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Chrucky: Inthe last few years, we have witnessed dl sorts of books and articles written on the subject of consciousness, and
from among these, | think your book The Conscious Mind has provoked the most controversy in avery short time -- to the
extent that there already has been published abook of critical essays on your work, with aresponse by you. Could you explain
this proliferation of literature on consciousness, and why thisfocus on your particular book?

Chamers: That'sahard question to answer. | think that consciousness has aways been the most important topic in the
philosophy of mind, and one of the most important topicsin cognitive science asawhole, but it had been surprisingly neglected
in recent years. But peoplein the field have dways been conscious of that neglect in the back of their minds, so when afew
people like Francis Crick and Daniel Dennett started drawing attention to the topic afew years ago, it didn't take much to tart
aflood. Within psychology and neuroscience, some new and rigorous experimental paradigms for studying consciousness have
helped it begin to overcome the stigmathat has been attached to the topic for most of this century. And in philosophy, where
this stigma has never really been present, | think people have begun to redlize that there's no hope of a serious and satisfying
philosophy of mind without addressing the problem of consciousness head-on.

Asfor my ownwork, much of it isdueto being in the right place a the right time. Despite the rush of work on consciousnessin
thefirst part of thisdecade, | think alot of people had anagging feeling that the central issues weren't being directly addressed,
and | may have helped articulate this fedling with respect to the sciences and the genera public. Of coursethiswas dready a
familiar themein philosophy, but for some reason that voice wasn't being heard by the wider audience. It probably helpsthat
my background isin the sciences and | can speak the scientists language.

Within philosophy, | think the reasons are abit different. Here, the broader issues are dready familiar, and discussion has
focused a amore sophisticated and detailed level. Within the philosophy of mind, the problem of consciousnessisno big

news. All the same, materialism -- the view that the mental is nothing more than the physical -- has become a received wisdom
in recent years, even though there has been a sort of unease about consciousness in the background. People have managed to
avert their eyes and hope for the best. There have been anumber of people putting forward anti-materidist views, but these
have been alittle piecemed, often in the form of bite-sized articles rather than detailed research programs. In my book | try to
give someredly systematic arguments, drawing on abackground framework in metaphysics and the philosophy of language,
for why materialism and the existence of consciousness can't be reconciled, and then | try to outline in some detail where we
should go from there. | supposeit isacombination of the controversid nature of the thesis and the details of the framework that



interest people.

Chrucky: | understand that your background isin science. What made you concentrate on such atopic as consciousness from
aphilosophica perspective?

Chamers. Even when | was studying mathematics, physics, and computer science, it dways seemed that the problem of
consciousness was about the most interesting problem out there for science to cometo gripswith. | found myself thinking about
it more and more, until | decided that | wanted to work on it full time. The sort of work | wanted to do couldn't really be done
in psychology or neuroscience, where experimenta details are what redlly count and therest isincidenta. So | threw myself
into learning philosophy. At first | was very impatient with the kind of nit-picky detail that philosophersgo into, and | felt that
they often missed the forest for the trees. | just wanted to paint bold ideas. But | eventually came to see that this sort of
rigorous detall isvita for getting clear on the issues. And | found that the foundationa issuesin metaphyscs and the philosophy
of languagethat | had initidly neglected were crucia to understanding consciousness, and aso beautiful intheir ownright. |
hope my younger self doesn't see me as having been brainwashed!

Some part of me dtill self-identifies asascientist. And while doing philosophica work, I've dso wanted to engage the issues a
alevd that people outside philosophy can understand, and in particular in away that resonates with peoplein science. So I've
ended up pursuing these issues on two fronts. Some of the things| write are technical and aimed mostly at philosophers, and
other things are much more generd. It can be avkward when the two audiences mix. A philosopher might find the generd
work unsophisticated, and scientists are often bemused by esoteric talk of zombies, supervenience, and possible worlds. But |
think working at both levels helps keep you honest. AsKant said, big ideas without details are empty; details without big ideas
areblind.

Chrucky: Y ou argue in your work that neuroscience will not be able to give acomplete theory of consciousness. Do you think
that current scientific work on consciousness is misguided?

