throughout this collection, but especially the papers ‘The Subject Problems for Panpsychism and
Cosmopsychism’ and ‘An Account of Cosmopsychism’.

71 should note that Mathews does not make any reference to priority cosmopsychism, priority monism or
Russellian monism, and it is not presented in a way familiar to contemporary metaphysics or philosophy of
mind, but her view is broadly consistent with the views | mention.
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Constitutive Russellian Cosmopsychism: The version of Russellian
cosmopsychism which says that sub-cosmic subjects of experience are

constituted of the cosmic subject of experience.

Non-Constitutive Russellian Cosmopsychism: The version of Russellian
cosmopsychism which says that sub-cosmic subjects of experience exist but

are not constituted of the cosmic subject of experience.®

These branches are defined by how they propose that fundamental consciousness relates to
derivative consciousness. They are versions of cosmopsychism, so we know that the cosmic
consciousness is considered fundamental in both cases. The difference between them is how
they account for the derivation of derivative subjects of experience from the cosmic subject.
In the case of constitutive Russellian cosmopsychism, derivative subjects are grounded in
the cosmic subject as its partial aspects. This is the approach endorsed by Wager (2020),
Goff (2017, 2020) and Shani (2015). Non-constitutive Russellian cosmopsychism says that
derivative subjects are not grounded in the cosmic subject. There are several ways the details
of this could be filled in, but to my knowledge the only version in the literature that could
possibly be construed as a case in point is Mathews (2011).° Perhaps the best way to
formulate non-constitutive Russellian cosmopsychism is as a kind of emergentist view, such

as:

8 This might seem like a strange view because cosmopsychism is the view that sub-cosmic consciousness is
derivative of the cosmic consciousness, but there is space for a view whereby sub-cosmic consciousness is
derived from the cosmos, itself conscious, but yet it is not constituted of the cosmic consciousness. Such a
view might be better understood as a kind of emergent cosmopsychism whereby sub-cosmic consciousness
emerges from the cosmic consciousness.

% This is hard to call; Mathews’s view could perhaps be seen as a version of non-constitutive Russellian
cosmopsychism because, for her, sub-cosmic consciousnesses are not grounded in the cosmic consciousness,
s0 much as they are embedded within the cosmos, that is conscious. It is also possible to see her view as a
version of constitutive Russellian cosmopsychism, too, however.
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Emergentist Russellian Cosmopsychism: The version of Russellian
cosmopsychism which says that macro-subjects (weakly) emerge from the

cosmic subject but are not constituted of it.

Turning to emergent cosmopsychism (distinct from top-down emergentist Russellian
Cosmopsychism), as far as | know, there are no versions of emergent cosmopsychism in the
literature, but I will propose two possible elaborations on the emergent cosmopsychism
blueprint. One is a cosmopsychist equivalent of the emergent panpsychism proposed by
Seager (2010) and Mgrch (2015) (emergent cosmopsychism?, the other is a cosmopsychist
equivalent of the emergent panpsychism offered by Rosenberg (2004) and Bruntrup (2016)

(emergent cosmopsychism?):

Emergent cosmopsychism?®: A version of emergent cosmopsychism which
says that the fundamental cosmic consciousness emerges from fundamental
sub-cosmic consciousness, but that the emergence of the former supersedes
the latter.

Emergent cosmopsychism?: A version of emergent cosmopsychism which
says that the fundamental cosmic consciousness emerges from fundamental

sub-cosmic consciousness, such that the emergent and submergent co-exist.

One version of emergent cosmopsychism? might be similar to Merch’s emergent
panpsychism, whereby the submergent base of sub-cosmic consciousnesses co-exist with
the emergent cosmic consciousness such that submergent sub-cosmic consciousnesses

become dependent on the cosmic consciousness post-emergence.

It is not my aim to provide details on how the above views could be cached-out into
more fully-formed approaches, but only to uncover the outline of possible positions.

Emergent views like those just listed above will, however, need to address their own version
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of the problem of emergence; the emergence of the cosmic consciousness from a base of
sub-cosmic consciousness. They will also have questions to answer regarding either the co-
existence with, or elimination of, the base of sub-cosmic consciousnesses. Furthermore, it
would remain to be seen if emergent cosmopsychism could offer anything over and above
emergent panpsychism. Perhaps it will even turn out that certain versions of emergent

panpsychism entail cosmopsychism.

Finally, concerning the existence cosmopsychism blueprint, to my knowledge there
is perhaps one view in the literature that could be considered a development on it, Jaskolla

and Buck’s (2012) panexperiential holism:

Panexperiential holism: The view that there is exactly one entity, the

cosmos, and that entity is conscious.

This view throws up problems related to the fact that it presupposes existence monism (the
view that exactly one entity — the cosmos - exists), which comes with its own set of
challenges. For example, how does it account for the existence or non-existence of the
universe of multiplicity, and our commonly held intuitions about it? It also faces the problem

of explaining the apparent existence of a multitude of sub-cosmic subjects of experience.

This brings us to cosmoqualityism and perennialism. Earlier, | mentioned that there
is a thread running through the panpsychism pathway on the map, which replaces
consciousness at the fundamental level with protoconsciousness (referred to as
panprotopsychism rather than panpsychism, or microprotopsychism rather than
micropsychism). The same thread runs through the cosmopsychism pathway, too. We can

call these versions of cosmoprotopsychism:
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Cosmoprotopsychism: The view that the cosmos as a whole is proto-

conscious.

Two developments following this thread, along the route of the priority cosmopsychist

blueprint, are cosmoqualityism and perennialism (proposed by Albahari, 2020):

Cosmogqualityism: The view that the cosmos as a whole exemplifies
fundamental phenomenal quality. The cosmos itself is not a subject of

experience.

Perennialism: The view that the universe of multiplicity is grounded in a
universal non-dual consciousness (non-dual in the sense of being beyond the

subject-object distinction).

Both views reject the premise that the cosmos itself is a subject of experience, which
arguably allows them to avoid the subject derivation problem for cosmopsychism. However,
there are obvious questions about both. Albahari’s perennialism posits an ultimate ground
of unconditioned, non-dual, universal consciousness, but it needs to explain how the
universe of multiplicity can be grounded in such an unconditioned non-dual universal
consciousness. A related problem concerns how subjects of experience can be derived from

a ground that is beyond the subject-object distinction.

Cosmoqualityism, is the cosmopsychist version of panqualityism. Panqualityism
says that the microphysical ultimates are phenomenally qualitied, but not subjects of
experience. Instead, what we think of when we think about macro-subjects is just the
awareness of phenomenal qualities. For Colemans’s panqualityism, awareness comes about

in virtue of a higher order thought about the phenomenal qualities. Cosmogqualityism is
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similar in that macro-subjects are really just awareness of phenomenal qualities, however in
this case, all phenomenal qualities are derivative on the cosmic quality. A problem, for
cosmoqualityism, will likely relate to whether or not the position has any advantages over

panqgualityism. | suspect that it does but do not have the space to explore the view here.

4 Exploring the Landscape

Now I have uncovered the landscape of fundamental consciousness, | can situate the papers
included in this collection within it. My attention is focused on a comparison between
constitutive panpsychism and constitutive cosmopsychism, as they are arguably the most
promising and also the most comparable versions of views along each of our two main
pathways. This is not to say other areas of the map chartered above will not ultimately turn

out to be more fruitful.

4.1 Paper 1: A Blueprint for Cosmopsychism?©

The first paper in the collection, co-authored with Yujin Nagasawa and published under the
title ‘Panpsychism and Priority Cosmopsychism’, provides a blueprint for a novel approach
to the problem of phenomenal consciousness. On the map, this is the blueprint for priority
cosmopsychism, which turns panpsychism on its head. Rather than posit micro-
consciousness that must sum to form macro-consciousness, it posits a cosmic consciousness
from which macro-consciousness derives. The paper shows that panpsychism faces both the
combination problem and the problem of infinite decomposability, it motivates the priority
cosmopsychism blueprint on the grounds that it can avoid both of these problems. Though,

it states that the blueprint paves the way for a new problem for cosmopsychism, called the

10 Co-authored with Yujin Nagasawa and published under the title ‘Panpsychism and Priority
Cosmopsychism’ (2020) in Panpsychism: Contemporary Perspectives, Oxford University Press, edited by
Bruntrup and Jaskolla. It is a development on Wager’s (2011) master’s thesis ‘Dual-Aspect Priority
Monism’ and Nagasawa’s (2012) ‘Infinite Decomposability and the Mind-Body Problem’ (2012).
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derivation problem. Rather than giving a detailed account of an approach to the problem of
phenomenal consciousness, the blueprint offers a new general approach that can be adopted
to gain its advantages, while being developed in a variety of ways, forming numerous
distinct and more detailed views. The blueprint can be seen as setting the scene for much of

the cosmopsychist tranche of the map.

4.2 Paper 2: Beyond Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism? Panqualityism and
Perennialism

The second paper in the collection focuses on the two views on the map (one from the
panpsychism tranche and one from the cosmopsychism tranche) that reject full-blown
consciousness at the fundamental level in favour of fundamental proto-consciousness. These
views occupy especially interesting positions on the map because they reject the typical
stipulation that the fundamental form(s) of consciousness are themselves subjects of
experience. It is this move that purportedly allows them to sidestep the combination problem
and the derivation problem. Albahari’s perennialism is touted as the natural successor to
cosmopsychism; avoiding its subject derivation problem while maintaining a cosmic
consciousness. Meanwhile, Coleman’s panqualityism is touted as a natural successor to
panpsychism; avoiding its combination problem while maintaining that phenomenality is
present at the level of the microphysical ultimates. However, | show that both of these views
are a lot less appealing after taking a closer look at the details and, as such, do not seem fit
to be considered successors to panpsychism or cosmopsychism. Perennialism, for example,
faces the problem of motivating the very idea of non-dual consciousness, let alone the
further stipulation that non-dual consciousness grounds the universe of multiplicity.
Additionally, it faces tough questions relating to the existence and emergence of conscious
perspectives. Panqualityism also faces problems relating to its subject-absent phenomenally

qualitied ground, as well as issues relating to how to think about perspectives.
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4.3 Paper 3: The Subject Problem for Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism

The third paper targets, arguably, the hardest problems for constitutive panpsychism and
constitutive cosmopsychism; the subject combination problem and the subject derivation
problem, respectively. Cosmopsychism is touted as a promising alternative to panpsychism
because it can avoid the combination problem while maintaining some other of its
advantages. However, it faces the derivation problem, which is cosmopsychism’s equivalent
to the combination problem. If it is to be considered a genuine alternative to panpsychism,
then it must (at least) avoid its derivation problem being any more of a challenge to solve
than the combination problem. In this paper, | take the most difficult aspects of the two
problems, which pertain to the combination (for panpsychism) and derivation (for
cosmopsychism) of subjects of experience. |1 show that the two problems are almost
identical, both hinging on the entailment of what I call synchronous perspectives scenarios.
There are existing arguments from metaphysical impossibility against such scenarios, but I
also provide alternative epistemic implausibility arguments that turn on an apparent
inconsistency between what we should expect our everyday experience to be like (given the
views) and what our everyday experience is actually like (through introspection). However,
| provide a possible model of how to understand synchronous perspective scenarios
unproblematically. | also provide several alternative responses. | conclude that if there is a
way to determine which of the two views to support, it is not to be found by comparing their
respective subject problems. However, far from leaving panpsychism and cosmopsychism
where | found them, the responses | provide to the various arguments leave both views in a

significantly stronger position.
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4.4 Paper 4: An Account of Cosmopsychism

The fourth, and final, paper in the collection provides an account of, and motivation for, a
version of cosmopsychism | call CRP cosmopsychism. This version of cosmopsychism is
created on the priority cosmopsychism blueprint and has three further key commitments:
simple panpsychism, priority monism and Russellian monism. The paper motivates each of
these commitments both in isolation and in partnership, before responding to each of the
derivation problems; the subject derivation problem, the quality derivation problem and the
structure derivation problem. Furthermore, | argue that cosmopsychism should be preferred
over panpsychism owing to considerations concerning internal relations. | end the paper by
responding to some possible objections to the account on offer. I conclude that
cosmopsychism is in a significantly stronger position than panpsychism, and very much

alive and well.

5 Future Expeditions into the Fundamental Consciousness Landscape

This collection, taken as a whole, can be understood as an exploration of the landscape of
fundamental consciousness, with a particular focus on mapping, and trail-blazing, the
largely uncharted cosmopsychism pathway. Throughout the collection, | have often focused
on comparisons between panpsychism and cosmopsychism, with some important glimpses
into what | believe will be the ultimate comparison, between physicalism and
cosmopsychism. It is my view that fundamental approaches to the problem of
consciousness, but especially those following the cosmopsychism pathway, are teeming
with potential yet untapped. There are many positions still un(der)explored which future
expeditions into the landscape will hopefully map. Some, no-doubt, will turn out to be dead-
ends, but any genuine explorers searching for the solution to the problem of phenomenal

consciousness should not ignore vast regions of the map.
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PAPER 1

A BLUEPRINT FOR COSMOPSYCHISM

1 Introduction

A contemporary form of panpsychism says that phenomenality is prevalent because all
physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal or protophenomenal properties. According to
priority cosmopsychism, an alternative to panpsychism that we propose in this paper,
phenomenality is prevalent because the whole cosmos instantiates phenomenal or
protophenomenal properties. It says, moreover, that the consciousness of the cosmos is
ontologically prior to the consciousness of ordinary individuals like us. Since priority
cosmopsychism is a highly speculative view our aim in this paper remains modest and
limited. Instead of providing a full defence of priority cosmopsychism, we try to show only
the theoretical advantage of the view over panpsychism. This, however, by no means entails
that we develop the view in logical space merely for its own sake. We offer instead a
blueprint for a new alternative to panpsychism and explain how such a view avoids some of

the most persistent problems for panpsychism while maintaining several of its strengths.

