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Abstract. A posteriori physicalism is the combination of two attractive views: the world is wholly physical, 

but there is a way of thinking about phenomenal properties, in terms of what it is like to have those 

properties, that is independent of their causal or functional role. Another attractive view is what I will call 

“Phenomenal Knowledge:” the view that it is possible to acquire propositional knowledge about 

phenomenal properties by attending to what it is like to have those properties. Recently, a number of 

proponents of the so-called “Phenomenal Concept Strategy,” such as Balog (2009; 2012a; 2012b), Diaz-

Leon (2008; 2010; 2014), Levin (2006; 2008), and Schroer (2010), have claimed that a posteriori physicalism 

is compatible with Phenomenal Knowledge. In this paper, I argue that this is not the case: a posteriori 

physicalism and Phenomenal Knowledge cannot both be true. This makes a posteriori physicalism 

considerably less attractive than has often been recognized by its advocates. 

1. Introduction 

A posteriori physicalism is the combination of two attractive views: the world is wholly 

physical, but there is a way of thinking about phenomenal properties, in terms of what it is 

like to have those properties, that is independent of their causal or functional role. More 

precisely, I take a posteriori physicalism to be the combination of the following two theses: 

Reductive Physicalism. Every actually instantiated phenomenal property is identical to 

some physical property. 

Conceptual Dualism. Phenomenal concepts (our concepts of phenomenal properties) 

are a priori disconnected from physical concepts (our concepts of physical properties). 

That is to say, propositions expressed in terms of physical concepts are never a priori 

inferable from propositions expressed in terms of phenomenal concepts, and vice versa.1 

Both these views have significant theoretical or explanatory merits. Reductive Physicalism is 

ontologically parsimonious and offers a simple account of mental causation. Conceptual 

                                                       
1 The label “Conceptual Dualism” is taken from Papineau (2002). 
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Dualism offers an explanation of why philosophical zombies seem conceivable, and why Mary 

seems unable to use color concepts before she is released from her black-and-white room.2 By 

combining Reductive Physicalism and Conceptual Dualism, a posteriori physicalism thus 

promises to deliver the best of two worlds: it grants the dualist an epistemic gap between 

physical and phenomenal concepts, while allowing the physicalist to deny an ontological gap 

between physical and phenomenal properties.  

Another attractive view is what I will call “Phenomenal Knowledge:” the view that it is 

possible to acquire propositional knowledge about phenomenal properties by attending to 

what it is like to have those properties. More precisely: 

Phenomenal Knowledge. Phenomenal beliefs (beliefs about phenomenal properties 

formed in terms of phenomenal concepts) can constitute propositional knowledge of 

what it is for those phenomenal properties to be instantiated. 

At least since the publication of Frank Jackson’s (1982; 1986) famous thought experiment 

about Mary in the black-and-white room, many philosophers have found Phenomenal 

Knowledge attractive. When we experience colors, so the intuition goes, we seem to learn 

something about color properties (e.g., that red looks more like orange than blue). Likewise, 

when we experience pain, we seem to learn something about pain (e.g., that the intensity of 

pain can vary over time). More generally, it seems that we would know less about the world if 

we were deprived of the wealth of phenomenal experiences that make up our conscious lives. 

Recently, a number of proponents of the so-called “Phenomenal Concept Strategy,” such 

as Balog (2009; 2012a; 2012b), Diaz-Leon (2008; 2010; 2014), Elpidorou (2015), Levin (2006; 

2008), and Schroer (2010), have claimed that a posteriori physicalism is compatible with 

Phenomenal Knowledge.3,4 In this paper, I argue that this is not the case: a posteriori 

physicalism and Phenomenal Knowledge cannot both be true. This makes a posteriori 

physicalism considerably less attractive than has often been recognized by its advocates. 