Chamers: Sometimes the sort of non-materiaist view | put forward is seen as anti-scientific, but | don't see it that way at all. |
argue that neuroscience done isn't enough to explain consciousness, but | think it will be amgjor part of an eventua theory. We
just need to add something el se, some new fundamentd principles, to bridge the gap between neuroscience and subjective
experience. Actudly, | think my view is compatible with much of the work going on now in neuroscience and psychology,
where people are studying the rel ationship of consciousnessto neural and cognitive processes without redlly trying to reduce it
to those processes. We are just getting much more detailed knowledge of the associations and correlations between them.
Thingsare till in early stages, but one can imagine that aswe build up and systematize our theories of these associations, and
try to boil them down to their core, the result might point us toward the sort of fundamenta principles | advocate. Of course
that'salong way off yet.

There are areas in which current scientific practice might be expanded, though. A science of consciousness, as| seeit, needsto
make a systematic study of the relationship of third-person data concerning brain processes and the like and first-person data
concerning conscious experience. One can see some current work as doing something like this, but it's striking that the methods
we have for characterizing the first-person data are very primitive compared to those involved on the third-person side. | think
what's missing isaformalism for describing and taxonomizing the many aspects of conscious experience itsdf. There have been
attemptsin thisdirection over the years, in both philosophy and psychology, with mixed results, and it's not obvious that there
will ever be aperfect formaism. But | think that we at least need to move in that direction in order to devel op a sophisticated
science that takes consciousness serioudly.

Anyway, thereisalot of redly interesting work going on in the neuroscience and psychology of consciousness, and | would
love to see philosophers become more closely involved with this. For example, there are some fascinating experimental results
with monkeys, aimed at isolating the "neural correlate’ of consciousness. These raise degp methodol ogical and conceptua



guestions. How do you justify criteriafor ascribing consciousness, given that we can't detect it directly? What does it mean,
exactly, for agiven sysem to bea'"neurd correlate of consciousness'? I've been working on this sort of question latdly, trying
to provide congtructive anayses that engage the sciencein detail. In generd | think that philosophers have alot to contribute
here.

Chrucky: Y our name is being identified with the distinction between an easy and ahard problem of consciousness. Herbert
Feigl made ardated digtinction in hislong essay "The Mentd and the Physical”. In his"Pogtscript after Ten Years', he writes:
"Some philosophersfed that the central issue of mind-body problemsisthat of intentiondity (sapience); othersseeitinthe
problem of sentience; and Hill othersin the puzzles of salfhood. Although | have focused my attention primarily on the sentience
problem, | regard the others as equally important. But | must confess that, as before, the sapience and salfhood issues have
vexed meless severdy than those of sentience.” He and his colleague, Wilfrid Sdlars, couched it asthe ‘intentionality-body
problem’ (the easy problem) and the 'sensorium (or sentience)-body problem'’ (the hard problem). Did you formulate your
digtinction independently? Are you making the same sort of distinction in your problems?

Chamers: There's certainly nothing original about the observation that conscious experience poses ahard problem. When |
sadthis, | was stating the obvious. The context was abig interdisciplinary conference on consciousness, with people from all
sorts of areastalking about the topicsin al sorts of different ways. At this sort of event, one often finds people making big
clamsfor atheory or model of "consciousness' that doesn't touch the deepest issues. The trouble is that the word
"consciousness' is deeply ambiguous, so there's not just one problem of consciousness. So | found it useful, for purposes of
clarity, to make the obvious distinction between the "easy" problems of consciousness, which involve such functional matters as
discrimination, integration, and verbal report, and the "hard" problem of subjective experience. | never expected thisto catch
onintheway it did! Of course smilar observations have been made by any number of people, and the distinction is obviousto
anyone who thinks about the subject alittle. All I introduced was a catchy name. I'm glad it has caught on, though, becauseit's
made it much harder for people to just ignore the problem in the way they often did before.

Therés no question that Feigl recognized the difficulty of the problem. His problem of "sentience” isof coursejust the problem
I'm concerned with. "The Menta and the Physica" isamarvelous and intricate piece of work which more people ought to

read. He grapples with the problem very serioudy, and tries his hardest to reconcile the existence of consciousness with what
we know of science. Feigl is often assmilated with the early identity theorists such as Place and Smart, but | think thisisa
migtake. Hisview ismuch moreradical. Rather than "reducing” consciousnessto what we know of the physicd, Feigl wantsto
flesh out our view of the physical so that it can accommodate consciousness. It's not unlike aview put forward by Russell afew
decades earlier, on which consciousness providestheintrinsgc nature of certain physica statesthat science characterizes only
from the outside. Leopold Stubenberg has anice paper distinguishing the "Audrdian™ and "Ausdtrian” versons of the identity
theory. Although I'm Audtrdian, | find mysdalf much morein sympathy with the Austrian version!