This paper has the following structure. In Section 2, we discuss panpsychism and
priority monism, which are relevant to priority cosmopsychism. In Section 3, we introduce
priority cosmopsychism. In Section 4, we show that priority cosmopsychism overcomes the

main difficulties for panpsychism, including the problem of infinite decomposition and the
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combination problem. In Section 5, we defend priority cosmopsychism against possible

objections. Section 6 concludes.

2 Panpsychism and Priority Monism
Priority cosmopsychism is structurally parallel to both panpsychism and priority monism.

We therefore address each of these views before formulating priority cosmopsychism.

2.1 Panpsychism

Since the present volume is devoted to panpsychism we will not provide a comprehensive
overview of panpsychism here. Nevertheless, some essential preliminaries are in order. The
most straightforward version of panpsychism is formulated in terms of ordinary mental
states. It says that everything has mental states in the same sense as we do—for example,
rocks have thoughts to the same extent that we do. This is highly implausible. Contemporary
panpsychism is, on the other hand, typically formulated in terms of phenomenal or
protophenomenal properties instead of all types of mental states. There are many
contemporary formulations but in this paper we focus on Philip Goff’s formulation as

follows (2009, p. 294):
Panpsychism: All physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal properties.
As Goff notes, this view is closely related to the following view:
Micropsychism: Some physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal properties.

Panpsychism is an extreme form of micropsychism because it says that all, not merely some,
physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal properties. That is why the view is called

panpsychism.
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Some formulate panpsychism in terms of protophenomenal properties instead of
phenomenal properties. They say that some physical ultimates instantiate protophenomenal,
rather than phenomenal, properties. Chalmers (1996) addresses the distinction between the

phenomenal and protophenomenal versions of panpsychism:*!

There are two ways this might go. Perhaps we might take [phenomenal]
experience itself as a fundamental feature of the world, alongside space-time,
spin, charge and the like. That is, certain phenomenal properties will have to
be taken as basic properties. Alternatively, perhaps there is some other class
of novel fundamental properties from which phenomenal properties are
derived...[T]hese cannot be physical properties, but perhaps they are
nonphysical properties of a new variety, on which phenomenal properties are
logically supervenient. Such properties would be related to experience in the
same way that basic physical properties are related to nonbasic properties
such as temperature. We could call these properties protophenomenal
properties, as they are not themselves phenomenal but together they can yield

the phenomenal. (Chalmers 1996, pp. 126-127)

The main reason for holding panpsychism is that it avoids the problem of strong
emergence. This problem arises from the unexpectedness of phenomenal properties:
phenomenal properties are instantiated by physical entities such as aggregates of neurons
but this is unexpected and surprising because neurons seem to be fundamentally non-

experiential. It seems impossible to explain how something experiential can be instantiated

11 To be precise, in this passage Chalmers is talking about the phenomenal and protophenomenal versions of
what he calls Type-F monism, which subsumes some versions of panpsychism. So his focus in the passage is
more general than ours.
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by something fundamentally non-experiential. According to Strawson, the instantiation of
experiential phenomena by wholly non-experiential phenomena is as extraordinary as the
instantiation of spatial phenomena by non-spatial phenomena. He contends that such
emergences are impossible because the following is true: For any feature Y of anything that
is correctly considered to be emergent from X, there must be something about X and X alone
in virtue of which Y emerges, and which is sufficient for Y. Strong emergence violates such
a law and, hence, it is, “by definition, a miracle every time it occurs” (2008, pp. 64-65).
Panpsychism avoids the problem of strong emergence by stipulating that physical ultimates
are themselves phenomenal or protophenomenal. That is, according to panpsychism, it is
not surprising that phenomenal properties are instantiated by aggregates of neurons because
physical ultimates, which constitute neurons and other physical entities, are already

phenomenal or protophenomenal.

2.2 Priority Monism

Priority monism says that exactly one basic concrete object, that is, the cosmos, exists
(Schaffer 2008). Priority monism should be distinguished from existence monism,
according to which exactly one concrete object, that is, the cosmos, exists.*? Unlike
existence monism, priority monism is compatible with the existence of multiple concrete
objects because it says only that there is exactly one basic concrete object. According to
priority monism, the cosmos is more basic than other concrete objects in the sense that it is
ontologically prior to, or ontologically more fundamental than, those other objects. In other

words, all concrete objects, except the cosmos itself, are derivative of the cosmos.

2 For a discussion of existence monism see Horgan and Potr¢ (2000).
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Priority monism appears counterintuitive initially because in most instances we
think that a whole is not ontologically prior to its parts. We think, for example, that the
grains of sand constituting a heap are prior to the heap or that tiles in a mosaic are prior to
the mosaic. Schaffer points out, however, that there are many other examples in which we
think that a whole is, in fact, prior to its parts. For instance, we think that a circle is prior to
semicircles of the circle or that a body is prior to organs of the body (Schaffer 2008). This
is because, according to Schaffer, our common sense distinguishes between mere heaps and
genuine unities. A heap of grains of sand and a mosaic are mere heaps but a circle, a body,

and the cosmos are, according to Schaffer, genuine unities.

Schaffer notes that priority monism is concerned with concrete objects and excludes

everything else. He writes:

| assume that there is a maximal actual concrete object—the cosmos—of
which all actual concrete objects are parts. | should emphasize that I am only
concerned with actual concrete objects. Possibilia, abstracta, and actual
concreta in categories other than object are not my concern (deities and
spirits, if such there be, are not my concern either). When | speak of the
world—and defend the monistic thesis that the whole is prior to its parts—I
am speaking of the material cosmos and its planets, pebbles, particles, and

other proper parts. (2010, p. 33)

Phenomenal properties are not within the scope of priority monism as they are not concrete

objects.
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3 Priority Cosmopsychism
We are now ready to formulate priority cosmopsychism. Again, priority cosmopsychism is

structurally parallel to both panpsychism and priority monism.

Consider, first, the parallel structure between priority monism and priority
cosmopsychism. Priority monism says that exactly one basic concrete object, the cosmos,
exists. In parallel to this, priority cosmopsychism says that exactly one basic consciousness,
the cosmic consciousness, exists. Recall that priority monism is concerned only with
concrete objects. Priority cosmopsychism is, on the other hand, concerned only with
phenomenal and protophenomenal properties, which fall outside the scope of priority
monism. Priority cosmopsychism should be distinguished from existence cosmopsychism,
according to which exactly one consciousness, the cosmic consciousness, exists. Unlike
existence cosmopsychism, priority cosmopsychism is compatible with the existence of
multiple individual consciousnesses because it says only that there is exactly one basic
consciousness. The cosmic consciousness is more basic than other consciousnesses in the
sense that it is ontologically prior to or ontologically more fundamental than other
consciousnesses. All consciousnesses except the cosmic consciousness itself are derivative
of the cosmic consciousness, in a manner similar to that in which all concrete objects except

the cosmos itself are, according to priority monism, derivative of the cosmos.

Consider now the parallel structure between panpsychism and priority
cosmopsychism. Panpsychism says, again, that all physical ultimates—that is, physical
entities on the bottom level of reality—instantiate phenomenal properties. In parallel to this,
priority cosmopsychism says that the cosmos, which is on the top level of reality, instantiates

phenomenal properties. Panpsychism claims that phenomenal properties that physical
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ultimates instantiate are more fundamental than phenomenal properties of ordinary
individuals. In fact, according to panpsychism, phenomenal properties of physical ultimates
are the most fundamental form of phenomenality. In parallel to this claim, priority
cosmopsychism says that phenomenal properties that the cosmos instantiates are more
fundamental than phenomenal properties of ordinary individuals. In fact, according to
priority cosmopsychism, the cosmic consciousness is the most fundamental form of

phenomenality.

It is interesting to note that the combination of priority monism and (priority)
cosmopsychism entails a unique version of panpsychism. Recall the formulation of
panpsychism we adopt in this paper: all physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal
properties. Priority monism says that the phrase ‘physical ultimates’ in the formulation
refers to a single entity, the cosmos, and (priority) cosmopsychism says that the cosmos
instantiates phenomenal properties. This means that the combination of priority monism and
(priority) cosmopsychism entails that the physical ultimate instantiates phenomenal
properties, which is exactly what panpsychism says. In this paper, however, in order to avoid
confusion, by the term ‘physical ultimates’ we mean fundamental physical entities on the
bottom level of reality, rather than the cosmos. Also, we remain neutral about the
compatibility of priority monism with (priority) cosmopsychism because priority
cosmopsychism does not rely on priority monism (and vice versa). We also remain neutral
about the nature of the cosmic consciousness. Some pantheists or panentheists might think
that the cosmic consciousness is the consciousness of a higher being, such as God, which
shares phenomenal experiences of individual conscious beings. Some others might think
that the cosmic consciousness is not in itself phenomenal but only protophenomenal.

However, these issues are not crucial to our discussion.
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4 Priority Cosmopsychism vs. Panpsychism

Why should we consider priority cosmopsychism as a serious alternative to panpsychism?
First, like panpsychism, priority cosmopsychism is not vulnerable to the problem of strong
emergence. This is because priority cosmopsychism rejects the claim that something
experiential can be instantiated by something fundamentally non-experiential. Second, more
importantly, priority cosmopsychism avoids some of the most persistent problems for
panpsychism albeit that priority cosmopsychism is structurally parallel to panpsychism. In
this section, we consider two such problems, the problem of infinite decomposition and the

combination problem.

4.1 The Problem of Infinite Decomposition

Again, panpsychism holds that all physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal properties.
This means that panpsychism presupposes fundamentalism. Fundamentalism identifies
entities on the bottom, fundamental level as ultimate reality.’® Consider, for instance,
physicalism as a version of fundamentalism. According to one form of physicalism, the
ultimate level of reality is physical because, roughly speaking, microphysical theory
describes the properties and behaviours of fundamental subatomic particles, on which
everything else in the actual world supervenes. This means that entities on the fundamental
level are entirely physical and, hence, everything in the actual world is ultimately physical.

Panpsychism, at least the version that we have been considering here, adds to this form of

13 As Barbara Montero (2006, p. 181) points out, fundamentalism can be formulated in many ways. For
example, it can be formulated in terms of decomposition, in which case entities on the fundamental level are
undecomposable proper parts (i.e., mereological atoms or simples) that constitute everything else on higher
levels. To take another example, it could be formulated in terms of supervenience, in which case entities on
the fundamental level are the bases on which all entities on higher levels supervene. It can also be
formulated in terms of realisation, explanation, reduction, determination, and so on. In this paper, we focus
on decomposition because that seems to be most intuitive. However, most of the claims that we make over
the course of this paper apply equally to other formulations.
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physicalism that the fundamental subatomic particles, that is, physical ultimates, instantiate

phenomenal properties.

Schaffer (2003) and Montero (2006) consider the argument that physicalism is false
because fundamentalism is false. According to this argument, since the cosmos is stratified
infinitely into levels, physicalism cannot be true. They are right in thinking that, insofar as
physicalism is formulated as a version of fundamentalism, the falsity of fundamentalism
entails the falsity of physicalism. However, the falsity of fundamentalism also entails the

falsity of panpsychism because, again, panpsychism presupposes fundamentalism.

Schaffer tries to show that it is at least possible that the cosmos is stratified infinitely
into levels by appealing to the conceivability and logical consistency of infinite
decomposition (Schaffer 2003, p. 501). First, he says, infinite decomposition is
metaphysically possible because it is conceivable that everything has parts. It is conceivable
that everything is extended and everything that is extended is decomposed into further
entities. If conceivability entails possibility, then it is possible that everything has parts.
Second, he says, infinite decomposition is metaphysically possible because it is logically
consistent. There are consistent models of mereology that allow infinite decomposition.
Given that there are such consistent models there is no a priori ground for rejecting the
possibility of infinite decomposition as a metaphysical possibility. Schaffer contends,
moreover, that infinite decomposition might be not only possible but also actual because it
is taken seriously by scientists. For example, the quantum physicist David Bohm (1957)
says that his formulation of physics is ‘consistent with an infinity of levels’. To take another

example, the physicist Hans Dehmelt (1989) postulates an infinite regression of subelectron
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structure. So it appears that while it remains inconclusive whether or not the lack of physical

ultimates is actually true it should be taken seriously.

Again, if fundamentalism is false and there are no physical ultimates, then
panpsychism is false. In such a case, contrary to what panpsychism says, there are no
physical ultimates to instantiate phenomenal properties. One might suggest at this point that
if there are no physical ultimates, then panpsychism can be defined as a thesis that certain
microphysical entities, but not physical ultimates, instantiate phenomenal properties.
However, such a view is arbitrary. It is unclear why certain microphysical entities on a
certain level of reality instantiate phenomenal properties while others on lower levels do

not. The possibility of infinite decomposition therefore threatens panpsychism.