                                                       
2 For classic formulations of the “conceivability argument” and “knowledge argument” against physicalism, see Chalmers 
(1996; 2009), and Jackson (1982; 1986). 
3 The term “Phenomenal Concept Strategy” was coined by Stoljar (2005). 
4 For instance, Balog (2012b) defends a version of a posteriori physicalism, which she takes to be compatible with the view 
that we can have “substantial insight” into the nature of our conscious states (Balog 2012b: 17). Similarly, Diaz-Leon (2014) 
argues that a posteriori physicalism is compatible with the view that “phenomenal concepts can reveal at least something of 
what it would take for the corresponding phenomenal property to be instantiated” (Diaz-Leon 2014: 1). 
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Here is the plan: in §2, I clarify Phenomenal Knowledge a bit further. In §3, I argue that 

a posteriori physicalism is incompatible with Phenomenal Knowledge. In §4, I compare my 

argument with two related anti-physicalist arguments by Goff (2011; forthcoming) and Nida-

Rümelin (2007), and argue that physicalists have more to fear from my argument than from 

Goff’s and Nida-Rümelin’s arguments. In §5, I conclude. 

2. Phenomenal Knowledge 

Let me begin by clarifying two points about what Phenomenal Knowledge does and does not 

say. First, Phenomenal Knowledge does not say that every kind of phenomenal belief can 

constitute knowledge of what it is for its corresponding phenomenal property to be 

instantiated. To illustrate the significance of this point, note that there will often be several 

different ways of conceptualizing the same phenomenal property. For example, the following 

two expressions may both be used to rigidly designate the same phenomenal property: 

(1) Peter’s actual favourite color. 

(2) That color which I am currently experiencing. 

If Peter’s actual favourite color happens to be the same color that I am currently experiencing, 

it follows that (1) and (2) rigidly designate the same phenomenal property. Yet, (1) and (2) 

are importantly different: while I can use the term “Peter’s actual favourite color” without 

knowing anything about what it is like to experience Peter’s actual favourite color, I cannot 

use the term “that color which I am currently experiencing” without knowing what it is like 

to experience that color.  

In line with Chalmers (2003; 2010), Hawthorne (2007), Livingston (2013), and others, 

we can capture this difference by saying that (2) expresses a direct phenomenal concept, while 

(1) expresses an indirect phenomenal concept. Accordingly, we can say that beliefs formed in 

terms of direct phenomenal concepts are direct phenomenal beliefs, while beliefs formed in 

terms of indirect phenomenal concepts are indirect phenomenal beliefs. What the 

comparison of (1) and (2) suggests, then, is that while direct phenomenal beliefs can 

constitute knowledge of what it is for their corresponding phenomenal properties to be 

instantiated, indirect phenomenal beliefs may not be able to constitute such knowledge. But 

this is fully compatible with Phenomenal Knowledge. Phenomenal Knowledge does not say 

that every kind of phenomenal belief can constitute phenomenal knowledge. It merely says 

that some phenomenal beliefs can constitute such knowledge. 
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Second, there are a number of more specific views about the character of phenomenal 

knowledge that Phenomenal Knowledge stays neutral on. In particular, Phenomenal 

Knowledge does not imply any of the following views: 

Phenomenal Completeness. Phenomenal beliefs can constitute knowledge of everything 

there is to know about what it is for their corresponding phenomenal properties to be 

instantiated. 

Phenomenal A Priority. Phenomenal beliefs can constitute a priori knowledge of what it 

is for their corresponding phenomenal properties to be instantiated. 

Phenomenal Certainty. Phenomenal beliefs can constitute certain knowledge of what it 

is for their corresponding phenomenal properties to be instantiated. 

Each of these views are subject to ongoing debate.5 But the important point here is merely that 

proponents of Phenomenal Knowledge are not committed to any of the views. As such, we 

can understand Phenomenal Knowledge as a minimal view that may be strengthened in 

various ways by conjoining it with additional theses like Phenomenal Completeness, 

Phenomenal A Priority, and Phenomenal Certainty. For present purposes, however, it will be 

dialectically advantageous to focus on Phenomenal Knowledge in its minimal form. For if a 

posteriori physicalism is incompatible with Phenomenal Knowledge, as I argue below, it will 

be incompatible with any strengthened version of Phenomenal Knowledge. 