Sdlarsisaso someone who took the problem of consciousness very serioudy. His critique of the "myth of the given” is
sometimes cited as a sort of demolition of the intuitionsthat give riseto the problem, but it's clear that Sdlars himsdf didn't see
it thisway. In his Carus lectures, late in his career, he does some serious metaphysicsto try to deal with the problem of the
"sensorium”. Like Feigl, he seemsto want to expand our view of the physica, though in adightly different way. | think he might
be best seen asa sort of emergentist, who holds that new fundamenta "physical” principles comeinto play in sysemsof a
certain complexity, and these principles may account for consciousness.

On the various problems defined by Feigl and Sdllars, | think their "sentience”’ and "sensorium’* problems map nicely onto the
"hard" problem. It's not quite so clear that the "intentiondity™, "sapience”, and "salfhood" problems map onto the "easy™
problems. | definethe easy problemsin terms of functioning. Some aspects of intentiondlity, sapience, and safhood might be
explainablein terms of functioning, but there may be other partsthat go beyond this, such as the phenomenological components
of intentiondity and the sdf, which | think are absolutely central. So these problems may have afoot in both the "hard” and

"easy" camps.



Chrucky: Onething that puzzles me, as astudent of the history of philosophy, isthe widespread controversy about the
existence of quaia Thisissurprising because amost al philosophers prior to roughly 1950 accepted the existence of quaia--
they referred to them, of course, by other names: sense impressions, phantasms, ideas, sense data, sensa, sensibilia-- though
theterm'quale wasdso used -- by C. |. Lewis, | believe. Am | correct in beieving this? And what happened to produce this
widespread aversion to sense data or qualia?

Chamers: Actudly, | think most people accept the existence of qualia. Only afew deny them -- Dan Dennett, for example, and
even therethe denid isn't unequivoca. What's controversia about my own view isnot so much that | defend the existence of
qudia, but that | argue that they are nonphysical. Many contemporary philosopherswould like to have their cake and edt it too,
by accepting qualiaand holding that they are physical. That would be niceif it worked, but at the end of theday | think it just
doesn't work.

Sense data are much more controversia than qudia, because they are associated with a controversid theory of perception --
that one perceives the world by perceiving one's sense-data, or something like that. They're also associated with some
controversid viewsin epistemology. Much of the reaction against sense-data was a reaction to this sort of theory, rather than a
reaction to the notion of qualiaper se. It may be that some people are dubious about qualia because they see dl this baggage
packed into the notion, or other baggage such asthe view that qualiaare known incorrigibly, or that they have acertain nature.
But none of thisisessentid to the core notion of qualia, which isjust that qualiaare the propertiesthat characterizewhat itis
liketo bein agiven menta State. It's pretty hard to deny that there are such properties, dthough of course some philosophers

deny it anyway.

For my part, | often prefer not to use the term "qualia’, partly because of al this baggage, and partly because it suggests asort
of abstruse problem invented by philosophers. | tend to just use the everyday terms " consciousness' and "experience” (or
"subjective experience") mysdf, asthat'swhat we are redly talking abouit.

Chrucky: Describing qualiaas nonphysical leavesroom for akind of distinction Sellars and Meehl madein their paper, "The
Concept of Emergence’, in which they distinguish two senses of ‘physica’: a'physical-2 which refersto properties of matter
prior to the emergence of life (the properties studied by physics), and ‘physica-1' which refersto the properties of living things
containing sentience. As | understand Sdllars, anything which is physica must bein space, intime, and have causal properties.
When you say that quaiaare nonphysica, you could mean that they are 'physical-1'. Qualiawould not be physical-1 (nor
physicd-2) if they were epiphenomena (i.e. qudialacking causa powers). What isyour position relative to this distinction?