Priority cosmopsychism, however, is not vulnerable to the problem of infinite
decomposition. This is because priority cosmopsychism does not rely on fundamentalism.
More specifically, it attributes basic consciousness to the cosmos, which is on the top level
of reality, rather than physical ultimates, which, if they exist, are on the bottom level.
Whether or not there is a bottom level, therefore, is irrelevant to the cogency of priority
cosmopsychism. As long as the cosmos exists, priority cosmopsychism is intact, and indeed
the cosmos does exist. These observations give us a reason to prefer priority cosmopsychism

to panpsychism.

We have considered the possibility of infinite decomposition of concrete objects, but
we might extend this idea to phenomenal properties as well. Chalmers, for example, seems
to think that phenomenal properties are properly arranged sums of protophenomenal
properties when he says that phenomenal properties logically supervene on

protophenomenal properties (1996, p. 126). If that is true, it might be the case that
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phenomenal properties are infinitely decomposable into more and more primitive forms of
protophenomenal properties and that the chain of decomposition or supervenience continues
infinitely. Such a possibility would also undermine panpsychism because the whole point
of panpsychism is to introduce phenomenal or protophenomenal properties as fundamental
building blocks of phenomenal reality on the bottom level so that the existence of
consciousness does not entail strong emergence. If phenomenal properties are infinitely

decomposable they cannot be fundamental building blocks.

Priority cosmopsychism is not threatened by the possibility of infinite
decomposition of phenomenal properties either, because, again, priority cosmopsychism
regards the cosmic consciousness as ontologically prior to ‘smaller’ forms of consciousness,
so whether or not there are ‘smallest’ forms of phenomenal or protophenomenal properties

is irrelevant to the cogency of priority cosmopsychism.4

4.2 The Combination Problem

The combination problem arises from the apparent discrepancy between a highly complex,
structured aggregate of atoms and brain cells, on the one hand, and a smooth, uniform
phenomenal experience such as a visual experience, on the other. The problem can be
formulated as an objection to panpsychism as follows: Ordinary phenomenal experiences
present themselves as smooth, continuous, and unified. They do have distinct aspects but
they have an underlying homogeneity. According to panpsychism, however, all physical
ultimates instantiate phenomenal or protophenomenal properties and our ordinary

phenomenal experiences result from combinations of these properties. It is hard to see,

14 Here we use the term ‘small’ metaphorically. Phenomenal properties are not concrete objects so, of
course, they do not occupy physical space.

35



however, how phenomenal or protophenomenal properties of microphysical entities could

add up to the homogeneous character of phenomenal experiences that we have.

The combination problem is arguably the most difficult problem for panpsychism.
Chalmers, for example, writes, “It is certainly the hardest problem for any sort of Russellian
view [which includes a version of panpsychism we consider here]” (Chalmers 1996, p. 307).
Seager also regards it as “the most difficult problem facing any panpsychist theory of
consciousness” (1995, p. 280). Priority cosmopsychism, however, does not face the
combination problem because, unlike panpsychism, it denies that phenomenal experiences
are constituted by phenomenal properties of physical ultimates.’® Again, priority
cosmopsychism attributes basic consciousness to the cosmos and regards individual
consciousnesses as derivatives of it. That is, contrary to what panpsychism says, priority
cosmopsychism regards phenomenal experiences as derivatives of something ‘larger’ (i.e.,
the cosmic consciousness) rather than as the aggregate of something ‘smaller’ (i.e.,
phenomenal or protophenomenal properties of physical ultimates). In other words,

panpsychism faces the combination problem because it is a bottom-up view—it starts with

15 Similar points are made by Jaskolla and Buck (2012) and Freya Mathews (2011), but the cosmopsychist
views to which they appeal are radically different from ours. Consider, first, Jaskolla’s and Buck’s
“panexperientialist holism”. Panexperiential holism presupposes existence monism, saying “there is exactly
one entity—the Universe itself”. Existence monism is a highly controversial thesis, on which our view,
priority cosmopsychism, does not rely. Priority cosmopsychism does not even rely on priority monism,
which is more modest than existence monism. Panexperiential holism also stipulates that the Universe is “a
subject of experience . . . exemplifying experiential content”. Priority cosmopsychism does not make such a
claim as it is a minimalist view that is parallel to panpsychism. Insofar as panpsychism does not assume that
physical ultimates are subjects of experience exemplifying experiential content, priority cosmopsychism
does not assume that the cosmos is a subject of experience exemplifying experiential content. Consider,
second, Freya Mathews’s “cosmological panpsychism”. According to this view, “the One” is a subject that
“may feel the effects of finite centres of subjectivity in the field of its own larger subjectivity, even though it
may not be able actually to experience the way such finite selves feel to themselves” (p. 149). Priority
cosmopsychism is not committed to such a claim as, again, it does not assume that the cosmos is a subject of
experience. Also, in explaining the nature of the consciousness of the One, Mathews appeals to an idea in
psychoanalysis saying, “Amongst the unconscious components of psyche are enduring constellations of
psychophysical energy which never surface into ego consciousness yet which nevertheless may be active in
the psychic life of a person” (p. 148). Again, priority cosmopsychism does not make such a claim.
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phenomenal properties or protophenomenal properties of physical ultimates and tries to
build ordinary phenomenal properties from them. Priority cosmopsychism, on the other
hand, is a top-down view—it starts with the cosmic consciousness and tries to derive
ordinary phenomenal properties from it. Here is an analogy to illustrate this point. Suppose,
per impossibile, there is an absolutely perfectly smooth painting, which is analogous to a
smooth, homogeneous phenomenal experience. Such a painting cannot be an aggregate of
small dots, which are analogous to phenomenal or protophenomenal properties of physical
ultimates, but it can be a segment of a larger painting that is equally smooth and

homogeneous, which is analogous to the cosmic consciousness.

One might point out here that while priority cosmopsychism avoids the combination
problem it does seem to face a problem of the same structure on a larger scale. The
combination problem asks how medium-size consciousnesses can be built from minute
phenomenal or protophenomenal properties of physical ultimates. Similarly, the problem in
question asks how the cosmic consciousness can be built from medium-size individual

CoNnsciousnesses.

Fortunately, this is not a serious problem because it is based on a misinterpretation
of priority cosmopsychism. Priority cosmopsychism says that medium-size individual
consciousnesses are derivatives of the cosmic consciousness but that does not entail that
medium-size individual consciousnesses constitute the cosmic consciousness as
ontologically prior building blocks of the cosmic consciousness. On the contrary, according
to priority cosmopsychism, the cosmic consciousness is ontologically prior to medium-size

individual consciousnesses.
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One might claim, however, that priority cosmopsychism still fails to provide an
answer to the following crucial question. How could medium-size individual
consciousnesses be derived from the cosmic consciousness? Let us call this problem the
‘derivation problem’. It is not easy to provide an answer to the derivation problem because
we do not know the exact nature of the cosmic consciousness. Yet we can speculate how

we might be able to respond to the problem.

It is reasonable to assume that the cosmic consciousness is somewhat comparable to
the consciousness of an ordinary individual because, after all, it is a form of consciousness.
If we can then show that the consciousness of an ordinary individual can be divided into
smaller, less fundamental segments, then we have reason to think that the cosmic
consciousness can also be divided into smaller, less fundamental segments. And it seems

indeed possible to divide the consciousness of an ordinary individual into smaller segments.

Consider, for example, a visual experience. A visual experience can be considered
to be a unity which may be segmented into distinguishable colour experiences (e.g.,
experiences corresponding to red and green hues) or experiences of separable regions in
space (e.g., experiences corresponding to the right-hand side and the left-hand side of the
visual field). Yet the whole visual experience is considered to be a unity that is more
fundamental than the segments. Perhaps the cosmic consciousness unifies individual
consciousnesses in a similar way. The cosmic consciousness is more fundamental than
individual consciousness, so it is not the case that individual consciousnesses are
fundamental building blocks of the cosmic consciousness. On the contrary, smooth,
continuous and unified individual consciousnesses are derived from the smooth, continuous

and unified cosmic consciousness.
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It may be useful to recall, here, that priority cosmopsychism shares a parallel
structure with priority monism. Priority monism states that the concrete cosmos, as an
integrated whole, is the only basic concrete object and other ordinary concrete objects are
derived from it. Priority cosmopsychism states that the cosmic consciousness, as an
integrated whole, is the only basic form of consciousness and ordinary consciousnesses are
derived from it. As a result of this parallel structure, just as priority cosmopsychism has to
address the derivation problem, so too priority monism has to address its own equivalent of
the derivation problem. In the case of priority monism, the derivation problem can be stated
as the problem of how the many concrete parts of the cosmos are derived from the

basic concrete whole.

Schaffer (2010, p. 57) offers a number of possible solutions to the derivation
problem for priority monism and the same responses can be adapted to answer the derivation
problem for priority cosmopsychism. As such, priority cosmopsychism can offer accounts

of how the derivation problem might be resolved.

Recall that for priority monism the derivation problem is the problem of accounting
for the derivative parts in terms of the basic cosmos. Schaffer addresses the problem in terms
heterogeneity. It is typically an uncontroversial premise that the basic feature(s) of the
cosmos must be homogenous. According to priority monism the cosmos itself is the only
basic feature, yet it claims that the cosmos is also heterogeneous because it contains
derivative parts. Schaffer offers three different options for explaining the heterogeneity of
the cosmos whilst still allowing that it is, as an integrated whole, basic. He also notes that
any view positing basic features needs to account for their being heterogeneous as opposed

to homogenous (see Schaffer 2010 for details). The three accounts of the heterogeneity of
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the cosmos are given with respect to; firstly, distributional properties, secondly, regionalised

properties, and finally, regionalised instantiation.

On the first account the cosmos, as an integrated whole, is heterogeneous due it

instantiating distributional properties,

‘For the monist, the general fact that the world is heterogeneous is due to the
world’s instantiating the determinable property of being heterogeneous. The
specific way that the world is heterogeneous is due to the world’s
instantiating the determinate property of tracing such-and-such a curve
through physical configuration space. Thus the one whole can be
parturient’ (2010, p. 260)

On the second account, the cosmos is heterogeneous due to regionalised properties. The
cosmos has the monadic property of being the cosmos, yet it bears a relation of, say,
spikiness to one region and flatness to another. The third account also makes use of
regionalisation, but instead appeals to regionalised instantiation, where the cosmos is

heterogeneous due to it, say, instantiating-here spiky and instantiating-there flat.

There are differing views regarding the three accounts, but the important thing is
that they are consistent ways to make the move from, in concrete terms, a cosmos that is a
basic integrated whole to a derivative heterogeneity. As a result of priority cosmopsychism
sharing a parallel structure with priority monism, we might adopt these responses in
response to the derivation problem for priority cosmopsychism. A version of all three

accounts could be given to explain the heterogeneity of the cosmic consciousness.

In parallel to the first response, priority cosmopsychists might say that the cosmic
consciousness is heterogeneous due to it instantiating the determinable property of being

heterogeneous. According to this response the cosmic consciousness would instantiate the
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distributive property of following a particular path through phenomenal configuration space
(no doubt an extremely complex path through a configuration space of many dimensions).
In parallel to the second response, priority cosmopsychists might say that the cosmic
consciousness is heterogeneous due to regionalised properties, where the cosmic
consciousness is a monadic property which bears a relation of redness to one region and
blueness to another region. The monadic property of being the cosmic consciousness would
demonstrate many relations among regionalised phenomenal properties. Finally, in parallel
to the third response, priority cosmopsychists might say that the cosmic consciousness is
heterogeneous due to regionalised instantiation of phenomenal properties, the cosmic
consciousness instantiates-here red and instantiates-there blue. A thorough exploration of
such possibilities is not within bounds of the present paper but will make for interesting

future work.

Let us recap what we have seen. Panpsychism faces the infinite decomposability
problem because it relies on fundamentalism. Priority cosmopsychism, on the other hand,
does not face that problem as it is free from fundamentalism. Panpsychism also faces the
combination problem, which is recognised as the strongest objection to the view. Priority
cosmopsychism, on the other hand, offers a satisfactory answer to this problem. Instead of
the combination problem, however, priority cosmopsychism faces the derivation problem.
Yet, as we have seen, there are prima facie reasons to think that it can be resolved. Therefore,

priority cosmopsychism seems more attractive than panpsychism.

5 Objections to Priority cosmopsychism
We have seen that priority cosmopsychism overcomes some of the most persistent problems

associated with panpsychism. One might argue, however, that priority cosmopsychism still
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seems more implausible than panpsychism. In this section, we review some objections to

priority cosmopsychism.

5.1 Inexplicability of the Cosmic Consciousness

One might reject priority cosmopsychism by saying that it is silent about exactly what the
cosmic consciousness is. The attribution of phenomenality to the cosmos is essential for
priority cosmopsychism, so without explaining what the cosmic consciousness is, one might

say, priority cosmopsychism is incomplete.