3. A Posteriori Physicalism is Incompatible with Phenomenal Knowledge 

I will now argue that a posteriori physicalism is incompatible with Phenomenal Knowledge. 

The argument I want to propose goes as follows: 

(P1)  No Physical Knowledge. Phenomenal knowledge cannot serve to a priori justify 

physical beliefs (beliefs about physical properties formed in terms of physical 

concepts). 

(P2) Physical Completeness. Every knowable fact about physical properties can be 

known in terms of physical concepts. 

                                                       
5 For further discussion, see Balog (2012b), Chalmers (2009), Goff (2011; forthcoming), Kripke (1980), Nida-Rümelin (2007), 
and others. 
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(P3) Conceptual Connection. For any two beliefs B and B' formed in terms of distinct 

concepts C and C', if B and B' constitute the same piece of knowledge about what it 

is for some property to be instantiated, C and C' are a priori connected (i.e., anyone 

who is justified in forming B is a priori justified in forming B', and vice versa). 
                                                                                                                                     ( 

(C)  If A posteriori physicalism is true, Phenomenal Knowledge is false. 

Before assessing the premises of the argument, it is worth pausing to verify its validity: 

suppose that a posteriori physicalism and (P1)-(P3) are true, and assume, for reductio, that 

Phenomenal Knowledge is also true. From Phenomenal Knowledge it follows that it is 

possible for beliefs about phenomenal properties formed in terms of phenomenal concepts to 

constitute knowledge of what it is for those phenomenal properties to be instantiated. So 

consider a belief Bphen formed in terms of phenomenal concepts Cphen, such that Bphen constitutes 

a piece of knowledge about what it is for some phenomenal property Pphen to be instantiated. 

Given a posteriori physicalism, it follows that Pphen is identical to some physical property; call 

it Pphys. So Bphen constitutes a piece of knowledge about what it is for Pphys to be instantiated. 

Given Physical Completeness, this piece of knowledge about Pphys can be known in terms of 

physical concepts. So let Bphys be a belief formed in terms of physical concepts Cphys, such that 

Bphys constitutes the relevant piece of knowledge about Pphys. Given Conceptual Connection, it 

follows that Cphen and Cphys are a priori connected: someone who is justified in forming Bphen is 

a priori justified in forming Bphys. But this contradicts No Physical Knowledge, which says that 

phenomenal knowledge cannot serve to a priori justify physical beliefs. So if a posteriori 

physicalism and (P1)-(P3) are true, Phenomenal Knowledge must be false. 

Thus, it remains to assess the premises (P1)-(P3). Below, in §§3.1-3.3, I clarify and defend 

each premise in turn. 

3.1 No Physical Knowledge  

According to No Physical Knowledge, it is not possible to acquire physical knowledge merely 

by attending to what it is like to have certain phenomenal properties. This thesis is a direct 

consequence of Conceptual Dualism to which the a posteriori physicalist is already 

committed. For if phenomenal concepts are a priori disconnected from physical concepts, it 

follows that phenomenal beliefs cannot serve to a priori justify physical beliefs. Thus, no 

defense of No Physical Knowledge is needed to sway the a posteriori physicalist. 
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Dialectical considerations aside, it is worth noting that there are independently very good 

reasons to accept No Physical Knowledge: surely, we cannot learn about the complicated 

functional behavior of the visual cortex simply by attending to what it is like to experience 

colors, nor can learn about the workings of c-fibers by attending to what it is like to be in pain. 

Unfortunately, knowledge of the physical structure of reality does not come this cheap. 

3.2 Physical Completeness 

According to Physical Completeness, every knowable physical fact can be known in terms of 

physical concepts. Presumably, this is a thesis that any physicalist is willing to endorse: surely, 

any knowable fact about brain processes or electric circuits are knowable in terms of physical 

concepts, such as action potential or electric charge. Of course, this is not to say that all 

physical facts are knowable. The claim is merely that if a physical fact is knowable, then it can 

be known in terms of physical concepts. This, I take it, is a thesis that the physicalist can hardly 

deny. 