Chamers. Well, | take materialism, or physicaism, to be the thesisthat the only fundamentd propertiesand lawsin nature are
those characterized by physics: space, time, mass, charge, and so on, and the various laws governing them. To speak
metaphoricaly, we might say that after God had created adl of physics and had set up the boundary conditions, everything else
camedong for free. My centrd claim isthat thisisfase. One needs further fundamenta propertiesto accommodate
CONSsCiousness -- experiential properties, or proto-experientid properties. Thisisroughly to say that one needs new
fundamenta propertieswhich are not physical-2 in Sdlars sense,

Sdlarsis suggesting, in effect, that they could be "physical” in abroader sense. | think that issueislargely terminologicd, but if
people want to use the terms that way, they can. What's important isto get the shape of the view right, not what to call it.
Persondly, | think using "physicd” in thisweaker sense (Sdlars ‘physica-1) empties "physicdism’ of much of its content. For
example, consder the sort of view in quantum mechanics on which consciousness aone is exempt from the Schrodinger rules
of wave evolution, and on which it somehow actsto collgpse the wave function. Thisview might count as"physcdigt” in
Sdlars weaker sense, but | think it isbest seen asa sort of duaism -- at least a property dudism, with two deeply different
classes of properties entering into different sorts of laws. But if someone wantsto call thissort of view physicaig, they can. I've
aways wanted to be aphyscdist!

There arelots of subtle gradations of viewsin the vicinity, of course. Some of them are closer to "physicaism™ than others. For
example, aproperty duadism is closer than a Cartesian dualism with two kinds of substance. It may also make adifference



whether the new properties play acausal role with respect to the origind microphysica properties. And thereisthe very
interesting view on which the nove properties somehow make up the "ingde"’ of the entities characterized by physics. Thislast
view may well deserveto be called materidist in some sense. But the real point isthat on any of these views, one needsto
introduce experientia or proto-experientia properties as fundamental.

| seethe options asfalling into three classes. There is epiphenomenaism, on which the new properties don't play acausa role,
50 | suppose they can't be physica-1 in Sdllars sense. Thereisinteractionism, on which they do play a causdl role, so they
might or might not be physical-1, depending on whether they arelocated in spacetime. And thereis "panprotopsychism”, the
last view on which the novel properties are somehow inside the microphysical network from the start. | am perhaps most
sympathetic with the last view, which is beautiful and éegant if the details can be worked out. But | have days when each of
them seems attractive. It al depends on how a detailed fundamenta theory shapes up, sometime in the future.

Chrucky: It seemsthat it is possible to classify various philosophers by their stance towards quaia. Using C. D. Broad's
terminology (in Mind and Its Place in Nature), those who view qudiaas delusive are the diminativigts, those who view them
asreducible or identica to physical properties of inanimate life are reductionists, and those who claim that qualia are neither
eliminable nor reducible, like yourself, are non-reductive or emergent materiaists. Although there don't seem to be too many
non-reductive materialists around, | am wondering how your version compares with those of others.

Chamers: Broad is another marvelous under-read metaphysician. | like his taxonomy of the seventeen fundamental positions on
the mind-body problem, with various symmetrica kinds of materidism, mentaism, dualism, and neutralism. Some of his
seventeen don't have many contemporary proponents, but some do. He dismisses out of hand the sort of materialism that holds
that quaiaare "ddusive", but nowadays people like Dennett come close to this view. Then there are many reductive
materidists, of course. Thereisaso apopular view he didn't redly consider, on which mentd facts are not deducible from
physica descriptions, but on which the mentd is somehow physical in any case. These people often call themselves
"nonreductive materiaists’. That view is perhaps halfway between Broad's "reductive’ and "emergent” materialism. Then there
are agood number of dudists, and afew mentdists and neutraists.

My own view might well be seen asaverson of hisown favorite view, "emergent materidism’*, which has new fundamental
principles governing the emergence of consciousness from the physical. | would prefer to call it a™property duaism™ rather than
averson of materiglism, but that's mostly aterminological issue. | dso have agood dedl of sympathy with certain forms of what
he calls"neutralism", on which for example there might be a network of " proto-experiential” properties underlying both the
physica and the mental. This sort of view can be motivated by the considerations of Russall and Feigl that we discussed earlier,
and it dsofits nicdy with the idea of thinking about physics and consciousnessin terms of information theory, for example,
whichisaspeculativeideathat | have explored alittle.

