	Meeting title: Ljudevit Hanžek: The Metaphysics of Panexperientalism

	Date: 19.12.2025.	

	Time: 18.00

	Place: Zoom platform

	Zoom link: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89409874208?pwd=bNw5vT6wzAJN7JFCxKas4QtUdCgFdO.1


	Duration: 1 hour and 40 minutes

	Participants: Filip Grgić, Boran Berčić, Matija Rajter, Filip Čeč, Mark Balaguer, Lyuda, Majda Trobok, Ljudevit Hanžek

	Agenda:
1. Ljudevit Hanžek delivered the talk “The Metaphysics of Panexperientalism”
2. Discussion, questions and comments

	Meeting summary: 
On Friday 19.12.2025. the MetPhil project team organized the sixteenth workshop in the series. The topic of this workshop was a talk given by Ljudevit Hanžek titled “The Metaphysics of Panexperientalism”. In the first part of the workshop Hanžek delivered the talk in which he presents a distinctive panexperientialist form of panpsychism which was developed by Gregg Rosenberg in which he argues that conscious experience is more widespread in nature than is usually assumed. The second part of the talk was dedicated to a Q&A session where the audience presented their questions and comments to the author.

	Talk summary:
Gregg Rosenberg calls the view which presents in his book A Place for Consciousess “liberal naturalism”. The main idea behind liberal naturalism is the claim that human beings are natural entities, continuous with other natural phenomena. Furthermore, nature itself is not wholly physical, rather a kind of dual aspect view is presented (which is somewhat similar to Spinoza). A very interesting position found in this framework is the claim that experience is situated at the heart of causal interaction. Also, the true description of the world is a causal description, but this is not something that we can find in physics. In other words, physics is not the complete description of the natural world. Rosenberg cites the following influences for his Liberal Naturalism: Russell, Whitehead, Lockwood, Nagel, and Chalmers.
In the first part of the book Rosenberg presents a kind of mainstream criticism of physicalism. He does this by illustrating something he calls a LIFE world which is a form of a cellular automaton. Rosenberg’s idea is that the LIFE world is perfectly analogous to the physical world; the properties of the LIFE world are not defined by their intrinsic nature, they are defined in relation to one another. Rosenberg argues that, if LIFE world does not explain consciousness, then physics does not explain consciousness either.
After establishing that physicalism is false Rosenberg goes on to establish some problems that he thinks that a theory of consciousness should give an answer to. The crucial one is the boundary problem. This problem consists in the following three properties: (1) Consciousness contains some experiences, not all; (2) Consciousness is tied to a particular body; (3) Consciousness is unified. These properties give rise to the following interesting questions: What delineates conscious subjects? What makes it the case that conscious subjects are instantiated in some physical systems (bodies), but not in others? Could every physical system support consciousness? Could an electron be conscious? Could the universe be conscious?
Hanžek concludes that Rosenberg gives a very detailed, nuanced and sophisticated metaphysics of the physical world which is ultimately panpsychist. But there are serious doubts about the general framework of the receptive/effective complex and the various particular issues.

Questions and Comments
Berčić
· It looks like Rosenberg’s position has some similarities with the views of Spinoza.
· What is Rosenberg’s conclusion regarding the mind-body problem?
· Is consciousness for Rosenberg an emergent property?
· What role does the game of LIFE exactly play in his account?
· Can we not give a structural analysis of mental properties as well?
· What are the usual objections to this view?
· What would be the examples of effective and receptive properties?

Rajter
· At one point Rosenberg claims that effectiveness and receptivity are necessarily connected. But after that he claims that physics studies only effective properties. But if effectiveness and receptivity are necessarily connected how can physics study only effective properties?
· Why exactly does a new individual come into being by the fact that two particles are connected with a receptive connection?

	