3.3 Conceptual Connection 

According to Conceptual Connection, if the same piece of knowledge about what it is for a 

given property to be instantiated can be known in terms of distinct concepts, then those 

concepts are a priori connected.6 To illustrate what this thesis amounts to, consider the 

following pair of sentences: 

(3) (a)  x is a sphere. 

(b) x is a three-dimensional surface each point of which is equidistant from its 

center. 

Let us suppose that (3a) and (3b) represent conceptually distinct ways of knowing the same 

thing about what it is for something to be spherical. What Conceptual Connection says, then, 

is that the concepts in (3a) and (3b) are a priori connected: anyone who knows (3a) is in a 

position to infer (3b), and vice versa. Is this plausible? Given our supposition that someone 

                                                       
6 Goff (2011; forthcoming; ms) advances an anti-physicalist argument that relies on a view akin to Conceptual Connection, 
which he defends by way of arguing against a thesis the negation of which is equivalent to Conceptual Connection. Goff 
discusses this thesis variously under the labels “The Thesis of Dubious Intelligibility” (Goff 2011: 198), “Dual Revelation” 
(Goff forthcoming: 138), and “Dual Carving” (Goff ms: 16). Likewise, Nida-Rümelin (2006) has articulated a defense of 
property dualism that rests on a premise akin to Conceptual Connection, which she calls “Cognitive Transparency.” I return 
to Goff and Nida-Rümelin’s arguments in §4. 
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who knows that x is a sphere thereby knows what it is for something to be spherical, it does 

indeed seem plausible that someone who knows that x is a sphere can thereby infer a priori 

that x is a three-dimensional surface each point of which is equidistant from its center; after 

all, this is precisely what it is for something to be spherical. 

Two points should be clarified here. First, the claim is not that (3a) and (3b) indeed do 

represent conceptually distinct ways of knowing what it is for something to be spherical. For 

all Conceptual Connection says, someone may well know that x is a sphere, yet fail to know 

what it is for something to be spherical. Conceptual Connection merely says that if (3a) and 

(3b) represent conceptually distinct ways of knowing the same thing about what it is for 

something to be spherical, then the concepts in (3a) and (3b) are a priori connected. Second, 

Conceptual Connection does not say that whenever the same fact can be known in terms of 

distinct concepts, then those concepts are a priori connected. Someone might, for example, 

hold that (i) anyone who knows that Hesperus is a planet thereby knows that Venus is a planet, 

and that (ii) anyone who knows that Phosphorus is a planet thereby knows that Venus is a 

planet, yet deny that (iii) someone who knows that Hesperus is a planet is in a position to infer 

a priori that Phosporus is a planet. This triad is consistent with Conceptual Connection. All 

Conceptual Connection says is that whenever the same piece of knowledge about what it is 

for some property to be instantiated can be known in terms of distinct concepts, then those 

concepts are a priori connected. And presumably, someone who knows that Hesperus is a 

planet (or that Phosphorus is a planet) need not know what it is for something to be a planet. 

Let me now turn to an objection against Conceptual Connection due to Diaz-Leon 

(2014). Diaz-Leon (2014: 7) considers the following pair of sentences:7 

(4) (a)  For x to be a bachelor is for x to be an unmarried man. 

(b) For x to be a bachelor is for x to be an unmarried Homo Sapiens with XY 

chromosomes. 

According to Diaz-Leon, (4a) and (4b) represent conceptually distinct ways of knowing the 

same thing about what it is for someone to be a bachelor. Yet, says Diaz-Leon, the concepts in 

(4a) and (4b) are a priori disconnected: someone can know that x is an unmarried man 

without being in a position to infer a priori that x is an unmarried Homo Sapiens with XY 

                                                       
7 Diaz-Leon uses this example as a case in favor of what Goff (2011: 198-201) calls “The Thesis of Dubious Intelligibility,” 
which is roughly equivalent to the negation of Conceptual Connection. 
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chromosomes. If both these claims are true, then (4) constitutes a counterexample to 

Conceptual Connection. 