Chrucky: Am | correct in saying that you hold that the phenomena of physics, chemistry, and biology can belogicaly deduced
from thelaws of physics, but that the phenomenon of consciousness cannot? The first thesi's ssemsto bein contradiction with
Broad's position. According to Broad, the properties of chemical compounds cannot be deduced from the properties of their
componentsin isolation, or from their propertiesin other compounds. For example, the properties of water cannot be deduced
from the properties of hydrogen or oxygen inisolation, or from their propertiesin other chemica compounds. Could you
explain your position vis-a-vis Broad's belief.

Chamers: That's approximately right. | hold that most phenomena can be logicaly deduced from the facts of physics. But the
facts here should be taken to include more than the laws. They include for example the distribution of every particle and field
throughout space and time. These facts probably can't dl be deduced from the laws of physics, if only because of therole of
boundary conditions and indeterminism, so we need to include them directly. Once we are given this sort of complete
microphysical information, | think that L aplace's demon, who models the whole universe a lightning speed, could infer the facts
of chemigtry, the facts of biology, and so on. But he couldn't infer the facts of consciousness.



The pogition with respect to Broad istricky. Broad held, in effect, that there are"emergent laws' governing the behavior of
meatter in certain configurations, and that these laws are irreducible. So when particles assemble themsdvesinto certain
chemica configurations, for example, the laws governing their evolution can't be inferred from the sandard laws that govern
those particlesinisolation. | think that Broad was probably wrong about that. What we know now about physicsand
chemistry suggeststhat the laws of chemistry are probably a consequence of the laws of physics, although we certainly don't
know dl the details yet. But even if Broad was right about this, it might not threaten my clam. If heisright, the facts of
chemistry aren't deducible from microphysica laws, but they might still be deducible from the totality of microphysicd facts.
The microphysical factswould tel usjust how the particles are behaving when they arein certain configurations, for example,
and from there one could figure out the behavior of various chemicas. Something smilar holdsfor biology, | think.

So even accepting Broad's view of biology and chemidtry, the Situation there will be different from the situation involving
consciousness. Where consciousnessisinvolved, one doesn't just have new patterns of evolution of exigting quaities. One has
wholly new quditiesinvolved. These two different sorts of "emergence’ weren't dways distinguished by the British
emergentists, but | think they need to be kept separate.

Chrucky: Y ou hold that the presence of consciousness does not supervene on the components of a structure, but only on their
functional organization. So if some system of things, for example, acomputer or the people of China (Ned Block's example),
exemplified an appropriate functional structure -- regardless of the components of that structure -- they would possess
consciousness. |n other words, the emergence of qualia depends only on an appropriate functiona structure. Isthis correct?

Chamers: Right. | don't think that consciousness can be logically deduced from either structure or function, but it is<till closely
correlated with these things. Any two physicaly identica systemsin the actua world will have the same state of consciousness,
asameatter of natura law. The question then is; what sort of physical factors matter? I's carbon-based biology required for
consciousness, or can anything with the right organization be conscious? | hold that what mattersisthe functional organization.
If aslicon system was set up o that its components interacted just like my neurons, it would be consciousjust like me.

There are various reasonsto think this. Fird, | can't see that neurons have anything specia going for them that silicon doesn'.
Second, I'm struck by the fact that the most direct correlations between consciousness and the brain can be cast at the level of
information processing -- when we find a certain abstract structure in physica color processing, we aso find asimilar structure
inour conscious color space. So that suggests that abstract organization isimportant. And third, | think one can argue that if
one's neurons were to be substituted one-by-one with silicon chips, then one's consciousness would stay the same. The
aternaives arethat it gradually fades across the spectrum, or that it disappearsal at once, and | don't think either of those are
very plausible. Of courseit's an open question, but | think that in acentury or two, once we start actualy doing this sort of
replacement, most people will accept this sort of view.

The samewould apply, in principle, if there were ahundred billion tiny peoplein your head instead of neurons or silicon chips,
asin Block'sexample. Aslong asthey areinteracting in the right way, | think this sort of system should be able to support
conscious experiencesjust like mine. It's counterintuitive, but after dl it's counterintuitive that a gray mass of ahundred billion
neurons should support consciousness. And again, | don't see why replacing neurons with tiny people one by one should
changethings.