Priority cosmopsychism is not completely silent about the nature of the cosmic
consciousness. It says, for example, that the cosmic consciousness is ontologically the most
fundamental form of consciousness of which the consciousnesses of ordinary individuals
are derivative. We can also speculate about further possibilities. For example, we might
think that since the cosmos on the whole is not complex enough in a relevant sense to
instantiate phenomenality to the fullest extent there is no such thing as the phenomenal self
for the cosmic consciousness. Perhaps the cosmic consciousness is an organic unity of
phenomenal and protophenomenal forms of conscious experiences. Recall again however
that our purpose here is not to offer a full defence of priority cosmopsychism but only to
show that priority cosmopsychism is more attractive than panpsychism insofar as it avoids
some of the most persistent problems for panpsychism. If panpsychism does not say much
about the nature of the consciousness of physical ultimates, priority cosmopsychism is not
committed to saying much about the nature of the cosmic consciousness either. And, in fact,
panpsychism says very little about the consciousness of physical ultimates. Chalmers, for
example, writes, “Of course it is very hard to imagine what a protophenomenal property

[which a physical ultimate instantiates] could be like but we cannot rule out the possibility
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that they exist” (Chalmers 1996, p. 127). We can make a parallel claim here: Of course it is
very hard to imagine what the cosmic consciousness could be like but we cannot rule out
the possibility that it exists. And, again, there are reasons to prefer priority cosmopsychism

to panpsychism.

5.2 Counterintuitiveness
Priority cosmopsychism attributes consciousness to the cosmos, which seems highly
counterintuitive. One might wonder how we could take such a counterintuitive thesis

seriously.

Recall, once again, that we are comparing only the plausibility of priority
cosmopsychism with that of panpsychism. So our interest here is to show only that priority
cosmopsychism is no more counterintuitive than panpsychism. Panpsychism holds the
fundamentalist view that there is a fundamental bottom level of reality and it adds that
physical ultimates on the fundamental level instantiate phenomenal properties. Priority
cosmopsychism, on the other hand, holds that the cosmos is on the top level of reality and
adds that the cosmos instantiates phenomenal properties. Structurally speaking, therefore,
they are parallel and there seems no reason to think that either of them is distinctively more

counterintuitive than the other.

One might claim, however, that the attribution of phenomenality to the cosmos is
particularly absurd. The brain can instantiate phenomenal properties because it has the right
structural complexity. Yet, one might continue, the cosmos is not comparable to the brain

in terms of structural complexity.

While this might be a good argument to show that priority cosmopsychism is

counterintuitive it is not a good argument to show that priority cosmopsychism is more
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counterintuitive than panpsychism. This is because panpsychism faces an objection of the
exact same form: physical ultimates do not have the structural complexity of the brain, so it
is counterintuitive to think that they can instantiate phenomenal properties. (If structural
complexity is really crucial it might be more implausible to say that physical ultimates have
consciousness than that the cosmos does because they are structurally much less complex

than the cosmos.)

Notice that panpsychism itself is often rejected on the ground that it is highly
counterintuitive. John Searle (1997), for example, calls panpsychism an ‘absurd view’ and
characterises Chalmers’s defence of panpsychism as follows: “when faced with a reductio
ad absurdum argument he just accepts the absurdity” (p. 156). It would be ironic if
panpsychists were to dismiss priority cosmopsychism because of its counterintuitiveness
when they emphasise that panpsychism should not be dismissed on the basis of its

counterintuitiveness.

We can apply the same reasoning to many other objections to priority
cosmopsychism. For example, one might say that priority cosmopsychism is absurd because
there is no sign that the cosmos is conscious (the ‘no sign’ problem for priority
cosmopsychism) or because there is no definitive empirical test to prove that the cosmos is
conscious (the ‘no test’ problem for priority cosmopsychism). In response to the ‘no sign’
problem, one might say that there is no sign because the cosmos is not structured in such a
way that it behaves in accordance with the phenomenal or protophenomenal properties it
has, unlike the way in which human bodies behave in accordance with the phenomenal or
protophenomenal properties humans have. In response to the ‘no test’ problem, one might

point out that, to the extent that there is no definitive empirical test to prove that the cosmos
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has consciousness, there is similarly no definitive empirical test to prove that higher animals
have consciousness. That is why the problem of animal minds (and other minds) is
intractable. However, it is unnecessary to offer such philosophically substantial responses
because these problems apply as much to panpsychism as to priority cosmopsychism. There
is no sign that physical ultimates are conscious (the ‘no sign’ problem for panpsychism) and
there is no definitive empirical test to prove that physical ultimates are conscious (the ‘no
test’ problem for panpsychism). Again, we are comparing only priority cosmopsychism and
panpsychism. It is, therefore, sufficient to say that while these problems might be genuine
challenges for priority cosmopsychism they apply equally to panpsychism. Hence, these

problems do not make priority cosmopsychism any more implausible than panpsychism.

5.3 Estrangement from Current Science

It might be contended that priority cosmopsychism is not to be preferred since it is less
compatible with features of current science than contemporary panpsychism is. It might be
argued, for example, that priority cosmopsychism is an especially estranged view since it is
not concerned with the same physical ultimates that are the focus of current physics. One
might claim panpsychism is preferable on the grounds that it is concerned with the same
physical ultimates described by current physics, since it states that fundamental
phenomenal, or protophenomenal, properties are associated in some sense with such

ultimates.

One particular objection of this kind might be that priority cosmopsychism is unable
to adhere to the causal closure of the microphysical. This is the principle which says that the
causal efficacy of the world is fully accounted for in terms of the causal efficacy of the

physical ultimates. One might claim that panpsychism can address the problem of causal
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closure but priority cosmopsychism cannot. Panpsychism might adhere to the principle by
claiming that since all physical ultimates instantiate phenomenal properties any causal

efficacy that they may have is already accounted for in current physics.

In response to such objections, we first note that the purpose of this paper is to defend
a blueprint for a new alternative to panpsychism, here we do not defend any specific view
based on this blueprint. In this paper we only address phenomenality and do not endorse a
particular relation between phenomenal properties and physical properties. Since it is in
such a relation that it will become clear if priority cosmopsychism can adhere to the causal
closure of the microphysical, it is after developing a specific view based on the blueprint
that one would be fully equipped to respond to this objection. However, it might be
interesting to note that one possible development on the blueprint we offer here is a dual-
aspect version of priority cosmopsychism, according to which the phenomenal and the
physical are co-extensive, with the respective properties at the level of the cosmos being
basic. On such a view it might be considered more plausible for the priority cosmopsychist
to follow the panpsychist in claiming that the principle of causal closure is adhered to on

the grounds of the phenomenal already being accounted for in our current physics.

6 Conclusion

Panpsychism is an attractive view because, by attributing phenomenality to the fundamental
nature of reality, it avoids the problem of strong emergence. However, on the other hand,
panpsychism faces the infinite decomposition problem because it presupposes the existence
of physical ultimates. It also faces the combination problem because it holds that
phenomenal experiences are constituted by phenomenal or protophenomenal properties of

physical ultimates. Priority cosmopsychism can be construed as a hypothesis designed to
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avoid these problems without compromising the promising approach to the problem of
strong emergence suggested by panpsychism. Priority cosmopsychism attributes the most
fundamental form of consciousness to the cosmos, rather than physical ultimates, and holds
that the consciousnesses of ordinary individuals are derivative of it. In this way, priority
cosmopsychism avoids not only the problem of strong emergence but also the infinite
decomposition problem and the combination problem. Since priority cosmopsychism and
panpsychism are structurally parallel, priority cosmopsychism is no more implausible or
counterintuitive than panpsychism. Therefore, we can conclude that priority

cosmopsychism benefits from a theoretical advantage over panpsychism.

Again, what we have tried to defend in this paper is a blueprint for a new alternative
to panpsychism. This blueprint may be used to develop more specific views, such as

monistic, dualistic or even pantheistic views based on priority cosmopsychism. We have to

wait for another occasion to develop and assess such specific views.® 17
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PAPER 2

BEYOND PANPSYCHISM AND COSMOPSYCHISM?

Panqualityism and Perennialism

1 Introduction

Panpsychism occupies an interesting space when considering the hard problem of
consciousness. It sits between the extremes of physicalism and dualism, explaining
conscious experience neither as something captured by our current physics nor as something
substantially distinct from physical matter. Instead, panpsychism states that consciousness
is already present at the start. It is literally in everything. An upshot is that everything is also
said to be a subject of experience, however, this gives rise to the subject combination
problem, which is severe enough that it has driven some who are attracted to the panpsychist

project to look for panpsychism-inspired alternatives to the view.

Cosmopsychism is a view that has built a reasonable following in recent years. It
claims rather than panpsychism being true because all microphysical ultimates are
conscious, it is true because the cosmos as a whole, as the one physical ultimate, is conscious
(Nagasawa and Wager (2016), Goff (2017, 2020), Shani (2015)). The hopeful upshot is that
the subject combination problem can be averted because subjects, according to

cosmopsychism, do not combine. However, it faces an equivalent, perhaps equal in
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difficulty, in the subject derivation problem; how are macro-subjects, like you and I, derived

from the cosmic subject?

One interesting way forward is to find a way to reject the stipulation that physical
ultimates, whether microphysical ultimates, as in the case of panpsychism, or the cosmos
itself, as with cosmopsychism, are subjects of experience. Doing so straightforwardly
sidesteps the subject combination problem and the subject derivation problem, since, on
such accounts, there are no subjects at the purported fundamental level to combine into, or
from which to derive, macro-subjects like us. In this paper, | focus on two such alternatives,
one maintaining a focus on the microphysical, like panpsychism, and one maintaining the
focus on the cosmos, like cosmopsychism. The former is the view known as panqualityism,
while the latter is perennialism. | take a close look at both views to see if they can rescue
the fruitful middle ground between physicalism and dualism, that panpsychism and
cosmopsychism occupy. However, | conclude that in both cases we see a resurgence of some
the same problems existing approaches face, as well as some new ones unique to the

alternatives.

The paper proceeds as follows: section 2 introduces panpsychism and its
combination problem. Section 3 introduces cosmopsychism and its derivation problem.
Noting developments on the blueprint of the view, as well as Albahari’s (2020) objection
on the grounds of the subject derivation problem. Sections 4 and 5 critically assess the two
proposed successors to cosmopsychism and panpsychism that drop the stipulation that
subjects are present at the fundamental level of reality. Section 4 focuses on Albahari’s
(2020) perennialism, a potential successor to cosmopsychism, while section 5 focuses on
Coleman’s (2012, 2014, 2016) panqualityism, a potential successor to panpsychism. Section

6 concludes.
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2 Panpsychism

Panpsychism is the view that consciousness is a fundamental and ubiquitous feature of the
cosmos. Meaning, consciousness is not explained in terms of anything else and is spread
throughout the whole of the cosmos. It holds an interesting position in the philosophy of
mind, especially as an approach to the problem of phenomenal consciousness, since it does
away with the problematic implications of substance dualism while avoiding the need for
consciousness to suddenly ‘break-in" to the world in rare and seemingly miraculous
circumstances. A rare and miraculous breaking-in-to-the-world is an implication of
physicalism, arguably the most popular approach to the problem of phenomenal
consciousness. Consequently, it is not hard to see why panpsychism marks a novel

departure from orthodoxy.

2.1 The Problem of Strong Emergence

The main reason for holding panpsychism is that it avoids the problem of strong emergence.
The problem arises from the unexpectedness of consciousness. Consciousness, it seems, is
instantiated by entirely physical entities such as aggregates of neurons, but this is
unexpected, and a surprise each time it happens, because neurons are ordinarily taken to be
fundamentally non-conscious. Any view stating that consciousness arises from matter

entirely devoid of consciousness faces the problem of strong emergence.

Emergence, per se, is not the problem here. There are numerous examples of
emergent phenomena that are unproblematic, for example, the emergence of a solid from a
liquid when the temperature of water drops below zero degrees Celsius. Such cases are not
concerning, the difficulty is specifically with strong emergence. To get a handle on what

makes strong emergence strong and other kinds of emergence weak, it is helpful to refer to
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Chalmers's (2006) distinction between strong and weak emergence. Regarding strong

emergence, he says:

We can say that a high-level phenomenon is strongly emergent with respect
to a low-level domain when the high-level phenomenon arises (in some
sense) from the low-level domain, but truths concerning that phenomenon
are not deducible even in principle from truths in the low-level domain.
(2006, p. 244)

While, about weak emergence, he says:

We can say that a high-level phenomenon is weakly emergent with respect
to a low-level domain when the high-level phenomenon arises from the low-
level domain, but truths concerning that phenomenon are unexpected given

the principles governing the low-level domain. (2006, p. 244)

Chalmers highlights that the two conceptions of emergence are not mutually exclusive since
cases of strong emergence will likely imply weak emergence (as defined). However, cases
of weak emergence will not imply strong emergence. He says that while the existence of
weakly emergent phenomena does not challenge our conception of nature, the existence of
strongly emergent phenomena does. Strong emergence is especially concerning because, as

he says:

[I]f there are phenomena whose existence is not deducible from the facts
about the exact distribution of particles and fields throughout space and time
(along with the laws of physics), then this suggests that new fundamental

laws of nature are needed to explain these phenomena (2006, p. 245).

It is not hard to get a feel for why strong emergence is such a problematic concept if its
existence means we need new fundamental laws to account for its instances. Proponents of

theories that rely on, or imply, strong emergence do not, typically speaking, want to invoke
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new fundamental laws of nature to explain consciousness, and since it is only by invoking
such laws that there can be said to be a connection between the low and high-level domains,
without them strong emergence represents a significant problem; the strongly emergent
phenomena float free of their submergent bases. Interestingly, in the face of apparent
strongly emergent phenomena, if we do what Chalmers suggests we must do, and introduce
new fundamental laws to account for it, then we no longer have a case of strong emergence

and hence do not face the problem.