I agree with Diaz-Leon that the concepts in (4a) and (4b) are a priori disconnected. 

However, I think we should deny that (4a) and (4b) represent conceptually distinct ways of 

knowing the same thing about what it is for someone to be a bachelor. It seems clear that 

someone can know that x is an unmarried man without thereby knowing that x is an 

unmarried Homo Sapiens with XY chromosomes. If so, (4a) and (4b) cannot express the same 

proposition, and so cannot represent conceptually distinct ways of knowing the same thing 

about what it is for someone to be a bachelor. So (4) does not constitute a counterexample to 

Conceptual Connection. To further motivate this point, consider another pair of sentences: 

(5) (a) For x to be a cube of ice is for x to be a cube of frozen water. 

(b) For x to be a cube of ice is for x to be a cube of solid-phase H2O. 

Again, it seems clear that someone can know that x is a cube of frozen water without knowing 

that x is a cube of solid-phase H2O. If so, (5a) and (5b) cannot express the same proposition, 

and so cannot represent conceptually distinct ways of knowing the same thing about what it 

is for something to be a cube of ice. So (5), like (4), does not constitute a counterexample to 

Conceptual Connection. 

Now, someone might object that, despite appearances to the contrary, sentence pairs 

such as (4) and (5) do in fact express identical propositions. In particular, this line of objection 

may be available to proponents of a broadly Russellian account of semantic content, according 

to which propositions are structured entities constituted by objects, properties, and relations.8 

On this view, two sentences express distinct propositions if and only if they differ syntactically 

or make reference to different objects, properties, or relations. In particular, (4a) and (4b) 

express identical structured propositions, since “man” and “Homo Sapiens with XY 

chromosomes” are co-referential. Similarly, (5a) and (5b) express identical structured 

propositions, since “frozen water” and “solid-phase H2O” are co-referential. So Russellians 

might want to insist that (4) and (5) are counterexamples to Conceptual Connection. It is well 

beyond the scope of this paper to offer a full-scale defense of the claim that sentence pairs 

such as (4) and (5) differ in semantic content. Rather, I will have to rest my case on what I 

take to be a strong and widely shared intuition that sentence pairs such as (4) and (5) differ in 

                                                       
8 See Soames (1985; 1987; 1989) and Salmon (1986; 1989) for some well-known Russellian accounts of semantic content. 
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meaning. In any case, my argument will have force against those a posteriori physicalists who 

are not willing to rest their case on controversial meta-semantic premises of the sort involved 

in a Russelian theory of semantic content. 

4. Related Anti-Physicalist Arguments 

The argument presented in the previous section is related to two other anti-physicalist 

arguments by Goff (2011; forthcoming; ms) and Nida-Rümelin (2007). Below, in §§4.1-4.2, I 

argue that physicalists have more to fear from my argument than from Goff’s and Nida-

Rümelin’s arguments. 

4.1 Goff’s Transparency Argument 

Goff’s argument centers around the idea that direct phenomenal concepts are transparent, 

that is, they “reveal” the “essential nature” of their referents (Goff ms: 2). His argument goes 

as follows (adapted to the present terminology):9 

Transparency Argument. 

(T1)  If direct phenomenal concepts are transparent and Reductive Physicalism is true, 

then No Physical Knowledge is false. 

(T2)  If No Physical Knowledge is false, then Conceptual Dualism is false. 

(T3) If direct phenomenal concepts are transparent, then either Physicalism or 

Conceptual Dualism is false, i.e., a posteriori physicalism is false (from T1 and T2). 

(T4)  Direct phenomenal concepts are transparent. 
                                                                                                                                 ( 

(C)  A posteriori physicalism is false. 