Chrucky: In reading your exchange with Searle, in the New York Review of Books [ Exchange; reply 2], | was not sure how to
take his charge that you are, on the final analysis, a panpsychist. If you are, you are in good company with someone like Alfred
North Whitehead. Can you formulate your understanding of panpsychism, and in what way you are or are not a panpsychist.

Chamers: In my book on consciousness| discuss panpsychism fairly sympatheticaly, but I'm not committed to the idea. What
| am committed to isthe ideathat experience is somehow fundamenta to nature, and that there are fundamenta laws
connecting experience with the physical processes we know and love. One natural way for thisto go would be for some sort of



experience, or proto-experience, to be associated with every physical process. That would make atheory particularly elegant
and smple, and it may aso help integrate experience indde the causal order, rather than having it dangle outside as a sort of
epiphenomenon.

Thetrouble, of course, isthat people think theideaiis crazy. Inthe book | arguethat it's not as crazy as peoplethink it is. There
needn't be anything like "minds’ aswe usudly think of them at the fundamenta leve, for example -- I'm not suggesting that
electrons are having deep thoughts about the protons they're revolving around! It'sjust some sort of very smple, primitive
analog of experience, going al the way down. | think one needsto take the idea serioudy -- after dl, it may be arequirement
for atheory of consciousnessthat it contains at least one crazy idea. But after saying dl this, | should say that panpsychismis
just one way that afundamental theory might go, and | think the true shape of such atheory is very much an open question.

Chrucky: With the rapid rise of the Internet, we have also witnessed a very rapid rise in the number of philosophersusingit. In
fact the amount of materia is proliferating at such agrest rate that it isbecoming hard to keep up with it. | know that you have
invested agreat ded of your timein developing avery important web site. Can you tell me how you view the Internet, the use
of the Internet for philosophy, and your own rolein managing aweb Ste.

Chamers: | find the Internet useful for al sorts of philosophica purposes. | use e-mail alot, and have had many productive
philosophica discussionsthisway. And thereisalot of interesting material out there on the web. My own web sSte started as
an experiment in my spare time, but it has mushroomed, and now it plays number of different rolesfor me. For agtart, | have
made anumber of my papers available online, which makes them available much more widdy than if they areburiedina
philosophy journal somewhere. | am sure that a number of my papers have had many more readers through the eectronic
verson than through the print version, especialy among nonphilosophers. It's aso useful for making unpublished materia
available, and for getting feedback. And | have recently started using my web site for posting brief responses to papers that
discuss my work. Often one doesn't want to go do the length of publishing whole articlesin response, but it'snice to be ableto
at least make some sort of response available to those who are interested.

I've dso used my web site to make anumber of resources available for the wider community. | started compiling an annotated
bibliography of the philosophy of mind when | was a graduate student learning the ropes. People told me | should make it
availableto others, so | did, and now it has grown to more than 4000 entries. The web has made it much easier to use. I've
aso put together various pages with links to high-quality philosophy available e sewhere on the web. For example, it turns out
that around 400 papers on consciousness are available online, many of them by the leading philosophers and scientistsin the
field. | put together a page categorizing these papers and linking to them. That page now getsalot of use by peopleinside and
outsidethefield, and it isgrowing al thetime. On thelighter sSde, | have a page devoted to zombies, and one devoted to
philosophica humor. Last time | checked, the humor page got the most traffic of any of my pages. | tend to work on my web
page when I'm in amood to avoid getting real writing done -- but at least it'saform of productive procrastination!

Oneeffect of dl this, | hope, isto make red philosophy much more ble to people outsde the field, and people outsde
academia. | have had alot of nice feedback from people who appreciate this. Another effect isto help open lines of
communication between the different fields involved in abroad area such as consciousness research. And athird effect isto
speed up the process of philosophica didectic. New work is often made available much more quickly these days. Where
responses between philosophers might have previoudy taken years, at least at the public level, now they can be availablein
months. | suppose one negative effect could be potentially to encourage doppiness and alowering of standards, but | think that
the existence of journals and such will keep stlandards high. Overdl, | hope the effect of the Internet isto help make philosophy
an even more interesting, active, and open field than it isaready.