Nagel (1979) offered an early, and influential, argument in favour of panpsychism
(or panprotopsychism) which hinges on the notion of emergence. His account of emergence

is especially helpful in illustrating the above. He says:

There are no truly emergent properties of complex systems. All properties of
a complex system that are not relations between it and something else derive
from the properties of its constituents and their effects on each other when
so combined. Emergence is an epistemological condition: it means that an
observed feature of the system cannot be derived from the properties
currently attributed to its constituents. But this is a reason to conclude that
either the system has further constituents of which we are not yet aware, or
the constituents of which we are aware have further properties that we have
not yet discovered. (1979, p. 182)

Nagel picks up on a key distinction that is relevant to the problem of emergence. He notes
that emergence is an epistemological condition, meaning it signifies nothing more than a
gap in our knowledge, either we are ignorant about the existence of some constituents of a
system altogether or about some properties of constituents we already know about. In either
case, the suspected emergent properties are only emergent in the weak sense. In contrast,

strongly emergent phenomena can be said to imply ontological emergence, where the
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emergent phenomena are not just seemingly strongly emergent because of epistemic
limitations, but rather they emerge in the absence of epistemic limitations. The contention

is that this ontological emergence is impossible.

The most notable defence of panpsychism on the grounds of the problem of
emergence is offered by Strawson (2006, 2008). According to Strawson, the instantiation of
experiential phenomena by wholly non-experiential phenomena is as extraordinary as the
instantiation of spatially-extended phenomena by entirely spatially-unextended
phenomena.'®!® Strawson states that such strong emergence, or radical emergence, as he
calls it, of the spatially-extended from the spatially-unextended, along with its analogue of
experiential from non-experiential, is impossible due to the truth of the following apparent
law:

For any feature Y of anything that is currently considered to be emergent

from X, there must be something about X and X alone in virtue of which Y
emerges, and which is sufficient for Y (2008, p. 65).

18 To be precise, he says of such an analogy: ‘We need an analogy on a wholly different scale if we are to get
any imaginative grip on the supposed move from the non-experiential to the experiential.

What might be an analogy of the right size? Suppose someone—I will call him pseudo-Boscovich, at the risk
of offending historians of science—proposes that all ultimates, all real, concrete ultimates, are, in truth, wholly
unextended entities: that this is the truth about their being; that there is no sense in which they themselves are
extended; that they are real concrete entities, but are nonetheless true-mathematical-point entities. And
suppose pseudo-Boscovich goes on to say that when collections of these entities stand in certain (real, concrete,
natural) relations, they give rise to or constitute truly, genuinely extended concrete entities; real, concrete
extension being in this sense an emergent property of phenomena that are, although by hypothesis real and
concrete, wholly unextended.

Well, | think this suggestion should be rejected as absurd. But the suggestion that when non-experiential
phenomena stand in certain (real, natural, concrete non-experiential) relations they ipso facto instantiate or
constitute experiential phenomena, experience being an emergent property of wholly and utterly non-
experiential phenomena, seems exactly on a par. That's why I offer unextended-to-extended emergence as an
analogy, a destructive analogy that proposes something impossible and thereby challenges the possibility of
the thing it is offered as an analogy for.” (2008, p. 63)

19 For present purposes we can think of experiential phenomena and conscious phenomena as interchangeable.
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Strongly emergent phenomena violate such a law and therefore Strawson states that it is “by

definition a miracle every time it occurs” (2008, p. 45-46). He concludes:

It is built into the heart of the notion of emergence that emergence cannot be
brute in the sense of there being absolutely no reason in the nature of things

why the emerging thing is as it is (2008, p. 65).
Panpsychism, at least in the guise that | am most interested in here, avoids the problem of
strong emergence by stipulating that the microphysical ultimates are themselves conscious.
For panpsychism, it is in-principle deducible that aggregates of neurons are conscious,
because according to them, the microphysical constituents of neurons, the microphysical

ultimates, are themselves conscious.

2.2 Constitutive Panpsychism

While a simple formulation of panpsychism amounts to the stipulation that phenomenal
consciousness is a fundamental and ubiquitous feature of the cosmos, there are numerous
ways create more full-bodied views. Arguably, the most promising form of panpsychism is
constitutive panpsychism, which holds that macro-consciousness, such as human
consciousness, is constituted of a combination of micro-consciousness. According to this
view, macro-consciousness is grounded, either fully or partially, in micro-consciousness.
For macro-consciousness to be fully grounded in micro-consciousness, the former must
obtain in virtue of the latter alone. While for it to be partially grounded, the former must
obtain in virtue of the latter plus some further fact (typically some fact about structure and/or

dynamics).

Constitutive Panpsychism is contrasted with non-constitutive panpsychism; the
thesis that macro-consciousness is not constituted of a combination of micro-consciousness.

Again, there are competing versions, but one particularly important one is emergent

56



panpsychism (Rosenberg (2004), Bruntrup (2016), March (2014), Seager (2010, 2016)).
Emergent panpsychism maintains that instances of micro-consciousness are an important
part of the story of how macro-consciousness comes about, but not simply because certain
combinations of them constitute macro-consciousness. Rather, macro-consciousness
emerges from micro-consciousness. Some versions claim a synchronous existence of micro
and macro-level consciousness, for example, micro-level consciousness of physical
ultimates synchronically existing with macro-level human consciousness, where the micro-
level gives rise to the macro-level, and indeed maintains its existence (Rosenberg 2004,
Bruntrup 2016). While others maintain that micro-consciousness loses its identity upon the
emergence of macro-consciousness from it (Seager 2016). An especially interesting
emergentist account alleges that micro and macro-level consciousness exist synchronically
but that, as a result of the emergence of the macro from the micro-level, micro-level

consciousness becomes dependent on macro-consciousness for its existence (March 2014).

While non-constitutive panpsychism (emergent panpsychism, in particular), is very
interesting, and marks a potentially fruitful avenue of investigation, it does explicitly
endorse the emergence of macro-consciousness from micro-consciousness and thus faces a
kind of emergence problem. However, the problem for emergent panpsychism may be less
serious since it says only that 'bigger' consciousness emerges from 'smaller’ consciousness
rather than consciousness emerging from non-consciousness. Though it still represents a
significant issue for its proponents. This paper, however, is focused on constitutive

panpsychism, so emergentist versions will be largely kept to one side for now.

2.3 Constitutive Russellian Panpsychism

We can get even more fine-grained and give an account of panpsychism which says more

about the relation between the physical and phenomenal at the fundamental level of reality.
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Constitutive Russellian panpsychism supplements what | have said so far about constitutive

panpsychism with a view known as Russellian monism.

Russellian Monism is a version of monism (regarding the mind-body problem)
inspired by a claim made by Bertrand Russell in "The Analysis of Matter' (1927). It states
that physics describes the world's fundamental constituents - its microphysical ultimates -
only in relational, or structural, terms, and remains silent about their categorical nature.
Physics may describe what mass, spin, charge, etc. do, but it does not describe what they
are. Russellian Monism fills this gap by appealing to inscrutables (Montero 2010) (Alter
and Nagasawa 2012, 2015), or quiddities (Chalmers 2016). Quiddities are properties that
are not fully captured in relational or structural descriptions of the world (such as current
physics) but that ground the relational or structural nature of physics. Russellian Monists

claim that at least some quiddities are conscious (or proto-conscious).

Constitutive Russellian Panpsychism, then, is the view according to which micro-
conscious properties are quiddities, and quiddities combine to constitute macro-
consciousness. This version of panpsychism is often taken to be the most promising of all,
for example, Chalmers (2016) says ' | think that constitutive Russellian panpsychism is
perhaps the most important form of panpsychism' (p. 27). It is attractive for several reasons,
but one significant reason is its ability to pacify a tension between mental causation and
adhering to the principle of causal closure of the physical, which under other views seems
irreconcilable. On the constitutive Russellian panpsychist view, consciousness (human
consciousness, for example) has causal efficacy in virtue of it being grounded in quiddities,
themselves conscious. While it can also adhere to causal closure of the physical by virtue of

the quiddities grounding the microphysical. Unfortunately, time restricts me from saying
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more on this topic here, but let it at least be known that in this respect the constitutive

Russellian panpsychist picture has a great advantage.?°

2.4 The Combination Problem

This brings us to the central problem for panpsychism. Typically, panpsychists claim that
micro-consciousness is instantiated at the level of the fundamental microphysical
constituents of matter. Although this avoids the need to explain how consciousness
inexplicably emerges from an entirely non-conscious base, it makes way for a significant
problem; the combination problem. This problem is, some say, just as problematic for
panpsychism as the problem of strong emergence for non-panpsychist views. The
combination problem is the problem that arises out of the following panpsychist thinking;
if micro-consciousness is instantiated at the fundamental microphysical level, then the kind
of macro-consciousness instantiated at the derivative human, or macro, level, must be
formed of combinations of these “smaller” instances of consciousness. The problem

concerns explaining how it might be that this can happen.

Although stating the problem this way captures the issue in a broad sense, it is now
accepted that rather than one single problem, it refers to a family of related problems. | will
follow Chalmers (2016) in splitting the combination problem into three sub-problems,
pertaining to a quality problem, a structure problem and a subject problem. The quality
combination problem is the problem of explaining how micro-level phenomenal qualities
combine to yield macro-level phenomenal qualities. The structure combination problem is
the problem of explaining how micro-level experiential structure combines to yield macro-

level experiential structure. And the subject combination problem is the problem of

20 T cover motivations for Russellian monism in more detail in my paper ‘An Account of Cosmopsychism’
(2020) included as one of the papers in my PhD submission.
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explaining how micro-level subjects of experience combine to yield macro-level subjects of
experience. While a solution to the combination problem will need to answer each of these
questions, it is the question about subjects of experience that is generally held to be the most
problematic. | do not have space to summarise attempts at tackling it here, but | have

provided more detailed accounts elsewhere??.

3 Cosmopsychism

Cosmopsychism, in its most simple formulation, says the cosmos is conscious. Such a
simple formulation alone does not really help us in our pursuit of a solution to the problem
of phenomenal consciousness, but elaborations on the simple formulation, offered recently,

have shown some promise.

3.1 The Blueprint for Cosmopsychism

Nagasawa and Wager (2016) propose a blueprint of a novel approach to the problem of
phenomenal consciousness, called cosmopsychism.?? Their claim is that following such a
blueprint allows one to maintain the key advantages of a panpsychist approach whilst

overcoming, or circumventing, its most troubling challenges.

The blueprint of cosmopsychism takes inspiration from both the panpsychist
approach to the problem of phenomenal consciousness, in the philosophy of mind, and the
priority monist approach to mereology. Panpsychism, as | have already noted, is an
advantageous approach to the problem of consciousness because it avoids the problem of

strong emergence, which it does by positing consciousness at the fundamental

2L See my papers ‘The subject Problem for Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism’ (2020) and ‘An Account of
Cosmopsychism (2020), included in my PhD submission.

22 To be precise, they refer to the blueprint as priority cosmopsychism to differentiate it from other possible
but distinct versions of cosmopsychism.
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microphysical level of reality. The principal downside of panpsychism, as highlighted
above, is that it faces the combination problem which can be defined as the problem of
accounting for consciousness at the macro (e.g. human) level in virtue of combinations of
consciousness at the micro-level. The blueprint for cosmopsychism takes inspiration from
this approach by also positing consciousness at the fundamental level of reality, only for
cosmopsychism this is the cosmic, rather than the microphysical, level. Admitting
consciousness to the fundamental level of reality overcomes the problem of strong
emergence for cosmopsychism, just as it does for panpsychism. In addition to this,
cosmopsychism takes inspiration from priority monism, a promising approach to mereology
which says that the cosmos as a whole is the one and only fundamental entity, while all its
parts are merely derivative entities. Cosmopsychism exemplifies a parallel structure to
priority monism as it maintains that the cosmic-level consciousness is prior to all forms of
sub-cosmic consciousness, which are merely derivative. Adopting this parallel structure
allows cosmopsychists to avoid the combination problem since macro-level consciousness
is not said to be formed of combinations of micro-consciousness, hence there is no

combination problem to overcome.

A minimal formulation of cosmopsychism, following Nagasawa and Wager’s

blueprint, is formed of the conjunction of three stipulations:

1. The cosmos, as a whole, is conscious.

2. The cosmic consciousness grounds all sub-cosmic consciousness.

3. The cosmos is a subject of experience.
The first two stipulations demonstrate the similarities to panpsychism and the parallel
structure between cosmopsychism and priority monism. While priority monism is only

concerned with concrete entities, cosmopsychism (at the blueprint stage) is only concerned
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with phenomenality. However, the blueprint of cosmopsychism prescribes a structural
parity between the two because just like priority monism says that the cosmos is the one and
only fundamental concrete entity, the cosmopsychist blueprint says that the cosmic

consciousness is the one and only phenomenal entity.