If we substitute Goff’s own characterization of transparent concepts as concepts that directly 

reveal the essential nature of their referents, (T3) becomes: 

Transparency Conditional. If direct phenomenal concepts directly reveal the essential 

nature of their designated phenomenal properties, then a posteriori physicalism is false.  

This thesis mirrors my claim that a posteriori physicalism is false if Phenomenal Knowledge 

is true. In fact, the antecedent of Transparency Conditional implies Phenomenal Knowledge: 

                                                       
9 See Goff (ms: 15) for the original formulation of this argument. 
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if direct phenomenal concepts directly reveal the essential nature of their designated 

phenomenal properties, it follows that it is possible to acquire phenomenal knowledge. By 

contrast, Phenomenal Knowledge does not itself imply the antecedent of Transparency 

Conditional: the claim that it is possible to acquire phenomenal knowledge does not imply 

that direct phenomenal concepts reveal the essential nature of their referents. 

This is important for two reasons. First, as Veillet (ms) argues in detail, it is far from clear 

how to spell out notions such as “transparency” and “revelation” in a clear, non-metaphorical 

way. Goff, for one, does not offer a precise account of what it means for a concept to reveal 

the essential nature of its referent. Thus, I take it to be a virtue of my argument that it does not 

rely on such metaphorical terminology. Second, whichever way we choose to make the 

notions of transparency and revelation precise, the thesis that direct phenomenal concepts 

directly reveal the essential nature of their referents will be more controversial than the 

minimal thesis that it is possible to acquire phenomenal knowledge by attending to one’s 

phenomenal experiences. Of course, it might be possible to argue that proponents of 

Phenomenal Knowledge are committed to the view that direct phenomenal concepts are 

transparent. But this would require substantive argument, which means that it will remain 

harder for the physicalist to deny Phenomenal Knowledge than to deny the view that 

phenomenal concepts are transparent. For this reason, I find the argument presented in §3 

dialectically superior to Goff’s Transparency Argument. 

4.2 Nida-Rümelin’s Grasping Argument 

Nida-Rümelin’s argument is very similar in spirit to Goff’s Transparency Argument. Her 

argument goes as follows (Nida-Rümelin 2007: 308): 

Grasping Argument. 

(G1) Cognitive accessibility of physical properties by physical concepts: every physical 

property can in principle be grasped via some physical concept. 

(G2) Cognitive transparency: a person who grasps one and the same property via different 

concepts can in principle find out without further empirical investigation that the 

two concepts are necessarily coextensive. 

(G3) Cognitive independence: for every physical concept and every phenomenal concept, 

it is possible for rational person with arbitrary physical knowledge to understand 
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both concepts without being in a position to conclude that they are necessarily 

coextensive. 

(G4) Phenomenal essentialism: we can grasp phenomenal properties via phenomenal 

concepts. 
                                                                                                                                               ( 

(C) Property dualism: no phenomenal property is identical to a physical property. 

If we transfer (G4) into the conclusion, we obtain: 

Grasping Conditional. If we can grasp phenomenal properties via phenomenal concepts, 

then property dualism is true. 

Like Goff’s Transparency Conditional, this thesis mirrors my claim that a posteriori 

physicalism is false if Phenomenal Knowledge is true. In order to see how the Grasping 

Conditional more precisely relates to my claim, we need to consider Nida-Rümelin’s account 

of what it means to “grasp” a property. 

According to Nida-Rümelin, someone grasps a property if and only if she knows the “real 

counterfactual extension” of a concept of that property. Moreover, someone knows the real 

counterfactual extension of a concept if and only if she knows the extension of the concept in 

all possible worlds considered as counterfactual (Nida-Rümelin 2007: 317). To illustrate, 

consider someone who knows that “water” picks out H2O in all counterfactual scenarios. 

Since water is actually H2O, this person thereby grasps the property of being water. By 

contrast, someone who is ignorant of the actual chemical structure of water does not know 

the real counterfactual extension of “water,” and hence fails to grasp the property of being 

water. 