Cosmopsychism is similar to panpsychism insofar as they both say that the macro-
level consciousness, like human consciousness, is dependent on a more fundamental form
of consciousness not at the macro-level. For panpsychism, macro-consciousness is
dependent on consciousness at the fundamental micro-level of reality. While, for
cosmopsychism, macro-consciousness is dependent on the consciousness at the

fundamental cosmic-level. The diagram below illustrates this:

Panpsychism Cosmopsychism

Cosmic Level

Macro Level . .

Micro Level . . .

In the diagram, the arrows show the direction of dependence. We can see that on neither
panpsychism nor cosmopsychism are the macro-level fundamental. We can also see how
cosmopsychism mirrors the structure of priority monism with the direction of dependence

moving from the cosmos downward. It is important to note that although the above diagram
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does not depict consciousness at the micro-level for cosmopsychism, it does permit micro-
level consciousness. It is not depicted simply because the blueprint of cosmopsychism is
silent on the matter of micro-level consciousness, because whether it is posited will be for
any given development on the blueprint to stipulate. Similarly, although highly unusual,

panpsychists are not logically precluded from positing consciousness at the cosmic level.

The third stipulation can be considered part of a minimal formulation of
cosmopsychism, even though it is not strictly speaking an element of Nagasawa and
Wager’s blueprint. The blueprint is open to developments rejecting the view that the cosmos
is a subject of experience. However, the stipulation is included here because it is likely to
be a near-unanimous feature of developments on the blueprint, since it is widely held that it
is a conceptual truth that phenomenal consciousness involves phenomenal properties

instantiated by a subject.

Additionally, the blueprint does not differentiate between potentially distinct
aspects, or components, of consciousness. For example, although it is typical to hold,
according to panpsychism, that where there is consciousness there are subjects of experience
(i.e. that there are subjects of experience on both the micro and macro levels of reality), it is
possible that a panpsychist posit only proto-consciousness at the micro-level, that gives rise
to macro-consciousness. Proto-consciousness need not be synonymous with the presence of
a subject of experience. Likewise, although we might intuitively suppose that the
cosmopsychist will hold that the cosmos is itself a subject of experience, it is compatible
with theories that posit only proto-consciousness at the fundamental level as opposed to full

consciousness. Therefore, it is possible that the cosmos is only proto-conscious, lacking
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subjecthood, as a whole.?® Writing about the issue of the cosmopsychist maintaining that

the cosmos is a subject of experience, Nagasawa and Wager write:

Priority cosmopsychism does not make such a claim as it is a minimalist
view that is parallel to panpsychism. Insofar as panpsychism does not assume
that physical ultimates are subjects of experience exemplifying experiential
content, priority cosmopsychism does not assume that the cosmos is a subject
of experience exemplifying experiential content (2016, p. 120).

And they add:

We can also speculate about further possibilities. For example, we might
think that since the cosmos on the whole is not complex enough in a relevant
sense to instantiate phenomenality to the fullest extent there is no such thing
as the phenomenal self for the cosmic consciousness. Perhaps the cosmic
consciousness is an organic unity of phenomenal and protophenomenal

forms of conscious experiences. (2016, p.124)
3.2 The Derivation Problem(s)
Nagasawa and Wager (2016) note that despite the blueprint for cosmopsychism allowing
one to avoid the combination problem, while still reaping the benefit of avoiding the
problem of strong emergence, it does face an equivalent of the former in the derivation

problem.?*

The derivation problem is the problem of how to account for macro-consciousness

(e.g. human consciousness) in virtue of the cosmic consciousness. Or, in other words, it

23 Strictly speaking, views positing only proto-consciousness at the fundamental level would be known as
panprotopsychism and cosmoprotopsychism, depending on which level of reality was taken to be
fundamental.

24 Others refer to this broad problem using different names; Wager (2011), Shani (2015) and Chalmers (2020)
call it the 'decomposition problem’, Matthews (2011) refers to it as 'the combination problem in reverse', while
Albahari (2020) names it the 'decombination problem'. | prefer to refer to it as the derivation problem since it
strikes me as the least assumptive way of describing what is purportedly going on.
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challenges the cosmopsychist to show, at least, that macro-consciousness could be derived
from the cosmic consciousness, and at best, to show how the derivation happens. The most
crucial of these challenges is to show that it could happen, i.e. that it is possible that there is
a derivation of macro-level from cosmic-level consciousness, with no apparent
contradictions in the suggestion. The challenge of showing exactly how the derivation

happens is not such a pressing issue, as strange as it may sound, for several reasons.

First, a challenge of all theories of phenomenal consciousness is providing a detailed
account of the origins of macro-consciousness, so if a cosmopsychist is unable to provide
precise details of the derivation in would still be no worse off than most other theories. For
example, even if we grant for the sake of argument that panpsychism's combination of micro
into macro-consciousness is possible, it is an additional challenge to explain exactly how
such a combination happens. Proposed panpsychist theories of phenomenal consciousness,
in general, have not focused on answering this challenge so much as they have focused on

simply defending the coherence of the proposed combination.

Second, there may well be good reasons for suggesting that the exact details cannot
be known, either in principle or at present. For example, Nagasawa and Wager (2016)
submit that answering the second challenge of the derivation problem may be difficult

because we do not know the exact nature of the cosmic consciousness.

A cosmopsychist can plausibly argue either there is potential to overcome such an
epistemic limitation (for example, claiming along with future developments in our scientific
understanding the epistemic distance will be countenanced), or there is some form of in-
principle limitation on us being able to ever understand the details of the derivation. These

ideas bear a close relation to mysterianism, a position in the philosophy of mind which says
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that it is not possible for human beings to solve the problem of phenomenal consciousness.
Mysterianism can be further split into those who claim the problem is in-principle
unsolvable, we can call this strong mysterianism, and those who claim only that it is at
present unsolvable, we can call this weak mysterianism. While mysterianism, in both its
weak and strong varieties, invokes mysterianism when trying to address the overall problem
of phenomenal consciousness, it is clear that cosmopsychists need not do so (and nor do
panpsychists, for that matter) because their claim is that we may have found a solution to
the overall problem but need to invoke mysterianism with respect to some particular sub-
problem. In this case, the sub-problem is the aspect of the derivation problem which asks
for exact details on how the derivation occurs. Thus, we might say that cosmopsychists can
invoke a weak version of either weak or strong mysterianism. Invoking weak-weak
mysterianism would involve the cosmopsychist claiming there is potential to overcome the
epistemic barrier blocking our understanding of the derivation, while invoking weak-strong
mysterianism would involve the claim that the epistemic barrier is in-principle

insurmountable.

Nagasawa and Wager present the combination problem and the derivation problem
as general problems of how to account for derivative macro-consciousness in terms of
fundamental consciousness. In the case of cosmopsychism, how to derive macro-
consciousness from the cosmic consciousness. This makes sense insofar as they are only
presenting an outline of a novel approach to the problem of consciousness, so it makes sense
to present the problem as generally as possible, despite the fact that any given development
on the blueprint will likely have more fine-grained versions of the derivation problem to

answer.
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However, it is now widely accepted that the general combination problem for
panpsychism can be understood as three relatively distinct (though overlapping) problems,
or as a problem with three relatively distinct aspects. Chalmers (2016) distinguishes the
three combination problems as; the quality combination problem, the structure combination
problem and the subject combination. The quality problem relates to the challenge of
explaining how micro-qualities can combine to form macro-qualities, while the structure
problem relates to the need to explain how phenomenal structure at the micro-level can
combine to form the phenomenal structure at the macro-level. Finally, the subject
combination problem is the problem of accounting for macro-subjects in terms of a

combination of micro-subjects.

The problems do not affect all versions of panpsychism equally, for example, it is
not a necessary condition of panpsychism that it must include subjects at the micro-level. It
stands to reason the subject combination problem will not be a problem for such a view, just
as it will not be a problem for a version of cosmopsychism that does not posit a cosmic
subject. It is also important to note that the problems as presented above are broadly stated
problems, but they have numerous aspects. For example, Chalmers (2016) highlights that
the structure combination problem has a particularly troubling aspect which he calls the
structural mismatch problem, while a challenging aspect of the quality combination problem

is the palette problem.

Just as the combination problem for panpsychism can be understood as
encompassing three distinct sub-problems, the derivation problem for cosmopsychism can
be understood as similarly multifaceted, being composed of quality, structure and subject

problems. Only for the cosmopsychist, the challenge is to explain how macro-level qualities,
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phenomenal structure, and subjects, are derived from the quality, structure and subjectivity

of the cosmos.?

3.2.1 The Subject Derivation Problem

Nagasawa and Wager (2016) do not specifically address the subject derivation problem
because, as mentioned, developments of the blueprint will not necessarily face the problem,
especially if they do not state the cosmos is a subject of experience. However, most versions

of cosmopsychism do assert that the cosmos is a subject of experience.

As already noted, the subject derivation problem, broadly conceived, is the problem
of accounting for the derivation of macro-subjects from the cosmic subject. Chalmers cites
an especially problematic aspect of panpsychism's subject combination problem as the
subject-summing problem. The problem arises as it seems that the existence of no group of
micro-subjects necessitates the existence of a macro-subject. Cosmopsychism does not face
the subject-summing problem because micro-subjects do not combine to form macro-
subjects, but rather macro-subjects are derived from the cosmic subject. However,
cosmopsychism does face a particularly challenging aspect to its subject derivation problem.

I call this the problem of synchronous subjects.

The basis of the synchronous subjects problem is the specification that subjects of
experience are inherently perspectival. Subjects have, or are, a first-person locus of
experience. In more metaphorical language we can say that to have a perspective is to have
a unique window of experience, or vantage point, on the world. I will not give a defence of

my assumption that having a conscious perspective is a mark of a subject of experience, so

%5 For a more detailed treatment, | have covered the subject problems in more detail in my paper ‘'The Subject
Problem for Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism' (2020) and all three derivation problems for cosmopsychism
in my paper 'An Account of Cosmopsychism' (2020).
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as a result, some of what | have to say will be conditional on that assumption. However, it
is an assumption that is virtually unopposed and in fact typically taken to be a conceptual

truth.

The reason that this stipulation lies at the heart of the problem of synchronous
subjects is that once specified, the problem can be rephrased as the problem of synchronous
perspectives. It appears we have an issue if we posit conscious perspectives on different
levels of reality, synchronously, e.g. macro-perspectives as partial aspects of the cosmic
perspective. It seems that such synchronous perspectives scenarios throw up
incompatibilities. For example, to repurpose an example by Coleman (2014), imagine two
macro-subjects, Red and Blue, Red's perspective is characterised by the experience of
redness to the exclusion of all else, while Blue's perspective is characterised by the
experience of blueness to the exclusion of all else. Now consider the cosmic perspective of
which Red and Blue are partial aspects. It would seem that what cosmopsychism dictates is
that if we are to preserve the defining character of the macro-perspectives, Red and Blue,
then the cosmic perspective must be the perspective - the point-of-view - characterised by
the experience of redness-to-the-exclusion-of-all-else and blueness-to-the-exclusion-of-all-
else, simultaneously. However, the two taken together seem to represent an incoherent set.
One perspective, namely the cosmic perspective, cannot be both exhausted by the
experience of redness (and redness alone) and exhausted by the experience of blueness (and
blueness alone). Any serious development on the blueprint of cosmopsychism must address

this apparent incoherence.

3.3 Developments on the Blueprint

There have been numerous developments on the cosmopsychist blueprint. Below | outline

the most prominent accounts.
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3.3.1 Nagasawa and Wager

Although Nagasawa and Wager (2016) only set out to provide a plan for cosmopsychism,
they do hint at one possible development being a kind of dual-aspect view, according to
which the cosmos has both a physical and a phenomenal aspect, with the physical aspect of
the cosmos being the fundamental physical entity and the phenomenal aspect being the

fundamental form of phenomenality. They say:

one possible development on the blueprint we offer here is a dual-aspect
version of priority cosmopsychism, according to which the phenomenal and
the physical are co-extensive, with the respective properties at the level of
the cosmos being basic. (2016, p. 127)

Interestingly, they mention that on such a view, the phenomenal and physical can be taken
as co-extensive. Thus, they anticipate a version of cosmopsychism which incorporates both
Russellian monism and priority monism. Indeed, this is a view | have suggested previously
(2011) and develop further in the paper '‘An Account of Cosmopsychism' (2020). However,
since | do this at length elsewhere, 1 will not focus on my own developments on the blueprint

here.

3.3.2 Goff

Goff endorses a version of cosmopsychism formed of a combination of priority monism and
panpsychism, where the result is a fundamental cosmos which is a subject of experience.
According to this view, all sub-cosmic subjects are partial aspects of the cosmic subject. In
other words, sub-cosmic subjects are fully grounded in the cosmic subject in virtue of their
existing fully formed as a part thereof. Goff acknowledges that the most pressing problem
for his version of cosmopsychism, and any other versions of cosmopsychism positing a

cosmic subject, for that matter, is the subject derivation problem (or, 'the subject
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decombination problem’, as he calls it). Furthermore, he remarks that its most urgent aspect
is the problem of synchronous subjects, which he refers to as the problem of subject-

subsuming subjects:

Cosmopsychism entails the possibility of subject-subsuming subjects, i.e.
conscious subjects that are aspects of other conscious subjects. Such a thing
can seem hard to make sense of. Certainly we cannot imagine such a thing
by using our perceptual and/or introspective faculties. But nor can we
imagine in this way a four-dimensional object, and we nonetheless take four-
dimensional objects to be coherent...The cosmopsychist can plausibly
attribute our difficulty positively conceiving of a subject-subsuming subject

to the fact that we don’t fully grasp the nature of conscious subjects. (2020,
p. 151)

He says, moreover, that his cosmopsychism can be conceived of as a form of constitutive
Russellian monism, leading to constitutive cosmopsychism. He, like Nagasawa and Wager,
proposes we do not fully grasp the nature of consciousness, but goes further, suggesting
what we fail to understand is (or might be) a more expansive property termed
consciousness+, which 'enfolds experiential and non-experiential aspects in a single unified

property.' (Goff 2017, p. 230). He describes his view as follows:

For the constitutive cosmopsychist, the cosmos is a material entity...While
physical science describes the causal structure of the cosmos, its deep nature
is constituted of consciousness+. Neuroscience describes the causal structure
of the brain, but in its deep nature it is a bearer of consciousness+, and that
bearer of consciousness+ is an irreducible aspect of the consciousness+-
bearing universe (Goff 2017, p. 235).