Given this account of what it means to grasp a property, Phenomenal Knowledge follows 

from the antecedent of Grasping Conditional: if we can know the real counterfactual 

extension of phenomenal concepts, it follows that it is possible to acquire phenomenal 

knowledge. By contrast, Phenomenal Knowledge does not itself imply that we can know the 

real counterfactual extension of phenomenal concepts: the claim that it is possible to acquire 

phenomenal knowledge does not imply that it is possible to grasp phenomenal properties. Of 

course, it might be possible to argue that proponents of Phenomenal Knowledge are 

committed to the view that we can grasp phenomenal properties. But this would require 

substantive argument, which means that it will remain harder for the physicalist to deny 
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Phenomenal Knowledge than to deny the view that we can grasp phenomenal properties. For 

this reason, I find the argument presented in §3 dialectically superior to Nida-Rümelin’s 

Grasping Argument. 

5. Conclusion 

I have argued that a posteriori physicalism is incompatible with the view that we can acquire 

propositional knowledge about phenomenal properties by attending to what it is like to have 

those properties. The upshot, if I am right, is that the a posteriori physicalist faces a serious 

challenge of explaining why, despite appearances to the contrary, such phenomenal 

knowledge cannot be had. I will not attempt to assess the prospects of meeting this challenge.10 

The lesson I want to draw here is merely that a posteriori physicalism is considerably less 

attractive than has often been recognized by its advocates. 

References 

Balog, K. (2009): “Phenomenal Concepts”. In: Oxford Handbook in the Philosophy of Mind, B. 

McLaughlin, A. Beckermann, and S. Walter (Eds.), Oxford University Press, pp. 292–

312. 

              (2012a): “In Defense of the Phenomenal Concept Strategy”. In: Philosophy and 

Phenomenological Research 84, pp. 1–23. 

              (2012b): “Acquaintance and the Mind-Body Problem”. In: New Perspectives on Type 

Identity: The Mental and the Physical, S. Gozzano and C. Hill (Eds.), Cambridge 

University Press. 

Chalmers, D. (1996): The Conscious Mind: In Search of a Fundamental Theory. Oxford 

University Press. 

              (2003): “The Content and Epistemology of Phenomenal Belief”. In: Consciousness: 

New Philosophical Perspectives, Q. Smith and A. Jokic (Eds.), Oxford University Press, 

pp. 220–72. 

                                                       
10 One well-known argument against Phenomenal Knowledge trades on the so-called “Ability Hypothesis” prominently 
defended by Lewis (1983; 1990) and Nemirow (1990; 2006). According to the Ability Hypothesis, when Mary is released from 
her black-and-white room, she does not acquire any new propositional knowledge, but rather a new ability to recognize, 
imagine, and remember colors. If this diagnosis is right, the incompatibility between a posteriori physicalism and Phenomenal 
Knowledge will not be a strike against a posteriori physicalism. 



 13 

              (2009): “The Two-Dimensional Argument Against Materialism”. In: Oxford 

Handbook to the Philosophy of Mind, B. McLaughlin and S. Walter (Eds.), Oxford 

University Press. 

              (2010): The Character of Consciousness. Oxford University Press. 

Diaz-Leon, E. (2008): “Defending the Phenomenal Concept Strategy”. In: Australasian 

Journal of Philosophy 86, pp. 597–610. 

              (2010): “Can Phenomenal Concepts Explain The Epistemic Gap?” In: Mind 119, pp. 

933–51. 

              (2014): “Do a Posteriori Physicalists Get Our Phenomenal Concepts Wrong?” In: 

Ratio 27, pp. 1–16. 

Elpidorou, A. (2015): “A Posteriori Physicalism and Introspection”. In: Pacific Philosophical 

Quarterly 96. 

Goff, P. (2011): “A Posteriori Physicalists Get Our Phenomenal Concepts Wrong”. In: 

Australasian Journal of Philosophy 89, pp. 191–209. 