The problem of synchronous subjects is addressed by appeal to a degree of epistemic
ignorance. Goff's reasoning might be understood as making the point that strangeness does

not entail impossibility. As already stated, the most crucial issue when responding to the
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subject derivation problem is to avoid any evident metaphysical incoherence. Goff suggests
not being able to conceive of synchronous subjects scenarios does not rule them out. If there
is no apparent metaphysical incoherence, then we do not necessarily have a problem on our
hands. Furthermore, Goff provides a positive reason for why we cannot conceive of

synchronous subjects; because we do not fully grasp the nature of consciousness.

3.3.3 Shani

Another important development in line with the blueprint is Shani's cosmopsychism (2015).
Shani offers a rich and well-developed (arguably the richest and most well-developed)
version of cosmopsychism. It bears some resemblance to proposals by others (Wager
(2011), Nagasawa and Wager (2016), Goff (2017, 2020), and especially Matthews (2011))

but is significantly more nuanced.

He offers a version on which the cosmos, referred to as the absolute, is a vast,
internally dynamic, entity that operates on what he calls a 'lateral duality principle’,
according to which it has a co-extensive revealed and concealed nature. Its revealed nature
is the world as revealed in our current physics, while its concealed nature is what he calls
an endo-phenomenological expanse - a sentient ocean of consciousness. All sub-cosmic
entities are referred to as relatives, with simple relatives being sub-cosmic entities existing
on the microphysical level. All simple relatives are subjects of experience, but only some
complex relatives form subjects. Complex relatives that are also subjects of experience are
called created subjects, while complex relatives that are not subjects, are referred to as pure
objects. Both pure objects and created subjects are associated with the revealed nature of
the cosmos, and subjectivity, but only created subjects exemplify a unified subjectivity of
their own. The sense in which pure objects are associated with subjectivity is that they are

formed of complexes of simple relatives each themselves a subject of experience. A key
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question for Shani's position is, therefore; why is it that some complexes of simple relatives
form a unified subjectivity and become created subjects, while others remain only pure
objects? In response to this question, he offers an interesting proposal, distinguishing
between two kinds of binding that occur in complexes of simple relatives; exonectic binding

and esonectic binding. About esonectic systems, he states:

An esonectic system is a compound whole whose micro-constituents are
interrelated in such a manner that the system is not only cohesive in respect
of its outward revealed form but is also unified in respect of its concealed
experiential domain...esonectic systems are internally interwoven: the endo-
phenomenological reservoirs of their micro-components join together in a

coherent fashion, giving rise to a unified experiential domain. (p. 419)

Whereas, about exonectic systems, he says:

an exonectic system is a compound whole whose micro-constituents are
interrelated in such a manner that the system is woven together only on the
outside: it has a cohesive exterior, but it lacks a macro-level inner dimension
to match with its macro-level revealed form—the endophenomenological
reservoirs of its micro-components remain secluded from each other and do
not bind together. (pp. 419-420)

Pure objects, he says, are exonectic systems, while created subjects are esonectic systems.
The reason some complexes of simple relatives are subjects of experience while others are

not, has to do with how the constituent simple relatives are interrelated.

Understandably, Shani is not able to explain the exact conditions under which
esonectic binding occurs, however, he has some insights regarding where to start looking
for answers. He agrees with most people that if ever there were clear locales of esonectic

binding, it would be in brains. Meanwhile, if there were sure-fire locales of exonectic
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binding, it would be in minerals. With that in mind, Shani's strategy is to show that there are
good reasons to think the interrelations between constituents of brains and minerals are
different in significant ways, which would support his hypothesis. He points out that there
are indeed significant differences in the material organisation between brains and minerals.
In the case of minerals, structural bonds are very strong with next to no communication
between spatially distant constituent parts, whereas brains exhibit weak structural bonds and
permit massive amounts of communication between all constituent parts. Thus, says Shani,
if we take it that all simple relatives are subjects of experience then we have reasons to

expect them to scale up in brains but not in minerals.?®

Like Goff, Shani acknowledges that the most challenging problem for
cosmopsychism is the subject derivation problem, and more specifically, the problem of
synchronous subjects. While Goff addresses this problem by suggesting that the existence
of synchronous subjects scenarios is only an apparent problem because the idea is strange,
but that strangeness does not entail metaphysical impossibility, Shani does illustrate an
apparent metaphysical incoherence, before demonstrating why his view does not entail

synchronous subjects scenarios and thus does not fall foul of the problem.

Shani illustrates the apparent metaphysical impossibility of synchronous subjects

scenarios by referring to the inherently perspectival nature of subjects of experience. Earlier

% More precisely, Shani says, ‘These fundamental differences suggest that there are principled reasons why
we should expect consciousness to scale up in humans and animals but to fail to do so in minerals. For suppose,
as we have just done, that both types of systems are composed of tiny conscious components. Given the
material organization of minerals there is reason to expect that such components will remain largely isolated
from each other: each confined to a local, rigidly configured ‘cell’, unable to communicate, or to resonate,
with topographically remote locations. In contrast, the dynamical regime of brain-bound organisms gives
reasons to expect the contrary: the permeability of organic boundaries, and the intense interconnectedness,
synchronous resonance, mutual sensitivity through information transfer, and reciprocal modulation of sub-
systems, states, and processes suggest a plethora of possible channels for binding the experiential reservoirs
of individual micro-components into an integral whole.” (2015, p. 421)
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in the paper, I illustrated a worry about scenarios involving synchronous subjects, or subject-
subsuming subjects, whereby two perspectives Red and Blue were both partial aspects of a
further perspective. Simply stated, the worry is that it seems incoherent to suggest an
overarching perspective includes two mutually exclusive macro-subjects. The question is;
how can one single cosmic perspective be characterised by two mutually exclusive macro-
perspectives (for example, the experience of redness to the exclusion of all else and the

experience of blueness to the exclusion of all else)?

Goff faces the problem of synchronous subjects because his view asserts that macro-
subjects are fully grounded in the cosmic subject, namely, that the cosmic subject includes,
as partial aspects, fully-formed macro-subjects. His response is that although such scenarios
are strange, strangeness alone does not entail impossibility. Shani, however, demonstrates
there does appear to be a metaphysical preclusion of synchronous subjects scenarios. He

asks us to consider the following figure, in which P and Q are perspectives:

Q
P-Q
P
(Figure 1, Shani 2015, p. 425)

Considering the above figure, we can formulate Shani's argument in the following way:

1. Qs a partial (perspectival) aspect of P.

2. Inviewing things from viewpoint P one also views things from viewpoint Q.
3. Pincludes the complement P-Q.

4. Q excludes the compliment P-Q.

5. Therefore, P both affirms and denies P-Q.
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6. Therefore, the scenario contains a contradiction.

Clearly, formally speaking, Shani has shown a logical incoherence in scenarios involving
synchronous subjects (or, subject-subsuming subjects). It is significant since Goff's
approach of dismissing the problem in virtue of it being merely strange, rather than
incoherent, will not stand if Shani's contradiction holds. What | have to say from here will
be premised on Shani's contradiction holding, because the present paper's central concern is

whether there are promising alternatives to panpsychism and cosmopsychism.?’

With our assumption that the contradiction holds in place, we can turn to how Shani
proposes to overcome the problem of synchronous subjects. He explains that the problem
comes about due to a reliance on fully grounding macro-subjects within the cosmic subject,
because the only way for full grounding to work is for macro-subjects to be present, fully-
formed, in the cosmic perspective, as its partial aspects. Shani suggests that a different
version of cosmopsychism evades the problem by replacing full grounding with partial
grounding. Following Rosen (2010) and Fine (2012), Shani contrasts full grounding with
partial grounding:

Partial grounding (partial strict grounding, strictly speaking) is contrasted

with full grounding. If B holds in virtue of A, such that A, considered in

isolation, is sufficient for B, then A is said to be a full ground for B. In many

cases, however, A, although relevant for the grounding of B, is not itself

sufficient for a full grounding of B. If A is but one among various facts

which, individually, do not suffice to ground B but which do so collectively

then it is said to be a partial ground for B. (p. 404)

27 My view is that Shani certainly presents a logical contradiction, insofar as both affirming and denying P-Q
highlights a contraction purely in logic, at least. However, | think that there is more to be said about whether
or not this implies a metaphysical impossibility. I explore this in more detail in my paper ‘The Subject Problem
for Panpsychism and Cosmopsychism’ (2020) included as a paper in my PhD submission.
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Applying the concept of partial grounding to the problem of synchronous subjects (where
AP refers to the absolute perspective, or cosmic perspective, while RP refers to a relative

perspective, or macro-perspective), he writes:

To say that [AP] is a partial ground for [RP] implies that while [RP] depends
on [AP] it also amounts to something more and is not exhausted by this
particular dependency relationship. Such a state of affairs is expected if there
is a certain aspect under which the perspectives of relative subjects are
anchored in the perspective of the absolute, and another aspect under which

they assert their independence. (pp. 422-423)

Shani's proposal cleverly avoids the problem of synchronous subjects by claiming that
macro-subjects, and their macro-perspectives, are only partially dependent on the cosmic
subject and its cosmic perspective. This allows him to reject the claim that macro-
perspectives are present, fully-formed, in the cosmic perspective as its partial aspects. To
fulfil the requirements of partial grounding, Shani must offer a sense in which the relative
perspectives of created subjects (macro-perspectives) are grounded in the absolute

perspective (cosmic perspective) as well as a sense in which they are independent of it.

His response is that perspectives have both a generic character and a specific
character. Created subjects (and their relative perspectives) are dependent on the absolute
for their generic character, but independent of it with respect to their specific character. At
the risk of oversimplifying, the generic character of a perspective is its being a conscious
point-of-view?8, while the specific character is the unique character of the experience from

that point-of-view.?® It is still an open question as to whether the distinction between the

28 For Shani the generic character of sub-cosmic subject is inherited from the cosmic subject, where the generic
character is said to be the combination of what he calls ‘core subjectivity’ and sentience.

29 Shani summarises as follows: ‘Each concrete perspective of each relative subject has what I call a specific
character, namely, a unique individual profile which cannot be derived from any other perspective (or
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generic and specific character of perspectives, in the way presented, is ultimately defensible,
but it certainly goes a long way to towards overcoming the most difficult challenge

cosmopsychism faces.

3.4 Albahari's Objections to Cosmopsychism

Albahari (2020) is critical of the approaches of Goff and Shani, providing objections to each.
| briefly touch on her objections before moving on to investigating perennialism, her

proposed successor to cosmopsychism.

3.4.1 Objections to Goff (The Incoherent Contents Objection)

Albahari objects to Goff's cosmopsychism on account of two problems, anticipated by
William James (1909), the epistemic problem and the perspective problem, which can be

collectively termed the incoherent contents objection to cosmopsychism.

The epistemic problem arises from the incompatibility between an epistemically all-
encompassing cosmic-perspective and the content of the relatively ignorant macro-
perspectives that share their content with it. The incompatibility arises, Albahari contends,
when we consider that macro-perspectives will be characterised by content simply not
applicable to the cosmic-perspective because, for example, it is not finite in the same way
that macro-perspectives are, but which, owing to it being an all-encompassing perspective,
it shares. The example Albahari gives is the fear of mortality; she says that such mental
content can only be coherently ascribed to finite subjects. She offers the following thought

experiment to demonstrate this:

combination thereof); but, at the same time, all of these perspectives share a generic character, or a basic
template, which is, in turn, derived from the subjective, perspectival nature of the absolute. Thus, in respect
of its generic character, each conscious perspective of each relative subject is grounded in the fact that the
absolute is itself a subject and, as such, the owner of a first-person point of view, but in respect of its specific
character it is an independent entity which neither grounds any other perspective, nor being grounded by any.’
(2015, p. 423)
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Consider Fiona’s intense and pervasive fear that she will be annihilated upon
death, a fear whose first-personal character is partly owed to its mind-
dominating nature. Goff’s cosmic subject must directly experience not only
Fiona’s intense fear of dying but also Fred’s overwhelming excitement at his
impending reincarnation. Yet qualifying just a fraction of the cosmic mind,
it’s hard to envisage how each emotion could, from the personal cosmic
perspective, retain their defining first-personal characters as intense and
dominating, and hence as those particular emotions. It is also difficult to
conceive of how the cosmic subject could first-personally harbour what
would, to its singular conscious perspective, be the mass of everyone’s
contradicting beliefs and identities, e.g. there is only one life’, ‘there is more

than one life’, ‘I am Fiona’, ‘I am Fred'. (Albahari 2020, p. 122)

The perspective problem is essentially what we have been calling the problem of
synchronous subjects, or what Goff calls the problem of subject-subsuming subjects. The
previous problem focuses on the incompatibility between contents of macro-perspectives
that imply a degree of epistemic ignorance, together with the fact they are purportedly
shared with an epistemically unlimited cosmic-perspective. The perspective problem, on the
other hand, focuses on the raw incompatibility of a perspective (the cosmic perspective)
subsuming further perspectives (sub-cosmic perspectives). Albahari states that the problem
stems from the fact, according to cosmopsychism, ‘our seemingly unique perspectives also
exist as mental objects for the conscious cosmos' (2020, p. 122). A simplistic way to
understand Albahari's worry is to imagine three levels of reality, the micro, macro and
cosmic. Now consider that we are committed to the view that there are subjects, and so
perspectives, on each level of reality, such that the perspectives from any level are partial
aspects of (present in) perspectives at all higher levels. For example, a micro-perspective is
a partial aspect of a macro-perspective, which itself is a partial aspect of the cosmic

perspective. Albahari says that such a picture is incoherent because the very existence of a
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perspective at one level precludes it being a partial aspect of any perspectives at higher
levels. Her reasoning is informed by Coleman’s Argument (2012), that I have already
referred to, against the possibility of subject-combination for panpsychism. She quotes

Shani's summary of Coleman’s argument:

He asks to imagine two micro-subjects, Red and Blue, such that Red only
sees red and Blue only sees blue. Red and Blue combine in turn to form a
macro subject, Mac, which integrates the phenomenal worlds into a single
perspective. The problem, says Coleman, is that Red’s and Blue’s
perspectives do not survive as points-of-view within Mac’s unified
perspective. For example, Red’s take on the world is that of seeing red, to
the exclusion of all else, but Mac’s perspective defies this condition: it may
contain seeing blue, in addition to seeing red, or it may simply consist of
seeing purple...the original perspectives have disappeared from sight (Shani

2015, p.401)

However, Albahari could instead call upon Shani's presentation of a metaphysical
incoherence in the idea of synchronous subjects to make her case for the perspective

problem, since it refers specifically to cosmopsychism’s difficulties.

3.4.2 Objection to Shani

Additionally, Albahari contends that Shani's cosmopsychism is also problematic, as it faces
a dilemma centred on his stipulation that 'part of what it means to be a conscious subject is
for any contents within its field of consciousness to be disclosed to its first-personal
perspective' (Albahari 2020, p. 123). In addition to this, Albahari points out, he also wants
to maintain that 'the contents of our conscious fields, while embedded within the absolute’s
field of consciousness, are hidden to the absolute’s perspective' (Albahari 2020, p.123).
Albahari says that these two stipulations are mutually exclusive. She claims, if what it means

to be a subject is to have any contents within its field of consciousness disclosed to its
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perspective, and the cosmos is a perspective-bearing subject of experience (the absolute)
that embeds sub-cosmic perspectives (relative perspectives and created subjects, in Shani's
system), then, by definition, the contents of sub-cosmic perspectives must be disclosed to
the cosmic perspective. But such disclosure would go against the claim that sub-cosmic
perspectives are hidden from the cosmic perspective. The result, according to Albahari, is
that Shani must either drop the claim that the contents of sub-cosmic perspectives are hidden
from the cosmic perspective (the absolute) or drop the claim that the cosmos (the absolute)

is a subject of experience.

I am not convinced that Albahari's dilemma stands up to scrutiny. It appears to be
built on a misunderstanding of Shani's nuanced position. | believe this can be understood

best with reference to the following passage:

If our conscious perspectives and their contents are to be embedded within —
and illuminated by the sentience of — the absolute’s conscious field, then,
given that the absolute is a subject, our contents (and perhaps perspectives)
must also, by definition, be first-personally revealed to the absolute’s
perspective. (Albahari 2020, p. 123)

The above excerpt seems to imply that for sub-cosmic perspectives to be embedded in the
cosmic perspective, they must thereby be disclosed to it. Such an implication is clearly the
case for Goff's cosmopsychism, but Shani seems to have a straight-forward answer as to
why this is not case on his view. According to Shani, sub-cosmic perspectives are not, by
definition, disclosed to the cosmic perspective, because they are only embedded within the
cosmic perspective insofar as they inherit its generic character. They do not inherit its
specific character, and as such, the specific characters, or contents, of sub-cosmic

perspectives are not embedded in the cosmic perspective and thus are not disclosed to it.
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In this paper, | am interested in the viability of alternatives to panpsychism and
cosmopsychism, that maintain their motivations but overcome their persistent problems.
Albahari’s claim is that cosmopsychism, as presented by both Goff and Shani, is doomed to
failure, and considering which we should contemplate her proposal, perennialism, which
she sees as the natural successor to cosmopsychism. The remainder of this paper aims to

investigate the viability of key alternatives, before weighing up the options.

4 Perennialism

Miri Albahari (2020) aims to situate perennialism as the successor to contemporary
cosmopsychism. It is ostensibly a view maintaining the key advantages that cosmopsychism
enjoys over other approaches to the problem of phenomenal consciousness, while steering
clear of its greatest challenge; the subject derivation problem. Perennialism is the view that
there is a universal non-dual consciousness. Unlike cosmopsychism, the universal
consciousness is not a subject of experience since it lacks a conscious perspective, but it is
nonetheless the ground of sub-universal subjects and their perspectives. Moreover, the
universal consciousness also grounds all non-perspectival objects. Consider the apparent

similarities with cosmopsychism; it agrees with cosmopsychism insofar as:

= There is a universal (cosmic) consciousness.
= The universal (cosmic) consciousness grounds all sub-universal

consciousness.

But it differs in that;

= The cosmos is not a subject of experience.
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Dropping the universe-as-a-subject premise is supposed to be instrumental in avoiding the
subject derivation problem, and it is obvious why, but | suggest it is not so simple. To get
perennialism off the ground, and to pitch it as a viable alternative to cosmopsychism,
Albahari needs to motivate the notion of non-dual consciousness, and explain how universal
non-dual consciousness can ground all being (subjects of experience as well as mind-
independent objects), while maintaining that it is not a subject of experience. My contention,
however, is that perennialism faces a set of serious problems. Including an equivalent to the
problem of strong emergence, an equivalent to the subject combination problem, and a
subject derivation problem. Overall, this makes perennialism ill-placed to fulfill the promise

of being cosmopsychism’s successor.

Let us summarise Albahari’s motivations. She agrees with cosmopsychism that the
problem of strong emergence should motivate a panpsychist approach to the problem of
consciousness, but also recognises panpsychism faces the intractable combination problem.
Cosmopsychism, she admits, benefits from avoiding the issue of strong emergence (because
it inherits from panpsychism the claim that consciousness is fundamental) as well as the
combination problem (because it does not need micro instances of phenomenal
consciousness to combine to constitute macro instances). However, she follows others
(Nagasawa & Wager 2016, Goff 2017, Shani 2015, Matthews 2011) in suggesting it faces

the derivation problem; a challenge equivalent in extent to the combination problem.

Albahari purports perennialism is a fruitful alternative to cosmopsychism since it,
too, avoids denying fundamental physical reality of consciousness, and as such does not
face the problem of strong emergence. As she points out, physicalism and dualism, while
opposing views, share the view that the fundamental level of physical reality is devoid of

consciousness, and this means that they must either subscribe to an account of strong
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emergence or explain consciousness by way of a distinct fundamental substance. Moreover,
like cosmopsychism, perennialism avoids the combination problem for panpsychism,
because it posits fundamental consciousness at the cosmic rather than micro level of reality.
Most importantly, perennialism reportedly overcomes the subject derivation problem, the
most troubling problem facing cosmopsychism, because it does not place subjects at the
fundamental level. It is clear why perennialism is pitched as cosmopsychism’s natural

Successor.

However, on closer examination, the perennialist position faces an especially
worrying conjunction of problems. There is a sense in which the problems it faces are
versions of the central problems for physicalism, panpsychism and cosmopsychism.
Consider the approaches from which it wants to distance itself: physicalism, panpsychism
and cosmopsychism. Physicalism faces the problem of strong emergence but does not face
the combination problem or the derivation problem. Panpsychism faces the combination
problem but does not face the problem of strong emergence or the derivation problem.
Cosmopsychism faces the derivation problem but does not face the problem of strong
emergence or the combination problem. What | show in the rest of this section is that
perennialism faces an equivalent of all three problems; a problem of strong emergence, a
subject combination problem and a subject derivation problem. Additionally, there are two
further problems it faces, though it shares them with several other approaches: the general

plausibility of the ground and the aggregates problem.

In this section, | cover the basics of a perennialist reality, then | explore the general
plausibility of non-dual consciousness, before highlighting perennialism’s versions of the

emergence, combination and derivation problems. | conclude that the view should not be
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considered a successor to cosmopsychism on the grounds that it faces a uniquely challenging

set of problems.

4.1 The Basics of Perennialist Reality

Let us first outline the basics of perennialist reality. According to perennialism, the ultimate
ground of all reality is a universal non-dual consciousness. The universe of multiplicity®® is
a dream-like emanation from this ultimate backdrop. The contents of the emanation are
manifest as subject-object poles, called finite-centres. There are both micro and macro level
finite-centres. For argument’s sake, we can take it that atoms equate to micro-level finite
centres and human brains equate to macro-level ones. Macro-finite-centres are aggregations
of micro-finite-centres, but not all aggregations of micro-finite-centres give rise to a macro-
finite-centre. Some form only mere aggregates. While the ultimate ground - universal non-
dual consciousness - is not a subject of experience, the finite-centres it grounds are subjects

of experience.

Non-dual consciousness is an unconditioned consciousness that is beyond subject-
object structuring and spatiotemporally unbound. Meaning, it is atemporal, non-spatial, and
neither a subject nor an object. On the perennialist picture, there is a universal non-dual
consciousness which grounds micro and macro subjects of experience, as well as all other

objects. I suggest this outline poses several urgent questions for perennialism:

= The Problem of the Plausibility of the Ground: What motivates the

plausibility of non-dual consciousness?

30 By this, | mean, roughly, the world of things we experience in our everyday lives and the world as described
by physics.
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= The Fundamental Problem: How is the emanation grounded in the ground

of universal non-dual consciousness?

= The Perspective Problem(s) for Perennialism:

a. The Incoherent Perspectives Problem: How does perennialism

account for synchronous subjects (perspectives) scenarios?

b. The Strong Emergence of Perspectives Problem; How are

perspectives derived from an aperspectival ground?

= The Aggregates Problem: Why do some combinations of micro-finite-
centres give rise to macro-finite-centres, while other combinations give rise

to mere aggregates?

Other approaches also face questions about the plausibility of the proposed ultimate ground,
so the first problem is not unique to perennialism. | will argue it is particularly hard to
motivate the notion of non-dual consciousness, however. | will suggest the fundamental
problem represents a strong emergence problem for perennialism, while the perspective
problems represent a subject combination problem as well as a kind of subject derivation

problem.

4.2 Plausibility of the Ground

The first concern is the general plausibility of non-dual consciousness. Both panpsychism
and cosmopsychism also face questions about the plausibility of the ground. They both
claim the fundamental level of reality (the micro level for panpsychism and cosmic level for
cosmopsychism) is in some sense both physical and phenomenal. Arguably, the most

popular versions of both approaches justify this claim by alluding to some version of
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Russellian monism.3! Perennialism, however, cannot similarly rely on a commitment to
Russellian monism to support the plausibility of non-dual consciousness. Due to its counter-
intuitiveness, the notion of non-dual consciousness needs to be motivated before we even
consider whether a universal non-dual consciousness could be the ground of all things. It is

a task Albahari spends a significant amount of time addressing.

As stated, non-dual consciousness is beyond the subject-object distinction. It can be
described as pure subjectless awareness, or pure awareness. The idea of subjectless
awareness seems contradictory because it is commonly accepted that awareness must
necessarily be awareness-by-a-subject. Yet, Albahari suggests we can reasonably easily
grasp the idea of subjectless consciousness. Albahari’s tactic is to drive a wedge between
two supposed components of consciousness, to show that we can get ahold of the idea of
non-dual consciousness. She suggests phenomenological structure has two components;

witness consciousness and a focal perspective2:

Witness-consciousness: The aspect of consciousness which exemplifies a
sense of present moment being, luminous, knowing, intransitive and

reflexive.

31 See my paper ‘An Account of Cosmopsychism’ (2020), included in my PhD submission, for more details
of a version of cosmopsychism that is committed to Russellian monism.

32 Albahari identifies the proposed components of consciousness as follows: ‘The conscious subject, I suggest,
has two discernible components: (a) ‘witness-consciousness’ (b) from a focal perspective. Witness-
consciousness denotes that aspect of consciousness which exemplifies a sense of present-moment being, and
is sentiently luminous, knowing, intransitive and reflexive. When directed at objects, witness-consciousness
does not take a view from nowhere but appears from a focal, localised perspective whose circumscribed field,
whether waking or dreaming, presents for humans as structured by psycho-physical and spat