              (forthcoming). “Real Acquaintance and Physicalism”. In: Phenomenal Qualities: 

Sense, Perception and Consciousness, P. Coates and S. Coleman (Eds.), Oxford 

University Press. 

              (ms). “Consciousness and Fundamental Reality”. 

Hawthorne, J. (2007): “Direct Reference and Dancing Qualia”. In: Phenomenal Concepts and 

Phenomenal Knowledge: New Essays on Consciousness and Physicalism, T. Alter and S. 

Walter (Eds.), Oxford University Press. 

Jackson, F. (1982): “Epiphenomenal Qualia”. In: Philosophical Quarterly 32, pp. 127–36. 

              (1986): “What Mary Didn’t Know”. In: Journal of Philosophy 83, pp. 291–5. 

Kripke, S. (1980): Naming and Necessity, Harvard University Press. 

Levin, J. (2006): “What is a Phenomenal Concept?” In: Phenomenal Concepts and 

Phenomenal Knowledge: New Essays on Consciousness and Physicalism, T. Alter and S. 

Walter (Eds.), Oxford University Press. 

              (2008): “Taking Type-B Materialism Seriously”. In: Mind and Language 23, pp. 402–

425. 

Lewis, D. (1983). “Postscript to "Mad Pain and Martian Pain"”. In: Philosophical Papers 12, 

pp. 122–33. 

              (1990): “What Experience Teaches”. In: Mind and Cognition. W. Lycan (Ed.), 

Blackwell, pp. 29–57. 



 14 

Livingston, P. (2013): “Phenomenal Concepts and the Problem of Acquaintance”. In: Journal 

of Consciousness Studies 20, pp. 5–6. 

Nemirow, L. (1990): “Physicalism and the Cognitive Role of Acquaintance”. In: Mind and 

Cognition, W. Lycan (Ed.), Blackwell. 

              (2006): “So This is What It’s Like: A Defense of the Ability Hypothesis”. In: 

Phenomenal Concepts and Phenomenal Knowledge: New Essays on Consciousness and 

Physicalism, T. Alter and S. Walter (Eds.), Oxford University Press. 

Nida-Rümelin, M, (2006): “Phenomenal Belief and Phenomenal Concepts”. In: Two-

Dimensional Semantics: Foundations and Applications, M. Garcia-Carpintero and J. 

Macia (Eds.), Oxford University Press. 

              (2007): “Grasping Phenomenal Properties”. In: Phenomenal Concepts and 

Phenomenal Knowledge: New Essays on Consciousness and Physicalism, T. Alter and S. 

Walter (Eds.), Oxford University Press. 

Papineau, D. (2002): Thinking About Consciousness. Oxford University Press. 

Salmon, N. (1986): Frege’s Puzzle. Ridgeview. 

              (1989): “Illogical Belief”. In: Philosophical Perspectives 3, pp. 243–85. 

Schroer, R. (2010): “Where’s the Beef? Phenomenal Concepts as Both Demonstrative and 

Substantial”. In: Australasian Journal of Philosophy 88, pp. 505–22. 

Soames, S. (1985): “Lost Innocence”. In: Linguistics and Philosophy 8, pp. 59–71. 

              (1987): “Direct Reference, Propositional Attitudes, and Semantic Content”. In: 

Philosophical Topics 15, pp. 47–87. 

              (1989): “Semantics and Semantic Competence”. In: Philosophical Perspectives 3, pp. 

575–96. 

Stoljar, D. (2005): “Physicalism and Phenomenal Concepts”. In: Mind and Language 20, pp. 

296–302. 

Strawson, G. (2003): “Real Materialism”. In: Chomsky and His Critics, L. Antony (Ed.), 

Blackwell Publishing, pp. 49–88. 

              (2006): “Realistic Monism - Why Physicalism Entails Panpsychism”. In: Journal of 

Consciousness Studies 13, pp. 3–31. 

Veillet, B. (ms). “Transparency, Phenomenal Concepts and A Posteriori Physicalism”. 


